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CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SECOND DISTRICT, CONNECTICUT

August 3, 2005

The Honorable Anthony Principi, Chairman
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
Polk Building, Suites 600 and 625

2521 South Clark Street

Arlington, VA 22202

™
S A
Dear Chairman Pri\gipi: { @"‘%‘V’%ﬁ <

Thank you for taking my call last Friday.

§

Thank you also for the long hours that you and your staff have put in to this difficult task these
past few months. You have served the Nation well in the past and you continue to do so.

A question has been raised regarding my letter to you of July 19, 2005, in which I state that “the
scenario to close SUBASE New London was the only closure recommendation opposed by
Commander, Fleet Forces Command (CFFC) that was ultimately recommended by the
Department of Defense.”

Recent letters from Admirals Fallon and Nathman appear to contradict this statement. The
written record does not bear this out, however.

Let me be very clear that I do not question the integrity of the above-named officers. I am sure
they both are fine officers who have served the Nation well. That is not in question.

The problem lies, however, with the unfolding chronology of the BRAC process.
Page 15 of the “Report of DAG Deliberations on 10 January 2005 states that *.. .CFFC has
concerns with both scenarios because of possible adverse impact on strategic flexibility resulting

from the loss of an East Coast submarine base.”

Page 9 of the “Report of [EG Deliberations on 13 January 2005 states that “CFFC does not
concur with either scenario because they alter the current SSN basing configuration.”




W

Pages 31 and 32 of the “DON Analysis Group Draft Deliberative Documents on 13 January
2005” both state that “CFFC does not concur with altering current submarine base
configuration.”

It is clear to me that CFFC opposed the closure of SUBASE New London. It is also apparent that
when this decision was ultimately approved by the Department of Defense, everyone in the chain
of command fell into line. After more 37 years of military service in the U.S. Army, Active and
Reserve, I would expect nothing less. It is no surprise that Active Component Navy officers
currently serving in the chain of command would accept and defend the final decision of the
Department of Defense, even after advocating a different position earlier in the process or during
the process.

The bottom line is that when the process was open to deliberation, CFFC was clearly on the
record opposing any scenario to close SUBASE New London. When the deliberative process

closed, everyone closed ranks.

Enclosed for your information and review is my original letter as well as a fact sheet and
supporting documentation that should put to rest any doubts about the official record. As you
know, BRAC rounds are highly documented to ensure that institutional concerns are an integral
part of the overall decision-making process. Please let me know if I am not correctly reading or

interpreting these documents.

Should you have any questions on the matter of CFFC’s opposition to the closure of SUBASE
New London during the 2005 BRAC round deliberations, please do not hesitate to contact me, or
have your staff contact my military legislative assistant, Justin Bernier at (202) 225-2076.

~All the best, \;

VA%
-

Rob‘ Sim;hons
Member of Gongress
Second District, Connecticut

Enclosures: a/s
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Response to ADM Fallon and ADM Nathman Letters
August 2, 2005

Background:
e InaJuly 19 letter to BRAC Chairman Principi, Rep. Rob Simmons reported that:

o “The scenario to close SUBASE New London was the only closure recommendation
opposed by Commander, Fleet Forces Command (CFFC) that was ultimately
recommended by the Department of Defense.”

o “In 2005, two consecutive CFFCs — Admiral Fallon and ADM Nathman — opposed any
Navy scenarios to close SUBASE New London during deliberations (emphasis added).”

e ADM William Fallon (currently Commander, PACOM) and ADM Nathman (currently CFFC)
recently wrote letters to Chairman Principi rejecting assertions that they had opposed the
recommendation to close SUBASE New London during the Navy deliberative process.

