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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

MN-0120 
IAT/REV 
22 April 2004 

MEMORANDUM 

Subj: MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 
MEETING OF 15 APRIL 2004 

Encl: (1) 15 April 2004 IEG Meeting Agenda 
(2) Recording Secretary's Report of IEG Deliberations on 

15 April 2004 with enclosures 

1. The twenty-third meeting of the Department of the Navy (DON) 
Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) was convened at 0950 on 
15 April 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The 
following members of the IEG were present: Mr. H. T. Johnson, 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Installations and Environment 
(ASN(I&E)), Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy for Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis 
(DASN(IS&A) ) ,  Vice Chair; Ms. Ariane Whitternore, Assistant 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness and 
Logistics (N4), serving as alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, 
Jr., USN, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness 
and Logistics (N4), Member; CAPT Mark H. Anthony, USN, Deputy 
Director Fleet Training (N7A), U.S. Fleet Forces Command, 
serving as alternate for VADM Albert H. Konetzni Jr., USN, 
Deputy and Chief of Staff, U.S. Fleet Forces Command, Member; 
Ms. Carla Liberatore, Assistant Deputy Commandant for 
Installations and Logistics (I&L), Headquarters, U.S. Marine 
Corps, serving as alternate for LtGen Richard L. Kelly, USMC, 
Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics ( I & L ) ,  Member; 
RADM Mark T. Emerson, USN, Assistant Deputy Commandant for 
Aviation (AVN), serving as alternate for LtGen Michael A. Hough, 
USMC, Deputy Commandant for Aviation (AVN), Member; Dr. Michael 
F. McGrath, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Research 
Development Test & Evaluation (DASN(RDT&E)), Member; Mr. Ronnie 
J. Booth, Navy Audit Service (NAVAUDSVC), Representative; Mr. 
Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel (OGC) 
Representative; CDR Robert E. Vincent 11, JAGC, USN, Recorder; 
and Capt James A. Noel, USMC, Recorder. Dr. Russ Beland, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Manpower Analysis and 
Assessment (DASN ( M A W  ) , Member, was absent. 
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2 .  Additionally, the following members of the IAT were present: 
Mr. Dennis Biddick, Chief of Staff, CAPT Christopher T. Nichols, 
USN, Operations Team Lead; CAPT Gene A. Summerlin, USN, 
Education and Training Team Lead; CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; CDR 
Edward J. Fairbairn, USN; CDR Carl W. Deputy, USN; LtCol Paul J. 
Warhola, USMC; LtCol Terri E. Erdag, USMC; CDR Phillip A. Black, 
USN; LCDR Steven J. Cincotta, USN; LCDR Daniel L. Frost, USN; 
LCDR Brian D. Miller, USNR; LCDR Timothy P. Cowan, CEC, USN; 
and, LCDR William J. Billingsley, USN. All attendees were 
provided enclosure (1). Ms. Davis presented the minutes from 
the 8 April 2004 IEG meeting for review and they were approved. 

3. Ms. Davis provided updates on the following matters: 

a. 9 April 2004 ISG Meeting. The ISG addressed the 
Intelligence JCSG Military Value approach and determined that 
realignment potential should be the primary focus. The ISG is 
assessing the appropriate universe of activities for the 
military value data call. DASN (IS&A) is coordinating DON 
comments on the draft Intelligence JCSG Military Value Report 
and will submit consolidated comments by the end of the week. 

b. Deputy Assistant Secretaries (DAS) Military Value 
Integration Meetings). As directed by the ISG, the DAS are 
conducting regular meetings in order to address the integration 
and military value issues the Services raised in reviewing the 
JCSGsr Military Value Reports. Mr. Biddick noted many 
integration and military value issues have been resolved, but 
three primary issues remain under discussion: (1) HS&A 
geographic cluster scope of consideration; (2) Graduate Flight 
Training for joint platforms; and, ( 3 )  crediting contractor work 
force in government facilities. He informed the IEG that OSD - 
would review the DAS recommendations and promulgate resolutions 
by early next week. The JCSGs will then finalize the military 
value reports for submission to the ISG and IEC. 

c. 23 April 2004 ISG Meeting. The primary focus of this 
meeting will be to develop definitions of "principles" and 
"policy imperatives." The IEG recognizes that this will be an 
iterative process. When an official tasker is promulgated, the 
IAT will coordinate efforts to assess the policy imperatives CNO 
and CMC provided to SECNAV and combine them into DON principles 
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for the ISG. Ms. Davis noted that some principles would 
probably be submitted as Navy or Marine Corps unique. Ms. 
Whittemore informed the IEG that the VCNO discussed the 
development of principles and imperatives during his 14 April 
2004 meeting with the JCSG DON Principals. The VCNO will draft 
a definition of principles and further discuss this issue at his 
21 April 2004 meeting. 

d. Schedule of IEG Meetings. The IEG agreed to continue 
to meet each Thursday from 0930 to 1230 through the end of May. 

4. The IEG moved into deliberative session at 1016. See 
enclosure (2). The next meeting of the IEG is scheduled for 
Thursday, 22 April 2004. The meeting adjourned at 1234. 

H. T: JOHNSON 
Chairman, IEG 
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Infrastructure Evaluation Group 

15 Apr 2004 
0930-1230 
Crystal Plaza 6 

Meeting called by: Chairman Recorder: CDR Vincent 

----- Agenda Topics ----- 
Review and approve minutes of IEG Meeting of 8 
Apr 04 

Status Updates: 
ISGIJCSGs 

o 9 Apr ISG 
o DAS Military Value Integration 

Meetings 

Deliberative Session 
o Complete Air Operations 
o Review operational fhctions scoring 

plans 
o Begin Navy specific Education & 

Training topics 

Administrative 
Next meeting Thursday 22 Apr 04,0930-1230 
Meeting location Crystal Plaza 6,9" Floor 

Ms. Davis 

Ms Davis 

All 

Ms. Davis 

Other Information 
Draft minutes of 8 Apr 04 IEG meeting provided. 
Read ahead for deliberative discussions. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE INFRASTRUTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 

Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 15 APRIL 2004 

Encl: (1) IAT Naval Aviation Revised Military Value Evaluation 
Scoring Statement and Question for Air-31 

(2) IAT Naval Aviation Military Value Extract of Aviation 
Safety Questions 

(3) IAT Naval Aviation Military Value Attribute - 
Selection Criteria Weighting 

(4) IAT Naval Aviation Military Value Matrices 
(5) IAT Naval Aviation Military Value Question - 

Selection Criteria Mapping 
(6) IAT Naval Aviation Military Value Summaries 
(7) IAT Naval Aviation Military Value Ranking of 

Attribute Components By Weight 
(8) IAT Naval Aviation Revised Military Value Evaluation 

Scoring Statement and Question for Parallel runway 
operat ions 

(9) IAT Naval Aviation Revised Military Value Summaries 
(10) IAT Naval Aviation Revised Military Value Ranking of 

Attribute Components By Weight 
(11) IAT Surface/Subsurface Military Value Attribute 

Selection Criteria Weights 
(12) IAT Surface/Subsurface Military Value Matrices 
(13) IAT Surface/Subsurface Military Value Ranking 

of Attribute Components By Weight 
(14) IAT Ground Operations Military Value Attribute - 

Selection Criteria Weighting 
(15) IAT Ground Operations Military Value Matrices 
(16) IAT Ground Operations Military Value Ranking of 

Attribute Components By Weight 
(17) IAT Military Value Analysis of DON Specific 

Education & Training Functions. 

1. The seventh deliberative session of the Department of the 
Navy (DON) Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) convened at 
1016 on 15 April 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The 
following members of the IEG were present: Mr. H. T. Johnson, 
Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Vice Chair; Ms. Ariane Whittemore, 
alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, Jr., USN, Member; CAPT Mark 
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H. Anthony, USN, alternate for VADM Albert H. Konetzni, USN, 
Member; Ms. Carla Liberatore, alternate for LtGen Richard L. 
Kelly, USMC, Member; RADM Mark T. Emerson, USN, alternate for 
LtGen Michael A. Hough, USMC, Member; Dr. Michael F. McGrath, 
Member; Mr. Ronnie J. Booth, Navy Audit Service, Representative; l 

and, Mr. Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel, 
Representative. The following members of the IAT were present 
when the deliberative session commenced: Mr. Dennis Biddick; 
CAPT Chris T. Nichols, USN; CAPT Gene A. Summerlin, USN; CAPT 
Jason A. Leaver, USN; CDR Edward J. Fairbairn, USN; CDR Carl W. 
Deputy, USN; LtCol Terri E. Erdag, USMC; LtCol Paul J. Warhola, 
USMC; CDR Phillip A. Black, USN; CDR Robert E. Vincent 11, JAGC, 
USN; LCDR Steven Cincotta, USN; LCDR Daniel L. Frost, USN; LCDR 
Brian D. Milier, USNR; LCDR Timothy P. Cowan, CEC, USN; LCDR 
William J. Billingsley, USN; and, Capt ~ a m e s ' ~ .  Noel, USMC. 

2. As directed by the IEG at the last deliberative session, the 
IAT Operations Team reconstructed the roll-up question for 
scoring statement Air-31 of the Aviation Operations Function 
Simulator Facilities component and presented it to the IEG for 
consideration. Enclosure (1) pertains. Upon review, the IEG 
determined that Operational Flight Trainer (OFT) was a more 
appropriate discriminator than full motion simulator. 
Accordingly, the IEG directed the IAT to reconstruct both the 
scoring statement and roll-up question to incorporate this 
change for the next deliberative session. 

3 ,  As directed by the IEG at the last deliberative session, 
the IAT Operations Team identified and arrayed the Aviation 
Operations Function scoring statements and roll-up questions 
relating to aviation safety. The IEG reviewed enclosure (2) and 
determined that there is a consistent approach in assessing 
aviation safety concerns. 

4 .  The IAT presented enclosures ( 3 )  through (6) to the IEG. 
These enclosures were a review of the IEG1s banding, scoring, 
mapping, and weighting decisions for the Naval Aviation 
Operations Function. Ms. Davis noted the selection criteria 
mapping approach reflected in enclosure (5) was consistent with 
the mapping for Surface/Subsurface and Ground Operations 
Functions. The IEG did not direct any changes to these 
enclosures. 

5. The IAT provided enclosure (7) to the IEG. Ms. Davis 
highlighted that the Environment and Encroachment attribute had 
the highest weight and that the Housing component had a higher 
weight than the Ranges component. She informed the IEG that the 
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IAT recommended two changes, which would ensure more accurate 
component weighting. The first recommendation was to move the 
"Parallel runway operations" scoring statement and roll-up 
question to a more appropriate attribute and component. 
Specifically, the IAT recommended moving "Parallel runway 
operations" from the Weather component of the Airfield 
Characteristics attribute to the Runways and Arresting Gear 
component of the Operational Infrastructure attribute. Scoring 
statement Air 4a-b of enclosure (8) pertains. 

6. The second recommendation was to eliminate the "Ranges" and 
"Military Training Routes" components under the Operational 
Training attribute. The IAT recommended that the scoring 
statements and roll-up questions under these two components be 
reassigned to the "Special Use Airspace" coAponent under the 
Operational Infrastructure attribute. Enclosure (9) pertains. 
Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the Education and Training JCSG 
adopted a similar approach for its aviation military value 
analysis. The IEG approved the two recommendations contained in 
enclosures (8) and (9) , respectively. 

7. The IAT provided enclosure (10) to the IEG, which contained 
revised component weights incorporating the two recommended 
changes. The IEG reviewed enclosure (lo), discussed the 
importance of accurate component labels, and determined that 
"Proximity to Training Airspace" was a more accurate component 
label than "Special Use Airspace." Ms. Davis informed the IEG 
that the IAT would review the component labels for all three 
Operational Functions to ensure accurate labeling. 

8. The IEG recessed at 1052 and reconvened at 1102, All IEG 
members present when the IEG recessed were again present. 

9. The IAT presented enclosures (11) through (13) to the IEG. 
These enclosures were a review of the IEG's banding, scoring, 
mapping, and weighting decisions for the Surface/Subsurface 
Operations Function. The IEG did not direct any changes to 
enclosures (11) and (12) . The IEG reviewed enclosure (13) and 
determined that "Munitions Storage and Handling" was a more 
accurate component label than "Weapons Handling." 

10. The IAT presented enclosures (14) through (16) to the IEG. 
These enclosures were a review of the IEG's banding, scoring, 
mapping, and weighting decisions for the Ground Operations 
Function. Recognizing the critical importance of location of 
bases conducting ground operations, the IEG determined the 
weight for the Operational Location component was lower than 
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expected. The IEG directed the IAT to review the scoring 
statements to ensure they were placed within the appropriate 
components. Additionally, the IEG reviewed the attribute 
weighting to the selection criteria and opined that inaccurate 
attribute weighting for the Readiness selection criteria was a 
contributing factor to the weight for the Operational Location 
and Throughput components. Accordingly, the IEG changed the 
attribute weight for Personnel Support for the Readiness 
selection criteria from 15 to 10 and the attribute weight for 
Base Characteristics was changed from 15 to 20. The IAT will 
provide revised documentation reflecting the IEG1s changes at 
the next deliberative session. 

11. The IEG recessed at 1137 and reconvened at 1141. All IEG 
members present when the IEG recessed were again present. When 
the IEG reconvened, Mr. Booth, Mr. Ledvina, and the following 
members of the IAT were present: Mr. Dennis Biddick; CAPT Chris 
T. Nichols, USN; CAPT Gene A. Summerlin, USN; CDR Edward J. 
Fairbairn, USN; CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; CDR Phillip A. Black, 
USIT; CDR Robert E. Vincent 11, JAGC, USN; Ms. Laura D. Knight; 
LCDR Kevin D. Laye, USN; LCDR Chris T. Sosa, USN; and, Capt 
James A. Noel, USMC. 

12. CAPT Summerlin, and members of his team briefed enclosure 
(17). Ms. Davis advised the IEG that the purpose of this 
portion of the deliberative session was to consider the military 
value analysis methodology for DON specific E&T functions. At 
the outset, she noted that this methodology differed from 
operational functions because the IEG will only conduct military 
value analysis of DON E&T functions not under review by the 
Education and Training JCSG. She recommended the IEG begin its 
assessment by reviewing the E&T JCSG military value methodology 
and universe. The E&T JCSG identified four functional areas: 
Flight Training, Ranges, Specialized Skills Training, and 
Professional Development Education. The E&T JCSG Universe of 
functions is quite expansive, including all undergraduate flight 
training, joint graduate flight training, all ranges, all 
specialized skills training and professional development 
education. 

13. After reviewing the E&T JCSG methodology, the IAT 
provided a proposed military value analysis methodology to the 
IEG. See enclosure (17). The IAT recommended the IEG evaluate 
the E&T JCSG Military Value Scoring Plan as a starting point. 
Ms. Davis also noted that if the IEG initiated its review by 
evaluating the E&T JCSG1s methodology, it would be easier to 
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articulate any apparent differences in approach that may arise 
between the E&T JCSGrs and IEG's recommendations. 

14. The IAT recommended the IEG conduct military value analysis 
on four functional areas: DON Specific Professional Military 
Education (PME), DON Recruit Training, DON Officer Accession 
Training, and DON Specific Graduate Level Flight Training. Ms. 
Davis noted that the IAT Aviation Operations Function military 
value analysis would cover the DON Specific Graduate Flight 
Training functional area. 

15. The IAT presented the proposed universe of activities to 
the IEG. The IEG reviewed the list of DON-specific PME 
activities and directed the IAT to confirm the accuracy of the 
list. The IEG wanted specificity concerningewhat type of 
civilian courses and Marine Corps schools the E&T JCSG would 
review. Ms. Davis apprised the IEG that the IAT proposed 
evaluating DON Recruit Training and DON Officer Accession 
Training as separate functional areas since they are different 
training processes. 

16. The IEG discussed the importance of ensuring the universe 
of DON-specific functions was accurate and complete. The 
initial step is to immediately identify all functions the E&T 
JCSG will not review. The IEG emphasized the importance that 
the entire BRAC process, JCSG and DON review, captures all 
realignment and closure possibilities. The IEG decided to 
revisit this issue at a subsequent deliberative session. 

17. The deliberative session adjourned at 1234. 

ROBERT E. VINCENT I1 
CDR, JAGC, U. S. N a v y  
Recorder, IAT 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE NAVY 
T H E  ASSISTANT SECRETARY O F  THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

IAT/REV 
6 May 2004 

MEMORANDUM 

Subj: MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 
MEETING OF 29 APRIL 2004 

Encl: (1) 29 April 2004 IEG Meeting Agenda 
(2) Recording Secretary's Report of IEG Deliberations on 

29 April 2004 with enclosures 

1. The twenty-fifth meeting of the Department of the Navy (DON) 
Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) was convened at 0938 on 
29 April 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The 
following members of the IEG were present: Mr. H. T. Johnson, 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Installations and Environment 
(ASN(I&E) ) ,  Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy for Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis 
(DASN(IS&A)), Vice Chair; Ms. Ariane Whittemore, Assistant 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness and 
Logistics (N4), serving as alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, 
Jr., USN, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness 
and Logistics (N4), Member; Mr. Thomas R. Crabtree, Director, 
Fleet Training (N7), U.S. Fleet Forces Command, serving as 
alternate for VADM Albert H. Konetzni Jr., USN, Deputy and Chief 
of Staff, U.S. Fleet Forces Command, Member; LtGen Richard L. 
Kelly, USMC, Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics 
( I & L ) ,  Member; LtGen Michael A. Hough, USMC, Deputy Commandant 
for Aviation (AVN), Member; Dr. Michael F. McGrath, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Research Development Test & 

Evaluation (DASN(RDT&E)), Member; Mr. Ronnie J. Booth, Navy 
Audit Service (NAVAUDSVC), Representative; Mr. Thomas N. 
Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel (OGC) Representative; 
CDR Robert E. Vincent 11, JAGC, USN, Recorder; and Capt James A. 
Noel, USMC, Recorder. Dr. Russ Beland, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy for Manpower Analysis and Assessment 
(DASN (MA&A) ) , Member, was absent. 
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2. Additionally, the following members of the IAT were present: 
Mr. Dennis Biddick, Chief of Staff, CAPT Christopher T. Nichols, 
USN, Operations Team Lead; CAPT Matthew R. Beebe, CEC, USN, 
Headquarters and Support Activity Team Lead; CAPT David D. Foy, 
USN; Ms. Laura Knight; Mr. John A. Crossen, CNA; Mr. Michael D. 
Bowes, CNA; Ms. Amy L. Palko; CDR Philip A. Black, USN; CDR 
Joseph E. Arleth, USN; CDR Jennifer R. Flather, USN; CDR Lee 
Jaenichen, USN; MAJ Gregory J. Moore, USMCR; MAJ Stanley Sober, 
USMC; LCDR Robert A. Dews, USN; and, LCDR Majella D. Stevenson, 
CEC, USN. All attendees were provided enclosure (1). Ms. Davis 
presented the minutes from the 22 April 2004 IEG meeting for 
review and they were approved. 

3. Ms. Davis provided updates on the following matters: 

a. Intelligence JCSG Military Value Report. The Services 
provided comments on the draft Military Value Report to OSD. 
OSD has prepared a draft memorandum outlining the Services' 
comments and forwarded it to the Intelligence JCSG. The final 
Intelligence JCSG Military Value report is due on 1 4  May 2004.  

b. Final Review of JCSG Military Value Reports. 
The Deputy Assistant Secretaries (DAS) have prepared a series of 
draft memoranda for each JCSG Chair containing proposed 
resolutions to the integration and military value issues the 
Services raised in reviewing the draft JCSGsr Military Value 
Reports. Each JCSG was directed to amend its final Military 
Value Report by incorporating the comments contained in the 
draft memoranda. OSD forwarded the draft memoranda and the 
final Military Value Reports to the ISG members for 
coordination. ASN (I&E) will coordinate DON review with VCNO 
and ACMC and provide a response by 5 May 2004.  

c. Principles and Policy Imperatives Tasker. The ISG will 
discuss principles and policy imperatives at its 1 4  May 2004 
meeting. OSD has requested that the Services provide draft 
principles and policy imperatives by 7 May 2004 in order to 
prepare for the meeting. The ISG will review the drafts 
submitted by each Service and determine the best approach for 
developing final principles and policy imperatives. 
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d. Intelligence Capacity Analysis Data Call. DASN ( I S & A )  
should receive the data call responses today. The responses 
will be submitted to OPNAV by 1 May 2004 and DASN (IS&A) must 
certify the data and forward it to the Intelligence JCSG by 1 4  
May 2004. 

4. The IEG moved into deliberative session at 0950.  See 
enclosure ( 2 ) .  The next meeting of the IEG is scheduled for 
Thursday, 6 May 2004. The meeting adjourned at 1212. 

H. T. JOHNSON 
Chairman, IEG 
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Infrastructure Evaluation Group 

Qv 

29 Apr 2004 
0930-1230 
Crystal Plaza 6 

Meeting called by: Chairman Recorder: Capt Noel 
- - 

--- Agenda Topics ---- 
Review and approve minutes of IEG Meeting of 22 
Apr 04 

Status Updates: 

ISGIJCSGs 
o Intel Military Value Report Comments 
o Military Value Final Reports 
o Principles/Imperatives 

Deliberative Session 
o Complete Navy specific Education & 

Training scoring plans 
o Begin Navy specific HSA functions 

Recruiting 

Reserves 

Administrative 
r Next meeting Thursday 6 May 04,0930-1230 

o Location Crystal Plaza 6, 9b Floor 

Meeting location for future meetings (13 May, 
20 May, 27 May, 3 Jun, 10 Jun, 17 Jun & 24 
Jun) will be at CNI, Crystal Plaza 5, Room 416 

Ms. Davis 

Ms Davis 

All 

Ms. Davis 

Other Information 
Draft minutes of 22 Apr 04 IEG meeting provided. 
Read ahead for deliberative discussions. 
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Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 29 APRIL 2004 

Encl: (1) IAT E&T DON Recruit Training Military Value 
Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting 

(2) IAT E&T DON Recruit Training Military Value Ranking 
of Attribute Components by Weight 

(3) IAT E&T DON Officer Accession Training Military 
Value Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting 

(4) IAT E&T DON Officer Accession Training Military Value 
Ranking of Attribute Components by Weight 

(5) IAT E&T DON Specific PME Military Value Attribute - 
Selection Criteria Weighting 

(6) IAT E&T DON Specific PME Military Value Ranking 
of Attribute Components by Weight 

(7) IAT E&T DON Recruit Training Revised Military Value 
Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting 

(8) IAT E&T DON Recruit Training Revised Military Value 
Ranking of Attribute Components by Weight 

(9) IAT E&T DON Recruit Training Revised Military Value 
Scoring Statement - Selection Criteria Mapping 

(10) IAT E&T DON Officer Accession Training Revised 
Military Value Attribute - Selection Criteria 
Weighting 

(11) IAT E&T DON Officer Accession Training Revised 
Military Value Ranking of Attribute Components by 
Weight 

(12) IAT E&T DON Officer Accession Training Revised 
Military Value Scoring Statement - Selection 
Criteria Mapping 

(13) IAT E&T DON Specific PME Revised Military Value 
Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting 

(14) IAT E&T DON Specific PME Revised Military Value 
Ranking of Attribute Components by Weight 

(15) IAT E&T DON Specific PME Revised Military Value 
Scoring Statement - Selection Criteria Mapping 

(16) IAT E&T Military Value Evaluation Proposed Scoring 
Statements and Questions for Environmental and 
Encroachment Attribute 
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FW: BRAC OTC data Page 1 of 1 

Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

From: Elliott, Charles [Charles.Elliott@maiI.house.gov] 

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2005 12:55 PM 

To: Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Subject: FW: BRAC OTC data 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January - OTC-PENSACOLA-FL.pdf; Redacted 
BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January - OTC-NEWPORT-Rl.pdf 

Here it is. Sorry for the delay! 

From: Gallagher, John 

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2005 12:52 PM 

To: Elliott, Charles 

Subject: BRAC OTC data 

Attached are the files with the data. 

Newport file: p39 -40. The chart is broken up between two pages. Also, they break the sheet at May and paste it 
directly below. Took me a few minutes to figure that one out. Final issue to brief is that the graph and 
spreadsheet I initially prepared does not include Chaplain School. It's the only way I could see how they came up 
with an annual throughput of 1274 (even then I think their number was wrong). I guess they assumed Chaplain 
consolidation to South Carolina (Religious Center of Excellence) meant they didn't have to count that school for 
OTC Newport AOB. 

Pensacola File: p 36. <<Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January - OTC-PENSACOLA-FL.pdf>> 
<<Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January - OTC-NEWPORT-Rl.pdf>> 

On both, if you look at the prior pages, you'll find data on length of course and maximum loading. 

John T. Gallagher 
District Representative 
Congressman Jeff Miller 
(850)479-1183 



As the Commission starts to vote on finalizing the BRAC recommendations I wanted to communicate with 
you one last time to shed new light on recently uncovered information regarding the Department of Defense 
BRAC recommendation to consolidate Officer Training Command Pensacola with Officer Training 
Command Newport. This information will compliment my entire analysis of the OTC consolidation 
recommendation, which was submitted for the record at the BRAC Commission regional hearing in New 
Orleans on July 22,2005. 

The Navy still maintains that costs will be significantly reduced by creation of the Center for Officer 
Training at Newport, RI. A thorough analysis of military value, COBRA data and inconsistent and often 
incorrect data provided by the Navy has proved beyond any doubt that at the very least OTC Pensacola 
should remain where it is. The best recommendation, however, would be for OTC Newport to be 
consolidated with OTC Pensacola at Pensacola. 

I wanted to present a few additional pieces of information that clearly illustrate that incorrect data was used 
and that there will be no cost savings from moving OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport. The first is in the 
environmental questions of the military value analysis of OTC Newport. 

According to the Navy the answers to the environmental questions asked in the military value data call 
were provided by the base, not by OTC. In the final certified data provided for OTC Newport the scores 
received on Military Value questions ENV-2a-c and ENV-7a were 5.20 and 3.50, respectively. However, on a 
different comparison Military Value chart for Newport (N-RP-0190 Report of DAG Deliberations of 1 
September 2004, Tab 7 titled DON PME Military Value scoring) those same questions, ENV-2a-c and ENV- 
7a, had different and lower scores of 2.6 and 1.75, respectively. This is a deviation of 4.35 points. The 
difference in Military Value between OTC Pensacola and OTC Newport is 2.22 points in favor of Newport. 
If the base supplied the answers to those questions then the value should be consistent for NAVSTA 
Newport on every Military Value chart, but they are not the same. This is a serious inconsistency that needs 
to be looked at very closely. 

A second inconsistency in the data was in the surge capacity analysis. The Navy decided to use the peak 
month for Average on Board (AOB) for Newport and Pensacola and combine the two to define the surge 
capacity of OTC. The peak month for Newport was June with 434 AOB. The peak month for Pensacola was 
January with 524 AOB. The combined total is 958 and this number is used as the Navy's surge capacity 
requirement. However, there is never a time when 958 many students are on board OTC Newport and OTC 
Pensacola at the same time. In fact, the highest combine AOB for Newport and Pensacola at the same time 
was 752 in June of 2003. June is incidentally the only month when there are more AOB at OTC Newport. In 
every other month of the year OTC Pensacola has more AOB than OTC Newport by at least 100 and in one 
case over 300. Why did the Navy use a surge capacity analysis that, based on their own data, was clearly 
flawed? This is another serious inconsistency. 

Finally, the certified COBRA analysis of OTC Pensacola stated that there would be 28 officers and 28 
enlisted personnel heading to OTC Newport. Even with these numbers of enlisted and officers the BAH 
cost difference between OTC Pensacola and OTC Newport would have been $11,208,960 cheaper in favor of 
Pensacola. However, in a certified data call on August 16, 2004 signed by Ms. Anne R. Davis, Special 
Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy for BRAC it is stated that the number of military personnel moving to 
OTC Newport from OTC Pensacola is in fact 56 officers and zero enlisted. Using this certified number the 
savings in BAH costs alone are actually $13,529,640 or $2,320,640 cheaper at OTC Pensacola than the final 
certified COBRA data stated. What accounts for this inconsistency? Why did the final COBRA analysis 
misstate the number of officers and enlisted personnel that would be transferred from OTC Pensacola to 
OTC Newport? This is a serious error and a further example of the inconsistency of the DOD BRAC 
recommendation to move OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport. 
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OTC Pensacola has more than enough capacity, both classroom and otherwise to accommodate OTC 
Newport. In addition, the cost savings for moving OTC Newport to OTC Pensacola would be at least $13.5 
million over twenty years and most likely much higher than that. Even factoring in that a new fire and 
rescue training facility would need to be built at a cost of $1.14 million the extra $2.3 million in savings from 
BAH of 56 officers staying at OTC Pensacola over twenty years would more than offset that cost, cutting the 
Return on Investment (ROI) time down to ten years instead of never as originally suggested by scenario 
DON-0087 (OTC Newport consolidated at OTC Pensacola). 

I believe that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from the BRAC Criteria in the areas of capacity 
analysis, cost of operations, and potential costs and savings as stated above and in my testimony for the 
record, which I submitted to the Commission on July 22 in New Orleans. 

The information I have provided here and in New Orleans clearly illustrates that the Navy made consistent 
errors throughout the BRAC process with regards to OTC Pensacola and OTC Newport. I believe, based on 
Navy data, that there is no justification for moving OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport and that the reverse 
should be considered. It is my understanding that such a move would be considered as an addition to the 
BRAC recommendations and therefore is no longer possible based on the BRAC Commission timeline. I 
would argue, however, that the BRAC Commission hearing on adds took place on July 18th before Florida 
had a chance to present a case for the consolidation of OTC Newport with OTC Pensacola at NAS Pensacola 
on July 22"" Therefore, I would ask that if the Commission agrees that there is a case for such a move that it 
be allowed as an addition to the final BRAC recommendations. 

I believe that the case presented to the Commission proves, beyond a shadow of a doubt, that the original 
DOD BRAC recommendation to move OTC Pensacola to OTC Newport was inconsistent, incorrect and 
irreparably flawed. At the very least I ask that the Commission vote to leave OTC Pensacola at NAS 
Pensacola. 
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Barrett, Joe, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

From: Summerlin, Gene A CAPT (BRAC) [gene.summerlin@navy.mil] 

Sent: Monday, August 08,2005 4:17 PM 

To: joe.barrett @ wso.whs.mil 

Cc: Moore, Greg J. LtCol BRAC; Nielsen, Kristina M. LCDR BRAC 

Subject: Follow up Questions 

Joe, 
We looked at the mil val questions we discussed on Friday and here are our observations. 

0 In the E&T MIL VAL data call, question PS9A and B, the location that gets the highest BAH gets the 
highest score 

The question is applied and scored consistently and correctly. The milval scoring on this question states" 
Relative housing availability, affordability and proximity", which means that an activity 
that has have more value & more housing renting options to a military member: thus 
deservin 

0 In the same Officer Accessions MIL VAL data call, ENV 7.A or question 2.1.4.2a, Pensacola gets no points 
even though they answered one of the 2 questions with Yes. Why shouldn't they get at least half credit for 
answering part of the question? 

According to p.31 paragraph 2 in the military value analysis chapter of the DON Analyses and 
Recommendations-May 2005- "If the question provided for a yeslno response, the activity received full or no 
credit for that question depending on their response.' In this case, no credit is given if there is a no for either 
question. 

0 Lastly, we issued an ad hoc data call this afternoon to validate the mil con requirements for DON 87. 
Answers are due back tomorrow ........ 

Hope this helps, thanks, Gene 
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(17) IAT Ground Operations Function Military Value Matrix 
(18) IAT Military Value Analysis of DON Specific 

Headquarters and Support Activities Functions of 
29 April 2004 

1. The ninth deliberative session of the Department of the 
Navy (DON) Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) convened at 
0950 on 29 April 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, 9th floor. The 
following members of the IEG were present: Mr. H. T. Johnson, 
Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Vice Chair; Ms. Ariane Whitternore, 
alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, Jr., USN, Member; Mr. 
Thomas R. Crabtree, alternate for VADM Albert H. Konetzni, USN, 
Member; LtGen Richard L. Kelly, USMC, Member; LtGen Michael A. 
Hough, USMC, Member; Dr. Michael F. ~ c ~ r a t h ,  Member; Mr. Ronnie 
J. Booth, Navy Audit Service, Representative; and, Mr. Thomas N. 
Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel, Representative. The 
following members of the IAT were present when the deliberative 
session commenced: Mr. Dennis Biddick; CAPT Chris T. Nichols, 
USN; CAPT Matthew R. Beebe, CEC, USN, Headquarters and Support 
Activity Team Lead; CAPT David D. Foy, USN; Ms. Laura Knight; 
Mr. John A. Crossen, CNA; Mr. Michael D. Bowes, CNA; Ms. Amy L. 
Palko; CDR Philip A. Black, USN; CDR Joseph E. Arleth, USN; CDR 
Jennifer R. Flather, USN; CDR Lee Jaenichen, USN; CDR Robert E. 
Vincent 11, JAGC, USN; MAJ Gregory J. Moore, USMCR; MAJ Stanley 
Sober, USMC; LCDR Robert A. Dews, USN; and, LCDR Majella D. 
Stevenson, CEC, USN; and, Capt James A. Noel, USMC. 

2. The IAT provided enclosures (1) through (6) to the IEG. Ms. 
Davis highlighted that the Student Load component of the 
Training Output attribute had the highest component weight for 
all three E&T DON Functions. She explained this was due to the 
fact that Student Load was the only remaining component within 
the Training Output attribute since the IEG decided to eliminate 
the Educational Staff component at the last deliberative 
session. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the IAT reevaluated 
the purpose and intent of the Student Load component to 
determine if it was the most important discriminator for the 
three E&T DON functions. Upon review of the underlying scoring 

d 

d 

measurements and weighting, for all three E&T DON Functions. 
Enclosures (7) through (15) pertain. 
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3. The t recommendation was to change the change the 
compone be1 from "Student Load" to "Student Throughput". 
The new label would mor 
value purpose of the co 
directly related to in£ 
attribute was the most 
Throughput" component. 
the "Student Throughput" component from the Training Output 
attribute to the Training Infrastructure attribute. 
noted that sfu&r~nt thr 
myriad of important infrastructure 
Training Infrastructure attribute. the Training Output 
attribute should be el 
any components. Enclosures (7) , (10) , and (13) pertain. 

4. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the IAT also reviewed the 
assignment of scoring statements, by attribute, to the four 
military value selection c She noted that th 
recommended three changes. scoring statement E&T-1 

capabilities 

0 should not be assigned to the Surge Capabilities selec 
criteria. This scoring statement does not affect surge 

was designed to me ure current_sL1;1dent 
throughput. scoring statement E&T Zshould not be 
assigned to selection criteria. a his scoring statement 
will consider current facility infrastructure only and, , 
therefore, there not be any additional c st/ 
considerations. y, scoring statement E&T- should not be 0 
assigned to the Surge Capabilities selection criteria because 
the centralization of training measurement does not affect surge 
capabilities. Enclosures ( 9 ) ,  (12), and (15) pertain. The IEG 
approved the IAT recommendations set forth in paragraph 3 and 4 
of this report and determined the recommendations were 
applicable for all three E&T DON functions. 

5. Upon approval of these recommendations by the IEG, Ms. - - - 

~avis noted that environmental and encroachment factors affected 
the three E&T DON Functions since these functions encompass 
classroom and field facilities. Therefore, the IAT recommended 
that an Environmeqkal and En~roachment attribute be added"to the 
military value analysis of E&T DON Functions. The IEG reviewed 
enclosure (16), which contained a proposed Environmental and 
Encroachment attribute with the following components: Land 
Constraints, Encroachment, Environmental Costs, Waste Disposal, 
Potable Water, Natural Resource Considerations, and Air Quality. 
The IEG approved adding the Environmental and Encroachment 
attribute and the proposed components. 
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6. Upon approval of the Environmental and Encroachment 
attribute and underlying components, the IEG reviewed the 
proposed scoring statements and roll-up questions contained in 
enclosure (16). Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the IAT 
reviewed the environmental and encroachment scoring statements 
approved for Naval Operations Functions. The IAT recommended 
using the Ground Operations Function scoring statements for E&T 
DON Functions since these scoring statements and questions 
address environmental and encroachment factors which also could 
affect E&T DON classroom and field facilities. Ms. Davis 
apprised the IEG that it could approve all of the scoring 
statements and roll-up questions that were approved for the 
Ground Operations Function in order to ensure that identical 
environmental and encroachment factors were evaluated or it 
could identify and use scoring statement and roll-up questions 
which were true discriminators for E&T DON Functions. The IEG 
decided to use the same scoring statements and roll-up questions 
for Ground Operations Function and E&T DON Functions since these 
functions are affected by similar environmental and encroachment 
factors. 

7. During its review of enclosure (16), the IEG also reviewed 
the previously approved Ground Operations Function Military 
Value Matrix for the Environmental and Encroachment attribute. 
See enclosure (17). The IEG determined that ground water and 
the Clean Water Act were significant environmental factors 
affecting both naval operations and educational functions. The 
IEG instructed the IAT to develop applicable ground water and 
Clean Water Act components, scoring statements, and questions 
for the three Naval Operations Functions and the three E&T DON 
Functions. 

8. Additionally, the IEG determined that ground water and air 
quality environmental and encroachment issues affect naval 
operations and educational functions as significantly as 
endangered species issues. The IEG determined 
that scoring statement ENV-8a-h (Air Quality) and the ground 
water scoring statement should receive the same banding and 
numerical score as scoring statement ENV-7a-c (Natural Resource 
Considerations). Accordingly, scoring statement ENV-8-a-h and 
the new ground water scoring statement will be placed in scoring 
band "1" and receive a numerical score of '7" for both the 
Ground Operations Function and the three E&T DON Functions. The 
IEG directed the IAT to review the environmental and 
encroachment scoring statements for Naval Surface/Subsurface 
Operations and Aviation Functions and recommend similar 
modifications. 
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9. The IEG agreed that the three E&T DON Functions should 
contain the same bands and numerical scores for the remaining 
Ground Operations Function environmental and encroachment 
scoring statements contained in enclosure (17). The IEG then 
reviewed the assignment of the Ground Operations Function 
environmental and encroachment scoring statements to the 
selection criteria. The IEG agreed to use the same scoring 
statement assignments for the three E&T DON Functions. However, 
the IEG determined that scoring statement ENV-7-a-c should be 
assigned to the Readiness, Surge Capabilities, and Cost 
selection criteria, but not the Facilities selection criteria, 
for the Naval Operations Functions, where applicable, and the 
E&T DON Functions. 

10. The IEG recessed at 1043 and reconvened at 1055. All IEG 
members present when the IEG recessed were again present. In 
addition, Mr. Booth, Mr. Ledvina, and the following members of 
the IAT were present: Mr. Dennis Biddick; CAPT Matthew R. Beebe, 
CEC, USN; CAPT David D. Foy, USN; Mr. John A. Crossen, CNA; Mr. 
Michael D. Bowes, CNA; Ms. Amy L. Palko; CDR Lee Jaenichen, USN; 
CDR Robert E. Vincent 11, JAGC, USN; MAJ Stanley Sober, USMC; 
LCDR Robert A. Dews, USN; LCDR Majella D. Stevenson, CEC, USN; 
Capt Francine Iazzetta, USMCR; and, Capt James A. Noel, USMC. 
CDR Carl W. Deputy, USN entered the deliberative session at 
1106. 

11. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that she had consulted with the 
Department of the Army and Department of the Air Force since the 
last deliberative session and confirmed that both Services are 
conducting military value analysis of their respective service 
academies with other officer and institutional training 
activities. The IEG agreed to evaluate the United States Naval 
Academy within the E&T DON Officer Accession Training Function. 
The IEG determined that the functions performed at the Naval 
Academy are similar to functions performed by activities within 
the E&T DON Officer Accession Training Function. 

12. CAPT Beebe and members of his team briefed enclosure 
(18). Ms. Davis advised the IEG that the purpose of this 
portion of the deliberative session was to consider the military 
value analysis methodology for DON specific Headquarters and 
Support Activities (HSA) Functions. She noted that this 
methodology differed from operational functions because the IEG 
will only conduct military value analysis of DON HSA functions 
not under review by the HSA JCSG. She recommended the IEG begin 
its assessment by reviewing the HSA JCSG military value 
methodology, universe, and scoring plans. The HSA JCSG 
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identified eight functional areas: Major Administrative and 
Headquarters Activities, Mobilization Centers, Civilian 
Personnel Offices, Military Personnel Offices, Correctional 
Facilities, Defense Finance and Accounting Services, Computing 
Services, and Geographical (GEO) Clusters (Installation 
Management, Installation Military Personnel, Finance and 
Accounting, and Headquarters Support Activities). The GEO 
clusters assessment is designed to streamline functions by 
identifying two or more Services providing similar functions 
within the same proximate geographical location. CAPT Beebe and 
his staff informed the IEG that the HSA JCSG military value 
analysis would explore both joint and "goodness for the Service" 
opportunities. 

13. The IEG agreed to evaluate the HSA JCSG Military Value 
scoring plan as a starting point and tailor it for DON specific 
activities. The IEG agreed to conduct military value analysis 
on two functional areas, Recruiting ~istricts/Stations and 
Reserve Centers, but noted that the IAT was continuing to 
evaluate activities that provide regional support and/or 
administrative support to ascertain whether there are additional 
functional areas. Ms. Davis explained that Recruiting 
Districts/Stations included approximately 85 activities and 
Reserve Centers included approximately 266 activities. The 
Recruiting Districts/Stations Universe would include 31 Navy 
Recruiting Districts, 48 Marine Corps Recruiting Stations, and 6 
Navy Reserve Recruiting Areas. The IAT determined that the 
optimal way to evaluate the military value of naval recruiting 
operations was to conduct military value analysis of the 
recruiting activities that provide management and oversight over 
the "storefront" recruiting operations. Ms. Davis further 
informed the IEG that the HSA JCSG was not conducting military 
value analysis on Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Centers. The 
IEG conditionally approved the Universe lists for Recruiting 
Districts/Stations and Reserve Centers denoted in enclosure 
(18). 

14. The IAT reviewed the HSA JCSG scoring plans for the eight 
functional areas and determined that the Headquarters and 
Support Activities, Military Personnel Offices, and Civilian 
Personnel Officers functional areas were most similar to the HSA 
DON Recruiting Districts/Stations and Reserve Centers functions. 
The IAT reviewed the attributes associated with these three HSA 
JCSG functional areas and developed proposed attributes for the 
HSA DON functions. The IEG approved the following proposed 
attributes for both Recruiting Districts/Stations and Reserve 
Centers: Effectiveness of Operation, Efficiency of Operation, 
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Quality of Facilities, and Personnel Support. Additionally, the 
IEG directed the IAT to add an Environmental and Encroachment 
attribute for the Reserve Centers function. The IEG determined 
that this attribute was not applicable for the Recruiting 
Districts/Stations function since environmental and encroachment 
factors do not affect the military value of naval recruiting 
stations. 

15. The IEG approved the following components for the 
Recruiting Districts/Stations Function attributes: 

a. Effectiveness of Operation: Recruiting Mission/Goal, 
Recruiting Demographics, and Scope of Responsibility. 

b. Efficency of Operation: proximity'& Control and Cost. 

c. Quality of Facilities: Facility Condition and Security. 

d. Personnel Support: Medical, Housing, Non-Military 
Education, Employment, MWR/MCCS/Fleet, and Family Services, 
Follow-on Tour Opportunities, and Metropolitan Area 
Characteristics. 

16. The IEG directed the IAT to develop applicable components 
for the Environmental & Encroachment attribute and approved the 
following components for the other four Reserve Centers Function 
attributes: 

a. Effectiveness of Operation: Population Served, 
Training/Special Responsibilities, and Potential for Expanding 
Mission. 

b. Efficiency of Operation: Cost of Operation and 
Efficient Use of Facilities. 

c. Quality of Facilities: Condition of Facility and 
Security. 

d. Personnel Support: Medical, Housing, Non-Military 
Education, Employment, MWR/MCCS/Fleet, and Family Services, 
Follow-on Tour Opportunities, and Metropolitan Area 
Characteristics. 

17. The IEG reviewed the selection criteria weights used by DON 
for Reserves Centers, Administrative Activities, and Naval 
Reserve Readiness Commands in BRAC 1995 and BRAC 2005 selection 
criteria weights the IEG used for Naval Operations Functions and 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 
7 



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

Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 29 APRIL 2004 

E&T DON Specific Functions. See enclosure (18). The IEG noted 
that readiness and surge requirements are almost equally 
important for naval recruiting operations and agreed to assign 
the following weights for the Recruiting Districts/Stations 
Function : 

a. Readiness: 40 
b. Facilities: 15 
c. Surge Capabilities: 30 
d. Cost and Manpower: 15 

18. The IEG noted that reserve centers must maintain an optimal 
level of readiness and assigned the following weights for the 
Reserve Centers Function: 

a. Readiness: 55 
b. Facilities: 25 
c. Surge Capabilities: 15 
d. Cost and Manpower: 5 

19. The deliberative session adjourned at 1212. 

ROBERT E. VINCENT I1 
CDR, JAGC, U. S. Navy 
Recorder, IAT 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY O F  T H E  NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350.1000 

IAT/ JAN 
13 May 2 0 0 4  

MEMORANDUM 

Subj: MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 
MEETING OF 6 MAY 2 0 0 4  

Encl: (1) 6 May 2004  IEG Meeting Agenda 
( 2 )  ASN(I&E) Memo of 5 May 2 0 0 4  
( 3 )  Recording Secretary's Report of IEG Deliberations on 

6 May 2004 with enclosures 

1. The twenty-sixth meeting of the Department of the Navy (DON) 
Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) was convened at 0934  on 
6 May 2 0 0 4  in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) conference 
room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The following 
members of the IEG were present: Mr. H. T. Johnson, Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy, Installations and Environment (ASN(I&E)), 
Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis (DASN(IS&A) ) ,  Vice 
Chair; Ms. Ariane Whittemore, Assistant Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations for Fleet Readiness and Logistics (N4), serving as 
alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, Jr., USN, Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness and Logistics (N4), Member; 
Mr. Thomas R. Crabtree, Director, Fleet Training (N7), U.S. 
Fleet Forces Command, serving as alternate for VADM Albert H. 
Konetzni Jr., USN, Deputy and Chief of Staff, U.S. Fleet Forces 
Command, Member; RADM Mark T. Emerson, USN, Assistant Deputy 
Commandant for Aviation (AVN), serving as an alternate for LtGen 
Michael A. Hough, USMC, Deputy Commandant for  viat ti on (AVN), 
Member; Mr. Michael Jaggard, Chief of Staff/Policy for Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Research Development Test & 
Evaluation (DASN(RDT&E)), serving as alternate for Dr. Michael 
F. McGrath, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Research 
Development Test & Evaluation (DASN(RDT&E) ) ,  Member; Mr. Ronnie 
J. Booth, Navy Audit Service (NAVAUDSVC), Representative; Mr. 
Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel (OGC) 
Representative; Mr. David W. LaCroix, Senior Counsel, 
Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis; CDR Robert E. Vincent 11, 
JAGC, USN, Recorder; and Capt James A. Noel, USMC, Recorder. 
LtGen Richard L. Kelly, USMC, Deputy Commandant for 
Installations and Logistics (I&L), Member; and Dr. Russ Beland, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Manpower Analysis and 
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Assessment (DASN(MA&A)), Member, were absent. Mr. Mark H. 
Anthony, Deputy Director Fleet Training (N7A), U.S. Fleet Forces 
Command, was in attendance. 

2. Additionally, the following members of the IAT were present: 
Mr. Dennis Biddick, Chief of Staff; CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; 
CAPT Gene A. Summerlin, USN; CDR Edward J. Fairbairn; CDR 
Phillip A. Black, USN; LtCol Robert R. Mullins, USMCR; CDR Lee 
Jaenichen, USN; and Mr. John A. Crossen, CNA. All attendees 
were provided enclosures (1) and (2) . Ms. Davis presented the 
minutes from the 29 April 2004 IEG meeting for review and they 
were approved. 

3. Ms. Davis provided updates on the following matters: 

a. Intelligence JCSG Military Value Report. The Services 
provided comments on the draft Intelligence Military Value 
Report to OSD. OSD has prepared a draft memorandum 
consolidating the Services' comments and forwarded it to the 
Intelligence JCSG. The Intelligence JCSG is incorporating 
comments from the draft memorandum to prepare the final 
Intelligence JCSG Military Value report to meet the 14 May 2004 
due date. 

b. Final Review of JCSG Military Value Reports. Following 
coordination with VCNO and ACMC, ASN (I&E) provided DON comments 
to OSD on the final JCSG Military Value Report. See enclosure 
(2). Each JCSG was directed to amend its final Military Value 
Report by incorporating the comments contained in previously 
provided draft memoranda. The DON comments recommend an 
additional review of the final Technical Military Value report 
since the recommended changes may substantially change the 
JCSGfs scoring approach. DON also recommended that there be an 
additional review of the Munitions Storage and Distribution 
military value questions before they are issued to ensure that 
they conform with the approach previously approved by the ISG. 
The methodology for Graduate Flight Training analysis remains 
unresolved. 

c. Principles and Policy Imperatives Tasker. The ISG will 
discuss principles and policy imperatives at its 14 May 2004 
meeting. OSD has requested that the Services provide draft 
principles and policy imperatives by 7 May 2004 in order to 
prepare for the meeting. The ISG will review the drafts 
submitted by each Service and determine the best approach for 
developing final principles and policy imperatives. 
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4. The IEG moved into deliberative session at 0950. See 
enclosure (3). The next meeting of the IEG is scheduled for 
Thursday, 13 May 2004. The meeting adjourned at 1234. 

H. 7? JOHNSON 
Chairman , I EG 
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Infrastructure Evaluation Group 

w 
6 May 2004 
0930-1230 
Crystal Plaza 6 

Meeting called by: Chairman Recorder: Capt Noel 

---- Agenda Topics ---- 
Review and approve minutes of IEG Meeting of 29 Ms. Davis 
Apr 04 

Status Updates: Ms Davis 

ISGIJCSGs 
o Intel Military Value Report Comments 
o Military Value Final Reports 
o Principleshnperatives 

All Deliberative Session 
o Joint Universe 
o Finalize Environmental scoring plans 
o Finalize Navy specific Education & 

Training scoring plans 
o Continue Navy specific Headquarters & 

Support Activities scoring plans (time 
pefinittiw) 

Administrative Ms. Davis 
Meeting location for future meetings (1 3 May, 
20 May, 27 May, 3 Jun, 10 Jun, 17 Jun & 24 
Jun) will be at CNI, Crystal Plaza 5, Room 416 

Other Information 
Draft minutes of 29 Apr 04 IEG meeting provided. 
Read ahead for deliberative discussions. 



MAY 5 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (ACQUISITION 
TECHNOLOGY AND LOGISTICS) 

SUBJECT: Final Review of the Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG 
Military Value Analysis Reports 

Per the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition Technology 
& Logistics) (USD (AT&L)) tasking memo of April 21, 2004, the 
following comments are provided from the Department of the Navy 
(DON) Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) members on the final 
Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) Military Value Reports and 
draft memoranda provided by the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense ( O S D )  on April 23. 2004. 

Most of the issues raised in the memoranda have been 
satisfactorily addressed. Outstanding issues and concerns are 
specifically noted below for the applicable JCSG. 

Technical 

The memorandum addresses all known issues. However, we 
continue to be concerned with the Technical JCSG's current 
Military Value Analysis Approach to evaluate military value for 
39 separate "functions". The report does not adequately reflect 
the value of the scoring relationships for multi-functional 
technical centers. While no change in the military value report 
is required, the Technical JCSG's plan for its scenario 
development process should explain how any synergies of multi- 
Eunctional activities will be considered. 

Additionally, since the recommended amendments to the 
Technical Military Value report m a y  substantially change the 
JCSG's approach, we recommend an additional review of the report 
before it is pronounced final and approved. In particular, 
eliminating the use oE out-year dollars, measuring personnel 
qualifications as absolute numbers, and eliminating 
qualifications of on-site contractors will necessitate 
development of an alternate approach to assess military value. 
The ISG should be given an opportunity to review that approach. 



Supply & Storage 

We understand that the military value weights and scoring 
plan have been revised to address and capture distinct 
difference in kinds of capacity. With regard to location as it 
applies to distribution centers, we continue to believe that 
there is value in measuring the complete delivery cycle from the 
distribution center to the customer as an indicator of response 
time or value of distribution center to customer. Although the 
existing data point of measuring the time to deliver product 
from the distribution center to the transportation node is a 
good data point, it does not completely capture the measure of 
getting the product to the customer. We request that the JCSG 
pursue determining the ability to capture data that will 
complete the analysis of the delivery cycle and include such a 
metric if the data is available. Notwithstanding this comment, 
we concur with the Supply and Storage report subject to 
incorporation of the comments, contained in,the OSD memorandum. 

Industrial 

The memorandum addresses all known issues. However, we are 
aware of a newly identified concern with the Munitions and 
Armaments sub-function. There are certain Munitions Storage and 
Distribution military value questions that have been refined in 
the weeks since the publication of the March 25, 2004 version of 
the Military Value Analysis Report. Some of these changes are 
in amplification to the questions, while others are changes to 
the questions themselves. The nature of these changes could 
afEect the ability of the Industrial JCSG to properly analyze 
all of the activities that perform storage and distribution 
functions. We recommend an additional review of the questions 
before they are issued to ensure they conform with the approach 
the ISG approved. 

Education and Training 

Two issues, the inclusion of graduate flight training in 
the JCSG and the lack of clarity in training requirements for 
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVsI. remain unresolved. On April 
23, 2004, the ISG directed formation of groups of senior 
aviators from the Services to recommend approaches to analysis 
for both of these issues. The DON supports this solution. 
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cross-cutting Issues 

~lthough we successfully addressed several cross-cutting 
issues, the issue of collecting data related to "condition 
codesn of the assets remains unresolved. The current data calls 
do not consistently define "condition codes." We do not believe 
this should necessarily delay the release of data call questions 
in their entirety but it is clear that more a consistent 
definition needs to be developed if this information is going to 
be utilized in analysis. 

The issue of use of out-year data was addressed adequately 
in relation to the military value data call. However, use of 
out-year data to project the force structure capacity 
requirements can be useful in structuring a capacity analysis 
approach. Additional clarification of this point may be 
helpful. Similarly, the ISG addressed the issue of 
recalculating the scoring of military value at its April 2,  2004  
integration meeting and concluded that military value should be 
a "one-time' value. Clear guidance on this point should be 
issued to the JCSGs. 

Finally, the Military Departments Deputy Assistant 
Secretaries discussed the formulas within several scoring plans 
with a suggestion of developing a separate Questions and Answers 
process to review scoring formulas. We recommend that the 
JSCG's be made aware of an overall concern that formulas work as 
intended, but hold the individual JCSGs responsible for ensuring 
their adequacy and relevance to the scoring plan. 
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ODASN (IS&A), 2221 South Clark Street, S h e  900, Arlington, VA 22202 

RP-0130 
IAT/ JAN 
12 May 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE INFRASTRUTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 

Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 6 MAY 2004 

Encl: (1) IAT Joint Universe Brief of 6 May 2004 
(2) IEG Approved Ground Operations Function Military 

Value Matrix for Environment and Encroachment 
Attribute of 29 April 04 

(3) IAT Recommended Ground Operations Function Military 
Value Matrix for Environment and Encroachment 
Attribute of 6 May 2004 

(4) IAT Recommended Surface/Subsurface Operations 
Function Military Value Matrix of 6 May 2004 

(5) IAT Naval Aviation Military Value Summary of 22 
April 2004 

(6) IAT Naval Aviation Military Value Scoring Statement 
Selection Criteria Mapping of 6 May 2004 

(7) IAT E&T DON Scoring Statements and Questions for the 
Environmental and Encroachment Attribute 

(8) IAT E&T DON Recruit, Officer Accession & PME 
Military Value Matrix for Environmental and 
Encroachment Scoring Statements and Questions 

(9) IAT E&T DON Recruit, Officer Accession & PME 
Military Value Scoring Statement - Selection 
Criteria Mapping for Environmental and Encroachment 
Attribute 

(10) IAT E&T DON Recruit Training Military Value 
Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting and 
Ranking of Attribute Components by Weight of 29 
April 2004 

(11) IAT Proposed E&T DON Recruit Training Military 
Value Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting and 
Ranking of Attribute Components by Weight of 6 May 
2004 

(12) IAT E&T DON Officer Accession Training Military 
Value-Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting and 
Ranking of Attribute Components by Weight of 29 
April 2004 
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IAT Proposed E&T DON Officer Accession Training 
Military Value Attribute - Selection Criteria 
Weighting and Ranking of Attribute Components by 
Weight of 6 May 2004 
IAT E&T DON Specific PME Military Value Attribute - 
Selection Criteria Weighting and Ranking of 
Attribute Components by Weight of 29  April 2004 
IAT Proposed DON Specific PME Military Value 
Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting and 
Ranking of Attribute Components by Weight of 6 May 
2004 
Final Military Value Scoring Plan for Surface/ 
Subsurface Operations Function 
Final Military Value Scoring Plan for Naval Ground 
Forces Operations Function 
Final Military Value Scoring Plan for Naval Aviation 
Operations Function 
Final Military Value Scoring Plan for E&T DON 
Recruit Training Function 
Final Military Value Scoring Plan for E&T DON 
Officer Accession Training Function 
Final Military Value Scoring Plan for E&T DON 
Specific PME Function 
IAT Military Value Analysis of DON Specific 
Headquarters and Support Activities Function Brief 
of 6 May 2004 
IAT DON Specific Headquarters and Support Activities 
Military Value Scoring Statements and Questions for 
Effectiveness of Operation Attribute 
IAT DON Specific Headquarters and Support Activities 
Military Value Scoring Statements and Questions for 
Efficiency of Operation Attribute 
IAT DON Specific Headquarters and Support Activities 
Military Value Matrix for Effectiveness of Operation 
Attribute 
IAT DON Specific Headquarters and Support Activities 
Military Value Matrix for Efficiency of Operation 
Attribute 
IAT DON Specific Headquarters and Support Activities 
Military Value Scoring Statement - Selection 
Criteria Mapping for the Effectiveness of Operation 
Attribute 
IAT DON Specific Headquarters and Support Activities 
Military Value Scoring Statement - Selection 
Criteria Mapping for the Efficiency of Operation 
Attribute 
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1. The tenth deliberative session of the Department of the 
Navy (DON) Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) convened at 
0946 on 6 May 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The 
following members of the IEG were present: Mr. H. T. Johnson, 
Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Vice Chair; Ms. Ariane Whitternore, 
alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, Jr., USN, Member; Mr. 
Thomas R. Crabtree, alternate for VADM Albert H. Konetzni, USN, 
Member; Mr. Mark H. Anthony, USN, alternate for VADM Albert H. 
Konetzni, USN, Member; RADM Mark T. Emerson, USN, alternate for 
LtGen Michael A. Hough, USMC, Member; Mr. Michael Jaggard, 
alternate for Dr. Michael F. McGrath, Member; Mr. Ronnie J. 
Booth, Navy Audit Service, Representative; and, Mr. Thomas N. 
Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel, Representative. The 
following members of the IAT were present when the deliberative 
session commenced: Mr. Dennis Biddick; Mr. David W. LaCroix; 
CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; CAPT Gene A. Sumrnerlin, USN; CDR 
Robert E. Vincent 11, JAGC, USN; CDR Lee Jaenichen, USN; CDR 
Edward J. Fairbairn, USN; LtCol Robert R. Mullins, Jr., USMCR; 
Mr. John A. Crossen, CNA; and, Capt James A. Noel, USMC. 