Facts:

e Neither ADM Fallon nor ADM Nathman dispute the fact that SUBASE New London is the
only DOD closure recommendation that CFFC opposed. Mr. Thomas R. Crabtree, Director
Fleet Training (N7A), U.S. Fleet Forces Command confirmed this information to the Office of
Rep. Simmons on July 18, 2005.

e CFFC DID oppose SUBASE New London closure during deliberations:

o Deliberation minutes of 10 January 2005 say the DON Analysis Group determined that the
Issues portion of the DON-0033 Candidate Recommendation Risk Assessment for both
DON-0033 and DON-0034 “should denote CFFC’s concerns regarding any alteration of
current submarine basing configuration on the East Coast.”

o Deliberation minutes of the 13 January 2005 Infrastructure Evaluation Group clearly state
that “CFFC does not concur with altering current submarine base configuration.” On
page 9 of the minutes: “The IEG noted that CFFC does not concur with either scenario
because they alter the current SSN basing configuration.” The record shows that
Deputy, Fleet Forces Command, VADM Kevin Cosgriff was at this meeting.

o In an official telephone conversation on 29 June 2005, VADM Cosgriff told Rep. Simmons
that CFFC opposed scenarios that would close SUBASE New London throughout the
deliberative process. This opposition changed only after the deliberation process, when the
decision-making process moved to the CNO level. CFFC said it was not involved in the
BRAC process after the deliberative process ended (sometime in April).

Bottom Line: The Chain of Command is an important and powerful instrument; but it does not
erase CFFCs objection to the scenarios that would close SUBASE New London. The reason such
meetings are recorded is so that the BRAC process and all those concerned may benefit from such
informed, institutional concerns.

% de ek kok Kk
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Congress of the United States

Mashington, O¢ 20513
July 19, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi
BRAC Commission

Polk Building , Suites 600 and 6235
2521 South Clark Street
Arlington, VA 22202

ATy
Dear Chairman Pn&:ipi: \ M N
Below is information provided to me by U.9. Fleet Forces Command, regarding its opposition to the

scenarios to close Naval Submarine Base New London. The scenario to close SUBASE New London
was the only closure recommendation opposed by Commander, Fleet Forces Command (CFFC) that
was ultimately recommended by the Department of Defense.

U.S. Fleet Forces Command is the Navy component of U.S. Joint Forces Command, its subordinate
commands include the Naval Air, Surface, and Subsurface Forces of both coasts. CFFC is responsible for
overall coordination, establishment and implementation of integrated requirements and policies for
manning, equipping and training Atlantic and Pacific fleet units during the inter-deployment training
eycle. These responsibilities mirror the BRAC criteria on military value.

In 2005, two consecutive CFFCs -- Admiral William J. Fallon and Admiral John B. Nathman -- opposed
all Navy scenarios to close SUBASE New London during deliberations. As you know, DOD ultimately
recommended DON-0033. This scenario would transfer SUBASE New London’s homeported fast attack
submarines to Naval Station Norfolk and Naval Submarine Base Kings Bay, and would distribute its
component activities to Navy and Army installations in Georgia, Virginia, Maryland, Florida and Texas.

In an official telephone discussion on June 29, Vice Admiral Kevin Cosgriff, Deputy and Chief of Staff,
U.S. Fleet Forces Command, told me that CFFC opposed DON-0033 because closing SUBASE New
London would 1) limit the overall flexibility of the U.S. fast attack submarine force; 2) pose significant
readiness, training and operational risks; 3) negatively impact day-to-day operations that accompany
regular SSN maintenance; 4) present SSN integration problems at SUBASE Kings Bay; and 5) abandon
substantial sunk costs in the existing Naval Submarine School at SUBASE New London and require
significant military construction investments at SUBASE Kings Bay.

VADM Cosgriff confirmed that moving two more SSN squadrons to NAVSTA Norfolk would exacerbate
the existing “waterfront congestion” there. The recommended scenario to close SUBASE New London
would require at NAVSTA Norfolk extensive nesting with increased loading operations - operational and
readiness risks. VADM Cosgriff also noted that introducing fast attack submarines to SUBASE Kings
Bay would raise significant challenges since it currently has no SSN facilities.

I respectfully ask you to give these expert opinions your full consideration as you prepare your final
i Ngval Submarine Base New London.