2. The IAT presented enclosure (1) to the IEG. The Military 
Department BRAC directors have established a Joint Action 
Scenario Team (JAST) to provide a coordination point for 
interdepartmental review of joint and cross-service basing 
options for operational functions/units. "Joint" in this 
context is the traditional landlord tenant approach 
characterized by inter-service support and joint use of 
installations without changing Operational Command structure. 
The process plan for the JAST is being developed. CAPT Leaver 
is the IAT representative to the JAST. The Military Departments 
have screened Military Department functional (DON) and unit 
(Department of the Army (DA) and Department of the Air Force 
(DAF)) criteria from the capacity data call to evaluate 
potential opportunities for joint operational basing. The JAST 
reviewed installation lists to ensure that the developed 
criterion was appropriately met. The IEG approved including 
Army and Air Force bases in the DON universe for Military Value 
and Capacity Data analysis with the desired end result being a 
universe that encompasses a DOD-wide list of bases able to 
accommodate Navy and Marine Corps operational functions, i.e., 
surface/subsurface, ground, and aviation. Mr. Crabtree left the 
session at 1025 and Mr. Mark Anthony began participation in the 
session. 

3. The IAT apprised the IEG that, upon review of the capacity 
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data call responses, it had identified seven additional naval 
activities to be included in the DON Surface/Subsurface 
Universe. The IEG reviewed and approved the revised list 
contained in slide 9 of enclosure (1). For the Surface/ 
Subsurface Operations Function, DON established "Max berthing 
capacity" as the criteria for screening DA and DAF bases. DA 
reported that none of its bases met the screening criteria. 
While the DAF reported that one base met the screening criteria, 
subsequent review and analysis by the IAT determined that this 
base did not meet the criteria. Accordingly, no DA or DAF bases 
will be added to the DON Surface/Subsurface Universe. 

4. The IAT recommended that NAS Fallon be added to the DON 
Ground Operations Function Universe after determining that it 
met DA's screening criteria. The IEG reviewed and approved the 
revised list contained in slide 11 of enclosure (1). For the 
Ground Operations Function, DON established the following 
screening criteria: (1) maneuver area greater than 100,000 acres 
within 200 nautical miles of a major port or (2) littoral 
training area with a sea coastline. The IEG approved the 
addition of eight DA and two DAF bases to the DON Ground 
Operations Functions Universe as reflected in slide 15 of 
enclosure (1) . 

5. The IEG directed the IAT to review the DON Aviation 
Operations Function screening criteria prior to finalizing the 
DON Aviation Operations Function Universe. 

6. At 1043, CAPT Leaver and LtCol Mullins departed the 
deliberative session and CDR Margaret M. Carlson, JAGC, USN; CDR 
Joseph E. Arleth, USN; and LCDR Kristina M. Nielsen, CEC, USN 
entered the deliberative session. CDR Black and Maj Moore 
entered the deliberative session at 1100. 

7. At the last deliberative session, there was discussion 
concerning the consistency of application of the Environmental 
and Encroachment attribute to the various DON functions. Ms. 
Davis reminded the IEG that for the three DON Operational 
Functions, it identified the specific impact environmental and 
encroachment issues had on each function and tailored the 
Environmental and Encroachment attribute accordingly. The IEG 
approved the IAT recommendation that this tailoring approach be 
used for the remaining DON unique functions. 

8. At the last deliberative session, the IEG directed the IAT 
to develop applicable ground water and Clean Water Act 
components, scoring statements, and questions for the three 
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Naval Operations Functions and the three E&T DON Functions, as 
ground water and the Clean Water Act were environmental factors 
affecting both naval operations and educational functions. See 
enclosure ( 2 ) .  After additional research, the IAT noted that 
ground water concerns generally did not impact current use at 
installations. Unlike air quality, ground water is not a 
significant discriminator for functions other than Ranges, which 
is being reviewed by the E&T JCSG. Additionally, as the ground 
water impact will be addressed during the Criteria 8 analysis, 
the IAT recommended that ground water not be analyzed during the 
military value analysis. The IEG approved the IAT 
recommendation not to add ground water and Clean Water Act 
components, scoring statements, and questions for the three 
Naval Operations Functions and the three E&T DON Functions. 

9. Additionally, at the 29 April 2004 deliberative session, the 
IEG had directed that for the Ground Operations Function and the 
three E&T DON Functions, scoring statement ENV-8a-h (Air 
Quality) and the "to be developed" ground water scoring 
statement should receive the same banding and numerical score as 
scoring statement ENV-7a-c (Natural Resource Considerations) ; 
scoring band '1" and a numerical score of '7" . See enclosure 
(2). After discussion, the IEG approved the IAT recommendation 
to revert scoring statement 43, ENV-8a-h (Air Quality) to 
scoring band '3" with a numerical score of '3" , for the Ground 
Operations Function, since the Ground Operations Function is 
similar to the Surface/Subsurface Operations Function for this 
attribute. See enclosure ( 3 ) .  The IEG also determined that 
scoring statement 51, ENV-8a-g (Air Quality) should remain 
in scoring band '3" with a numerical score of '3" for the 
Surface/Subsurface Operations Function. See enclosure (4). For 
the Aviation Operations Function, the IEG determined that 
scoring statement Air-44 (Air Quality) should remain in scoring 
band '1" with a numerical score of '10". See enclosures (5) and 
(6). 

10. The IEG next reviewed the Environmental and Encroachment 
Attribute for E&T DON Functions. The IAT recommended starting 
with the Ground Operations Function Military Value Matrix since 
it was most analogous with the E&T DON Functions. The IAT 
recommended that even though Recruit Training, Officer Accession 
Training, and DON Specific PME occur in ground and field 
environments, only a few components and scoring statements and 
questions are critical in assessing applicable environmental 
quality and weather. Accordingly, for the E&T DON functions, 
the IEG approved Land Constraints and Natural Resource c 

Considerations as components along with their respective scoring 
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statements and questions, including apportionment where 
necessary, for the EEtvironmhtal and Encroachment Attribute. 
See enclosure (7). The IEG approved the bands and numerical 
scores recommended by the IAT for the Environmental and 
Encroachment Attribute scoring statements for all three E&T DON 
Functions. See enclosure (8) . 

11. The IAT prepared suggested assignment of the Z5ibhmmental 
and Encroachment Attribute's scoring statements to the four 
military value selection criteria for all three E&T DON 
Functions. The insertion of a '1" indicated the scoring 
statement related to a particular military value selection 
criteria. The IEG approved the IAT1s recommendations. See 
enclosure (9) . 

12. The IEG proceeded to finalize the military value scoring 
plan for E&T DON Functions. 

a. The IAT provided the DON Recruit Training Military Value 
Attribute to selection criteria weighting and accompanying 
ranking of attribute components by weight previously approved by 
the IEG at the 29 April 2004 deliberative session. See 
enclosure (10). The IAT next presented the proposed DON Recruit 
Training Military Value attribute to selection criteria 
weighting and accompanying ranking of attribute components by 
weight as amended by the addition of the Environmental and 
Encroachment Attribute. See enclosure (11). The IEG approved 
enclosure (ll), which gave an attribute weight of '10" to the 
Environmental and Encroachment Attribute and reduced the 
attribute weight for the Training Infrastructure and Location 
Attributes by '5" respectively as applied to each of the four 
selection criteria. The weights for the Personnel Support and 
Ability to Support Other Misdions Attributes as applied to each 
of the four selection criteria remained unchanged. 

b. The IAT provided the DON Officer Accession Training 
Military Value Attribute to selection criteria weighting and 
accompanying ranking of attribute components by weight 
previously approved by the IEG at the 29 April 2004 deliberative 
session. See enclosure (12). The IAT next presented the 
proposed DON Officer Accessicm Trainjng Military Value Attribute 
to selection criteria weighting and accompanying ranking of 
attribute components by weight as amended by the addition of the 
Environmental and Encroachment Attribute. See enclosure (13). 
The IEG approved enclosure (13), which gave an attribute weight 
of '10" to the Environmental and Encroachment Attribute and 
reduced the attribute weight for the Training Infrastructure and 
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Location Attributes by "5"  respectively as applied to each of 
the four selection criteria. The weights for the Personnel 
Support and Ability to Support Other Missions Attributes as 
applied to each of the four selection criteria remained 
unchanged. 

13. The IAT provided the DON Specific PME Military Value 
Attribute to selection criteria weighting and accompanying 
ranking of attribute components by weight previously approved by 
the IEG at the 29 April 2004 deliberative session. See 
enclosure (14). The IAT next presented the proposed DON PME 
Military Value Attribute to selection criteria weighting and 
accompanying ranking of attribute components by weight as 
amended by the addition of the Environmental and Encroachment 
Attribute. See enclosure (15). The IEG approved enclosure 
(15), which gave an attribute weight of "5" to the Environmental 
and Encroachment Attribute and reduced the attribute weight for 
the Training Infrastructure attribute by '5" as applied to each ? 
of the four selection criteria. The weights for the Personnel 
Support, Location, and Ability to Support Other Missions f- 
attributes as applied to each of the four selection criteria 
remained unchanged. The IEG recognized that environmental and 
encroachment factors do not impact on the DON Specific PME 
Function as significantly as they impact the DON Recruit 
Training and Officer Accession Training Functions. 

14. Ms. Davis advised the IEG that the IAT will prepare final 
versions of the military value scoring plans for the Naval 
Operations Functions and the E&T DON Functions for insertion 
into the record. See enclosure (16) through (21) 

15. The IEG recessed at 1110 and reconvened at 1121. All IEG 
members present when the IEG recessed were again present. In 
addition, Mr. Booth, Mr. Ledvina, and the following members of 
the IAT were present: Mr. Dennis Biddick; Dave LaCroix; CDR 
Vincent, JAGC, USN; CDR Fairbairn, USN; CDR Jaenichen, USN; 
Michael Bowes, CNA analyst, LCDR Dews, USN; Maj Sober, USMCR; 
Capt Noel, USMC; and Capt Iazzetta, USMCR. 

16. Ms. Davis used enclosure (22) to review the military value 
analysis methodology for DON specific Headquarters and Support 
Activities (HSA) Functions and summarize the IEG decisions of 29 
April 2004. The IEG then discussed developing a mechanism to 
review functions falling under the purview of the HSA JCSG to 
ascertain whether there are additional scenarios that should be 
considered to further Navy and Marine Corps goals. The IEG also 
discussed the possibility of utilizing JCSG capacity and 
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military value analysis during the IEG's scenario alternatives 
phase to ensure a non-competing analysis, while developing a 
specific plan for DON HSA functions not under review by the HSA 
JCSG. The IEG discussed the need for communication with DON 
principals on the HSA JCSG to maintain awareness of activities 
within the HSA JCSG purview that the JCSG may not address. 
While the above discussion arose in the context of the HSA JCSG, 
a similar approach should apply to all JCSGs. Mr. Johnson 
departed the session at 1134. 

17. The IEG next reviewed the Environmental and Encroachment 
attribute for its applicability to DON HSA functions. The IEG 
had previously determined that this attribute was not applicable 
for the Recruiting Districts/Stations function since 
environmental and encroachment factors do not affect the 
military value of naval recruiting stations. The IEG had 
previously determined that the Environmental and Encroachment 
Attribute was applicable to the Reserve Centers Function. After 
further discussion, the IAT concluded that reserve centers were 
primarily serving as administrative activities that support 
reservists and not as training centers for reserve forces. 
Therefore, the IEG approved the IAT recommendation that the 
Environmental and Encroachment attribute was not applicable for 
Reserve Centers. 

18. The IEG reviewed the Personnel Support Attribute and 
directed the IAT to tailor components, scoring statements and 
questions in the Personnel Support Attribute with a focus on the 
constituency of each DON HSA Function. 

a. The IEG agreed that some personnel support issues, as 
captured by the Follow on Tours and MWR/MCCS components, are not 
discriminators for the DON Recruiting Function. 

b. The IEG directed the IAT to modify scoring statements 
and questions in the DON Reserve Centers Function to reflect 
that with regard to the Personnel Support Attribute, the 
critical measure is not whether personnel support is located at 
the reserve center, but rather whether the reserve center is in 
close proximity, which the IEG determined to be 50 miles, to an 
installation that can provide that personnel support. 
Additionally, the IEG noted that when revising the Personnel 
Support Attribute scoring statements and questions, the IAT 
should also consider the active duty personnel assigned to the 
reserve center. 
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19. The IEG reviewed the selection criteria weights assigned 
for the Recruiting Districts/Stations Function at the 29 April 
2004 deliberative session. The IEG noted that the weight 
assigned to the Surge Capabilities criteria was too high since 
surge primarily impacts the recruiting substations (the 
"storefront") rather than the recruiting districts/stations. 
The IAT recommended assignments of the following weights for the 
Recruiting Districts/Stations Function: 

a. Readiness: 50 
b. Facilities: 15 
c. Surge Capabilities: 15 
d. Cost and Manpower: 20 

The IEG approved the recommendation of the IAT, aligning the 
selection criteria weights for the Recruiting ~istricts/Station 
Function more closely with that of Naval Operations Functions. 

20. The IEG reviewed the selection criteria weights assigned 
for the Reserve Centers Function at the 29 April 2004 
deliberative session. The IEG noted that since the Reserves are 
the surge, surge capability does not significantly impact 
reserve centers. The IEG further noted that reserve centers 
must maintain an optimal level of readiness. The IAT 
recommended assignment of the following weights for the Reserve 
Centers Function: 

a. Readiness: 55 
b. Facilities: 25 
c. Surge Capabilities: 5 
d. Cost and Manpower: 15 

The IEG approved the recommendation of the IAT. 

21, The IEG approved the IAT proposed scoring statements and 
questions, including apportionment where necessary, for the 
Effectiveness of Operation and Efficiency of Operation 
Attributes for the DON HSA Recruiting Districts/Station 
Function. See enclosures (23) and (24) . 

22. After the IEG approved the scoring statements and roll-up 
questions for the Effectiveness of Operation and Efficiency of 
Operation attributes and components for the DON HSA Recruiting 
Districts/Station Function, it placed the scoring statements in 
one of three bands (Band 1, 2, or 3 in descending order of 
importance). The IAT proposed band placement for the 
Effectiveness of Operation and Efficiency of Operation 
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attributes. The IEG directed the band for scoring statement 1 
(HD-1) and scoring statement 2 (HD-2) for the Recruiting 
Mission/Goal component of the Effectiveness of Operation 
attribute be changed from '1" to '2". With these changes the 
IEG approved the IAT recommended band placements for the 
Effectiveness of Operation and Efficiency of Operation 
attributes. See enclosures ( 2 5 )  and (26) , 

23. After the IEG approved the band placements for the 
Effectiveness of Operation and Efficiency of Operation 
Attributes for the DON HSA Recruiting Districts/Station 
Function, it gave a numerical score to each scoring statement. 
The numerical score for each scoring statement depended upon its 
band placement (i.e., Band 1: 6-10, Band 2: 3-7; and Band 3: 1- 
4). See enclosures (25) and (26). 

24. The IAT prepared suggested assignment of the scoring 
statements for the Effectiveness of Operation and Efficiency of 
Operation attributes of the DON HSA Recruiting Districts/Station 
Function, by attribute, to the four military value selection 
criteria. For the Effectiveness of Operation attribute the IEG 
directed the IAT to delete the applicability of scoring 
statement 3 (HD-3) to the Facilities selection criteria and to 
apply scoring statement 6 (HD-6) to the Facilities selection 
criteria. For the Efficiency of Operation Attribute the IEG 
directed the IAT to delete the applicability of scoring 
statement 12 (HD-12) to the Surge Capabilities selection 
criteria. With these changes the IEG approved the assignment of 
the scoring statements to the four military value selection 
criteria. See enclosures (27) and (28) . 

25. The deliberative session adjourned at 1234. 

/~~MEs A. NOEL 

/ CAPTAIN. U. S. Marine Corps 

,,/,-. Recorder, IAT 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 1 0 - 1 0 0 0  

IAT/ JAN 
1 July 2004 

MEMORANDUM 

Subj: MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 
MEETING OF 29 JUNE 2004 

Encl: (1) 29 June 2004 IEG Meeting Agenda 
(2) Recording Secretary's Report of IEG Deliberations 

on 29 June 2004 

1. The thirty-third meeting of the Department of the Navy (DON) 
Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) was convened at 1335 on 29 
June 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) conference 
room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The following 
members of the IEG were present: Mr. H. T. Johnson, Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy, Installations and Environment (ASN(I&E)), 
Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis (DASN(IS&A) ) ,  Vice 
Chair; Mr. Mark H. Anthony, Deputy Director Fleet Training 
(N7A), U.S. Fleet Forces Command, serving as alternate for VADM 
Albert H. Konetzni Jr., USN, Deputy and Chief of Staff, U.S. 
Fleet Forces Command, Member; LtGen Richard L. Kelly, USMC, 
Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics (I&L), Member; 
Dr. Michael F. McGrath, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 
Research Development Test & Evaluation (DASN(RDT&E)), Member; 
Mr. Robert T. Cali, Assistant General Counsel, Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy, Manpower & Reserve Affairs (M&RA), 
Member; Mr. Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel 
(OGC), Representative; Mr. David W. LaCroix, Senior Counsel, 
Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis; CDR Robert E. Vincent 11, 
JAGC, USN, Recorder; and, Capt James A. Noel, USMC, Recorder. 
Ms. Ariane Whittemore, ~ssistant Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations for Fleet Readiness and Logistics (N4), serving as 
alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, Jr., USN, Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness and Logistics (N4), Member, 
entered the meeting at 1551. LtGen Michael A. Hough, USMC, 
Deputy Commandant for Aviation (AVN), Member; and Mr. Ronnie J. 
Booth, Navy Audit Service (NAVAUDSVC) , Representative were 
absent. 

2. The following members of the IAT were also present: Mr. 
Dennis Biddick, Chief of Staff; Dr. Ron Nickel, CNA; Col Walter 
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B. Hamm, USMC; CAPT Christopher T. Nichols, USN; CAPT Jason A. 
Leaver, USN; CAPT Matthew R. Beebe, CEC, USN; Mr. Andrew S. 
Demott; Ms. Laura Knight; LtCol Robert R. Mullins, USMCR; LtCol 
Mark S. Murphy, USMC; CDR Phillip A. Black, USN; CDR Robert S. 
Clarke, CEC, USN; CDR Jennifer R. Flather, SC, USN; Ms. Cathy E. 
Oaxaca-Hoote; Mr. Michael D. Bowes, CNA; Mr. John A. Crossen, 
CNA; LCDR Kevin D. Laye, USN; LCDR Timothy P. Cowan, CEC, USN; 
and Ms. Sueann Henderson. All attendees were provided enclosure 
(1). Ms. Davis presented the minutes from the 17 June 2004 IEG 
meeting for review and they were approved. 

3. Ms. Davis provided updates on the following matters: 

a. Data Call #1 Issue Resolution. As of 29 June 2004, 
the IAT has identified over 2000 discrete issues concerning Data 
Call #1 and is continuing to coordinate resolution of these 
issues with the cognizant naval activities. The JCSGs have 
identified many of these issues while conducting their analysis. 
Data call #1 issues are expected to be resolved in time to 
address anticipated issues associated with the military value 
data call. Mr. Johnson commended the IAT for its execution of 
Data Call #I, noting that the data requested was appropriate. 

b. Military Value Data Call. The IAT has issued the 
military value data call questions for all JCSGs, except 
Technical and Intelligence. The Technical JCSG continues to 
resolve issues concerning the analysis of contractors and the 
appropriate activity/unit level to target for data collection. 
The Technical JCSG military value data call may be ready for 
issuance within ten days. The IAT has issued the Criterion 5, 
Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) data call. The IAT is 
preparing to issue a supplemental capacity data call to gather 
additional data requested by the JCSGs. The ISG has indicated 
that it will likely extend the 23 July 2004 OSD deadline for 
receipt of certified responses to the various data calls and 
will generally allow sixty days from the date of issuance of the 
targeted military value data call. The ISG will make a final 
decision on the deadline at its next meeting. 

4. The IEG moved into deliberative session at 1344. See 
enclosure (2). The next meeting of the IEG is scheduled for 
Thursday, 1 July 2004. The meeting adjourned at 1629. 

H. T. JOHNSON 
Chairman, IEG 
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Infrastructure Evaluation Group 

29 June 2004 
0930-1230 
Crystal Plaza 6, gtb Floor 

Meeting called by: Chairman Recorder: CDR Vincent 
- 

---- Agenda Topics -- 
Review and approve minutes of IEG Meeting of 17 
June 04 

Status Updates: 
ISGIJCSGs 

o Data Call #1 Issue Resolution Status 
o Data Call #2 Release 

Deliberative Session 
o Ground Status Update 
o DON specific E&T capacity 
o DON specific HSA MilVal Scoring Plan 

Regional Support 
o Intro to DONIJCSG Alignment 

Administrative 
Meeting location for next meeting, Crystal 
Plaza 6,9& Floor 

Ms. Davis 

Ms Davis 

All 

Ms. Davis 

Other Information 
Draft minutes of 17 June 04 IEG meeting provided. 
Read ahead for deliberative discussions. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
ODASN (ISBrA), 2221 South Clark Street, Suite 900, Arlington, VA 22202 

RP-0164 
IAT/REV 
7 July 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 

Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 29 JUNE 2004 

Encl: (1) Naval Ground Forces: Capacity Analysis Update Brief 
(2) Initial Capacity Analysis of DON-Specific Education 

and Training Functions Brief of 29 June 2004 
(3) Military Value Analysis of DON-Specific Headquarters 

and Support Activities Regional Support Function 
Brief of 29 June 2004 

(4) IAT HSA DON-Specific Regional Support Activities 
Proposed Military Value Attributes, Components, 
Scoring Statements, and Questions 

( 5 )  IAT HSA DON-Specific Regional Support Activities 
Military Value Matrices 

1. The seventeenth deliberative session of the Department of 
the Navy (DON) Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) convened at 
1344 on 29 June 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The 
following members of the IEG were present: Mr. H.T. Johnson, 
Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Vice Chair; Mr. Mark H. Anthony, 
alternate for VADM Albert H. Konetzni Jr., USN, Member; LtGen 
Richard L. Kelly, USMC, Member; Dr. Michael F. McGrath, Member; 
Mr. Robert T.  Cali, Member; and, Mr. Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy 
Office of General Counsel, Representative. The following 
members of the IAT were present when the deliberative session 
commenced: Mr. Dennis Biddick, Chief of Staff; Mr. David W. 
LaCroix; Dr. Ron H. Nickel, CNA; Col Walter B. Hamm, USMC; CAPT 
Christopher T. Nichols, USN; CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; CAPT 
Matthew R. Beebe, CEC, USN; Mr. Andrew S. Demott; Ms. Laura 
Knight; LtCol Robert R. Mullins, USMCR; LtCol Mark S. Murphy, 
USMC; CDR Philip A. Black, USN; CDR Robert S. Clarke, CEC, USN; 
CDR Jennifer R. Flather, SC, USN; CDR Robert E. Vincent 11, 
JAGC, USN; Ms. Cathy E. Oaxaca-Hoote; Mr. Michael D. Bowes, CNA; 
Mr. John A. Crossen, CNA; LCDR Kevin D. Laye, USN; LCDR Timothy 
P. Cowan, CEC, USN; Capt James A. Noel, USMC; and, Ms. Sueann 
Henderson. 
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2. Ms. Davis and CAPT Nichols used enclosure (1) to provide an 
update concerning capacity analysis for the Ground Operations 
Function. They noted that the IAT Ground Operations Team is 
continuing to work closely with HQMC ( I & L )  in identifying Marine 
Corps garrison requirements and validating battalion types. 
Additionally, the IAT Ground Operations Team is continuing to 
work closely with OPNAV and CFFC staff in identifying Navy 
ground forces requirements. CAPT Nichols apprised the IEG that 
defining the training metric for Marine Corps ground forces 
remains the most significant unresolved issue. The IAT Ground 
Operations Team and Training and Education Command, Marine Corps 
Combat Development Command (TECOM), continue to review training 
requirements in order to define the training metric. However, 
since different types of battalions have various training needs 
and multiple units often share the same training areas, it has 
been difficult to identify an appropriate training measurement. 
The IEG approved the IAT's recommendation to work with TECOM and 
ascertain whether they can resolve the training issue. Ms. 
Davis informed the IEG that the IAT plans to complete data 
collection and provide an update concerning the training issue 
at the 8 July 2004 IEG meeting. Moreover, the IAT is 
tentatively scheduled to present the Ground Operations Function 
Capacity Analysis to the IEG on 22 July 2004. 

3. Ms. Davis used enclosure (2) to provide an initial 
capacity analysis briefing for DON-Specific Education and 
Training Functions. She reminded the IEG that it would conduct 
capacity analysis of the same functional areas previously 
approved for military value analysis: DON Recruit Training, DON 
Officer Accession Training, DON-Specific Professional Military 
Education (PME), and DON-Specific Graduate Level Flight 
Training. She noted that capacity requirements for graduate 
flight training are included in the Aviation Operations 
analysis. 

4. She recommended that the IEG begin its assessment with a 
review of the E&T JCSG capacity analysis methodology, including 
a review of its four functional areas and universe. She noted 
that the ISG Chair tasked the JCSGs to include capacity figures 
for maximum potential capacity, current capacity, current usage, 
surge capacity, and excess capacity in their respective interim 
capacity reports. Each JCSG, including the E&T JCSG, is 
establishing proposed definitions for each capacity category. 
See slide 6 of enclosure (2). Noting that Specialized Skills 
Training (SST) and Professional Development Education (PDE) are 
the two E&T JCSG functional areas most closely related to the 
DON-specific E&T functional areas, Ms. Davis presented the E&T 
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JCSG1s application of the capacity categories to these two 
functional areas. See slide 7 of enclosure ( 2 ) .  

5. Ms. Davis then presented the IAT's proposed capacity 
analysis methodology for DON-Specific E&T functions. The IAT 
evaluated the E&T JCSG and the BRAC 1995 E&T capacity analysis 
methodologies in order to tailor a methodology suitable for DON- 
Specific E&T functions. This proposed methodology would 
incorporate the E&T J C S G r s  definitions for the capacity 
categories with appropriate modifications. Additionally, the 
DON-Specific attributes would be derived from the E&T JSCG SST 
and PDE functional areas attributes. 

6. The IAT proposed capacity analysis methodology also 
would contain assumptions necessary for ensuring that the 
capacity analysis accurately depicts capacity requirements. 
These assumptions include a standard definition of training 
days, both in terms of hours and years, establishment of 
baseline classroom, billeting, messing, lab, and training device 
capacities, and consideration of the fact that some training 
functions experience seasonal variations. 

7. Addifionally, Ms. Davis informed the IEG that it must yr /Pj' 
define "surge" in order to identify surge capacity. She C P  1." 
explained that that the E&T JCSG defined surge as an incre 
personnel end strength due to a mobilization authorized by 
Congress during L i m s  of national orisis. She also noted that 

0 

requ&cwnt$ for the Naval Operations functions. 
I 

8. The IAT E&T Team recommended an approach similar to Naval 
Operations for DON-specific E&T functions, based on current 
policies that these functions would be able to meet contingency 
and operational requirements by accelerating, truncating, or 
canceling courses and, therefore, could continue to operate 
within current physical infrastructure capabilities. Thus, the 
IAT recommended that the IEG not assign a surge capacity 
percentage. The IEG assessed the recommendation concerning 
surge and directed the IAT to ascertain how the Department of 
the Army is addressing this issue. Additionally, the IAT was 
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directed to review historical data in order to determine DON'S 

OQlr 
highest end strength to better understand how current 
infrastructure could handle surge requirements. 

1 9 .  Ms. Davis explained to the IEG that the IAT reviewed the 
20-year Force Structure P l h  and extrapolated the future 
requirements concerning the number of personnel for all 
activities within the DON-Specific E&T functions. These numbers 
are based upon a ratio of graduates to end-strength, The J 

proposed methud for determining excess capaaity for both curcent 
and Euture reNirements could be determined by subtracting 
future requirements plus surge from current capacity. 

6 I' 

10. Finally, Ms. Davis presented possible capacity analysis 
attributes to the IEG. As noted in'paragraph 5 above, the IAT 
reviewed the E&T JCSG SST and PDE functional areas and developed 1, lYI 
attributes. These attribu 
student throughput@ raini 
Ms. Davis apprised the IEG 
student throughput, billeting, 
a 12-month average (level - 
aveyCge peak usage basis, 
determine -priate 
She stated that the IAT wo 
analysis data and provide 
attributes at a future IEG meeting. 

11. The IEG recessed at 1453 and reconvened at 1507. All I 
members present when the IEG recessed were again present. 

12. Ms. Davis and CAPT Beebe used enclosure (3) to present the 
HSA Regional Support Activities (RSA) military value scoring 
plan methodology to the IEG. They reminded the IEG that it 
placed the HSA RSA into four categories at the 10 June 2004 IEG 
deliberative session. Category A contains the Navy Installation 
Management Regions. Category B contains large service providers 
with a large civilian staff that provide direct support to 
customers. Category C contains middle management activities. 

- - 

These activities have a small staff mostly comprised of military 
personnel. Category D contains administrative service 
providers. They also noted that the scope of analysis would be 
a review of the administrative management staff of regional 
activities in order to identify possible alignment and 
integration opportunities. 
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13. The IAT proposed the following attributes for HSA RSA 
functions: Effectiveness of Operation, Efficiency of 
Operations, Quality of Facilities, and Personnel Support. The 
IEG approved the proposed attributes. 

14. The IAT proposed components for each of the approved 
attributes. The IEG approved the following components: 

a. Effectiveness of Operation: Operational Proximity, 
Criticality of Location/Mobility, and Scope of Responsibility. 

b. Efficiency of Operations: Co-location, Regional 
Alignment, and Productivity. 

c. Quality of Facilities: Security, Facility Condition, and 
Locality Cost. 

d. Personnel Support: Medical, Housing, Employment, 
MWR/MCCS/Fleet and Family Services, and Metropolitan Area 
Characteristics. 

15. The IEG reviewed the military value weights used by DON for 
Naval Reserve Readiness Commands and Engineering Field Divisions 
in BRAC 1995, the BRAC 2005 HSA JCSG for Administrative & 

Headquarters Activities, DON-Specific Recruiting 
Districts/Stations, DON-Specific Reserve Centers, the three 
Naval Operations functions, and the three DON-Specific E&T 
functions. After review, the IEG assigned the following weights 
for each of the four categories within the HSA RSA functions: 

a. Readiness: 35 
b. Facilities: 25 
c. Surge Capabilities: 5 
d. Cost and Manpower: 35. 

16. Ms. Ariane Whittemore entered the deliberative session at 
1551. 

17. The IEG approved the proposed scoring statements 
and roll-up questions, including apportionment where necessary, 
for the four HSA RSA attributes. See enclosure (4). These 
scoring statements and roll-up questions will be used for each 
of the four HSA RSA categories. The IEG then placed the scoring 
statements for each the four attributes in one of three bands 
(Band 1, 2, or 3 in descending order of importance). See 
enclosure ( 5 ) .  Except as noted below, the IEG approved the 
scoring bands recommended by the IEG: 
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a. Category A. Scoring statement 3 (HRS-3) was changed 
from "1" to "2", scoring statement 11 (HRS-11) was changed from 
"3" to "2", scoring statement 18 (PS-6a-b) was changed from "3" 
to "2" , scoring statement 19 (PS-7) was changed from '2" to "3", 
and scoring statement 20 (PS-8a-b) was changed from '3" to '2". 

b. Category B. Scoring statement 3 (HRS-3) was changed 
from "1" to '2" and scoring statement 11 (HRS-11) was changed 
from " 3 "  to "2 "  . 

c. Category C. Scoring statement 1 (HRS-la-c) was changed 
f rorn "2" to "1" , scoring statement 3 (HRS-3) was changed from 
\llll to \\211 , scoring statement 5 (HRS-5) was changed from "3" to 
\\ 2 Il , scoring statement 8 (HRS-8a-d) was changed from "1" to '\2", 
scoring statement 11 (HRS-11) was changed from '3" to '2", 
scoring statement 16 (PS-1) was changed from '3" to '2", 
scoring statement 18 (PS-6a-b) was changed from '3" to '2", 
scoring statement 20 (PS-8a-b) was changed from '3" to '2", and 
scoring statement 21 (PS-12) was changed from "3" to '2". 

d. Category D. Scoring statement 3 (HRS-3) was changed 
from "1" to " 2 " ,  scoring statement 8 (HRS-8a-d) was changed from 
"2" to "3", scoring statement 9 (HRS-9a-b) was changed from "2" 
to "3", scoring statement 11 (HRS-11) was changed from ' 3 "  to 
" 2 " ,  scoring statement 18 (PS-6a-b) was changed from "3" to \'2", 
scoring statement 19 (PS-7) was changed from '2" to " 3 " ,  and 
scoring statement 20 (PS-8a-b) was changed from "3" to "2". 

18. After the IEG approved the band placement for the HSA RSA 
scoring statements, it gave a numerical score to each scoring 
statement. The numerical score for each scoring statement 
depended upon its band placement (i-e., Band 1: 6-10; Band 2: 3 -  
7, and Band 3 : 1 - 4 )  . See enclosure (5) . 

19. The deliberative session adjourned at 1629. 

ROBERT E. VINCENT I1 
CDR, JAGC, U. S . Navy 
Recorder, IAT 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

MN-0177 
IAT/REV 
22 July 2004 

MEMORANDUM 

Subj: MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 
MEETING OF 15 JULY 2004 

Encl: (1) 15 July 2004 IEG Meeting Agenda 
(2) ASN (I&E) Memo of 8 July 2004 
(3) DASN (IS=) Memo of 9 July2004 
(4) ASN ( I & E )  Memo of 8 July 2004 
(5) DASN (IS&A) Memo of 23 June 2004 
(6) SECNAV Memo of 14 July 2004 
(7) Recording Secretary's Report of IEG Deliberations 

on 15 July 2004 

1. The thirty-sixth meeting of the Department of the Navy (DON) 
Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) was convened at 0934 on 
15 July 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The 
following members of the IEG were present: Mr. H. T. Johnson, 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Installations and Environment 
(ASN(I&E)), Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy for Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis 
(DASN(IS&A)), Vice Chair; Ms. Ariane Whittemore, Assistant 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness and 
Logistics (N4), serving as alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, 
Jr., USN, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness 
and Logistics (N4), Member; Mr. Thomas R. Crabtree, Director 
Fleet Training (N7A), U.S. Fleet Forces Command, serving as 
alternate for VADM Albert H. Konetzni Jr., USN, Deputy and Chief 
of Staff, U.S. Fleet Forces Command, Member; Ms. Carla 
Liberatore, Assistant Deputy Commandant for Installations and 
Logistics (I&L), Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, serving as 
alternate for LtGen Richard L. Kelly, USMC, Deputy Commandant 
for Installations and Logistics (I&L), Member; RMDL Mark T. 
Emerson, USN, Assistant Deputy Commandant for Aviation (AVN), 
serving as alternate for LtGen Michael A. Hough, USMC, Deputy 
Commandant for Aviation (AVN), Member; Mr. Nicholas J. Kunesh, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Logistics, serving as 
alternate for Dr. Michael F. McGrath, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy, Research Development Test & Evaluation 
(DASN(RDT&E)), Member; Mr. Robert T. Cali, Assistant General 

w 
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Counsel, Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Manpower & Reserve 
Affairs (M&RA), Member; Mr. Ronnie J. Booth, Navy Audit Service 
(NAVAUDSVC), Representative; Mr. Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office 
of General Counsel (OGC), Representative; Mr. David W. LaCroix, 
Senior Counsel, Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis; CDR Robert 
E. Vincent 11, JAGC, USN, Recorder; and, Capt James A. Noel, 
USMC, Recorder. 

2. The following members of the IAT were also present: Mr. 
Dennis Biddick, Chief of Staff; CAPT Christopher T.  Nichols, 
USN; CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; CAPT Gene A. Summerlin 11, USN; 
Col Joseph R. Kennedy, USMCR; LtCol Terri E. Erdag, USMC; CDR 
Joseph E. Arleth, USN; CDR Margaret M. Carlson, JAGC, USN; CDR 
Jennifer R. Flather, SC, USN; Ms. Cathy E. Oaxaca-Hoote; and Ms 
Sueann Henderson. All attendees were provided enclosures (1) 
through (6). Ms. Davis presented the minutes from the 8 July 
2004 IEG meeting for review and they were approved. 

3. Ms. Davis provided updates on the following matters: 

a. BRAC Principles. On 8 July 2004, ASN (I&E) forwarded 
DON concurrence on the revised BRAC Principles to OSD. 
Enclosure (2) pertains. OSD plans to forward the draft BRAC 
Principles to the IEC for coordination within the next two 
weeks. 

b. BRAC Imperatives. Enclosure ( 3 )  contains DON'S 
consolidated comments concerning draft BRAC Imperatives. DON 
comments included recommendations to (1) reword some draft 
imperatives in order to cast them as a positive goal, rather 
than a negative prohibition; ( 2 )  insert draft imperatives that 
would appropriately limit JCSG analysis in order to ensure 
Services' requirements and responsibilities are maintained; and, 
( 3 )  delete draft imperatives that would establish unnecessary 
constraints or are so overly broad that the draft imperative 
would prohibit almost any action. After reviewing the comments 
and recommendations submitted by the JCSGs and the Services, OSD 
met with the Services on 14 July 2004 in order to reconcile 
differences and prepare a final draft. OSD plans to review the 
final draft BRAC Imperatives with the Services on 16 July 2004. 
The ISG will review the final draft BRAC Imperatives at its 23 
July 2004 meeting. 

c. BRAC Transformational Options (TOs). As enclosure (4) 
indicates, DON submitted consolidated comments concerning the 
proposed TOs. DON provided comments concerning the draft TOs, 
provided additional TOs for consideration, and recommended that 
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Subj: MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 
MEETING OF 1 5  JULY 2004 

the JCSGs and Services discuss the TOs prior to submission to 
the ISG. 

d. Naval Audit Service Review. Mr. Ronnie Booth, NAVAUDSVC 
Representative, used enclosure (5) to brief the IEG concerning 
NAVAUDSVC1s initial review of the BRAC 2005 Data Call #1 
responses for 61 naval activities. Mr. Booth noted that the 
field auditors were primarily concerned that field activities 
did not always retain supporting records in order to document 
the source of Data Call #1 responses. Mr. Booth explained that 
NAVAUDSVC is providing a list of concerns to local field 
activity command personnel without issuing a formal audit 
report. Mr. Booth informed the IEG that the Joint Audit 
Planning Group (JAPG) met on 14 July 2004 and expressed its 
satisfaction with the DON BRAC process to date. 

e. Government Accountability Office (GAO) . Ms. Davis 
informed the IEG that she met with Government Accountability 
Office, formerly known as General Accounting Office, personnel 
on 13 July 2004.  The GAO representatives indicated that they 
are satisfied with their access to naval records concerning the 
BRAC 2005 process. 

4.  Mr. Johnson informed the IEG that his resignation as ASN 
(I&E) was effective 16 July 2004 and, accordingly, this was his 
final IEG meeting. He provided enclosure (6) to the IEG and 
noted that SECNAV appointed Ms. Davis as Special Assistant to 
SECNAV for all matters associated with BRAC 2005.  In that 
capacity, she will serve as the replacement for ASN (I&E) on the 
ISG, with the same authorities and responsibilities. 
Additionally, SECNAV reconstructed the membership of the IEG and 
established the DON Analysis Group (DAG), a decision-making body 
subordinate to the IEG. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that she and 
Dave LaCroix would review DON BRAC policy documentation and 
prepare appropriate implementation documentation for SECNAV1s 
signature. 

5. The IEG moved into deliberative session at 1006 .  See 
enclosure ( 7 ) .  The next meeting of the IEG is scheduled for 
Thursday, 22 July 2004.  The meeting adjourned at 1144. 

Anne ~athmell Davis 
Vice-Chair, IEG 
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Infrastructure Evaluation Group 

w 
15 July 2004 
0930-1230 
Crystal Plaza 6,9" Floor 

Meeting called by: Chairman Recorder: CDR Vincent 

- Agenda Topics ---- 
Review and approve minutes of IEG Meeting of Ms. Davis 

8 July 04 

Status Updates : 
Principles 
Imperatives 

Transformational Options 

Audit Report Corrective Action 

Deliberative Session: 

Criterion 8 (Environmental Impact) 
Methodology 

Ground Ops Training Follow-up 
DON specific HSA 

o Regional Support Military Value 
Follow-up 

DON specific E&T Capacity 
o Officer Accessions 
o Professional Military Education (PME) 
o Issues/Decision Points 
o Surge 

Ms Davis 

Ron Booth 

All 

Administrative Ms. Davis 
Next meeting 22 July 04,0930-1230 

- -- 

Other Information 
Draft minutes of 8 July 04 IEG meeting provided. 
Read ahead for deliberative discussions. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 
08 Jul 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOGY AND LOGISTICS ) 

Subj: MILITARY VALUE PRINCIPLES 

Ref: (a) USD(AT&L) memo of 30 Jun 04 

The Vice Chief of Naval Operations, Assistant Commandant of the 
Marine Corps, and I have reviewed the Proposed BRAC Principles as 
provided in the attachment to reference (a) and formally concur with 
them as written. 

I appreciate the opportunity to finalize this important step in 
the BRAC process. 

H. T: Johnson 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ' 

30 10 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1-30 10 

MEMORANDUM FOR INFRASTRUCTURE STEERING GROUP MEMBERS 

Subject: Military Value Principles 

At our June 25th meeting, we agreed to coordinate in writing on the draft 
principles which were the subject of this meeting. These principles are provided at the 
attachment. I would appreciate receiving your formal concurrence and comments by 
July 9,2004, so that we can expeditiously provide them to the Infrastructure Executive 
Council for its deliberation. 

I appreciate the attention you and your staff have given this effort. 

/Acting ~~$$'(~c~uisition, Technology & Logistics) 
Chairman, Infrastructure Steering Group 

Attachment: 
As stated 
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Proposed BRAC Principles 
(As of June 25,2004 after the ISG Meeting) 

Recruit and Train: The Department must attract, develop, and retain active, reserve, 
civilian, and contractor personnel that are highly skilled and educated and have access to 
effective, diverse, and sustainable training space in order to ensure current and fbture 
readiness, to support advances in technology, and to respond to anticipated developments 
in joint and service doctrine and tactics. 

Qualltv of Life: The Department must provide a quality of life, to include quality of 
work place, that supports recruitment, learning, and training, and enhances retention. 

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

Eaui~:  The Department needs research, development, acquisition, test, and evaluation 
capabilities that efficiently and effectively place superior technology in the hands of the 
warfighter to meet current and future threats and Eacilitate$lnowledge-enabled and net- 
centric warfare. 

Supply, Service, and Maintain: The Department needs access to logistical and 
industrial infrastructure capabilities optimally integrated into a skilled and cost efficient 
national industrial base that provides agile8nd responsive global support to operational 
forces. 

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

Intelli~ence: The Department needs intelligence capabilities to support the National 
Military Strategy by delivering predictive analysis, warning of impending crises, 
providing persistent surveillance of our most critical targets, and achieving horizontal 
integration of networks and databases. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 ~ 1 0 0 0  

9 July 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, OSD BRAC OFFICE 

Subj: REVIEW OF DRAFT BASE REALIGNNIENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) 
IMPERATIVES 

Encl: (1) DON Comments on Proposed Draft Imperatives 

Attached is the Department of the Navy (DON) additional input on the draft BRAC 
Imperatives forwarded to the Chairmen of the Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs) by the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics) memo dated 2 July 2004. I 
thoroughly reviewed these imperatives at a meeting this morning attended by DON Infrastructure 
Steering Groups (ISG) and JCSG representatives, and the input represents the Department's 
position. To the extent this input conflicts with comments received from the JCSG Chairmen or 
other Military Departments, our ISG members request those items be specifically discussed at 
the next ISG meeting. 

In several cases, we have recommended rewording imperatives to cast them as a positive 
goal, rather than as a negative prohibition. We recommend all of the imperatives be reviewed to 
see if they can be so written, since the meaning of some appears to be lost by the reverse 
drafting. We recognize that, as modeling constraints, the imperatives may need to be cast as 
prohibitions on inclusion or exclusion of certain activities, but do not think it generally clear or 
helpful to write the entire set of imperatives in the negative. 

We also are including in the attachment some imperatives that could act as Limits on the 
JCSG analysis. While we fully support the JCSG process as a means to ensure thorough 
analysis, and thus understand the need for an imperative criterion that seeks to preserve joint 
cross service analysis, we also believe parameters should be set to ensure that analysis will fully 
consider the Services' requirements and responsibilities. Imperatives are one way to establish 
such boundaries. If there is a perceived over-limitation in our suggested imperatives, our ISG 
members request those items be specifically discussed at the next ISG meeting. 

Finally, there are a number of imperatives we have recommended deleting. In some 
cases, the recommendation is based on a view that an explicit imperative (at least as currently 
written) just is not a necessary constraint. In other cases, we have recommended deletion 
because the imperative as written appears so broad that it could be construed to prohibit almost 
any action. We suggest that, if those imperatives suggested for deleti,on are revised to state them 
as a positive goal, they be re-reviewed to see whether they are necessary imperatives. 
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Subj: REVIEW OF DRAFT BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) 
IMPERATIVES 

The Department of the Navy appreciates the opportunity to review these draft 
Imperatives and provide input. I look forward to working with your office to compile a final 
package for ISG review. 

Anne Rathmell Davis 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Navy 
(Infrastructure Strategy & Analysis) 

Copy to: 
Acting Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, 

Technology and Logistics) 
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- -- - -- 



Principles and Corresponding Imperatives 

Recruit and Train: The Department must attract, develop, and retain active, 
reserve, civilian, and contractor personnel that are highly skilled and educated and 
that have access to effective, diverse, and sustainable training space in order to 
ensure current and future readiness, to support advances in technology, and to 
respond to anticipated developments in joint and service doctrine and tactics. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to support the Army's Leader Development and 
Assessment Course and Leader's Training Course. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to meet both peacetime and wartime aviation training 
requirements, including undergraduate and graduate pilot training. 

DON Comment: Delete - statement of inherent mission. 

The Military Departments and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment recommendation that fails to preserve additional training 
areas in CONUS where operational units can conduct company or higher-level 
training when home station training areas are not available due to the training load 
or environmental concerns. 

DON Comment: Concur 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the only remaining training environments designed to support airborne, 
air assault, urban operations, cold weather training, Joint Logistics Owr The Shore 
(LOTS) training in the United States, combat formations for full spectrum 
operations to include obscurant training and electro-magnetic operations, 
MAGTFs, live fire and combined arms training, and chemical live agent training. 

DON Comment: This needs to be written in the "positive." Idea necessary to 
capture is  not to just have "one each" but to maintain suflcient capacity to 
ensure access to atl required training environments when needed. Just having 
"one each" doesn't necessarily provide the requhed capac~ty. 
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The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to conduct graduate medicaydental education 
(GMEIGDE) and clinical training for uniformed medics. 

DON Commenc Delete. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
locates Navy or Marine Corps Fleet Replacement Squadrons and Operational 
Squadrons outside operationally efficient proximity (e.g., for the Department of 
the Navy, farther than one un-refueled sortie) from DoD-scheduled airspace, 
ranges, targets, lowlevel routes, outlying fields and over-water training airspace 
with access to aircraft carrier support. 

DON Comment: Make an exception for Reserve Squadrons because they 
operate dvferently. Change "sortie" to "leg" which allows ability to base some 
aircraft further from coast. Recommendation: 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
locates Navy or Marine Corps Fleet Replacement Squadrons and Operational 
Squadrons (with the exception of Reserve Squadrons) outside operationally 
efl'rcientproximity (e.g., for the Department of the Navy, farther than one un- 
refueled kg) from DoD-scheduled airspace, ranges, targets, low level routes, 
outlying fields and over-water training airspace with access to aircraft carrier 
support. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the organic capability for Service specific Strategic Thought and Joint 
and Coalition Security Policy Innovation. 

DON Commcnc Keep as is. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
locates undergraduate flight training with operational squadrons or within high air 
traffic areas. 

DON Comment: Delete "high traffic areas." Defirtition problematic and JCSG 
includes distance from major airports in MilVal analysis, therefbre safity 
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concerns will be addressed as pan of military value. which includes military 
~udgment. Recommendation: 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
locates undergraduate flight training with operational squadrons. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the organizational independence of training units from combat units. 

DON Comment: Delete or reword to make Service specifw (Air Force) 
Imperative, ie. "... organizational independence of AF training units from 
combat units. " 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
locates undergraduate Navy or Marine Corps flight training without access to 
DoD-scheduled airspace over open water and land with access to aircraft carrier 
support. 

DON Comment: Delete - considered too restrictive. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
locates major CSG / ESG level exercises, ranges / OPAREAs more than 3 
underway days from air, sea and over the shore maneuver space or that locates 
individual operational ships and aircraft more that 6 underway hours for ships, 12 
underway hours for submarines, and 1 un-refueled sortie for aircraft, from 
unimpeded access to ranges and operating areas. 

DON Commenc Change "more than" to "outside operationally eflcient 
proximity, considering ... " Follows wording of above Imperative on aviation 
basing and allows more flexibility. Delete specific tlme requirements. Add 
"MPG" to "CSG/ESG. " Spell acronyms. Recommendation: 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Sentice Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
locates Carrier Strike Groups /Expeditionary Strike Groups /Maritime Pre- 
positioning Groups outside operationally ef3cientproximity from ranges and 
OPAREAs with air, sea and over the shore maneuver space for major level 
exercises, measured in underway days, while individual operational ships and 
aircrafl will need unimpeded access to ranges and operating areas considering 
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underway hours for ships and submarines, and an un-refueled sortie for 
aircrafk 

The Military Departments and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment recommendation that eliminates a Service's ability to 
provide timely responses to military contingencies or support RC mobilization, 
institutional training, and collective training because of insufficient infrastructure, 
maneuver space, and ranges. 

DON Commenc Too broad. Needs to be made Service specific (not joint), 
combine with below or delete. 

The Military Departments and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment recommendation that fails to retain access to sufficient 
training area (air, land, and sea) and facilities across a wide variety of topography 
and climatic conditions (e.g., cold weather, swamps, mountains, desert, etc.) with 
operationally efficient access and proximity to meet current and future Service and 
Joint training requirements for both Active and Reserve Component forces and 
weapons systems. 

DON Comment: Include adding, "capacity", *bscheduling" and 
"wargaming/simulation/experimenration." Recommendion: 

The Military Departments and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment recommendation that fails to retain access to suflcient 
training area capacity (air, land, and sea) and facilities (to include wargaming/ 
simulation/experimentation) across a wide variety of topography and climatic 
conditions (e.g., cold weather, swamps, mountains, desert, etc.) with 
operationally emcient access and proximity to meet current and future Service 
and Joint training scheduling requirements for both Active and Reserve 
Component forces and weapons systems. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates access to educational programs which include specific focus on those 
areas which are uniquely related to distinctive Service capabilities (e.g., maritime, 
land warfare). 

DON Comment: Add "expeditionary deploymenVemployment" to examples of 
distinctive Service capabilities. Recommendion: 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
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eliminates access to educational programs which include specific focus on those 
areas which are uniquely related to distinctive Service capabilities (e.g., 
maritime, expeditionary deploymenUemployment, land warfare). 

Fleet concentration areas will provide Navy skills progression training and 
functional skills training relevant to homeported platforms whenever possible. 

DON Commcnc Make read Navy "specifc" skills and delete "whenever 
possible. " Recommendation: 

Navy specific skills progression training and functional skills training relevant 
to homeportedplatfoms will be located in Fket concentration areas. 

Navy initial skills training will be located with accessions training to minimize 
student moves or with skills progression training to allow cross-utilization of 
instructors, facilities and equipment, and support future training and efficiency 
improvements. 

DON Comment: Make Navy "specific" skills. Recommendation: 

Navy specific initial skills training will be located with accessions training to 
minimize student moves or with skills progression training to allow cross- 
utilization of instructors, facilities and equipment, and support future training 
and efficiency improvements. 

The following is a recommended addition to the list of imperatives to be 
considered. This imperative was originally submitted and considered for 
deletion because it was thought to be captured elsewhere. We are submitting 
a revised version for inclusion. 

DON adds: Marine Corps had following Imperative which was not fully 
captured in Army Imperatives that became Joinc 

<;L.ogruphiculIy position rnfrusrrucrure u m  all ele~nenrs uf tire MAG'TF ro 
enItunce r~uin 111.g. 111 uinrenunce und deplo?tmmr y f ' Murine Forces uu.\ IW.4 G T h .  
771 is nrc~e.s.sirure.\ r r r a i n i n g u c u r n  si~~ficien r un d dispersed seu uccesh. uir 
~ ~ u L ' Y ,  u f r - t ~ ~ r ~ u n d  rruiitlng runges una tttuneuver ureus,,for rrainmng und 
depkqvmrnr purposes; prrservirrg necrssu~v ruil uccr.s~, explosives s q e p  urc.\. 
urtd sruging ureus. 
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Quality of Life: The Department must provide a quality of life, to include quality 
of work place that supports recruitment, learning, and training, and enhances 
retention. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates access to housing, medical, career progression services, child 
development services, spousal employment services, MWR services, or education. 

DON Comment: Delete as written. Turning this into a positive statement may 
warrant inclusion. 

Maintain sufficient capacity to provide operational-non-operational (sea-shore) 
rotation. 

DON Comment: Delete. Internal Service implementation concern. 
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Organize: The Department needs force structure sized, composed, and located to 
match the demands of the National Military Strategy, effectively and efficiently 
supported by properly aligned headquarters and other DoD organizations, and that 
take advantage of opportunities for joint basing. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
removes the Headquarters of the Department of Defense, the Department of the 
Army, the Department of the Navy (including the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps), or the Department of the Air Force from the National Capital Region. 

DON Comment: Add, " core elements oS) or some other phrase that isn't all 
inclusive. Best defined in a positive way. As originally stated this limits the 
ability of H&SA JCSG to evaluate HQ elements in Washington urea. 
Recommendation: 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
removes core elements of'the Headquarters of the Department of Defense, the 
Department of the Army, the Department of the Navy (including the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps), or the Department of the Air Forcefiom 
the National Capital Region. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to station existing Continental United States Army 
(CONUSA) headquarters, Major Army Command (MACOM) headquarters, and 
United States Army Reserve Command (USARC) headquarters in the United 
States. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the last remaining Navy presence (excluding recruiters) in a state. 

DON Commenc Make reserve specific and add Marine Corps so as comparable 
with Army/Air Force Guard. Recommendation: 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the last remaining Navy and/or Marine Corps Reserve presence in a 
state. 
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The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment that prohibits fulfilling the 
air sovereignty protection site and response criteria requirements stipulated by 
COMNORTHCOM and COMP ACOM. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates START Treaty land-based strategic deterrent. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to support the Army's modular force initiative, the 
Navy's Global Concept of Operations force initiative, the USMC's expeditionary 
maneuver warfare initiatives, and the USAF's 10 fully and equally-capable AEFs. 

DON Comment: Delete. Too broad. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to support surge, mobilization, continuity of operations, 
evacuations for natural disasters, or conduct core roles and missions (e.g., sea- 
based operations, combined arms, etc.). 

DON Comment: Needs to be written in the positive. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment involving joint basing 
unless it increases average military value or decreases the cost for the same 
military value, when compared to the status quo. 

D O N  Commenc Delere - determine in analysis. 
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Equip: The Department needs research, development, acquisition, test, and 
evaluation capabilities that efficiently and effectively place superior technology in 
the hands of the warfighter to meet current and future threats and facilitate 
knowledge-enabled and netcentric warfare. 

The Military Departments and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment recommendation that eliminates the Army's single 
headquarters organizational structure that combines responsibility for 
developmental and operational test and evaluation. 

The Military Depamnents and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment recommendation that does not provide RDT&E 
infrastructure and laboratory capabilities to attract, train, and retain talent in 
emerging science and engineering fields. 

DON Comment: Concur. 

The Military Departments and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment recommendation that eliminates the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force RDT&E capability necessary to support technologies and systems integral 
to the conduct of Land, Maritime, and Air warfare, respectively. 

DON Commcnc Rewritten to capture content of original DON inpuc 

The Military Departments and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment that does not preserve the minimum required non- 
renewable infrastructure (Le. air, land, sea, and space ranges and frequency 
spectrum) suficient to ensure: successful RD TE&A and life-cycle support of 
emerging and existing technologies; capabilities for expeditionary, maritime, 
air and land operating environments; and individual, team, and unit training. 
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Supply, Service, and Maintain: The Department needs access to logistical and 
industrial infrastructure capabilities optimally integrated into a skilled and cost 
efficient national industrial base that provides agile and responsive global support 
to operational forces. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates ship maintenance capabilities to: 

- Dry dock CVNs and submarines on both coasts and in the central Pacific. 

- RefueVde-fueVinactivate nuclear-powered ships. 

- Dispose of inactivated nuclear-powered ship reactor compartments. 

DON Comment: Concur. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the Department of the Navy lead for engineering, producing, 
maintaining, and handling ordnance and energetic materials designed specifically 
for the maritime environment. 

DON Comment: Concur. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability of a Service to define its requirements (all classes of 
supply), integrate its logistics support, and acquire appropriate support for its 
unique material. 

DON Comment: Concur. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates inherent Service capabilities where concepts of operations differ from 
other Services (e.g. MALS support to the FRSs, deployable intermedia& 
maintenance support for MPS equipment, Navy IMAs, reach back support for sea- 
based logistics, etc). 

DON Comment: Concur. 
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The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
creates a single point of failure in logistics operations. 

D O N  Comment: Concur, but needs discussion. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the last remaining strategic distribution platforms on the east and west 
coast. 

D O N  Comment: Delete this as covered in previous Imperative. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates distribution support services at Component depot maintenance 
activities. 

D O N  Comment: Delete - analysis should determine. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates logistics information management and oversight capabilities: 

- Data standardization 

- Information routing 

- Supply chain efficiency information capture 

DON Commenc Rewrire ~n the positive. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates needed organic industrial capabilities to produce, sustain, surge, and 
reconstitute if those capabilities are not commercially available or capable of 
being privatized. 

D O N  Commcnc Delete or be specific. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
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eliminates access to ammunition storage facilities which will not complete planned 
chemical demilitarization before 20 1 1. 

DON Comment: Shouldn't this be written specific for Army? 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the Army lead for life cycle materiel management of systems integral to 
the conduct of Joint expeditionary land warfare. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to move hazardous andlor sensitive cargos (e.g., 
ammunition). 

DON Comment: Delete or make Service specific (Army). Not clear& 
understood. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates critical production capabilities that cannot be readily rebuilt or 
expanded during mobilization and reconstitution or commercially duplicated, as 
well as capabilities to replenish stockpiles. 

DON Commenc Delete. Don't understand how ro analyze. 

DON requires a depot maintenance industrial complex that delivers best value 
cradle-to-grave results in cost-efficiency (total unit cost), responsiveness (schedule 
compliance and flexibility), and quality (compliance with specifications). 

DOIV Comment: This could be made joint. Needs some more worWdiscussion 
to determine how to apply. 
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Deploy & Employ (Operational): The Department needs secure installations that 
are optimally located for mission accomplishment (including homeland defense), 
that support power projection, rapid deployable capabilities, and expeditionary 
force needs for reach-back capability, that sustain the capability to mobilize and 
surge, and that ensure strategic redundancy. 

The Military Departments and JCSGs will not recommend to the Secretary any 
closure or realignment recommendation that eliminates the Army's ability to 
simultaneously deploy, support, and rotate forces fiom the Atlantic, Pacific, and 
Gulf coasts in support of operational plans due to reduced quantities of, or reduced 
access to port facilities, local/national transportation assets (highways and 
railroad), and airfields or lack of information infrastructure reach back capabilities. 