> e
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Enclosed are pages of the file N-RP-0431. This file contains the report of the
DAG deliberations of 10 January 2005. The file may be downloaded in its entirety
at http://www.defenselink.mil/brac/minutes/brac navy/html. Please note the

tabbed pages and sections of this file.
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@ [/’JIT INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM
ODASN (IS&A), 2221 Sousth Clark Street, Suite 900, Arlington, VA 22202
{783)-602-6500

RP-0431

IAT/REV

4 February 2005
MEMORANDUM FOR THE DON ANALYSIS GROUP (DAG)
Subi: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 10 JANUARY 2005
Ref: {a) DON BRAC 2005 Objectives

Encl: (1) 10 January 2005 DAG Agenda
{2} COBRA Brief of 10 January 2005 for DON-0074A
{3) COBRA Brief of 10 January 2005 for DON-0154 and
DON-0160
{4) Selection Criteria 6 through 8 Brief of 10 January
2005 for DON-0073, DON-0074A, DON-0075, DON-0134, and
DON-0160
{5) COBRA Brief of 10 January 2005 for DON-0077 and
DON-Q155
{6} COBRA Brief of 10 January 2005 for DON-0073
and DON-0156
{7) Selection Criteria 6 through 8 Brief of 10 January
2005 for DON-0078, DON-0077, DON-0155, DON-007%, and
DON-0156
{8} COBRA Brief of 10 January 2005 for DON-0132
(9) IAT HSA Regional Support Activities Functions
Summary for Installation Management (IM) Regions and
Others of 10 January 2005
(10} IAT HSA Scenario Summary Sheets of 10 January 2005
(11} COBRA and Risk Assessment Update Brief of 10 January
2005 for DON-0003, DON-0031, and DON-0032
{12) COBRA Brief (Revised) of 10 January 2005 for
DON-0033 and DON-0034
(13) COBRA Brief (Revised) of 10 January 2005 for
DON-0006A and DON-0007 and Selection Criteria 6
through 8 Brief for DON-0006A

1. The thirty-third deliberative session of the Department of
the Navy (DON) Analysis Group (DAC) convened at 0940 on

10 January 2005 in the Infrastructure Pnalysis Team {IAT)
conference room located at Crystal Plaza 6, 9** floorx.

The following members of the DAG were present: Ms. Anne R.
Davis, Chair; Ms. Ariane Whittemore, Member; Mr. Thomas R.
Crabtyee, Member; BGen Martin Post, USMC, Member; Mr., Paul
Hubbell, Member; Mr. Michael Jaggard, Membex; and, Ms. Debra

Deliberative Dooument - Foar Discussion Purposes Only -~ Do Not Relesse {ndey FOIA



Ly

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

Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 10 JANUARY 2005

Edmond, Member. MajGen Emerson N. Gardner Jr., USMC, Member,
and Ms. Carla Liberatore, Member, d4id not attend the
deliberative session. Additionally, Ronnie J. Booth, Navy Audit
Service Representative; Mr. Thomas N. Ledvina, Navy Office of
General Counsel, Representative; LtCol Anthony A. Wienicki,
USMC; and, the following members of the IAT were present: Mr.
Dennis Biddick, IAT Chief of Staff, Mr. David LaCroix, Senior
Counsel; CDR Robert E. Vincent II, JAGC, USN, Recorder; and,
Capt James A. Noel, USMC, Recorder. All attending DAG members
were provided enclosures {1) through (13).

2. Ms. Davis reminded the DAG that, at its 4 January 2005
deliberative session, it assessed whether DON needed to
promulgate a set of BRAC 2005 Objectives. At that deliberative
session, the DAG decided to review five general DON BRAC 200%
Objectives contained within the BRAC 2005 Process briefing
{these Objectives are a segment of the BRAC 2005 Process
briefing that Ms. Davis has provided to senior DON officials)
and evaluate if they provide DON with an ability to measure
whether the BRAC 2005 process has satisfied overall DON
objectives. Reference (a) pertains. The DAG determined that
these five general DON BRAC 2005 Objectives would suffice for
this purpose and, because they have already been provided to the
DON senior leadership on several occasgionsg, no further
promulgation is required. Additionally, the DAG recognized that
the BRAC 2005 Objectives are not intended to be limiting;
rather, the Navy and Marine Corps could internally expand them
as necessary.