DON Comment: The following statement should be included in the above or 
captured as a separate imperative: 

Preserve pre-positioning logistics support capabilities eort,  industrial and 
staging facilities) to enable support of current and planned expansions in pre- 
positioning functions (both maritime and gempositioning). 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to absorb overseas forces within the United States. 

DON Comment: Delete 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to surge in support of mobilization requirements (e.g., 
National Defense contingency situations, national disasters, and other emergency 
requirements). 

DON Commenc Delete 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
prohibits: 

- Fleet basing that supports the Fleet Response Plan. 

DON Comment: Add "Sea-basing. " 
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Fleet basing that supports the Fleet Response Plan and Sea-basing concepts. 

- CVN capability: 2 East Coast ports, 2 West Coast ports, and 2 forwar&based 
in the Pacific. 

- SSBN basing: 1 East Coast port, 1 West Coast port. 

- MPA and rotary wings located within one un-refueled sortie from over water 
training areas. 

- OLF capability to permit unrestricted fleet operations, including flight training, 
if home base does not allow. 

- CLF capability: 1 East Coast and 1 West Coast base that minimize explosive 
safety risks and eliminate waiver requirements. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates unimpeded access to space (polar, equatorial, and inclined launch). 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that does 
not preserve: 

- two air mobility bases and one wide-body capable base on each coast to 
ensure mobility flow without adverse weather, capacity, or airfield 
incapacitation impacts; and 

- sufficient OCONUS mobility bases along the deployment routes to potential 
crisis areas to afford deployment of mobility aircraft. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to respond to reach back requests from forward deployed 
forces and forces at overseas main operating bases engaged in or in support of 
combatant commander contingency operations. 

DON Comment: Delete or rewrite in the positive. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates the capability to provide missile warning and defense in the 2025 force. 
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Align Naval Medicine's Military Treatment Facilities with Navy and Marine 
Corps force concentration for maximum efficiency and effectiveness, and to 
maximize operational medical support to the Fleet and Marine Corps. 

DON Comment: Delete and combine with below imperative. 

Maintain sufficient medical capacity (manning, logistics, training and facilities) 
integral to the MAGTF as well as reach back infrastructure to ensure the 
continuum of care for the operating forces and additional organic capacity for the 
supporting establishment and Service member families. 

DON Comment: Delete and combine with above and replace these two 
imperatives with the following recommendation (applies to all, joint): 

Maintain and align sufficient medical capacity (manning, logistics, training, 
and facilities) integral to the operational forces; as well as an effxient reach 
back system to ensure the continuum of care for those operating forces and their 
families. 
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Intelligence: The Department needs intelligence capabilities to support the 
National Military Strategy by delivering predictive analysis, warning of impending 
crises, providing persistent surveillance of our most critical targets, and achieving 
horizontal integration of networks and databases. 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates sufficient organic ISR/analytic capability to meet warfighting and 
acquisition requirements while effectively leveraging Joint and National 
intelligence capabilities. 

DON Commenc Change "capability" to uinfrastructure." Recommendation: 

The Military Departments and the Joint Cross Service Groups will not 
recommend to the Secretary any closure or realignment recommendation that 
eliminates sufficient organic ISR/analytic injkastructure to meet warfighting 
and acquisition requirements while eflectively leveraging Joint and National 
intelligence capabilities. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 8 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20950-1000 08 July 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOGY AND LOGISTICS) 

Subj: TRANSFORMATIONAL OPTIONS FOR BRAC 2005 

Ref: (a) USD(AT&L) memo of 21 Jun 04 

Encl: (1) DON Comments on Proposed Transformational Options 
(2) DON Proposed Additional Transformational Options 

The Vice Chief of Naval Operations, the Assistant Commandant of the Marine 
Corps, and I have reviewed the proposed Transformational Options provided in the 
attachments to reference (a). We concur with the recommendation to eliminate from 
further consideration all of the inputs contained in Attachment 2 to the reference, since 
they are all either beyond the scope of the BRAC process or insufficiently defined to be 
effective as scenarios. Specific comments on the Transformational Options in 
Attachment 1 to the reference are contained in enclosure (1). However, we would like to 
offer the following general comments. 

We understand that the intent of these Transformational Options is to ensure the 
Military Departments and the Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs) thoroughly analyze 
options for reconfiguring our infrastructure, beyond mere capacity reductions. We also 
believe at least some Transformational Options should provide a forcing function to 
impel the search for innovative alternatives and consideration of options that lie beyond 
those that are easiest or most obvious. However, given the broad language used in some 
of the proposed Transformational Options, we ~ I Z  concerned that there is no apparent 
boundary to the number of options/scenarios that cwld result. Accordingly, recommend 
that, prior to SECDEF promulgation of the Transformational Options for analysis, each 
option be clearly defined as to scope and assignment. This will likely mean that each is 
translated into specific scenario taskers and assigned to specific Military Departments 
and/or JCSGs for analysis. h that way, we can satisfy ourselves, the Commission, and 
the public that we, in fact, did the analysis SECDEF has committed to do. 

A number of the Transformational Options submitted last year appear to be 
restatements of the charter and scope of analysis that is currently underway within one or 
more of the JCSGs. We suggest that this analysis, with Infrastructure Steering Group 
(ISG) oversight, is sufficient to meet SECDEF's stated intent, and that there is no need to 
separately publish a Transformational Option. The real concern is that the published 
Option may inadvertently exceed the scope of analysis ultimately conducted by a JCSG 
and approved by the ISG. This could put us in the position of having to explain to the 
Commission why we were unable to meet a SECDEF tasking, when the real mechanism 
to accomplish this is the entire ISGIJCSG process. 



Additionally, we need to carefully review each of the Transformational Options to 
ensure we are collecting the data to be able to conduct the analysis required. Each of the 
JCSGs and the Military Departments has established its own scope of analysis, and built 
its data collection on that scope. While we are very supportive of ensuring a broad set of 
options is analyzed, we must be careful not to require analysis for which we have not 
captured the necessary data elements. 

Finally, if we assume that each Transformational Option represents mandatory 
analysis of one or more scenarios, we should discuss what is the optimum number of 
Transformational Options we should recommend to SECDEF. We should expect each 
JCSG and Military Department to generate numerous scenarios arising from their own 
analysis. While we want to ensure thorough review of various alternatives, an 
unbounded number of scenarios resulting from the TransfomtionaI Options could result 
in more analytical work than the process can sustain. 

As you have requested, we are taking this opportunity to provide additional 
Transformational Options for consideration. They are included in enclosure (2). We will 
be prepared to discuss in detail at the appropriate time. 

Since the result of this review and input will be the development of a new set of 
Transformational Options, we suggest it could be useful to have that new product 
reviewed and discussed by the Deputy Assistant Secretaries and the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups before it is provided to the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) for rtview. As 
we have seen with the original Transformational Options, we may well get input at 
varying levels of detail and approach. A consolidated product that seeks to frame the 
Transformational Options in the same language could greatly facilitate the ISG's review. 
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DON Comments on Proposed 
Transformational Options 

Attachment 1 -Transformational Options That Can Be Translated Into Scenarios 

1. Integrate Reserve Component elements with respedive active and joint components. The 
value of locating Reserve facilities within the community must also be considered, given the 
role that Reserve activities play in strengthening the link between the armed forces and 
American society. 

Recommendation: Delete. Use #30. 

2. Examine optimizing and consolidating both advanced pilot training and maintenance training 
for similar platforms (e.g., joint training of the Joint Strike Fighter). 

Recommendation: Too broad. Focus should be on specific joint platform, JSF. Replace with: 

Examine co-location of graduate flight training and mtuntenance training for the Joint Strike 
Fighter at the same site fomng an Integrated Traimg Center, versus co-locating multiple 
maintenance training fbcbons at the same site. 

3. Explore consolidating aviation assets of two or more Military Services on the same bases. 
By exploring this joint basing concept, the Services may be able to station their CONUS 
mobility un.ts/assets closer to planned air and sea ports of embarkation to facilitate rapid 
mobilization Co-locating Service special operations units, especially overseas, could M e r  
reduce infrastructure requirements and enable improved training opportunities. 

Recommendation: Although already bang pursued in the JAST process, agree to formalizing 
inter-service efforts as follows (split into three different options): 

Explore consolidating aviation assets of two or more Military Services on the same base. 

Explore the capability of the Services to station their COWS mobility units/assets closer 
to planned air and seaports of embarkahon to facilitate rapid mobilization. 

Co-location of Service specla1 operahons units could finther reduce infrastructure 
requirements and enable unproved tramng opportunittes 

This could also foster the need to look at combining logrstic support elements associated with the 
operabonal umts. 

4. Restructure andlor combine Service acquisition organizations. Significant gains in efficiency 
might be achieved by combining/merging!co-locating selected acquisition activities. Among 
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these, consider transforming service-specific product centers into jointly-managed centers for 
items such as avionics, aeronautics and other weapons. 

Recommendation: Do not consider Servlce aqu~sition orgatuzations in total. Refocus and 
replace this option as follows: 

Restructure and/or combine S m c e  RDT&E acquisition orgmzatlons. 

5. Restructurelcombiie Service training activities and organizations. There is a broad range of 
possible opportunities in this area. Explore consolidatinglco-locating our commissioning 
sources or combining/co-locating Service prof&onal military education (PME) schools at 
the intermediate and senior levels. Consider cornbinirqjmerging Service specific test piIot 
schools. Combining the Services' range management offices into one joint management 
office could not only reduce overhead, but it could produce more efficient use of a precious 
DOD resource. 

Recornmendabon: Needs to be rewritten and divlded Into separate TO'S. Some of the language 
is already baslc to the charter of the E&T JCSG. Do not recommend including consolidation 
andlor co-locabon of cornrn~ssiomng source programs - cultural issue that should be preserved. 
The two opttons that can be explored are: 

Combine/co-locate S m c e  professional military education at u~termediate and senior 
levels. 

Combine/merge Service specific test pilot schools. 

6. Examine the redistribution of strategic lift assets to facilitate rapid deployment to the war 
fight from both east and west coasts. 

Recommendation: Insert the followmg: 

". . . strategx air lift.. ." 

7. Co-locate federal, joint, and military department facilities to produce efficiencies in force 
protection and quality of life services. Opportunities for co-location will most likely present 
themselves in municipal settings where federal installations already exist, and sufficient 
adjacent infrastructure is available. If no permanent installations exist then cotlocation could 
occur entirely through a leasing agreement. Critical hfhstructure Protection (CIP) must 
remain a key consideration when evaluating alternatives to relocatdco-locate various 
facilities. It is imperative that we balance the benefits and risks associated with any effort to 
transform DoD infiastructute/bases. 

Recommendation: Change to inc'lude only the following: 

Co-locate Defense Agencies, joint and military department facilities to produce efficiencies in 
force protection and quality of life services. 
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8. Consider outsourcing all graduate education, to include Service War Colleges to private 
colleges/ universities -- or maximize outsourcing and then consolidate to minimum sites. 
Leverage distance Iearning to reduce residential requirements. 

Recommendation: Change to; "Consider providing graduate education, except Service War 
Colleges, at pnvate collegeslunlversities or maximize outsourcmg and then consolidate to 
mmmurn sites." 

9. Consolidate/privatiZe common specialty training. The Army Engineering School at Ft. 
Leonard Wood, MO may be a good model of multi-service training with contract instructors. 

Recornrnen&bon: Delete. Consoli&on review IS already an action for the E&T JCSG. Do not 
recommend including privatization initiatives as part of BRAC for common specialty training. 

10. Establish Centers of Excellence with joint or inter-service training, i-e., combining common 
or similar instructiond institutions (e.g., Judge Advocate General Schools) to fonn a "DoD 
University" with satellites training sites or provided by Servicelead or civilian institutions. 

Recommendation: Probably already included m EBtT. focus on profissional development 
analysis. May be written as fbllows: 

Establish Joint Centers of Excellence for common professional traimng schools (e.g 
Judge Advocate General School) to form a "DoD University." 

1 1. Analyze how we can better combine the efforts of the Services in those areas where the 
instructional flight training syllabus is essentially the same (e-g, ground school, basic flight 
training - helo, prop, and jet). Similarly, airc~& type training for common airfbmes (e.g., 
Osprey, H-60, C-130, JSF, etc.) should be consolidated at a minimum number of joint sites - 
or single joint site. 

Reoornrnendabon: Delete. Part of the bas~c charter of the E&T JCSG. If included, change to; 
''Analyze how we can better combine the efforts of the Services in those areas where the 
instructional flight muning syllabus is essentially the same (e.g, ground school, undergraduate 
flight training including UAVs). Similarly, graduate level trahng for the Joint Strike Fighter 
should be considered for consolidabon. Other aircraft with slrnilar mmbg requirements 
common to two or more Services either are scheduled for decornmssion~ng or are already 
subject to joint m m g  agreements." 

12. Consolidate Services' common functions: supply, medical, legal, religious programs. 
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Recomrnendat~on: Delete, too broad as stated. Legal and religous programs already excluded 
fiom review. Supply and Storage JCSG already loohg at the supply h c u o n  Medical JCSG 
also to some extent dotng the same accord~ng to ther charter. 

13. Evaluate Joint Service Installation Management by Region vice Service. 

Recommendation: Delete. To extent practtcal under this BRAC round, H&SA JCSG already is 
remaving. 

14. Consolidate Base Installation Maintenance Requirements by geographic area 

Recommendation: Delete. To extent pra&cal under this BRAC round, H&SA already is 
reviewmg. 

15. Determine alternative facility alignments to execute Reserve Component (RC) headquarters 
administrative missions and functions. Consider all seven elements of the RC structure. The 
focus of the analysis will be on the requirements for and capabilities of facilities and 
installations supporting Reserve and National Guard administrative and headquarters 
functions, excluding state owned andfor controlled facilities of the National Guard. 
Alternatives should include consideration of combining headquarters andlor moving 
headquarters to operational bases. 

Recommendation; Change to: 

Detennlne alternauve facility alignments to execute Reserve Component (RC) headquarters 
administrative mssions and funaons. Alternatives should d u d e  consideration of combining 
headquarters andlor movmg headquarters to operational bases. 

16. Identi@ alternative concepts for realigning mobilization facilities DoD-wide. This analysis 
should focus on requirements for and capabilitik of facilities and installations in the Active, 
Reserve, and National Guard Components of all Services to mobilize, prepare, train, deploy, 
and sustain forces committed to combat operations, whether overseas or in the US. 
Alternatives to consider include: 

(1) Establishment and consolidation of mobilization sites at installations able to 
adequately prepare, deploy, and train service members. 

(2) Establishment of joint pre-depIoyment (e.g. personnel processing) centers. 

Recommendatton: Change to: 

(1) Establish and consolidate mobilizahon s~tes at mstallabons able to adequately prepare, tram 
and deploy s m c e  members. 

(2) Establish oofjomt predeployme~re-deployment processmg sites. 

17. Evaluate DoD headquarters and support activities in the National Capital Region (NCR). 
This analysis should focus on the OSD Staff and activities; Joint Staff and activities; service 
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headquarters staffs and their field operating agencies; staff support activities; and direct 
supporting units, service commands, and Defense agencies and their missions, functions and 
facilities, owned or leased in the NCR. Analysis opportunities may include: 

(1) Assessment of the need for the presence of these activities in the NCR and options 
for realignment out of the NCR. 

(2) Elimination of all leased space in the NCR. 
(3) Examination of the potential for consofidation of joint and service activities in the 

NCR as a base cluster. 

Recommendahon: Change to: 

Assess the need for headquarters, commands and activities to be located within 100 miles of the 
Pentagon. Evaluation will include analysis of' realignment of those organizations found to be 
eligible to move to DoD-owned space outside of the 100-miles radius. 

18. Eliminate all leased space occupied by DoD organizations within the United States. Growing 
concerns for force protection, in addition to lease costs, make this an emerging issue and 
important issue for review. Several types of agencies, i.e. recruiting offices, could be 
excluded h m  the analysis. 

Recommendation: Change to: 

Minimize need for leased space, excluding those hctions that need to operate in non-federal 
facilities, e.g. recruiting storefronts 

19. Evaluate Military Air Traffic Control (ATC) activities and locations. This analysis would 
identify BRAC implications for military ATC facilities. Potential issues include: 

(1) Establishment of a singIe executive agent for military ATC. 
(2) Regionalization and/or consolidation of ATC. 

Recommendation: Delete. Not sure thls IS a BRAC action to realign function without a clear 
understanding of it facility component or savlllgs potential 

20. Identify the potential to reduce installation operating costs through inter-service agreements, 
consolidations, and elimination of duplicate support services where military bases are located 
close to one another or where similar functions are performed at multiple locations. 
Examples of these services are MWR, public works, public safety, childcare services, 
housing services, and buildings/grounds/roads maintenance. (GAO Report High Risk Series - 
Defense Infrastructure, February 1997.) Assess the potential for the increased sharing of 
bases on an inter-service or intra-service basis to maximize the use of available training 
ranges and other facilities. 

The analysis would determine the feasibility of consolidating contracting for services. DoD 
spending in service contracts approaches 0 1 B annually, but according to GAO, DoD's 
management of services' procurement is inefficient and ineffective and the dollars are not 
well spent. GAO recommended that DoD's approach should provide for an agency-wide 
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view of service contract spending and promote collaboration to leverage buying power across 
multiple organizations. Possible impact would be a reduction in persome1 and office space 
through possible consolidation of function. (GAO Report - Best Practices - Improved 
Knowledge of DoD Service Contracts Could Reveal Significant Savings - June 2003.) 

Recommendation: Delete (consolidahon of 'smce contracts not a BRAC issue). H&SA JCSG 
already lookmg at the prachcdity of consolidation of installabon management m select areas. 

21. Examine DoD human resources management processes and locations. Potential issues 
include: 

(1) Consolidation of military personnel agencies at one location 
(2) Consolidation of civilian personnel agencies at one or several locations. 
(3) Joint regionalization of civilian personnel agencies. 

Recottunendation: OK. Add: 

(4) Consolidatxon of military/civilian personnel agencies within Services 

22. Establish a single inventory control point (ICP). While the Navy has a single inventory 
control point located at two sites, there is an opportunity for significant consolidation of ICPs 
by all Services. For example, the Air Force has three independent ICPs, each located at their 
Air Logistics Centers. Consolidating them to a single ICP would permit reduced overhead 
and headquarters stafling as well streamlining of business practices. However, such a course 
of action may also include some costs and loss of efficiencies, including union issues, loss of 
skilled workforce, and the loss of direct interface with customers located athear ICPs that 
will no longer exist. 

Recommendation: Change and wew as two opbons: 

- Evaluate the consolidation of'ICP into a mgIe ICP within each Service 

- Evaluate the opporhmty to consolidate and make joint ICP's 

23. Realign Signals Intelligence Exploitation & Production Centers. This option focuses on the 
co-location/basing of ground and signals intelligence systems. Combatant Commanders 
require Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) as a key component of a multi-source inteUigence 
picture. Tbe joint Regional Security Operations Centers (RSOCs) and service airborne 
Intelligence Surveillance & Reconnaissance (ISR) systems represent two of the primary 
SIGINT assets that meet the Combatant Commander's varied intelligence needs. Under the 
current force alignment, the RSOCs and remoting-capable airborne ISR assets are not located 
together, the two asset types maintain completely independent exploitation & production 
centers, maintenance support, and management staff? even when rernoting technologies 
would enable consolidation of such resources. By consolidating the ground systems and staff 
for the airborne ISR resources with the RSOCs, the Department of Defense can improve the 
intelligence support to the war fighter while achieving notable efficiencies in infrastructure 
and personnel resources. These changes will advance the Department toward the goals of 
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achieving information superiority and providing integrated, globally available, and persistent 
reconnaissance capabilities, as directed in the National Security Strategy, Quadrennial 
Defense Review, and Joint Vision 2020. 

Recornmendabon: Delete. 

24. Realign Intelligence Support Capabilities. This option focuses on the co-locationtbasing of 
ground and airborne intelligence systems. Enabling decision superiority through timely 
intelligence relies on more than advanced reconnaissance technology. Skilled people are the 
secret ingredient. The collected data can only be transformed into meaningfbl intelligence 
when people with world-class linguistic and analytic skills have access to the reconnaissance 
systems. Accurate forecasts of sensor deployments to different geographic regions are 
required if each ISR system must maintain an independent analysis and production center. 
Such forecasting has proven difficult. Furthermore, the current force alignment dilutes 
missioncriticaI skills between several geographic locations, creates potential operational 
discontinuities as intelligence support requirements change, and results in greater overall 
manpower needs and infrastructure costs. Consolidating ISR ground system operations for 
the U-2 and RC-12 pIatforms with the RSOCs not only mitigates these drawbacks of the 
current posture but also gains new capabilities in providing global, persistent surveillance. 

Recommendation: Delete. 

25. Evaluate the Defense, Accounting and Finance Service (DFAS) operations. This option 
seeks to leverage BRAC 2005 to recognize additional workload consolidation, inhstructure 
reduction, and reduction in the number of DFAS operating locations at which specific 
functions are performed. While A-76 competitive sourcing is one of the options currently 
under investigation and implementation is not directly affected by BRAC 2005, 
implementation of other options such as a High-Performing Organization or a Public-Private 
Partnership could benefit from the opportunities provided under BRAC 2005. 
Implementation of a High-Performing Organization, for example, could result in shifting 
workload and hctions to a location that is currently performing significantly better than 
other locations and closing the poorer performing sites. Centralization of specific hct ions at 
a major site and embedding a small number of DFAS personnel at customer locations is 
another possibility that results in a reduced infrastructure and facility requirements. 

Recommendation: Change to: 

Consolidate DFAS business line workload and administratwe/staff hctions and locations. 

26. Evaluate security and continuity of operations at Defense Accounting and Finance Service 
(DFAS) activities. The events of 9/I 1 highlight security and safety concerns for both DFAS 
personnel and the financial and accounting data. A number of DFAS' 26 current operating 
locations are not located on military installations. Safety and security are in most cases 
provided by public services (fire, police, etc). Security of each DFAS location should be 
evaluated and if significant risks are determined to exist and relocation to military 
installations or DFAS site consolidation considered. With the migration to fewer sites, 
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provisions need to incorporate the requirement to have backup equipment systems, and 
facility plans that replicate functions in the event of an incident or disaster. 

Recornmendabon: Delete, part of change to ti25 above. 

27. Consider expansion of Total Force Units - Blended/Reserve AssociatdActive 
Associat&ponsored Reserve. As we rely more on Guard and Reserve components to 
provide critical peacetime and wartime capabilities, it makes sense to allow some units the 
opportunity to live, work, and train together. This concept would allow each component to 
contribute its unique strengths to provide the capability, experience, stability, and continuity 
required to operate today's information and technology driven forces. It would also enable 
us to make better use of basing infiastructure and maximize the utilization of expensive 
weapon systems. 
One way to implement this concept is to expand the integration of Active and Reserve 
Component units. Moving Guard and Reserve units with like assets to active bases or vice 
versa could facilitate a leaner, more efficient operations, maintenance, and infiastructure. The 
Air Force has already established units using this concept. Examples are the merger of the 
Air National Guard's 1 1 6h Bomb W i g  and Air Combat Command's 93* Air Control Wing 
to form the 1 16& Air Control Wing (a Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System 
Blended Wing) at Robins AFB, GA; and the integration of Air Force Reserve Command's 
8th Space Warning Squadron associated with Air Force Space Command's 2" Space 
Warning Squadron at Buckley AFB, CO. There are currently a total of 11,000 Air Force 
reservists assigned to associate units, including 32 Reserve Associate flying units. The 
movement of the 126" Air Refueling Wing from Chicago to Scott AFB represents another 
example of the efficient use of available hfmstructure by different components. 

Another possible area for integration is to expand the blending of Guard units across state 
Iines to unify mission areas, reduce infrastructure, and improve readiness, while preserving 
home station conbrol. One idea would be blending across ActiveAZC and service boundaries 
to provide regional entities more usell for homeland defense (e.g. one that inc1udes air 
defense, Army Guard state responders, and interagency links in a single location) 

Recommendation: AF only. 

28. Consolidate National Capital Region (NCR) intelligence community activities now 
occupying small government facilities and privately owned leased space to faver secure 
DoD-owned locations in the region. 

Recommendation: OK, not included currently m the H &SA JCSG Washington area analysis. 

29. Centralize the systems management and operations of DoD combat support processing 
servers into enterprise systems management centers to prepare for the net-centric 
environment being pursued by the Department and to reduce costs and significantly improve 
the security and performance of server-based processing. 

Recommendation: Delete 
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30. Consolidate the Guard and Reserve units at active bases or consolidate the Guard and 
Reserve units that are located in close proximity to one another at one location if practical, 
i.e. joint use facilities. 

Recommendation: OK, replaces #I. 

3 1. Assign the Army as the executive agent for rotary wing aircraft and the Air Force as the 
executive agent for aII fixed wing aircraft. The Department should consolidate pilot training 
and maintenance training for rotary wing and fixed wing aircraft. 

Recomrnendation: Delete. BRAC process not used to identifj. Executive Agency. 
Consolibon of pilot training with mmtenance already part of' previous option. 

32. Consolidate the Naval Facilities Engineering Cammand under the Army Corps of Engineers 
or completely do away with the Naval Facility Engineering Command. 

Recommendation: Delete. Data not available to perform analysis necessary. 

33. Consolidate acquisition and logistics activities at the headquarters level (e.g., the Air Force 
Materiel Command model) to achieve support personnel and overhead reductions. 

Recommendation: Delete, not fbcused. If this opbon is attempting to get at the consolidation of 
functions within HQ organizations then rt may be m the too hard category for BRAC 

34. Designate lead services for common equipment and reduce physical plant and workforces to 
the minimum number required for the force structure. 

Recommendation: Delete. This needs to be better wntten to fbcus on specific ucommon 
equipment" o t h m s e  too broad. 

35. Transfer the operations of the Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) back to the 
respective buying entity. 

Recommendahon: Delete. Don't understand the analysrs that would be rqured to redistribute a 
consolidated operabon. 

36. Establish a joint, central organization for all p e r s o ~ e l  management activities. Retain in each 
Service only those activities needed to build the force structure requirements, make 
assignments, and manage war fighting, and occupational skills development. 

Recommendation: Delete - see ophon #21 

37. Employ distance learning and available educational resources in local communities to cut 
down on DoD ownedloperated educational facility requirements. 
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Recommendat~on: Delete. Too broad. Do we apply distance I m g  to everythmg'f 

38. Evaluate the Military Services' need for multiple initial entry training sites. The Navy and 
Air Force, each, conduct this primary training at a singIe installation. However, the Marine 
Corps operates two recruit training d e p o h n e  on the East Coast, one on the West. The 
Army operates five separate basic training sites. 

Recommendahon: OK. 
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DON Proposed Additional Transformational Options 

Background. In order to serve as forcing functions to the analysis process, 
Transformational Options should take the form of specific direction to the JCSGs to 
develop and examine scenarios designed to ensure evaluation of alternatives that may be 
difficult to conceive or accept. Consideration of joint solutions could be achieved by 
directing that, for each function or subfunction examined, the JCSG must evaluate a 
scenario that flows from optimizing without any consideration for Service-specific 
constraints. That is, the scenario would stem from an optimization that allows functions 
to flow to the sites with best military value without regard to the Service that owns the 
site. Similarly, capacity reduction stretches goals could be identified that require, for 
each function or sub-function examined, the JCSG to evaluate a scenario that reduces 
capacity by specified fraction. The goal is expressed in terms of a percentage capacity 
reduction from known current capacity (as developed in cert5ed data), or in terms of an 
additional percentage capacity reduction over excess capacity. The role of the stretch 
goal is to impel the analysis to reach for innovative solutions that otherwise might not be 
considered. The size of the stretch goal must be ambitious to provoke innovation, but not 
so ambitious as to make it easy to demonstrate that resulting scenarios are not feasible. 
For both joint solutions and capacity stretch goals, if a JCSG determines that the 
alternative examined is not feasible, they should be required to report the reasons that led 
them to that conclusion. 

Proposed Transformational Options: 

Each JCSG and Military Department will consider, at a minimum, one joint basing 
solution for each function analyzed without regard to the Service that owns the sites 
being evaluated (analysis to eliminate any Service bias). Joint basing is defined as a 
co-location of another Service asset employing the traditional host-tenant 
relationship. 

Each Military Department and Joint Cross Service Group will look at the effects of 
either reducing their functions by 20%. 30%. and 40?6 from the current baseline, or 
reducing excess capacity by an additional 5% beyond the analyzed excess capacity, 
whichever is greater. The objective of this analysis is to uncover ways in which 
additional gains could be achieved, rather reasons why they could not. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 1 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 N A W  PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

23 June 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY COMMANDANT, INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS 

Subj: CONCERNS NOTED IN PRELIMINARY NAVAL AUDIT SERVICE REVIEW 

Ref (a) SECNAV Memo of 27 Jun 03; Subj: Internal Control Plan (ICP) for 
Management of the Department of the Navy 2005 Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) Process Policy Advisory Two. 

(b) SECNAV Notice 11000 of 9 March 04; Subj: Base Closure and Realignment 

The Naval Audit Service (NAVAUDSVC) has completed its initial review of Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Data Call # 1 responses prepared at the Department of 
the Navy @ON) field activity level. Based on their initial review, NAVAUDSVC has identified 
several concerns that must be addressed to ensure that the BRAC 2005 process is properly 
documented and that the DON basing recommendations forwarded to the Secretary of Defense 
are supported with accurate and reliable data. 

The concern most frequently cited by the auditors was that supporting records were not 
always retained by field activities to document the source of the responses prepared for the Data 
Call. For example, in some cases tenant activities did not provide documentation to host 
activities responding to the data call. In other cases, e-mails and telephone conversations were 
used as the basis for responses, and there is no indication that the originating offices retained 
source documentation. Guidance concerning retention of supporting documentation was 
provided in reference (a) and reemphasized in reference (b). Source documentation is important, 
not only to show the basis for data call answers, but also to have available to respond to inquiries 
we can expect to receive next summer when our final recommendations will be undergoing 
scrutiny by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Field activity commanders are to be 
reminded to verify that their DON BRAC 2005 records are complete and contain documentation 
supporting all Data Call responses. BRAC 2005 records must be centrally managed at all 
activities that submit responses to data calls and retained until otherwise directed. 