3. CDR Robert S. Clarke, CEC, USN and CDR Jennifer R. Flather,
SC, USN, members of the IAT HSA Team, and Mr. Jack Leather
presented preliminary COBRA results for scenario DON-0G74A,
which would consolidate Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(NAVFAC) Engineering Field Division (EFD) South, Charleston, SC,
with NAVFAC Engineering Field Activity (EFA) Southeast,
Jacksonville, FL; NAVFAC EFA Midwest, Great Lakes, IL; and,
NAVFAC EFD Atlantic, Norfolk, VA. Enclosure (2) pertains. CDR
Clarke and CDR Flather reminded the DAG that it reviewed the
preliminary COBRA results for scenario DON-0074, which would
consolidate EFD South with EFA Southeast and EFA Midwest, at its
20 December 2004 deliberative session. They informed the DAG
that, subsequent to the 20 December 2004 DAG deliberative
segsion, the IAT HSA Team consulted NAVFAC concerning scenario
DON-0074 and modified the scenario in order to comply with
NAVFAC’s Transformation Plan, which is designed to consolidate
facilities engineering support in all Navy regions and align
NAVFAC with the Regional Command Structure being implemented by

Deliberative Document - Por Discussion Purposes Oaly - Do Not Release Under FOIA
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Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 10 JANUARY 2005

Commander, Navy Installations (CNI). Accordingly, the IAT HSA
Team, in consultation with NAVFAC, developed scenario DON-0074A,
which realigns EFD South Echelon 4 elements to NAVFAC EFA
Midwest and NAVFAC EFA Scutheast and realigns EFD South Echelon
3 elements to NAVFAC EFD Atlantic. Slide 2 of enclosure {2)
pertains.

4. Mr. Leather noted that an evaluation of the initial data
concerning the one-time costs and steady-state savings reveals
that the Payback is eight years and the 20-year net present
value (NPV} savings would be approximately $20.4M. He
contrasted this scenario with scenario DON-0074, which would
take over 100 years to realize a Payback and reduce far fewer
billets. See slides 3 and 4 of enclosure (2). Mr. Leather
noted scenarioc DON-0074A includes approximately $10.8M in MILCON
costs (primarily to construct a new general Administration
building for the NAVFAC EFD South assets relocating to NAS
Jackgonville). See slides 5 and 6 of enclosure {2}). Mr.
Leather then reviewed the recurring costs and savings for
scenario DON-Q074A. See slides 7 and 8 of enclosure (2).

5. The DAG recognized that scenario DON-0074A was an
independent action that consolidated EFD South assets with the
regions that NAVFAC EFD South currently supports. Additicnally,
the DAG noted that this consolidation would enhance the
distribution of assets to both parent cowmands and future
Facility Engineering Commands (FECs) and move NAVFAC EFD South
ocut of leased space. The DAG determined that this scenario had
a good return on investment and directed the IAT HSA Team to
continue to refine the data, conduct Selection Criteria 6
through 8 analyses, and prepare a Candidate Recommendation Risk
Assessment (CRRA) for the DAG's review.

6. CDR Clarke, CDR Flather, and Mr. Leather presented
preliminary COBRA results for scenario DON-0154, which would
relocate Navy Crane Center (NCC) from leased space in Lester,
PA, to Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY), Portsmouth, VA, and
scenario DON-0160, which would relocate NCC from leased space in
Lester to Philadelphia Naval Business Complex (PNBC},
Philadelphia, PA. Enclosure (3) pertains. CDR Clarke and CDR
Flather reminded the DAG that, at its 20 December 2004
deliberative session, it directed the IAT HSA Team to develop
scenario data calls (8DC) to relocate NCC, both locally and to
Norfolk, after reviewing scenario DON-0073, which would relocate
NAVFAC EFA Northeast, the other Navy activity co-located in
leased space in Lester, and allow a fenceline closure.

Deliberative Document - Por Discussion Purposaes Only - Do Nobt Release Under FOIA
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Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 10 JANUARY 2005

7. Mr. Leather noted that an evaluation of the initial data
concerning the one-time costs and steady-state savings for
scenarioc DON-0154 reveals that the Payback is five years and the
20-year NPV savings would be approximately $6.46M. Mr. Leather
noted that the initial data indicates that the one-time costs
for scenarioc DON-0154 totaled $3.78M and was primarily due to
MILCON costs to rehabilitate facilities at NNSY and moving costs
to relocate personnel to NNSY. See slides 3 through 6 of
enclosure {3}. CDR Clarke and CDR Flather informed the DAG that
the one-time costs also included realignment of the Controlled
Industrial Area fenceline within NNSY in order to accommodate
Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection {(AT/FP) requirements associated
with the relocation of NCC to NNSY. Mr. Leather noted that the
steady-state savings were low because the scenarioc did not
eliminate any billets. See slide 4 of enclosure (3). CDR
Clarke and CDR Flather informed the DAG that although a NCC
Detachment is currently located at NNSY, it performs specific
functions that are distinct from NCC. Accordingly, co-location
of both facilities onboard NNSY would not automatically enable
NCC to eliminate billets. Mr. Leather then reviewed the
recurring costs and savings for scenario DON-0154 and noted that
the most significant recurring savings would result from the
elimination of property lease costs. See slides 7 and 8 of
enclosure (3).

8. Mr. Leather noted that an evaluation of the initial data
concerning the one-time costs and steady-state savings for
scenarioc DON-0160 reveals that the Payback is two years and the
20-year NPV savings would be approximately $6.15M. Mr. Leathexr
noted that the initial data indicates that the one-time costs
for scenarioc DON-0160 totaled $973K. He explained that the
costs were low due to the fact that the MILCON costs to
rehabilitate facilities at PNBC were approximately $645K and
there were no moving costs since PNBC is located less than 50
miles from NCC’'s present location. See slides 3, 5, and 6 of
enclosure (3). Mr. Leather noted that the steady-state savings
were low because the scenario did not eliminate any billets.
See slide 4 of enclosure (3). CDR Clarke and CDR Flathex noted
that PNBC is not currently located within a DOD fenceline.
Rather, it is located in a facility owned and operated by the
city of Philadelphia. In order to accommodate the relocation of
NCC, PNBC would need to comply with AT/FP requirements, which
would necessitate additional one-time costs. Mr. Leather then
reviewed the recurring costs and savings for scenario DON-0160
and noted that the most significant recurring savings would
result from the elimination of property lease costs. See slides
7 and 8 of enclosure (3).

pPeliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Hot Relcase Under FOIA
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9. CDR Clarke and CDR Flather informed the DAG that NCC has
indicated a preference to relocate to Norfolk rather than PNBC
in order to achieve operational synergies. The DAG noted NCC's
preference, discussed the preliminary COBRA results of both
scenarios, and directed the IAT HSA Team to continue to refine
the data, conduct Selection Criteria 6 through 8 analyses, and
prepare a CRRA for both scenarios for the DAG's review.

10. CDR Clarke, CDR Flather, Mr. Leather, and CDR Margaret M.
Carlson, JAGC, USN, used enclosure {4) to present updated COBRA
results, Selection Criteria 6 through 8 analyses, and CRRA for
five HSA DON Regional Support Activities (RSA) NAVFAC scenarios
- DON-0073, DON-0074A, DON-007S, DON-0154, and DON-0160. They
reminded the DAG that scenaric DON-0073 would relocate NAVFAC
EFA Northeast from leased spaces in Lester, PA, to SUBASE New
London, CT and aligns with scenario DON-0040, a HSEA DON RSA
Installation Management {IM)} Function scenarioc. They also
reminded the DAG that scenario DON-0075 would consolidate NAVFAC
EFA Northeast with FEC Mid-Atlantic, Norfolk, VA, and aligns
with scenario DON-0041, another IM Function scenario.