As a means of faciIitating the BRAC 2005 process, the NAVAUDSVC is providing a list 
of their concerns to local field activity command personnel without issuing an audit report. In 
effect, NAVAUDSVC is briefing local field commanders of the concerns identified and 
recommending the corrective action needed to ensure compliance with the certification and 
record keeping rules promulgated in references (a) and (b). Local commanders should promptly 
respond to exit memos and work closely with the auditors to address concerns associated with 
lack of source documentation and other non-data related concerns and inform the NAVAUDSVC 
and the IAT of the corrective actions taken. 



The auditors also identified certain data discrepancies, e.g., incorrect numbers. 
NAVAUDSVC has provided the DON Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) with a list of these 
discrepancies. The IAT will address these data discrepancies through the Data Call Issue 
Resolution process (a description of which is posted in the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 
Information Transfer System (DONBITS) BRAC Reference Library). The IAT has already 
contacted, or will soon be contacting, activities concerning these data discrepancies. 

The independent validation of the DON BRAC 2005 data collection and certification 
process by the NAVAUDSVC is critical. Following through on and correcting the concerns 
noted by the auditors is an important step in ensuring the integrity of our data. I would 
appreciate your communicating the contents of this memo to your field activities that are 
responding to data calls. Your continued commitment to the BRAC 2005 process is vital and 
very much appreciated. 

Anne Rathmell Davis 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Infrastructure Strategy & Analysis) 
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T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  T H E  N A V Y  
W A S H I N G T O N .  D . C .  2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
(INFRASTRUCTURE STRATEGY AND ANALYSIS) 

Subj: APPOINTMENT AS SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF 
THE NAVY FOR BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

Per this memorandum, you are hereby appointed as the Special Assistant to the Secretary of 
the Navy for all matters associated with the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC). As 
such, you will be designated as the replacement for the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Installations and Environment) in his role as a member of the BRAC Infrastructure Steering 
Group (ISG), with the same authorities and responsibilities. 

You will also serve as Co-Chair of the Infriistructure Evaluation Group (LEG) with the Vice 
Chief of Naval Operations and the Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps. This body is 

. responsible for developing recommendations for closure and realignment of Department of the 
Navy (DON) installations ensuring that operational factors of concern to the operational 
commanders are considered. The IEG will be the decision-making body for issues developed by 
the DON Analysis Group (DAG) and the Functional Advisory Board (FAB). 

. The DAG will be formulated as a decision-making body subordinate to the IEG and will be 
responsible for analyzing DON unique functions. Each member of the IEG shall appoint an 
individual as hisher representative on the DAG. You will serve as the Chair of the DAG. 

The FAB reports directly to the IEG to ensure the DON leadership is thoroughly briefed and 
prepared on Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) matters that will ultimately be addressed to the 
ISG and the BRAC Infrastructure Executive Council (IEC). The Navy and Marine Corps 
members of the seven JCSGs are assigned additional duties as members of the FAB. You will 
facilitate raising issues fiom the FAB to the IEG. 

The Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) will be responsible for developing analytical 
methodologies, developing joint and cross-servicing opportunities, collecting data and 
performing analysis, and presenting analytical results to the DAG for evaluation. The IAT will 
also provide working level support to the JCSGs and coordinate data development with the FAB. 
As the Special Assistant for BRAC, you will continue to serve as the Director of the IAT. 

This appointment and the organizational changes outlined above will necessitate changes to 
existing BRAC policy guidance. I direct you to prepare appropriate documentation for my 
signature. 



Subj: APPOINTMENT AS SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
FOR BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

. Copy to: 
USD (AT&L) 
DUSD (I&E) 
ASN (I&E) 
VCNO 

. ACMC 
CNO (N4) 
CMC (I&L) 
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INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
ODASN (IS&A), 2221 South Clark Street, Suite !NO, Arlington, VA 22202 

(703)-602-6500 

RP-0178 
IAT/REV 
21 July 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG) 

Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 15 JULY 2004 

Encl: (1) 

( 2 )  

( 3 )  

Criteria 8 Analysis Brief of 30 June 2004 
w/appendices 
Capacity Analysis Issues for Ground Operations 
Function Brief of 15 July 2004 
IAT HSA DON-Specific Regional Support Activities 
Attribute - Selection Criteria Weighting and Ranking 
of Attribute Components by Weight for the four RSA 
Categories 
Initial Capacity Analysis of DON-Specific Education 
and Training Functions Brief of 15 July 2004 

1. The twentieth deliberative session of the Department of 
the Navy (DON) Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) convened at 
1006 on 15 July 2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) 
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The 
following members of the IEG were present: Mr. H.T. Johnson, 
Chair; Ms. Anne R. Davis, Vice Chair; Ms. Ariane Whittemore, 
alternate for VADM Charles W. Moore, Jr., USN, Member; Mr. 
Thomas R. Crabtree, alternate for VADM Albert H. Konetzni Jr., 
USN, Member; Ms. Carla Liberatore, alternate for LtGen Richard 
L. Kelly, USMC, Member; RMDL Mark T. Emerson, USN, alternate for 
LtGen Michael A. Hough, USMC, Member; Mr. Nicholas J. Kunesh, 
alternate for Dr. Michael F. McGrath, Member; Mr. Robert T. 
Cali, Member; Mr. Ronnie J. Booth, Navy Audit Service, 
Representative; and, Mr. Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office of 
General Counsel, Representative. The following members of the 
IAT were present when the deliberative session commenced: Mr. 
Dennis Biddick, Chief of Staff; Mr. David W. LaCroix; CAPT 
Christopher T. Nichols, USN; CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; CAPT 
Gene A. Summerlin 11, USN; Col Joseph R. Kennedy, USMCR; LtCol 
Terri E. Erdag, USMC; CDR Joseph E. Arleth, USN; CDR Margaret M. 
Carlson, JAGC, USN; CDR Jennifer R. Flather, SC, USN; CDR Robert 
E. Vincent 11, JAGC, USN; Ms. Cathy E. Oaxaca-Hoote; Capt James 
A. Noel, USMC; and, Ms. Sueann Henderson. 
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Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 15 JULY 2004 

2. CDR Carlson used enclosure (1) to brief the IEG on the 
methodology being used to assess the environmental impact of 
proposed scenarios. She reminded the IEG that Criterion 8 
requires a consideration of the "environmental impact, including 
the impact of costs related to potential environmental 
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance 
activities." She informed the IEG that OSD assigned DON as the 
lead Military Department for the development and implementation 
of a uniform Criterion 8 methodology. CDR Carlson chairs the 
Criterion 8 Joint Process Action Team (JPAT), which consists of 
representatives from the Military Departments, OSD BRAC Office, 
and Department of Defense Agencies. The JPAT has developed a 
uniform methodology and OSD will promulgate an implementation 
policy memorandum in the near future. 

3. CDR Carlson explained that the Criterion 8 policy is to 
assess scenarios for environmental impact in 10 Resource Areas, 
and analyze the impact of costs for environmental restoration, 
waste management and environmental compliance. Environmental 
restoration will be evaluated by considering existing 
Installation Restoration (IR) sites. Waste management and 
environmental compliance will be evaluated by considering the 
recurring/non-recurring environmental compliance and waste 
management costs captured in COBRA and gathered through scenario 
data calls. 

4. CDR Carlson provided a synopsis of the Criterion 8 proposed 
methodology. The Military Departments will compile installation 
environmental profiles from the raw environmental data collected 
during Data Call #I. An installation's environmental profile 
consists of the 10 Resource Areas contained in Appendix 1 to 
enclosure (1). During the scenario development process, the 
deliberative bodies for the Services and JCSGs will consult the 
environmental profiles and raw data. Upon request of the J C S G s  

or IEG, scenario environmental impacts summaries will be 
developed for those scenarios the decision making bodies 
determine need full criteria consideration. See Appendix 2 of 
enclosure (1). Finally, cumulative environmental impact 
summaries will be prepared in order to analyze the total impact 
of final scenarios on gaining installations. See Appendix 3 of 
enclosure (1). CDR Carlson departed the deliberative session at 
1021. 

5. CAPT Nichols used enclosure (2)  to provide an update 
concerning capacity analysis for the Ground Operations 
Functions. As the IEG directed in its 8 July 2004 deliberative 
session, the IAT Ground Operations Team consulted with the 
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Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 15 JULY 2004 

Department of the Army (Army) and determined that the Army has 
promulgated written training requirements for each brigade, 
which will be included in its capacity analysis. Additionally, 
the IAT Ground Operations Team reviewed the E&T JCSG Range 
Subgroup capacity analysis methodology for analyzing range 
training requirements. The E&T JCSG is basing training 
requirements on historical usage data since there are no 
delineated written requirements. CAPT Nichols informed the IEG 
that TECOM is in the process of creating a training metric in 
order to standardize training requirements. However, the 
training metric will not be finalized until next year at the 
earliest. 

6. The IEG concurred with the IAT Ground Operations Team's 
recommendation to base the Ground Operations capacity analysis 
on a battalion-equivalent concept for all naval ground forces. 
This concept will capture administrative, maintenance, and 
covered storage spaces, but will not include a training metric. 
Rather, training requirements will be addressed during the 
military value analysis. Additionally, specific training 
requirements of unit types will be addressed in scenario 
development and analysis in order to ensure ground forces units 
have access to necessary training as a result of any proposed 
scenario. 

7. Mr. Kunesh departed the deliberative session at 1029. LtCol 
Erdag and CDR Arleth departed the deliberative session at 1037. 

8. The IAT HSA Team provided enclosure (3) to the IEG. 
Enclosure (3) contained the HSA RSA Military Value Attribute - 
Selection Criteria Weighting, by category, which the IEG 
previously approved at the last deliberative session. 
Additionally, enclosure (3) contained the ranking of attribute 
components by weight by category. The IEG noted that the 
ranking of attribute components by weight was appropriate for 
each category. 

9. CDR Flather departed the deliberative session at 1040. 

10. Ms. Davis reminded the IEG that the IAT E&T Team provided 
an initial capacity analysis briefing for DON-Specific E&T 
Functions at the 29 June 2004 IEG deliberative session. The 
prior briefing included an overview of the proposed capacity 
analysis methodology for DON Specific E&T Functions and a 
detailed discussion concerning capacity analysis for the DON 
Recruit Training functional area. Ms. Davis also noted that at 
the 29 June 2004 deliberative session, the IEG directed the IAT 
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Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 15 JULY 2004 

to ascertain how the Army was addressing surge capacity and 
review historical DON data in order to determine if current 
infrastructure could handle surge requirements. 

11. Ms. Davis and CAPT Summerlin, IAT E&T Team Lead, used 
enclosure ( 4 )  to provide a supplemental capacity analysis 
briefing. Enclosure (4) included an update of capacity analysis 
methodology for DON-Specific E&T Functions, a detailed 
discussion of capacity analysis for the DON Officer Accession 
Training and DON-Specific Professional Military Educations (PME) 
functional areas and an update concerning surge capacity. 

12. Initially, CAPT Summerlin informed the IEG that the IAT E&T 
Team was continuing to analyze Data Call #1 responses. During 
this review, the IAT E&T Team has determined that some 
activities have provided incorrect, inconsistent, incomplete, or 
unexpected data. Using the Data Call #1 Issue Resolution 
Process, the IAT E&T Team is actively requesting data correction 
from specific activities. 

13. CAPT Nichols departed the deliberative session at 1055. 
The IEG recessed at 1103 and reconvened at 1113. All IEG 
members present when the IEG recessed were again present. 

14. The IEG concurred with the IAT E&T Team's recommendation to 
concentrate on the measures that are the best indicators or 
limiters of capacity for each functional area. The IEG agreed 
that the appropriate measures for all activities within the 
Recruit Training Function are classroom square footage, 
billeting and messing. The IEG determined that classroom square - 
fg~otage was an appropriate measure for all activities within the B ';+ # ,  

/r Accession Traininq and PME Functions are located and these 

(USNA), an activity within the Officer Accession Training " P 
Function. The IEG directed the IAT to analyze the Data Call #1 
response for USNA and provide the results to the IEG. The IEG 
will then determine if billeting is an appropriate capacity 
measure. The IEG determined that billeting and messing are 
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Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 15 JULY 2004 

appropriate measures for the Senior Enlisted Academy (SEA), an 
activity within the PME Function, since specific messing and 
billeting facilities are devoted to the activity. 

15. CAPT Summerlin reminded the IEG that at the 29 June 2004 
deliberative session, the IAT E&T Team apprised the IEG that it 
could evaluate capacity requirements on a 12-month average 
(level loading) usage basis, a three-month average peak usage 
basis, or a peak usage basis. He informed the IEG that based 
upon initial analysis of the Data Call es, the IAT E&T 
Team recommended that t@,,JSG use the basib for all fior 
activities within the DON-Specific E& areas, except 
for SEA and USNA. The IAT E&T Team noted that since most of 
these activities experience significant seasonal variation in 
student population, s was the most appropriate 
usage level to dete acity. CAPT Summerlin noted that a 
12-month average (level loading) was the most appropriate usage 
level for SEA and USNA since they have stable student levels. 
The IEG concurred with the IAT E&T ~eim's recommendations. 

16. The IEG directed the IAT to continue to analyze the Data 
Call #1 responses, implement the proposed capacity analysis 
methodology, and report its findings to the IEG. The IEG will 
then determine if the proposed capacity analysis methodology is 
the proper method for evaluating the capacity of the DON- 
Specific E&T Functions. 

17. CAPT Summerlin used enclosure (4) to provide an update f l  V 

concerning surge capacity for D O N - S ~ ~ C ~ ~  i c  E&T Functions. He P 
apprised the IEG that the IAT E&T Team consulted with the Army 
and researched both DOD and DON regulatory guidance and 
determined that there is not a clear definition of surge. He 
noted that some regulations provided definitions of components 
of surge, such as mobilization. The IEG concurred with the IAT 
E&T Team's recommendation that current infrastructure was 
sufficient to support any likely scenario. As such, there is no 
need to retain additional training infrastructure above our + - 

9 current capacity requirement, which incorporates requirements 
for the Fleet Response Plan and complies with Defense planning 

determined that the 20-year Force Structure Plan does not 
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Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 15 JULY 2004 

contain any increases in planned personnel end strength that 
would necessitate a training infrastructure increase. 

18. The deliberative session adjourned at 1144. 

ROBERT E. VINCENT I1 
CDR, JAGC, U. S . Navy 
Recorder, IAT 
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INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
ODASN (IS&A), 2221 South Clark Street, Suite 900, Arlington, VA 22202 

(703)-602-6500 
RP-0190 
IAT/ JAN 
7 September 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DON ANALYSIS GROUP (DAG) 

Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 1 SEPTEMBER 2004 

IAT Operations Unique ~ission/Capability Scoring Plan 
IAT Preliminary Military Value Scoring Surface/ 
Subsurface Function of 1 September 2004 
IAT Preliminary Military Value Scoring Aviation 
Function of 1 September 2004 
IAT Preliminary Military Value Scoring Naval Ground 
Function of 1 September 2004 
IAT DON E&T Preliminary Military Value Scoring 
Recruit Training Function of 1 September 2004 
IAT DON E&T Preliminary Military Value Scoring 
Officer Accession Function of 1 September 2004 
IAT DON E&T Preliminary Military Value Scoring 
PME Function of 1 September 2004 
BRAC 2005 Training Scenarios Brief of 1 September 
2004 
IAT DON HSA Preliminary Military Value Scoring 
Recruiting Function of 1 September 2004 

(10) IAT DON HSA Preliminary Military Value Scoring 
Reserve Centers Function of 1 September 2004 

1. The second deliberative session of the Department of the 
Navy (DON) Analysis Group (DAG) convened at 0810 on 1 September 
2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) conference room 
located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The following members of 
the DAG were present: Ms. Anne R. Davis, Chair; Ms. Ariane 
Whitternore, Member; RADM Christopher E. Weaver, USN, Member; Mr. 
Thomas R. Crabtree, Member; RMDL Mark T. Emerson, Member; Mr. 
Michael Jaggard, Member; and, Ms. Debra Edmond, Member. 
Additionally, Mr. Ronnie J. Booth, Navy Audit Service, and Mr. 
Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel and the 
following members of the IAT were also present: Mr. Dennis 
Biddick, Chief of Staff; Dr. Ron Nickel, CNA; CAPT Jason A. 
Leaver, USN; CAPT Gene A. Summerlin, USN; CDR Robert E. Vincent 
11, J A W ,  USN, Recorder; Capt James A. Noel, USMC, Recorder; and 
Ms. Sueann Henderson, Administrative Staff. CAPT David W. 
Mathias, CEC, USN, and CDR Darius Banaji, USN, also attended the 
deliberative session. All attendees were provided enclosures 
(1) through (10). 
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INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
ODASN (IS&A), 2221 South Clark Street, Suite 900, Arlington, VA 22202 

RP-0190 
IAT/ JAN 
7 September 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DON ANALYSIS GROUP (DAG) 

Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 1 SEPTEMBER 2004 

Encl: (1) IAT Operations Unique ~ission/~apability Scoring Plan 
(2) IAT Preliminary Military Value Scoring surface/ 

Subsurface Function of 1 September 2004 
( 3 )  IAT Preliminary Military Value Scoring Aviation 

Function of 1 September 2004 
(4) IAT Preliminary Military Value Scoring Naval Ground 

Function of 1 September 2004 
(5) IAT DON E&T Preliminary Military Value Scoring 

Recruit Training Function of 1 September 2004 
(6) IAT DON E&T Preliminary Military Value Scoring 

Officer Accession Function of 1 September 2004 
(7) IAT DON E&T Preliminary Military Value Scoring 

PME Function of 1 September 2004 
(8) BRAC 2005 Training Scenarios Brief of 1 September 

2004 
( 9 )  IAT DON HSA Preliminary Military Value Scoring 

Recruiting Function of 1 September 2004 
(10) IAT DON HSA Preliminary Military Value Scoring 

Reserve Centers Function of 1 September 2004 

1. The second deliberative session of the Department of the 
Navy (DON) Analysis Group (DAG) convened at 0810 on 1 September 
2004 in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) conference room 
located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The following members of 
the DAG were present: Ms. Anne R. Davis, Chair; Ms. Ariane 
Whitternore, Member; RADM Christopher E. Weaver, USN, Member; Mr. 
Thomas R. Crabtree, Member; RMDL Mark T. Emerson, Member; Mr. 
Michael Jaggard, Member; and, Ms. Debra Edmond, Member. 
Additionally, Mr. Ronnie J. Booth, Navy Audit Service, and Mr. 
Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office of General Counsel and the 
following members of the IAT were also present: Mr. Dennis 
Biddick, Chief of Staff; Dr. Ron Nickel, CNA; CAPT Jason A. 
Leaver, USN; CAPT Gene A. Summerlin, USN; CDR Robert E. Vincent 
11, JAW, USN, Recorder; Capt James A. Noel, USMC, Recorder; and 
Ms. Sueann Henderson, Administrative Staff. CAPT David W. 
Mathias, CEC, USN, and CDR Darius Banaji, USN, also attended the 
deliberative session. All attendees were provided enclosures 
(1) through (10). 
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2. The DAG discussed formulating a statement of DON BRAC 
objectives as additional guidance for senior DON leadership. 
Ms. Carla Liberatore, Member, and Mr. Paul Hubbell, Member 
entered the session at 0847. 

3. Members of the IAT Operations team including CAPT Nichols, 
CDR Fairbairn, CDR Deputy, LtCol Erdag, CDR Miller, LCDR Cowan, 
and LCDR Frost entered the session at 0903. CAPT Nichols 
presented enclosure (1) to the DAG as a proposed methodology for 
assigning appropriate credit for military value questions 
dealing with Unique or Specialized mission, capability or 
training. 

a. For military value questions assessing unique mission/ 
capabilities (SEA-14 and GRD-8), the IAT Operations team 
proposed evaluating the list of responses to the military value 
data call provided by activities and assess a grade for the 
degree of uniqueness. For example, a unique function that would 
be prohibitively costly to move and deemed critical would 
receive a grade of "A" and full credit of "1.0". A function 
difficult to move and important would receive a grade of "B" and 
a credit of "0.75". A movable and less important function would 
receive a grade of "C" and a credit of '0.50". A function 
assumed as easy to move and/or less important would receive a 
grade of 'D" and a credit of "0.25". Each activity would 
receive credit based on the highest grade received for any 
function. The DAG approved the methodology as proposed by the 
IAT and directed the IAT to provide the results of the 
application of the methodology at a future deliberative session. 

b. For military value questions assessing specialized 
mission/capabilities (SEA-15 and GRD-9), the IAT Operations team 
proposed evaluating the list of responses to the military value 
data call provided by activities and assess a grade similarly to 
the method for assessment of unique using the following 
criteria: specialized operational or operational training will 
receive an "A" and full credit of "1.0", maintenance/technical 
training will receive a "B" and a credit of "0.67", and 
administrative or administrative training will receive a "C" and 
a credit of "0.33". The DAG approved the IAT proposed 
methodology. 

c. For military value questions assessing unique training 
facilities (SEA-22 and GRD-13), the 
evaluating the list of responses to 
provided by activities and assess a 

IAT Operations team proposed 
the military value data call 
grade similarly to the 
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method for'assessment of unique using the following criteria: 
geographically constrained and critical facilities will receive 
an "A" and full credit of '1.OU, facilities costly to move and 
important would receive a "B" and credit of "0.75", and 
facilities that are movable and less important would receive a 
"C" and credit of "0.5". The DAG approved the IAT proposed 
methodology. 

d. For the military value question assessing specialized 
training facilities (GRD-14) and specialized training areas 
(GRD-24), the IAT Operations team proposed evaluating the list 
of responses to the military value data call provided by 
activities and assess a grade using the same method used for 
assessment of specialized mission/capabilities: operational 
training will receive an "A" and full credit of 'l.On, 
maintenance/technical training will receive a "B" and a credit 
of "0.67", and administrative or administrative training will 
receive a 'C" and a credit of "0.33". The DAG approved the IAT 
proposed methodology. 

e. For the military value question assessing the relative 
value of the location to support ground operations (GRD-32), the 
IAT Operations team proposed evaluating the list of responses to 
the military value data call provided by activities and assess a 
grade using the following criteria: a location that is 
impossible to relocate will receive an "A" and full credit of 
"1.0", and a location that is extremely difficult to relocate 
will receive a "B" and credit of "0.75". The DAG approved the 
IAT proposed methodology. 

f. For the military value question assessing the relative 
capability of intermediate maintenance facilities to support 
ground operations (GRD-6b), the IAT Operations team proposed 
evaluating the list of responses to the military value data call 
provided by activities and assess a grade using the following 
criteria: a facility that has either at least 1 million square 
feet, supports all five commodity types, or is essential and 
contains permanent specialized equipment will receive an "A" and 
full credit of "1.0"; a facility that has between 500,000 - 
999,999 square feet, or supports 3 or 4 commodity types, or is 
important and contains permanent specialized equipment will 
receive a "B" and credit of "0.75"; a facility that has between 
100,000 - 499,999 square feet, or supports 2 commodity types, or 
is less important and contains movable specialized equipment 
will receive a "C and credit of "0.50; a facility that has 
between 1 - 99,999 square feet, or supports 1 commodity type, or 
is less important and contains specialized equipment that is 
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easy to move will receive a 'D" and credit of "0.25". The DAG 
approved the IAT proposed methodology. 

4 .  The IAT Operations team next provided the preliminary 
military value scoring for the ~urface/Subsurface Function. See 
enclosure (2). The team noted that the point values are subject 
to changes after application of the DAG approved methodology for 
evaluation of unique, and specialized, mission/capabilities/ 
facilities as discussed in paragraph 3. The team further noted 
that the scoring plan would be modified as mathematical and data 
errors are corrected. Subject to further refinement, the DAG 
deemed the military value scoring for the Surface/Subsurface 
Function was properly illustrative of the support provided by 
the ranked activities for that function. Mr. Crabtree departed 
the session at 0930. 

5. The IAT Operation team provided the preliminary military 
value scoring for the Aviation Function. See enclosure (3). 
The DAG expressed concern that the military value scoring was 
not properly illustrative of the support provided by the ranked 
activities for the Aviation function, particularly relating to 
runway configuration and outlying fields. The DAG directed the 
IAT to review the scoring, ensuring that the data is correct to 
allow an evaluation of whether the questions were properly 
weighted, and highlight the questions that appear to penalize 
activities that otherwise fully support the Aviation Function. 

6 .  The IAT Operation team provided the preliminary military 
value scoring for the Naval Ground Function. See enclosure (4). 
The team noted that the scoring plan for the Naval Ground 
Function focused primarily on Marine Corps activities. 
Additionally, the Personal Support Attribute will be reviewed 
further. Mr. Crabtree returned to the session at 1010. 
Subject to further refinement, the DAG deemed the military value 
scoring for the Naval Ground Function was properly illustrative 
of the support for the ranked activities for that function. 
Although the plain language address of NAVBASE Ventura County 
includes Pt Mugu CAI the DAG directed the team to delete Pt Mugu 
CA from the activity name to avoid an impression that the 
Activity was being evaluated in this functional category for its 
support of the Aviation Function. The DAG further directed the 
IAT to review the accuracy of the data for the Environment and 
Encroachment Attribute provided by Marine Corps Base Camp 
Pendleton. The IAT Operations Team departed from the session. 

7. The DAG recessed at 1014 and resumed at 1020. All members 
present when the DAG recessed were again present returned. 
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Members of the IAT E&T team, including CDR Black, John Crossen, 
and Laura Knight entered the session. CAPT Summerlin provided 
the preliminary military value scoring for the three DON 
Specific E&T functions (~ecruit, Officer Accessions, and PME) . 
See enclosures (5) through (7) . Subject to continued data 
refinement, the DAG deemed the military value scoring for each 
function was properly illustrative of the support provided by 
the ranked activities for that function. RADM Weaver departed 
from the session at 1033. CAPT Summerlin and the rest of the 
E&T team departed the session at 1057. Members of the IAT HSA 
team, including CAPT Beebe, CDR Clarke, Mike Bowes, Maj Sober, 
LCDR May and LCDR Stevenson, entered the session. 

8 .  Ms. Davis presented enclosure (8) to provide examples of the 
scenario development methodology to the DAG. She used three 
BRAC 1995 scenarios to illustrate each step of the BRAC 2005 
methodology and familiarize the DAG with the format that will be 
utilized to provide scenario briefs to the IEG and the ISG. 

9 .  CAPT Beebe provided the preliminary military value scoring 
for the Recruiting ~istricts/Stations and Reserve Centers 
Functions. See enclosures (9) and (10) . 

a. The Effectiveness of Operation attribute was the most 
heavily weighted in the scoring plan. The Efficiency of 
Operations attribute was the most significant discriminator for 
determining the military value of the scored activities in the 
Recruiting Districts/Stations function. The IAT noted that 
geographic dispersion was not adequately captured by the 
military value data call and the DAG decided that geographic 
dispersion can be appropriately considered during optimization. 
The IAT further noted that Navy Recruit Command has a right- 
sizing initiative underway outside of the BRAC process that 
proposes closing the following Navy Recruit Districts: 
Indianapolis, IN; Kansas City, MO; Montgomery, AL; Omaha, NE; 
and, Buffalo, NY. The DON BRAC analyses will be conducted 
independent of this initiative and will either validate or 
recommend other alternatives. 

b. The IAT presented the Reserve Centers scoring in three 
categories: Naval Reserve Centers and Navy and Marine Corps 
Reserve Centers (NRCs and NMRCs), Marine Corps Reserve Centers 
(MCRCs - predominantly Inspector Instructor Staffs), and Naval 
Air Reserve Centers (NARs) . 

(1) The most significant discriminators for NRCs and 
NMCRCs included the number of drilling reservists, the center to 
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population ratios, location on a military base, and whether the 
activity is joint. 

( 2 )  The most significant discriminators for MCRCs were 
the proximity to training, and the quality of facilities. 

(3) The most significant discriminators for NARs were 
availability of special facilities, and the number of drilling 
reserves. The IAT proposed that NARs should be evaluated as 
followers since the capacity data reveals that the location of 
NARCS is linked directly to Aviation activities. The DAG 
decided to recognize the connection between NARs and Aviation 
activities and defer optimization and scenario development for 
NARs pending the results of the analysis of Aviation activities. 

10. Dr. Ron Nickel and Ms. Davis reviewed the Optimization 
methodology with the DAG to set the stage for the next step in 
the BRAC process. OSD assigned DON the lead for developing the 
Optimization methodology for use by the JCSGs and the Services 
for BRAC 2005. The methodology was developed by DON in BRAC 
1993, and refined in BRAC 1995. The Optimization framework will 
create specific optimization models for use in generating 
multiple alternative solutions that will serve as starting 
points in the development of closure and/or realignment 
scenarios. The DAG will be required to make policy 
determinations concerning the constraints/parameters applied to 
each model, which will determine the solutions for which the 
model will solve. Ms. Davis reminded the IEG that the model 
will produce mathematically feasible alternatives and not 
answers. Exercising their military judgment, the DAG will 
refine the alternatives for the scenario development process. 