11. Mr. Leather recapped the updated COBRA results, noting that
an evaluation of the one-time costs and steady state savings for
scenaric DON-0073 indicates a Payback within seven years and
that the 20-year NPV savings would be approximately $14.89M. He
stated that the one-time costs and steady-state savings for
gscenario DON-0075 indicate a Payback within two years and that
the NPV savings would be approximately $51.77M. 8See slide 2 of
enclosure (4). He stated that the Payback periods and 20-year
NPV savings for scenarios DON-C074A, DON-0154, and DON-0160 were
also set forth in slide 2 of enclosure {4} and noted that the
DAG had already reviewed the preliminary COBRA results during
today’s deliberative session. Mr. Leather provided the
preliminary Selection Criterion 6, economic impact, results for
all five scenarios and noted that the preliminary analyses did
not identify any issues of concern. Slides 3 through 15
enclosure {4) and Economic Impact Reports, which are attachments
to enclosure {4}, pertain. Mr. Leather also provided the
preliminary Selection Criterion 7 results for all five scenarios
and noted that the preliminary analyses did not identify any
community infrastructure risks with any of the five scenarios.
Slide 16 of enclosure {4) and Community Infrastructure Reports,
which are attachments to enclosure (4}, pertain.

12. CDR Carlson provided the preliminary Selection Criterion 8
results for all five scenarios. Slideg 17 through 26 of
enclosure {4) and Summary of Scenaric Environmental Impacts

peliberative Dogument - For Discussion Purposes (nly - Do Not Releagze Under FOIA
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{SSEI}, which are attachments to enclosure (4), pertain. She
informed the DAG that the Selection Criterion 8 analyses did not
identify any substantial environmental impacts, including the
impact of environmental costs, for any of the five scenarios.

13. The DAG then reviewed the CRRA for each scenario. Slides
27 through 31 of enclosure {4) pertain. The DAG decided that,
if a scenario has a minor impact on mission capability, but
included personnel relocation, then the Warfighting/Readiness
Risk section of the CRRA should be assigned a score of “17. The
DAG concurred with the IAT HSA Team's recommendations with the
following modifications:

a. Scenarios DON-0073 and DON-0075. The DAG determined
that these scenarios would have a minor impact on mission
capability, but noted that that most of the civilian personnel
billets would need to be relocated under both scenarios.
Accordingly, the DAG decided that the Warfighting/Readiness Risk
section of the CRRA for both scenarios should be assigned a
score of “1%. The DAG alsoc determined that the Issues portion
of the CRRA for both scenarios should denote that they are
dependent upon DON’s decision concerning IM Region scenarios and
that both scenarios eliminate property lease costs.

b. Scenario DON-0154. The DAG determined that this
gcenaric would have a minor impact on mission capability, but
noted that most of the civilian personnel billets would need to
be relocated. Accordingly, the DAG determined that the
Warfighting/Readiness Risk section of the CRRA should be
assigned a score of “1”. The DAG alsc determined that the
Issues portion of the CRRA should also denote that relocation to
Norfolk would provide operational synergy, as opposed to
remaining a stand-alone activity in Philadelphia.

14. The DAG recessed at 1109 and reconvened at 1118. All DAG
members who were present when the DAG recessed were again
present.

15. CDR Clarke, CDR Flather, and Mr. Leather presented
preliminary COBRA results for two HSA DON RSA Naval Reserve
Readiness Command (NAVRESREDCOM) scenarios affecting
NAVRESREDCOM Northeast, Newport, RI. Enclosure (5) pertains.
CDR Clarke and CDR Flather reminded the DAG that scenario DON-
0077 would relocate NAVRESREDCOM Northeast to SUBASE New London,
¢T. They also reminded the DAG that it reviewed the initial
COBRA results for scenario DON-0077 at its 21 December 2004
deliberative session, discussed the possibility that

Peliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA
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congolidation of NAVRESREDCOM Northeast with Commander, Navy
Region Northeast may provide additional savings, and directed
the IAT HSA Team to consult with Commander, Naval Reserve Force
{COMNAVRESFOR} and develop a possible alternate scenario to
consolidate NAVRESREDCOM Northeast with Commander, Navy Region
{COMNAVREG) Northeast. They informed the DAG that, at its 23
December 2004 deliberarive session, the IEG approved issuance of
a 8DC for scenario DON-0155, which would consolidate
NAVRESREDCOM Northeast with COMNAVREG Northeast.

16. Regarding scenarioc DON-0077, Mr. Leather noted that the
updated COBRA results were the same as the initial results
reviewed by the DAG at its 21 Decewber 2004 deliberative
session. Specifically, due to necessary one-time costs
{(primarily MILCON to rehabilitate an existing SUBASE New London
facility) and the lack of any steady-state savings {(nc billets
are eliminated), scenarioc DON-0077 will probably never realize a
Payback. Mr. Leather noted that the initial data for scenario
DON-015% indicates that this scenario will have the identical
one-time costs and lack of any steady-state savings for the same
reagons ag identified in scenario DON-0077. Accordingly, this
scenaric will probably nevexr realize a Payback. See slides 3
through 6 of enclosure (5). DR Clarke and CDR Flather informed
the DAG that COMNAVRESFOR has indicated that the personnel
savings associated with consclidation of NAVRESREDCOM Northeast
with COMNAVREG Northeast could not be determined until
completion of a manpower study. Accordingly, the preliminary
COBRA results do not contain any billet eliminations. Mr.
Leather then reviewed the recurring costs and savings for
scenaxrios DON-0077 and DON-0155. See slides 7 and 8 of
enclosure {5).

17. CDR Clarke, CDR Flather, and Mr. Leather presented
preliminary COBRA results for two HSA DON RSA NAVRESREDCOM
scenarios affecting NAVRESREDCOM Norxtheast and NAVRESREDCOM Mid-
Atlantic, Washington, DC. Enclosure (6) pertains. CDR Clarke
and CDR Flather reminded the DAG that scenario DON-0079 would
realign NAVRESREDCOM Northeast to NAVRESREDCOM Mid-Atlantic,
Washington, DC. They also reminded the DAG that it reviewed the
initial COBRA results for scenario DON-0079 at its 21 December
2004 deliberative session, discussed the possibility that
congsolidation of these NAVRESREDCOMs with the region may provide
additional savings, and directed the IAT HSA Team to consult
with COMNAVRESFOR and develop a possible alternate scenario to
congolidate NAVRESREDCOM Northeast and NAVRESREDCOM Mid-Atlantic
with Commander, Navy Region Mid-Atlantic, Norfolk, VA. They
informed the DAG that, at its 23 December 2004 deliberative

Deliberative Document -~ For Discusslion Purposes Dnly - Do Not Release Under FOIA
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session, the IEG approved issuance of a 5DC for scenario DON-
0156, which would consclidate NAVRESREDCOM Northeast and
NAVRESREDCOM Mid-Atlantic with Commander, Navy Region Mid-
Atlantic.

18. Regarding scenario DON-0079, Mr. Leather noted that the
updated COBRA results were the same as the initial results
reviewed by the DAG at its 21 December 2004 deliberative
session. Specifically, due to low MILCON costs and significant
billet elimination, this scenario realized an immediate Payback
and the 20-year NPV would be approximately $41.54M. Mr. Leather
noted that the initial data for scenario DON-01536 indicates
that, due to low one-time costs and significant steady-state
gsavings, it will probably take one year to realize a Payback and
the 20-year NPV savings would be approximately $38.64M. See
slide 3 of enclosure {6). He explained that the significant
steady-state savings was primarily due to the elimination of 33
out of 92 billets. See slide 4 of enclosure (8). He further
explained thar the one-time cost is primarily due to MILCON
costs to rehabilitate facilities at NAVSTA Norfolk and moving
costs to relocate personnel to NAVSTA Norfolk. See slides 5 and
6 of enclosure {6). The DAG noted that the MILCON costs for
gcenario DON-0156 was higher than scenario DON-0079 because it
would relocate two NAVRESREDCOM’s, and NAVSTA Norfolk does not
currently have a NAVRESREDCOM located onboard the installation.
CDR Clarke and CDR Flather informed the DAG that COMNAVRESFOR
has indicated that the personnel savings associated with
consolidation of both NAVRESREDCOMs with COMNAVREG Mid-Atlantic
could not be more accurately determined until completion of a
manpower study. Mr. Leather then reviewsd the recurring costs
and savings for acenaricos DON-0079 and DON-0156. See slides 7
and 8 of enclosure ({6)

19. CDR Clarke, CDR Flather, Mr. Leather, and CDR Carlson, used
enclosure (7) to present updated COBRA results, Selection
Criteria 6 through 8 analyses, and CRRA for five HSA DON RSA
NAVRESREDCOM scenarios ~ DON-0078, DON-0077, DON-0155, DON-0079,
and DON-0156. They reminded the DAG that scenario DON-0078
would realign NAVRESREDCOM South, Ft. Worth, TX, to NAVRESREDCOM
Midwest, Great Lakes, IL.