11. The deliberative session adjourned at 1151. 

/" JAMES A. NOEL 
CAPTAIN, U.S. Marine Corps 
Recorder, IAT 
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an k Bases 
1 NAS Jacksonville 
2 NAS Whidbey Island 
3 MCAS Cherry Point 
4 NAS Pensacola 
5 NAS Whiting Field 
6 NAS Oceana 
7 NAS North Island 
8 NAS Patuxent River 
9 NAS Corpus Christi 
10 NS Norfolk 
1 1  NAS Meridian 
12 MCAS Miramar 
13 NAS Key West 
14 NAWS China Lake 
15 NAS Kingsville 
16 NAS Fallon 
17 NAS Lemoore 
18 NB Ventura CtyIPt Mugu 
19 MCAS New River 
20 MCAS Beaufort 

cV 
21 MCAS Yuma 
22 NS Mayport 
23 MCAS Camp Pendleton 
24 NAS JRB New Orleans 
25 MCB Hawaii 
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27 NAF Washington 
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30 MCAS Quantico 
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32 NAS Atlanta 
33 NAS JRB Ft Worth 
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CG MCB CAMP LEJEUNE NC 

CG MCB CAMPEN 

CG MAGTF TRNGCOM 

47.39 
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CBC GULFPORT MS 
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NAVSTA PEARL HARBOR HI 

67.62 
56.58 
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41.42 
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I 
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DON RECRUIT TRAINING MILITARY VALUE SCORING 

MCB Camp MCB Camp MCRD Parris MCRD San Diego RTC, Great Lakes 

w 

TOTAL MILITARY VALUE 42.56 
(1 00.00) 40.20 52.25 51 .41 77.70 

MCB Camp MCB Camp MCRD Parris MCRD San RTC, Great 
Lejeune NC Pendleton CA Island SC Dlego CA Lakes IL 
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DON OFFICER ACCESSION TRAINING MILITARY VALUE SCORING 

TOTAL MILITARY VALUE 
45.36 41.57 47.04 (1 00.00) F r  

, i'l 5 1 
MCB Quantico VA OTC Newport RI OTC Pensacola FL USNA Annapolis MD 
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DON PME MILITARY VALUE SCORING 

TOTAL MILITARY VALUE 41 .72 
57.05 57.71 53.24 44.34 50.44 

(1 00.00) 

PS-1 
PS-2a-c 
PS-3a-d 
PS-4ac 
PS-5a-d 
PS-Ga-b 

PS-7 
PSga-b 

PS-9 

MAGTF MCB Camp MCB Camp MCB Hawaii MCB Quantico NAVSTA 
TRNGCOM 29 Lejeune NC Pendleton CA (Kaneohe Bay) VA Newport RI 
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1. Close homeportlpier facilities at SUBASE New London. Realign NAVSTA Norfolk. 
From SUBASE New London: Move the 14 SSNs to NAVSTA Norfolk. Move the NR-1 to SUBASE Kings Bay. Dispose of 
the ARD and the ARDM. 
From NAVSTA Norfolk: Move 2 CGDDIDDGs to NAVSTA Mayport to allow for SSN realignments into Norfolk. 
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RECRUITING COMMANDS MILVAL - NAVY 

1 NAVCRUITDIST CHICAGO IL 
2 NAVCRUITDIST SAN DlEGO CA 
3 NAVCRUITDIST PHILADELPHIA PA 
4 NAVCRUITDIST SAN FRANCISCO CA 
5 NAVCRUITDIST SAN ANTONIO TX 
6 NAVCRUITDIST LOS ANGELES CA 
7 NAVCRUlTDlST NEW ENGLAND BOSTON M I  
8 NAVCRUITDIST EAST MEADOW NY 
9 NAVCRUITDIST ST LOUIS MO 

10 NAVCRUITDIST DETROIT MI 
11 NAVCRUITDIST NEW ORLEANS LA 
12 NAVCRUITDIST PITTSBURGH PA 
13 NAVCRUITDIST JACKSONVILLE FL 
14 NAVCRUITDIST INDIANAPOLIS IN 
15 NAVCRUITDIST HOUSTON TX 
16 NAVCRUITDIST COLUMBUS OH 
17 NAVCRUITDIST KANSAS CITY MO 
18 NAVCRUITDIST ATLANTA GA 
19 NAVCRUITDIST NASHVILLE TN 
20 NAVCRUITDIST DENVER CO 
21 NAVCRUITDIST MONTGOMERY AL 
22 NAVCRUITDIST DALLAS TX 
23 NAVCRUITDIST RICHMOND VA 
24 NAVCRUITDIST OMAHA NE 
25 NAVCRUITDIST RALEIGH NC 
26 NAVCRUITDIST PHOENIX AZ 
27 NAVCRUITDIST MIAMI FL 
28 NAVCRUITDIST MINNEAPOLIS MN 
29 NAVCRUITDIST BUFFALO NY 
30 NAVCRUITDIST PORTLAND OR 
31 NAVCRUITDIST SEATTLE WA 

Max 86.6 
Min 54.3 
Range 32.3 
Mean 69.1 
Median 67.7 
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RECRUIT1 MMANDS MILVAL - NAW 

TOTAL MILITARY VALUE 67 1 61 1 87 1 68 1 64 1 64 1 71 1 71 1 68 





RECRUITING COMMANDS MILVAL - USMC 

1 MCRS- NEW-YORK 
2 MCRS-NEW-ORLEANS 
3 MCRS- ALBANY 
4 MCRS-SAN-ANTONIO 
5 MCRS-SPRINGFIELD 
6 MCRS-NEWJERSEY 
7 MCRS-BALTIMORE 
8 MCRS- DETROIT 
9 MCRS-ATLANTA 

10 MCRS-LOS- ANGELES 
11 MCRS- CLEVELAND 
12 MCRS- HOUSTON 
13 MCRS-ST-LOUIS 
14 MCRS-JACKSONVILLE 
15 MCRS-HARRISBURG 
16 MCRS-SAN-FRANCISCO 
17 MCRS-COLUMBIA 
18 MCRS-CHICAGO 
19 MCRS-SACRAMENTO 
20 MCRS-RICHMOND 
21 MCRS-NASHVILLE 
22 MCRS-PORTSMOUTH 
23 MCRS-PHOENIX 
24 MCRS-SAN-DIEGO 
25 MCRS-LOUISVILLE 
26 MCRS-KANSAS-CITY 
27 MCRS-ORLANDO 
28 MCRS-SEATTLE 
29 MCRS-PORTLAND 
30 MCRS- BUFFALO 
31 MCRS-INDIANAPOLIS 
32 MCRS-TWIN-CITIES 
33 MCRS- DALLAS 
34 MCRS-RALEIGH 
35 MCRS-MONTGOMERY 
36 MCRS- DENVER 
37 MCRS-LANSING 
38 MCRS-FT LAUDERDALE 
39 MCRS-DES-MOINES 
40 MCRS-PITTSBURG 
41 MCRS-MILWAUKEE 
42 MCRS-OKLAHOMA-CITY 
43 MCRS-ORANGE-COUNTY 
44 MCRS-FREDERICK 
45 MCRS-CHARLESTON 
46 MCRS- ALBUQUERQUE 
47 MCRS-FT-WORTH 
48 MCRS- SALT-LAKE-CITY 

Max 88.8 
Min 50.0 
Range 38.8 
Mean 70.0 
Median 69.8 
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RESERVE CENTER MILVAL - NRC & NMCRC 

w 
1 NAVMARCORESCEN-DENVER-CO 
2 NAVMARCORESCEN-LITTLE-ROCK-AR 
3 NAVMARCORESCEN-COLUMBUS-OH 
4 NAVMARCORESCEN-LAS-VEGAS-NV 
5 NAVMARCORESCEN-ATLANTA-GA 
6 NAVMARCORESCEN-SAN-ANTONIO-TX 
7 NAVRESCEN-LEMOORE-CA 
8 NAVMARCORESCEN-ROCK-ISLAND-IL 
9 NAVMARCORESCEN-WASHINGTON-DC 

1 0 NAVRESCEN-FT-DIX-NJ 
11 NAVMARCORESCEN-GREENVILLE-SC 
12 NAVMARCORESCEN-SACRAMENTO-CA 
13 NAVMARCORESCEN-ALBUQUERQUE-NM 
14 NAVRESCEN-CORPUS-CHRISTI-TX 
15 NAVRESCEN-PENSACOLA-FL 
16 NAVRESCEN-OKLAHOMA-CITY-OK 
17 NAVRESCEN-FT-CARSON-CO 
18 NAVMARCORESCEN-JACKSONVILLE-FL 
19 NAVRESCEN-FORT-WORTH-TX 
20 NAVMARCORESCENGREENSBORO-NC 
21 NAVMARCORESCEN-MINNEAPOLIS-MN 
22 NAVMARCORESCEN-TACOMA-WA 
23 NAVMARCORESCEN-TUCSON-AZ 

w 24 NAVMARCORESCEN-SALT-LAKECITY-UT 
25 NAVRESCEN-W ICHITA-KS 
26 NAVMARCORESCEN-PHOENIX-AZ 
27 NAVRESCEN-ST-LOU IS-MO 
28 NAVRESCEN-SYRACUSE-NY 
29 NAVMARCORESCEN-CHARLOTTE-NC 
30 NAVRESCEN-EARLENJ 
31 NAVMARCORESCEN-ALAMEDA-CA 
32 NAVMARCORESCEN-BATTLE-CREEK-MI 
33 NAVRESCEN-COLUMBIA-SC 
34 NAVMARCORESCEN-YOUNGSTOWN-OH 
35 NAVRESCEN-CHICAGO-IL 
36 NAVMARCORESCENSAN-Dl EGO-CA 
37 NAVMARCORESCEN-HOUSTON-TX 
38 NAVMARCORESCEN-AMARILLO-TX 
39 NAVMARCORESCEN-PORTLAND-OR 
40 NAVMARCORESCEN-MOBILE-AL 
41 NAVMARCORESCEN-RICHMOND-VA 
42 NAVMARCORESCEN-GREEN-BAY-WI 
43 NAVMARCORESCEN-BUFFALO-NY 
44 NAVRESCEN-LOUlSVlLLEKY 
45 NAVRESCEN-FARGO-NO 
46 NAVMARCORESCEN-ENCINO-CA 
47 NAVMARCORESCEN-MIAMI-FL 
48 NAVRESCEN-DETROIT-MI 

Y 49 NAVRESCEN-ORANGE-TX 
- 
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78.2 
76.3 Max 78.2 
76.2 Min 31.4 
75.9 Range 46.8 
74.2 Mean 58.4 
74.2 Median 58.5 
73.5 
72.4 
72.0 
71.3 
71.2 
71.2 
70.9 
70.6 
70.5 
70.2 
69.0 
69.0 
68.9 
68.4 
68.3 
68.0 
68.0 
67.8 
67.6 
67.4 
66.4 
66.2 
65.5 
65.1 
65.0 
65.0 
65.0 
64.3 
63.6 
63.4 
63.1 
63.0 
63.0 
62.8 
62.7 
62.5 
62.3 
62.0 
61.8 
61.7 
61.6 
61.6 
61.5 



50 NAVRESCEN-MEMPHIS-TN 

V 51 NAVRESCEN-MERIDIAN-MS 
52 NAVMARCORESCEN-BOISEID 
53 NAVMARCORESCEN-SPOKANEWA 
54 NAVRESCEN-CLEVELAND-OH 
55 NAVMARCORESCEN-LEHIGH-VALLEY-PA 
56 NAVRESCEN-EVERETT-WA 
57 NAVMARCORESCEN-ORLANDO-FL 
58 NAVMARCORESCEN-MORENO-VALLEY-CA 
59 NAVMARCORESCEN-BESSEMER-AL 
60 NAVRESCEN-BALTIMORE-MD 
61 NAVMARCORESCEN-BATON-ROUGE-LA 
62 NAVRESCEN-TAMPA-FL 
63 NAVMARCORESCEN-AMlTWlLLE-NY 
64 NAVRESCEN-ST-PETERBURG-FL 
65 NAVMARCORESCEN-WACO-TX 
66 NAVMARCORESCEN-ALBANY-NY 
67 NAVMARCORESCEN-TOLEDO-OH 
68 NAVMARCORESCEN-AUSTIN-TX 
69 NAVMARCORESCEN-MANCHESTER-NH 
70 NAVMARCORESCEN-RALEIGH-NC 
71 NAVMARCORESCEN-DES-MOINES-IA 
72 NAVMARCORESCEN-CHATTANOOGA-TN 
73 NAVMARCORESCEN-NORFOLK-VA 
74 NAVMARCORESCEN-EBENSBURG-PA 
75 NAVRESCEN-FOREST-PARK-IL 

01 76 NAVMARCORESCEN-TULSA-OK 
77 NAVRESCEN-DECATUR-lL 
78 NAVRESCEN-SIOUX-CITY-IA 
79 NAVMARCORESCEN-GULFPORT-MS 
80 NAVMARCORESCEN-KNOXVILLEJN 
81 NAVMARCORESCEN-RENO-NV 
82 NAVRESFAC-MARQUETTE-MI 
83 NAVMARCORESCEN-WORCHESTER-MA 
84 NAVMARCORESCEN-PROVIDENCE-RI 
85 NAVMARCORESCEN-INDIANAPOLIS-IN 
86 NAVRESCEN-AVOCA-PA 
87 NAVMARCORESCEN-GRAND-RAPIDS-MI 
88 NAVMARCORESCEN-HARRISBURG-PA 
89 NAVMARCORESCEN-OMAHA-NE 
90 NAVMARCORESCEN-SHREVEPORT-LA 
91 NAVMARCORESCEN-EL-PASO-TX 
92 NAVMARCORESCEN-LOS-ANGELES-CA 
93 NAVMARCORESCEN-CINCINNATI-OH 
94 NAVMARCORESCEN-AKRON-OH 
95 NAVMARCORESCEN-WEST-PALMBEACH-FL 
96 NAVRESCEN-BRONX-NY 
97 NAVRESCEN-PORT-H UENEME-CA 
98 NAVRESCEN-LUBBOCK-TX 
99 NAVMARCORESCEN-W ILMINGTON-DE 
100 NAVRESCEN-FT-RICHARDSON-AK w 101 NAVMARCORESCEN-ROANOKEVA 
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1 02 NAVRESCEN-LINCOLN-NE 

QlW 103 NAVMARCORESCEN-NEW-HAVEN-CT 
1 04 NAVRESCEN-WATERTOW N-NY 
105 NAVMARCORESCEN-ROCHESTER-NY 
106 NAVRESCEN-CHARLESTON-SC 
107 NAVMARCORESCEN-LANSING-MI 
108 NAVRESCEN-QUINCY-MA 
109 NAVRESCEN-NEW-ORLEANS-LA 
1 10 NAVRESCEN-SIOUX-FALLS-SD 
1 1 1 NAVMARCORESCEN-MADISON-W I 
1 12 NAVMARCORESCEN-MOUNDSVILLE-WV 
1 13 NAVRESCEN-NASHVILLE-TN 
1 14 NAVMARCORESCEN-EUGENEOR 
1 15 NAVRESCEN-HELENA-MT 
1 16 NAVRESCEN-SILVERDALE-WA 
1 17 NAVRESCEN-LEXINGTON-KY 
1 18 NAVRESCEN-DULUTH-MN 
1 19 NAVRESCEN-ADELPHI-MD 
120 NAVMARCORESCEN-GRISSOM-ARB-IN 
121 NAVMARCORESCEN-TALLAHASSEE-FL 
122 NAVMARCORESCEN-SPRINGFIELD-MO 
123 NAVMARCORESCEN-PLAINVILLE-CT 
124 NAVMARCORESCEN-PEORIA-IL 
1 25 NAVMARCORESCEN-ERIEPA 
126 NAVRESCEN-DUBUQUE-IA 
127 NAVRESCEN-KANSAS-CITY-KS 

w 128 NAVRESCEN-EVANSVILLEIN 
129 NAVMARCORESCEN-PITTSBURGH-PA 
130 NAVRESCEN-SAN-JOSE-CA 
1 31 NAVRESCEN-BANGOR-ME 
1 32 NAVRESCEN-SAGINAW-MI 
133 NAVRESCEN-WHITE-RIVER-JCT-VT 
134 NAVRESCEN-HONOLULU-HI 
135 NAVRESCEN-WILMINGTON-NC 
136 NAVMARCORESCEN-MILWAUKEE-Wl 
137 NAVRESCEN-CHEYENNE-WY 
138 NAVMARCORESCENAUGUSTA-GA 
139 NAVRESCEN-CENTRAL-POINT-OR 
140 NAVRESCEN-HORSEHEADS-NY 
141 NAVMARCORESCEN-READING-PA 
142 NAVRESCEN-GLENS-FALLS-NY 
143 NAVRESCEN-LA-CROSSE-W I 
144 NAVRESCEN-HUNTINGTON-WV 
145 NAVRESCEN-HARLINGENJX 
146 NAVRESCEN-CAPEGIRARDEAU-MO 
147 NAVRESCEN-POCATELLO-ID 
148 NAVRESCEN-TUSCALOOSA-AL 
149 NAVRESCEN-COLUMBUS-GA 
150 NAVRESCEN-CEDAR-RAPIDS-IA 
151 NAVRESCEN-BILLINGS-MT 
152 NAVRESCEN-ASHEVILLE-NC 
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RESERVE CENTER MILVAL - MCRC 

w 
1 INSP-INSTR-STF-SAVANNAH-GA 
2 INSP-INSTR-STF-SAN-BRUNO-CA 
3 INSP-INSTR-STF-EASTOVER-SC 
4 INSP-INSTR-STF-TAMPA-FL 
5 HLMA-SEVEN-SEVEN-FIVE-DET-ALPHA 
6 INSP-INSTR-STF-AYERS-MA 
7 INSP-INSTR-STF-SYRACUSENY 
8 INSP-INSTR-STF-WEST-TRENTON-NJ 
9 INSP-INSTR-STF-YAKIMA-WA 

10 MASS-SIX 
11 INSP-INSTR-STF-BALTIMORE-MD 
12 INSP-INSTR-STF-LAFAY ETTE-LA 
13 INSP-INSTR-STF-PICO-RIVERA-CA 
14 INSP-INSTR-STF-ROMEGA 
15 INSP-INSTR-STF-MONTGOMERY-AL 
16 INSP-INSTR-STF-NEWPORT-NEWS-VA 
17 INSP-INSTR-STF-GALVESTON-TX 
1 8 m W-4NSTR,STF_HUNJSV1UEUEAL 
19 FOURTH-LAAD-BN 
20 MWSS-FOUR-SEVEN-THREEDELALPHA 
21 INSP-INSTR-STF-CH ICAGO-IL 
22 INSP-INSTR-STF-CLEVELAND-OH 
23 INSP-INSTR-STF-DAYTON-OH 

w 24 INSP-INSTR-STF-TOPEKA-KS 
25 INSP-INSTR-STF-CHARLESTON-SC 
26 INSP-INSTR-STF-TERRE-HAUTE-IN 
27 INSP-INSTR-STF-LYNCHBURG-VA 
28 INSP-INSTR-STF-FOLSOM-PA 
29 INSP-INSTR-STF-MEMPHIS-TN 
30 INSP-INSTR-STF-W ILMINGTON-NC 
31 INSP-INSTR-STF-BROOKLYN-NY 
32 MWSS-FOUR-SEVEN-TWO-DET-ALPHA 
33 INSP-INSTR-STF-BAKERSFIELD-CA 
34 INSP-INSTR-STF-TEXARKANA-TX 
35 INSP-INSTR-STF-DETROIT-MI 

Max 66.4 
Min 32.4 
Range 34.0 
Mean 49.7 
Median 50.4 
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RESERV 9 MILVAL - MCRC 

Matrlx Scorina Statement 

" 
enters per 1.0o0.000 state population .4 
ne center in state '8 
roximity to other centers 5 
roximity to trainrng facilities 9 - 

I ' 
otential surge responsibilities I '4 
uture capabilities planned 1 addltionai units to be assigned 1 .4 
vailahilitv of cnlra I -B . -----...., -. -.--- I - 
ommunity compatibility I '6 

Attribute Totaa 

I - 
p e  ol installation 1 8  

'sage rate: drlll weekends per month 1 9  

-. . - . . . - -. ..-. . I '  
.ost to restore 1 ' 5  
TIFP considerations I 3 

~ndbute rotdl 

DCated within the medical catchment area of an in-patient military medical treatment facility. 4 1.27 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.27 1.27 0.00 1.27 0.00 1.27 0.00 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 
eiative value ol community housing availability, atfordabili and proximity. 4 1.27 0.77 1.26 0.76 0.91 0.7'2 0.63 0.92 0.67 1.28 1.03 0.91 0.91 0.90 0.48 1.02 0.84 0.89 0.94 

dative avaliablilty of base sewkes. ' 6 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 

elative proximity to a nearest commerclai eirpon that offers regulady scheduled se&e by a 
lalor airline carrier. 

TOTAL MILITARY VALUE 
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RESERVE CENTER MILVAL - NARC 

uiv 
1 NAVAIRES-NORFOLK-VA 
2 NAVAIRES-SAN-DIEGO-CA 
3 NAVAI RES-NEW-ORLEANS-LA 
4 NAVAIRES-BRUNSWICK-ME 
5 NAVAIRES-FORT-WORTH-TX 
6 NAVAIRES-JACKSONVILLE-FL 
7 NAVAIRES-POINT-MUGU-CA 
8 NAVAIRES-W ILLOW-GROVEPA 
9 NAVAIRES-ATLANTA-GA 

10 NAVAIRES-WHIDBEY-ISLAND-WA 
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Max 76.0 
Min 51.8 
Range 24.3 
Mean 62.8 
Median 62.0 
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INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
ODASN (IS&A), 2221 South Clark Street, Suite 900, Arlington, VA 22202 

(703)-602-6500 
RP-0217 
IAT/ JAN 
6 October 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DON ANALYSIS GROUP (DAG) 

Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 27 SEPTEMBER 2004 

Encl: (1) 27 September 2004 DAG Agenda 
(2) Navy Force Structure Transformation Brief of 27 

September 2004 
(3) USMC End Strength, Accession & Retention Outlook 

Through FY14 Brief of 27 September 2004 
(4) Under SECDEF (AT&L) memo of 23 September 2004 
(5) Scenario Analysis/~ecommendation Development Timeline 
( 6 )  Scenario Options and Specifications for Education 

and Training Functions Brief of 27 September 2004 
(7) Naval Ground Operations Function Scenario Discussion 

Brief (Phase 11) to DAG of 27 September 2004 

1. The sixth deliberative session of the Department of the Navy 
(DON) Analysis Group (DAG) convened at 1307 on 27 September 2004 
in the Infrastructure Analysis Team (IAT) conference room 
located at Crystal Plaza 6, gth floor. The following members and 
alternates of the DAG were present: Ms. Anne R. Davis, Chair; 
Ms. Ariane Whittemore, Member; Mr. Michael G. Akin, alternate 
for RADM Christopher E. Weaver, USN, Member; Mr. Thomas R. 
Crabtree, Member; Mr. Paul Hubbell, Member; Dr. Michael F. 
McGrath, alternate for Mr. Michael Jaggard, Member; and, Ms. 
Debra Edmond, Member. Ms. Carla Liberatore, Member, and RDML 
Mark T. Emerson, USN, Member, were absent. Additionally, Mr. 
Ronnie J. Booth, Navy Audit Service; Mr. Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy 
Office of General Counsel, Representative; and the following 
members of the IAT were also present: Mr. Dennis Biddick, Chief 
of Staff; Mr. David LaCroix, Senior Counsel; CAPT Jason A. 
Leaver, USN; CAPT Gene A. Summerlin, USN; CAPT Christopher E. 
Nichols, USN; LtCol Teri E. Erdag, USMC; CDR Robert E. Vincent 
11, JAGC, USN, Recorder; Capt James A. Noel, USMC, Recorder; and 
Ms. Sueann Henderson, Administrative Staff. MajGen Timothy F. 
Ghormley, USMC, Director, Manpower Plans and Policy Division, 
Manpower and Reserve Affairs Department, Headquarters, U.S. 
Marine Corps; RADM Gerald L. Talbot, USN, Director, Military 
Personnel Plans and Policy Division, N13, OPNAV; Col Michael 
Applegate, USMC; Mr. Mark Anthony; and, CAPT David W. Mathias, 
CEC, USN, also attended the deliberative session. All attendees 
were provided enclosures (1) through (7) . 
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Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 27 SEPTEMBER 2004 

Ilr 6. CAPT Gene A. Summerlin, USN and members of the IAT  ducati ion 
and Training (E&T) Team used enclosure (6) to provide a Phase 
One and Phase Two analysis of the DON Specific E&T Functions: 
Recruit Training, Officer Accession, and Professional Military 
Education (PME). After reviewing capacity analysis and military 

A p'? "7 ? 
in its analysis. The objectives for ..!C/'., ufi# r/fq-r 

utilize excess classroom and training infrastructure while / k r ' >  

maintaining required training infrastructure through an analysis 
informed by the recently published Navy Training Infrastructure 
Plan. The DAG decided to assess the following capabilities: 
classroom capacity, billeting and messing capacity, non- 
classroom training facilities and "buildableJ1 acres. MajGen 
Emerson N. Gardner Jr., USMC, Member, entered the session at 
1449. 

7. CAPT Summerlin provided proposed initial rules and 
constraints to the DAG. See slide 6 of enclosure (6). The DAG 

mv 
ill be considered. 

b. Co-locate functions to particular installations if 
applicable. 

c. Maintain a minimum number of facilities. 

d. Reduce or utilize excess capacity. 

e. Use annual peak usage basis to determine capacity for 4 
activities. 

8. Additionally, the DAG approved the following constraints for 
the DON Specific E&T analysis: 

a. The Navy requires at least one Recruit  raining 
Facility. 

b. The Marine Corps requires at least one Recruit Training 
Facility. 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 
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Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 27 SEPTEMBER 2004 

c. The Navy and Marine Corps require at least one Officer 

V Accession Training Facility each, in addition to the United 
States Naval Academy. 

d. DON requires at least one Navy Specific PME Training 
location. 

9. The proposed Transformational Option directing consideration 
of consolidation of recruiting sites guided the DAG's discussion 
of the DON Specific Recruit Training function. After applying 
the initial assumption that separate Recruit Training facilities 
are required for the Navy and Marine Corps, the DAG analyzed 
Navy and Marine Corps Recruit training individually. The DAG 
reviewed capacity with respect to each assessed capability and 
applied sensitivity analyses for Recruit Training Command (RTC) 
Great Lakes, Illinois. The DAG applied the constraint that the 
Navy requires a recruit training facility, and took note of the 
following considerations: Navy Recruit Training was previously 
consolidated to RTC Great Lakes in previous rounds of BRAC, 
recruit training is co-located with follow-on training, and RTC 
Great Lakes has available capacity for expanded or added 
functions. The DAG also considered whether any other location 
has the capacity to absorb the Navy recruit training function 
and whether it is beneficial to recreate a recruit training 

Wv facility at a new location. Subject to review of potential 
actions by the E&T JCSG, the DAG decided to recommend no BRAC 
action with respect to RTC Great Lakes for the Recruit Training 
Function. The DAG noted that some potential exists for locating 
other functions at RTC Great Lakes and that the E&T JCSG should 
be encouraged to maintain RTC Great Lakes as a site for recruit 
training and follow-on training. 

10. During its analysis of Marine Corps Recruit Training, the 
DAG noted that DON is reviewing Marine Combat Training (MCT), 
while the E&T JCSG is analyzing the remaining functions at the 
School of Infantry (SOI), i.e., Headquarters and Support 
Battalion, Infantry Training Battalion, and Advanced Infantry 
Training Company. The DAG accepted as a driver that the Marine 
Corps requires at least one MCT facility, and considered the 
benefit of centralized MCT, the potential requirement for 
additional military construction expenditures for billeting and 
messing for consolidation. Additionally, the DAG considered 
whether excess capacity at a proposed receiving site could be 
better utilized for other functions and whether any benefit 
could be gained by co-locating MCT with recruit training. The 
DAG recognized that MCT has an integral relationship with the 

wv other functions at SOI, including use of the same instructors, 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 
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Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 27 SEPTEMBER 2004 

and that it should remain with the SOI. The DAG determined that 

w MCT is a follower. Therefore, no action is recommended. The 
DAG noted that the E&T JCSG should be encouraged to maintain the 
SO1 in proximity to operational forces. 

11. Marine Corps Recruit Training is located at Marine Corps 
Recruit Depot (MCRD) Parris Island, South Carolina and MCRD San 
Diego, California. The DAG applied the constraint that the 
Marine Corps requires at least one recruit training facility and 
analyzed options for Marine Corps Recruit Training 
consolidation. The DAG considered whether it is more beneficial 
to centralize training or maintain an East Coast/West Coast 
split, whether centralization would standardize the training 
curriculum, whether consolidation would reduce the costs of 
transporting recruits to other installations for recruit 
training functions, and whether consolidation would reduce the 
costs of operating two recruit training depots. Additionally, 
the DAG considered whether consolidation would require 
additional military construction expenditures for billeting and 
messing, even with excess capacity and "buildable" acres present 
at each potential receiving site and that current locations of 
recruit training located in proximity to follow-on MCT training. 

12. The DAG reviewed capacity with respect to each assessed w capability and applied sensitivity analysis for options that 
would consolidate Marine Recruit Training at MCRD Parris Island, 
at MCRD San Diego, at MCRD San Diego and MCB Camp Pendleton, and 
at MCB Camp Pendleton. The DAG determined that no location had 
apparent existing capacity to accommodate consolidated Marine 

buildable acres that would repire the least amount of military 
construction to overcome sho ssing 
capacity. the 
Le j eune has dab 
relatively minimal amount of military construction to overcome 
shortfalls in billeting and messing capacity. Based on the 
foregoing, the DAG recommended the following scenarios to the 
IEG based solely on a review of capacity data that indicates 
availability of buildable acres: 

a. Close MCRD San Diego and consolidate all Marine Corps 
recruit training at MCRD Parris Island. 

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 
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b. Close MCRD San Diego and MCRD Parris Island and 

w consolidate all Marine Corps recruit training at MCB Camp 
Le j eune . 

13. The DAG noted that anv recommendation to consolidate Marine * 
Training has the 
s highlighted by r 
ts of hurricanes on the East Coast. The DAG will 

continue to review if any additional alternatives appear after 
Army and Air Force installation data becomes available. 

14. RDML (sel) Charles Martoglio, USN, Member, entered the 
session at 1547. Navy Officer Accession Training is located at 
Officer Training Command (OTC) Newport, Rhode Island and OTC 
Pensacola, Florida. The DAG applied the constraint that the 
Navy requires at least one officer training facility in addition 
to the United States Naval Academy (USNA) and analyzed options 
for Navy Officer Accession consolidation. The DAG considered 
potential benefits of Navy Officer Accession consolidation, 
potential benefits of co-location with other DON training 
facilities, and whether it is beneficial to maintain Navy 
Officer Accession training distinct from the operational forces 
and Marine Corps Officer Accession training. The DAG also 
considered whether consolidation would require additional w military construction expenditures for billeting and messing, 
even with excess capacity and buildable acres present at each 
potential receiving site, whether consolidation would reduce the 
costs of operating two officer accession training facilities, 
and whether cross-utilization of instructors, facilities and 
equipment would be beneficial. 

15. The DAG discussed possible alternatives in the Navy Officer 
Accession function, noting that OTC Pensacola remains viable 
after the effects of hurricanes on the East Coast. The DAG 
reviewed capacity with respect to each assessed capability and 
applied sensitivity analysis for options that would consolidate 
Navy Officer Accession Training at OTC Newport, OTC Pensacola, 
the USNA, and RTC Great Lakes. The DAG decided to table any 
discussions of potential scenarios in this functional area 
pending additional information clarifying the conditions at NAS 
Pensacola. The IAT, with assistance from N4 and CNI, will 
obtain additional information concerning weather damage at NAS 
Pensacola, and potential action by the Navy independent of BRAC 
to effect consolidation in this functional area. Thereafter, 
the DAG will conduct further analysis to determine the viability 
of potential scenarios. 
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Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 27 SEPTEMBER 2004 

16. Marine Corps Officer Accession Training is located at MCB 

w Quantico, Virginia. The DAG applied the constraint that the 
Marine Corps requires at least one officer training facility in 
addition to the United States Naval Academy (USNA) and 
considered whether there was any benefit gained by relocating 
Marine Corps Officer Candidate School (OCS) apart from The Basic 
School (TBS) and whether it was beneficial to maintain Marine 
Corps OCS distinct from the operational forces. Additionally, 
the DAG considered whether co-location of OCS and TBS is 
essential, whether consolidating Navy Officer Accession and 
Marine Corps Accession training would be beneficial, and whether 
military construction expenditures would be required to recreate 
currently available training infrastructure and personnel 
support facilities for relocation or consolidation. The DAG 
reviewed capacity with respect to each assessed capability and 
applied sensitivity analysis for the Officer Accession function 
at MCB Quantico and concluded that no viable options exist to 
support relocation of this function. Accordingly, no action is 
recommended for this function. 

17. The DAG reviewed Navy Specific PME training conducted at 
Naval Station (NAVSTA) Newport, Rhode Island. The DAG applied 
the constraint that the Navy requires a Navy Specific PME 
Training facility. The DAG discussed whether Navy Specific PME w Training should remain at NAVSTA Newport and took note of the 
following considerations: Whether it is beneficial to relocate 
Navy Specific PME if NAVSTA Newport is not closed, whether it is 
beneficial to have Navy Specific PME co-located with other 
academic training functions to allow for cross-utilization of 
instructors facilities and equipment, and whether capacity 
vacated by the removal of Navy Specific PME from NAVSTA Newport 
could be utilized for other functions. The DAG reviewed 
capacity with respect to each assessed capability and applied 
sensitivity analyses for NAVSTA Newport. Additionally, the DAG 
reviewed capacity with respect to each assessed capability for 
an option that would relocate the Navy Specific PME function to 
RTC Great Lakes, and another option that would relocate only the 
Senior Enlisted Academy activity at RTC Great Lakes. The DAG 
concluded that while this function could be performed at other 
locations, unless NAVSTA Newport were to close there does not 
appear to be any benefit or synergy to be gained from relocating 
this function. Accordingly, no action is recommended. The DAG 
decided to recommend that the IEG keep track of JCSG developed 
ideas for this function and that absent any potential for 
synergy based on JCSG recommendations, no logical options were 
apparent to warrant consideration of BRAC actions for this 

Qlr functional area. 
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w 18. The DAG noted that Marine Corps PME training is located 
with operational forces at MCB Quantico, MCB Camp Lejeune, MCB 
Hawaii, and Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center Twenty-Nine 
Palms (MCAGCC 29 Palms). The DAG applied as a driver that the 
courses in this function are career milestone schools. The DAG 
discussed whether Marine Corps PME should remain at the present 
locations. The DAG considered whether there was any benefit - 

gained in moving the courses in the absence of closing the host 
installation, whether relocation would increase student 
transportation costs, whether relocation would increase student 
absence from operational forces and whether it was beneficial to 
locate this type of progression training and functional skills 
training in close proximity to operational forces. The DAG 
determined that these activities can be considered followers for 
BRAC purposes, i.e., activities in this function will follow the 
operational forces. Since these courses are already located 
where Marine Corps operational forces are based, no action is 
recommended. MajGen Gardner departed from the session at 1618. 

19. CAPT Nichols and the IAT Operations Team used enclosure (7) 
to provide a Phase Two review of Naval Ground Operations 
Function. He recapped the capacity and military value analyses 
results, the optimization model previously approved by the DAG, 
and the proposed scenarios previously developed by the DAG. 
CAPT Nichols noted that the proposed scenarios support the DON 
Objectives and Considerations to effectively support maritime 
unique operational concepts, locate activities to optimize 
mission accomplishment and rapid deployment, realign assets to 
maximize use of capacity in fleet concentration areas, optimize 
access to critical maritime training facilities, and leverage 
opportunities for joint basing and training. Additionally, he 
noted that expansion is required to support the scenarios, since 
overall excess capacity does not exist in all of the Naval 
ground metrics, administrative, storage and maintenance space, 
at any identified potential receiver site. 

20. During its Phase Two analysis the DAG reviewed and further 
developed the proposed scenarios as follows: 

a. Close CBC Gulfport and relocate forces to MCB Camp 
Lejeune. The DAG determined that CBC Gulfport has low capacity 
and military value and Camp Lejeune has a high military value 
and excess capacity to absorb CBC Gulfport assets. 
Additionally, Camp Lejeune can accommodate much of the relocated 
forces with existing infrastructure but additional construction 

r will be required to consolidate the relocated forces, i.e., a 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

Capacity Analysis 

Recruit Training & MCT 

Professional Military Education 

RTC 
MCRD-PI 
MCRD-SD 

Capacity - Requirement = Excess 

P 
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Billeting (# Beds) Throughput Messing (# Students Fed) 
Excess 

16% 
18% 
-11% 

Capacity 
14,126 
8,168 
5,400 

# Grads 
34,299 
19,459 
15,935 

Classroom SF 
Rqmt 
11,862 
6,706 
6,000 

A 0 6  

6,706 
6,000 

Capacity 
11,862119,901 

29,023 
84,940 

Excess 
21% 
23% 
26% 

Capacity 
18,752 
8,736 
8,600 

Rqmt 
14,796 
6,706 
6,366 

Rqmt 
27,947 
13,910 
11,895 

Excess 
77% 
52% 
86% 



Department of the Navy 
DON Specific Education & Training 

Infrastructure Analysis Team 
Preliminary Military Value Results 

t -- . - . -- . . - - - - - . - . . - . - . . . . . - - -. .. - -  4 .  - - - . - .  . -- - - - -  -1 

Recruit Traininq 
- NAVSTA Great Lakes IL 
- MCRD Parris Island SC 
- MCB Camp Lejeune NC 
- MCRD San Diego 
- MCB Camp Pendleton CA 

Officer Accession 
- USNA Annapolis MD 
- NAVSTA Newport RI 
- NAS Pensacola FL 
- MCB Quantico VA 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team Education and Training Approach: 

Education and Training will not use the optimization 
model tool due to the limited numbers in our universe. 
However, E&T will manually apply the optimization tool 
logic in its analysis. 
Objective: 
- Consolidation of functions to utilize excess Classroom and 

Training Infrastructure Capacity where feasible 
- Maintain required training infrastructure 
- Be informed by Navy Training lnfrastructure Plan 

Capabilities Assessed: 
- Classroom Capacity 
- Billeting Capacity - 

/-A / s r , i e  -7~ LA,, f c  
Jrl&r-9~tr/J- 

- Messing Capacity - / 

- Non-Classroom Training Facilities 
- Buildable Acres 
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Navy Recruit Training 

RTC Great Lakes 

Navy Recruit ~raining 

Yes 

RTC Great Lakes 

A 

Activity 

Future Force Structure Plan 4.4% Reduction 

- .  

Yes 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 

Messing 

Yes 

Required 

Sensitivity Analysis -10?/0 

Buiida ble Acres 

Available Excess 

NonClassroom Facilities 

Yes 

Required 

Classroom SF 

RTC Great Lakes 

Billeting 

All Available Required 

Yes 

Required Excess 

Yes 

Excess 

Sensitivity Analysis -20% 

RTC Great Lakes 

Sensitivity Analysis +lo% 

RTC Great Lakes Yes Yes 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team Marine Corps Recruit Training 

Marine Corns Recruit Tralnlna 

MCRD . - Parris Island 6,706 13,910 
MCRD San 

DiegdMCB Camp 
Pendleton 6,000 11,895 

~ctivity 

Option 1 PI 12,706 25,805 

Option 2 SD 12,706 25,805 

Option 3 CP + SD 6,000 1 1,895 

Option 4 CP 12,706 25,805 

2,030 Yes Yes 

- 

2,234 Yes No 

-4,336 Yes Yes 

4,472 Yes No 

Billeting 
I 

Required I Excess 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 

Mesaing 
I 

Required I Excess 

-3,611 Yes Yes 

Claasroom SF 
I 

Required I Excess 

-10,317 Yes Yes 

Non-Claseroom 
Facilities 

Requiredl All Available 

Draft Deliberative Document For Discussion Purposes Only 
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Available 



Department of the Navy Marine Corps Recruit Training 
Infrastructure Analysis Team Sensitivitv Analvsis 

MCRD Parris lsland 
MCRD San 

DiegdMCB Camp 
Pendleton 

Marine Corps Fkcruit Training 

MCRD Parris Island 
MCRD San Diego 

Activity 

Option 1 PI 

Option 2 SD 

Option 3 CP+SD 

Option 4 CP 

Sensitivity Analysis -10% 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 
a 

Results 

Yes Yes 303 

Yes No 42 

Classroom SF 

Yes Yes 
Yes No 

Required 

Yes Yes 

Billeting 

Excess 

Yes No 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Required 
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Excess 

Messing 

Required 

Buildable Acres 

Available Excess 

von-~lass~oorn Facilitie! 

Required All Available 



Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

Marine Corps Recruit Training 
Sensitivitv Analvsis 
Marine Corns Recruit Trainina - .. - - - . . . . . - . . . - - - 

4 

Activity 1 Student I Classroom SF I Billeting 1 Messing bn- lassr room Facilitied Buildable Acre 

MCRD Parris Island 6,706 
MCRD San 

DiegdMCB Camp 
Pendleton 6, 00 

Throughput 
12 Month Peak 

MCRD Parris Island 5,365 
MCRD San Diego 4,80b 

Option 1 PI 

Option 2 SD 

Option 3 CP+SD 

Option 4 CP 

Required 

15,113 6,706 1,794 6,706 2,030 Yes Yes 

79,290 6,000 -600 6,366 2,234 Yes No 

Excess 

Sensitivity Analysis -20% 

17,895 5,365 3,135, 5,365 3,371 Yes Yes 
81,669 4,800 600 5,093 3,507 Yes No 

Required 

Results 

8,379 10,165 -1,665 10,458 -1,722 Yes Yes 

Excess 

70,541 10,165 4,765 10,458 -1,858 Yes No 
L 

24,246 4,800 4,613 5,093 -1,746 Yes Yes 

Required 

13,118 10,165 -9,978 10,458 -7,111 Yes Yes 

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

Excess Required All Available Available 



Department of the Navy Marine Corps Recruit Training 
~nfrastructure Analysis Team Sensitivitv Analvsis 

I 

I Marine Corps Recruit Training 
Activity I Student I Classroom SF I Billeting 1 Measing bn-Claammm Facilitied Buildable Acre 

" . I I I I I I I 1 12 Month Peak 1 Reauired I Excess 1 Reauired 1 Excess Required I ExcessI Reauired I ~ l l  Available I Available I 
MCRD Parris Island 6,706 

MCRD San 
DlegoIMCB Camp 

Pendieton 6 OOo 

MCRD Parris Island 7,377 
MCRD San ~ i e g o  6,600 

Option 1 PI 13,977 

Option 2 SD 13,977 

Option 3 CP+SD 6,600 

Option 4 CP 13,977 

Sensitivity Analysis +lo% 

Results 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
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Department of the Navy 
infrastructure Analysis Team 

Marine Combat Training 
Sensitivitv Analvsis 

MCB Camp Lejeune .. . . 1,302 14,184 55 1,302 5,512 3,691 3,897 Yes Yes 1978 
MCB Camp Pendleton 1,607 15,467 30,669 i , ~ 2 6  -178 2,960 2,755 Y& Yes 355 

Marine Combat Training 

MCB Camp Lejeune 
MCB Camp Pendleton 

Activity 

Option 1 CL 

Option 2 CP 

Option 3 CL to PI 

Sensitivity Analysis 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 

1,172 12,766 1,473 1,172 5,642 3,322 4,266 Yes Yes 1 978 
1,446 13,920 32,216 1,643 5 2,664 3,051 Yes Yes 355 

Results 

1,602 Yes Yes 

Classroom SF 

-271 Yes Yes 

Required 

-621 Yes Yes 

Billeting 

Excess 
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Required 

Buildable Acres 

Available 

Messing "(on-Classoom Facilitie! 

Excess Required Excess Required All Available 





Department 
Infrastructure 

of the Navy 
Analysis Team 

Marine Combat Training 
Sensitivitv Analvsis 

Marine Combat Training 
Activity Student 1 ClassoomSF I Billeting ! Messing ~ n 4 l a s s o o m  ~&ili%e@ddaMe ~cresl  

- I I I I 

MCB Camp Lejeune 

Throughput 
12 Month Peak 

MCB Camp Pendleton 

MCB Camp Lejeune 
MCB Camp Pendleton 

Required 

Option 1 CL 

Option 2 CP 

Excess 

Option 3 CL to PI 

Sensitivity Analysis +10% 

-1,363 1,432 5,382 4,060 3,528 
29,122 2,009 -361 3,256 2,459 

Results 

Required 

Yes : 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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Excess 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Required Excess Required All Available Available 



Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

Education and Training 

Navy Officer Accession Training 
Locations: OTC Newport 

OTC Pensacola 
Option: Should Navy Officer Accession Training be consolidated? 
Drivers: 

Navy requires at least one Officer Accession Training Facility, in 
addition to United States Naval Academy 

Considerations: 
Is it beneficial to centralize Officer Accession Training? 
Is it beneficial to have Officer Accession Training co-located with other DON 
training facilities? 
Is it beneficial to maintain Officer Candidate Indoctrination to Navy in isolation to 
operational forces and distinct from Marine Corps Officer Accession Training? 
Would consolidation require additional MILCON expenditures for billeting and 
messing, even with excess capacity and buildable acres present at each 
location? 
Would consolidation reduce overhead costs associated with operating two 
Officer Accession Training facilities? 
Would cross-utilization of instructors, facilities and equipment be beneficial? 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

Navy Officer Accession 
Sensitivitv Analvsis 

Officer Acceaeion Tralnlna 

OTC Newport R1 434 9,506 32,629 434 NIA 434 N/A Yes Yes 17 

OTC Pensacola FL 524 11,291 4,756 524 NIA 524 WA Y es Yes 548 
USNA 4,358 137,277 252,280 4,358 298 4,372 206 Yes Yes 0 

- 

Force Structure Plan 4.4% Reduction 

Activity 

OTC Newport RI 41 5 9,088 33,047 415 NIA 41 5 WA Yes Yes 17 

OTC Pensacola FL 501 10,794 5,253 501 NIA 501 WA Yes Yes 548 
USNA 4,166 131.237 258,320 4,i66 490 4,180 398 Yes Yes 0 

Results 

Option 1 RI 91 6 19,882 22,253 916 NIA 91 6 WA Yes Yes 17 

Medng 
1 

~equiredl  Excess 

Billeting 
I 

Requiredl Excess 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 

Optlon 2 FL 91 6 19,882 -3.835 916 WA 916 WA Yes Yes 548 

Option 3 USNA 5,082 151,119 238,438 5,082 426 5,095 -517 Yes Yes 0 

Claasoom SF 
I 

Required] Excess 

Option 4 Great 
Lakes 12,256 46,599 73,302 12,256 1,870 15.061 3,691 Yes Yes 20 

NonGlaaroom Facilities 
I 

Required I All Avallable 

Note: Option 4 does not fully characterize all of Great Lakes assets 

Buildable Acres 

Available 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

Navy Officer Accession 
Sensitivitv Analvsis 

OTC Newport RI 

Officer Accesalon Training 

OTC Penaacola FL 
USNA 

Activity 

OTC Newport RI 

OTC Penaacola FL 
USNA 

Option 1 RI 

Option 2 FL 

Option 3 USNA 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 

Option 4 Great 

Billeting 
I 

Required ( Excess 

Clammom SF 
I 

Required 1 Excess 

Lakes 

32,629 434 WA 434 NIA Yes Yes 

Messing 
I 

Required ( Excem 

4,756 524 WA 524 NIA Yes Yes 
252,280 4,&8 298 4,372 206 Yes Yes 

Sensitivity Analyals -10% 

NonClassroom Faclllties 
1 

Required I All Available 

33,580 391 WA 391 NIA Yes Yes 

Buildable Acres 

Available 

5,885 472 N/A 472 NIA Yes Yes 
266,008 3,922 734 3,935 643 Yes Yes 

Remits 

23,418 862 WA 862 NIA Yes Yes 

-2,670 862 WA 862 NIA Yes Yes 

247,290 4,784 -128 4,797 -219 Yes Yes 

76,032 11,538 2,588 14,178 4,574 Yes Yes 

Note: Option 4 does not fully characterize all of Great Lakes assets 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

Navy Officer Accession 
Sensitivitv Analvsis 

Officer Accedon Training 
Actlvlty Student I C l a m m  SF I Billeting 1 Medng 1 NonCiassoom Facilities 1 Buildable Acre 

Throuahnut I I I I I I I I . ~~. - I I I I I I 

12 Month Peak 1 Required ( Excess ( ~equlred ( Excess( Required I Excessl Required I All Available I Available 

OTC Newport RI 434 9.506 32,629 434 N/A 434 W A  Yes Yes 17 

OTC Pensacola FL 524 11,291 4,756 524 N/A 524 WA Yes Yes 548 
USNA 4,358 137,277 252,280 4,358 298 4,372 206 Yes Yes 0 

Senaitlvity Analysis +lo% 

OTC New port Ri 477 10,457 31,678 477 N/A 477 W A  Yes Yes 17 

OTC Penrracola FL 576 12,420 3,627 576 WA 576 N/A Yes Yes 548 
USNA 4,794 151.005 238,552 4,794 -138 4,809 -231 Yes Yes 0 

Results 

Option 1 RI 1,054 22,877 19,258 1,054 N/A 1,054 N/A Yes Yes 17 

Option 2 FL 1,054 22.877 6,830 1,054 WA 1,054 N/A Yes Yes 548 

Optlon 3 USNA 5,848 173,881 215,676 5,848 -1,192 5,863 -1,285 Yes Yes 0 

Option 4 Great 
Lakes 14,102 53,619 66,282 14,102 24 17,330 1,422 Yes Yes 20 

Note: Option 4 does not fully characterize all of Great Lakes assets 
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Department of the Navy Marine Corps Officer Accession 

I 

Location: Conducted at MCB Quantico 
Option: Should Marine Corps Officer Accession Training be 
relocated? 
Drivers: 

Marine Corps requires at least one Officer Accession Training Facility, 
in addition to United States Naval Academy 

Considerations: 
Is it beneficial to relocate Marine Corps OCS apart from TBS? 
Is it beneficial to maintain Marine Corps Officer Candidates 
indoctrination in isolation from operational forces while maintaining 
co-location with The Basic School follow-on training? 
Is it essential to co-locate TBS and Marine Corps OCS? 
Is it beneficial to consolidate Navy Officer Accession training with 
Marine Corps Officer Accession Training? 
Would relocation or consolidation require MilCon expenditures to 
recreate currently available training infrastructure and personnel 
support facilities? 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

Marine Corps Officer 
Accession 

MCB Quantico 2, 303 30,198 8,748 2,303 NIA 2,303 NIA Yes Yes 266 
OCS (i3I%) 1,240 20,870 1,240 1,240 Yes Yes 

Marine Corps Officer Accedon 

- - 
TBS (3P4 1,283 Yes Yes 

Sensitivity Analysis -1 0% 

Activity Student Classroom SF 

MCB Quantico 2,073 27,178 11,768 2,073 NI A 2,073 NIA Yes Yes 

Throughput 
12 Month Peak Required 

Billeting Messing 

Sensitivity Analysis -20% 

Excess Required Required 

MCB Quantico 1,842 24,158 14,788 1,842 N/A 1,842 N/A Yes Yes 

Buildable Acres 

Available Excess 
- - - .  

Excess 

Non-Clasmmm Facilities 

Sensitivity Analysis +lo% 

Required 

MCB Quantico 2,533 33,218 5,728 2,533 N/A 2,533 NIA Yes Yes 

All Available 
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Department of the Navy Navy Specific PME Training 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

t . , - - - * ~ -  ., , . - - .  , . , - - - .-. a . . ...~ ,. .. , . .- - - , 

NAVSTA Newport 
Senior Enlisted 

Academy 
Command Leadership 

School 

Navy Specific PME Training 

NAVSTA Newport 

Adivlty 

NAVSTA Newport 

NAVSTA Newport 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 

NAVSTA Newport 

Option 1 Great Lakes 

Option 2 Great Lakes 
SEA Only 

Classmom SF 
I 

Required I Excess 

Force Structure Plan -4.4% Reduction 
5,097 5,193 1 67 NIA 167 

Billeting 
I 

Ffequired 1 Excess 

Sensitivity Analysis -10% 
4,799 5,491 1 58 NIA 1 58 

Messing 

Sensltlvity Analysis -20% 
4,266 6,024 140 NIA 140 

Non-Classroom Facilities Buildable ' 
Psqulred 

Sensltlvity AnalysieclO% 
5,865 4,425 . . 193 NIA 193 

I 
Required 1 All Available Excess 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

0 

Yes 

Yes 

Acres 
Available 

Steady State Option (Sendffvlty Analysis has no effet upon this option 

Navy PME Training at NAVSTA Newport conslats of senior h s t e d  Academy and Command Leadership School - -  . . 

Note: Options 1 & 2 do not fully characterize all of Great Lakes assets 
Draft Deliberative Document For Discussion Purposes Only 
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Yes 17 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 17 

Yes 17 

Yes 17 

Yes 17 

Yes 20 

Yes 20 
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ln frastructure Analysis Team - 
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Marine Corps Specific PME Training 
Locations: MCB Quantico MCB Camp Pendleton 

MCB Camp Lejeune MAGTF 29 Palms 
MCB Hawaii 

Option: Should Marine Corps PME Training be left at present 
locations? 
Drivers: 

Courses are career milestone schools. 

Considerations: 
Is it beneficial to move courses in absence of closing installation? 
Are training functions followers of operational forces? 
Would relocation of courses increase student transportation costs? 
Would relocation of courses increase student absence from 
operational forces? 
Is it beneficial to locate progression training and functional skills 
training in close proximity to operational forces? 
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Department of the Navy 
~nfrastructure Analysis Team Marine Corps PME Training 

MAGTF 29 Palms 
MCB Camp 

PME 

Lejeune 
MCB Camp 

Activity 

Pendleton 
MCB Hawaii 

MCB Quantico 

MAGTF 29 Palms 
MCB Camp 

Lejeune 
MCB Camp 
Pendleton 

MCB Hawaii 
MCB Quantico 

40 NIA 40 NIA 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 

263,NIA 263 NIA 

231 NIA 231 NIA 
32 NIA 32 WA 
608 NIA 608 NIA 

Messing 

Sensitivity Analysis -10% 
972 1017 36 NIA 36 NIA 

Required 

Classroom SF 

5185 631 237 NIA 237 NIA 

Buildable Acres 

Available Excess Required 

Billeting Non-Classroom Facilities 

4923 31216 208 NIA 208 NIA 
314 8666 29 NIA 29 NIA 

10984 27962 547 NIA 547 NIA 

Excess Required Required 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Ves 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Excess All Available 

Yes 4i30 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team Marine Corps PME Training 

MAGTF 29 Palms 
MCB Camp 

Lejeune 
MCB Camp 
Pendleton 

MCB Hawaii 
MCB Quantico 

PME 

MAGTF 29 Palms 

Activity 

MCB Camp 
Lejeune 

MCB Camp 
Pendleton 

MCB Hawaii 
MCB Quantico 

1080 909 40 NIA 40 WA Yes 

5761 55 263 NIA 263 NIA Yes 

30,669 231 N/A 231 WA 
8631 32 NIA 32 NIA 

26742 608 NIA 6oi3.u~ 

Student 
Throughput 

12 Month Peak 

Sensitivity Analysis t10% 
1188 801 44 NIA 44 WA 

Billeting Messing 

6337 -521 289 NIA 289 NIA 

6017 30122 254 NIA 254 NIA 
384 8596 35 N/A 35  NIA 

13424 25522 669 N/A 486 NIA 

Required Required 

Classroom SF 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Buildable Acres 

Available Excess Excess Required 

Non-Classroom Facilities 
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Yes 
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Reference 
and 

Back Up Slides 
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Department of the Navy DON Specific Education & 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

I - , - - - .  . .  . - . , 

DON Recruit Training 

- Marine Combat Training MCB Camp Lejeune NC 
- Marine Combat Training MCB Camp Pendleton CA 
- Recruit Training MCRD Parris Island SC 
- Recruit Training MCRD San Diego CA 
- Recruit Training NAVSTA, Great Lakes IL 

DON Officer Accession Training 
- Midshipman Training Naval Academy Annapolis MD 
- OIS, BOOST, NAPS, STA NAVSTA Newport RI 
- OCS, LDOICWO, DCOIS NAS Pensacola FL 
- OCS, The Basic School MCB Quantico VA 

WOBC, RWOBC, USNA 1IC 
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Do Not Release Under FOlA 912712004 



Department of the Navy DON Specific Education & 
Infrastructure Analysis Team Training Universe 

I . - - . . , .- - , . - . . . . , . . . - . . - . - .. - - - 
< -- - - - -  ... - . - .  

I I Spec~f~c PINE 
Sgt's Course MAGTF TRNGCOM 29 Palms 

Sgt's Course, Career Course 
Advanced Course 

Sgt's Course, Career Course 
Advanced Course 

MCB Camp Lejeune NC 

MCB Camp Pendleton CA 

Sgt's Course MCB Hawaii (Kaneohe Bay) 

Sgt's Course, Career Course 
Advanced Course, 1 St Sgt's Course MCB Quantico VA 
Expeditionary Warfare School 
General Officer Warfighting Program 
CMD Leadership Course 

Senior Enlisted Academy NAVSTA Newport RI 
COHO Leadership Course 
Command Spouse Course 
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Department of the Navy DON Recruit Training 

Encroachment 

EI Ability To Support 
Other Missions 

Personnel Support 

Location 

I Training Infrastructure 

Activities s' 
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DepaHment of the Navy DON Officer Accession 

Environment and 
Encroachment 

El  Ability To Support 
Other Missions 

Personnel Support 

I Location 

II Training Infrastructure 

J Activities 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team Relationship of RT to SOI 

f -  
- - -- - - -. . * . 

School of Infantry 

Marine Combat 
Training 

Advanced Infantry 
Training 

Marine Recruit 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

SO1 - MCT Courses 

I MCT Courses (for all non-03xx MOS Marines) 
- Marine Combat Training (22 calendar days) 
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Department of the Navy 
I Infrastructure Analysis Team 

SO1 - ITB Courses 

ITB Courses (for all MOS 03xx Marines) 

I - MOS 031 1 Infantry Rifleman (53 calendar days) 

- MOS 0331 Machine Gunner (53 calendar days) 

1 - MOS 0341 Mortarman (53 calendar days) 

- MOS 0351 Infantry Assaultman (53 calendar days) 

- MOS 0352 Antitank Assault Guided Missileman (53 calendar days) 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Analysis Team 

SO1 - AIT Courses 

AIT Courses 
- lnfantry Squad Leader (52 calendar days) 

- lnfantry Unit Leader EPMET (60 calendar days) 

- Martial Arts lnstructor (1 5 calendar days) 

- lnfantry Machinegun Leaders (40 calendar days) 

- lnfantry Mortar Leader (47 calendar days) 

- Scout Sniper Basic (70 calendar days) 

- Marine Combat lnstructor (36 calendar days) 

- Light Armored Vehicle (LAV) Leaders (42 calendar days)* 

*SO1 West, Camp Pendleton CA only 
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School of Infantry (SOI) 

MCB Camp Pendleton SO1 
- Infantry Training Battalion (ITB) 

Mission: "To train and provide proficient, MOS qualified 
Infantrymen to the Fleet Marine Force, Marine Security 
Forces and Marine Force Reserve." 

- Advanced Infantry Training (AIT) Company 
Mission: "Conduct advanced infantry Skill Progression 
Training to ensure NCOs and SNCOs are proficient in 
advanced infantry skills equipped to assume increased 
levels of responsibility for infantry unit leadership within 
the infantry battalion, and provide select warfighting 
skills to the entire MAGTF." 

- Light Armored Vehicle (LAV) Company 
- Marine Combat Training (MCT) Battalion 

Mission: "To train all non-infantry Marines in the infantry 
skills essential to operating in a combat environment." 

Draft Deliberative Document For Discussion Purposes Only 44 
Do Not Release Under FOlA 9/27/2004 





Department of the Navy 
infrastructure Analysis Team 

School of Infantry (SOI) 

MCB Camp Lejeune SO1 
- Senior Non-Commissioned Officer Academy 

(SNCOA) 
Mission: "To provide Staff Noncommissioned Officers of 
demonstrated potential with the requisite education and 
leadership training to enhance their professional 
qualifications in preparation for assuming duties of 
greater responsibility and for making a greater 
contribution to the Corps." 

- Marine Combat Training (MCT) Battalion 
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