20. Mr. Leather recapped the updated COBRA results, noting that
an evaluation of the one-time costs and steady state savings for
scenario DON-0078 indicates an immediate Payback and that the

20-year NPV savings would be approximately $57.17M. See slide 2
of enclosure (7). He stated that the Payvback period and 20-year
NPV savings for scenarios DON-0077, DON-0155, DON-0079, and DON-
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0156 were also set forth in slide 2 of enclosure (7) and noted
that the DAG had already reviewed the preliminary COBRA results
during today’s deliberative session. Mr. Leather provided the
preliminary Selection Criterion 6§, economic impact, results for
all five scenarios and noted that the preliminary analyses did
not identify any issues of concern. Slides 3 through 9
enclosure (7} and Economic Impact Reports, which are attachments
to enclosure (7}, pertain. Mr. Leather also provided the
preliminary Selection Criterion 7 results for all five scenarios
and noted that the preliminary analyses did not identify any
community infrastructure risks with any of the five scenarios.
Slide 10 of enclosure (7) and Community Infrastructure Reports,
which are attachments to enclosure (7}, pertain.

21, CDR Carlson provided the preliminary Selection Criterion 8
results for all five scenarios. Slides 11 through 13 of
enclosure (7) and SBummary of Scenario Environmental Impacts
(SSEI), which are attachments to enclosure (7), pertain. She
informed the DAG that the Selection Criterion 8 analyses did not
identify any substantial environmental impacts, including the
impact of environmental costs, for any of the five scenarios.

22. The DAG then reviewed the CRRA for each scenarioc. Slides
14 through 18 of enclosure (7) pertain. The DAG concurred with
the IAT HSA Team’s recommendations with the following
modifications for all five scenarios. The DAG determined that
these scenarios would have a minor impact on mission capability,
but noted that that most of the civilian personnel billets would
need to be relocated under both scenarios. Accordingly, the DAG
decided that the Warfighting/Readiness Risk section of the CRRA
for all five scenarios should be assigned a score of “1”.

23. CDR Clarke, CDR Flather, and Mr. Leather presented
preliminary COBRA results for scenario DON-0132, which would
relocate Fourth Marine Corps District (MCD) from New Cumberland,
PA, to Fort Detrick, MD and, alternately, relocate the Fourth
MCD to Aberdeen Proving Grounds (APG), MD. Enclosure (8)
pertains. CDR Clarke and CDR Flather reminded the DAG that it
reviewed the initial COBRA results for scenario DON-0132
{relocating Fourth MCD to Fort Detrick) at its 30 December 2004
deliberative session and had noted that the scenario would not
realize a Payback and would have 20-year NPV costs of
approximately $9.17M. Additionally, the DAG had noted that the
one-time costs were high primarily due to MILCON costs to
construct new facilities at Fort Detrick. Accordingly, the DAG
had directed the IAT HSA Team to identify any possible alternate
receiver sites that had existing facilities to accommodate the
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Fourth MCD and was located within its Area of Responsibility
{ACR) . CDR Clarke and CDR Flather noted that they contacted
Army officials and were informed that AFG had some existing
capacity to accommodate the Fourth MCD. Accordingly, the IAT
HSA Team conducted COBRA analysis of a relocation to APG.

24. Mr. Leather noted that the initial data for the relocation
to APG indicates that there are no steady state savings since no
billets are eliminated. See slides 3 ard 4 of enclosure (8).

He alsc noted that the one-time costs are lower ($1.8M versus
53.87M) than relocation to Fort Detrick since the MILCON costs
are primarily to rehabilitate existing facilities rather
constructing new facilities. See slides 5 and 6 of enclosure
{8). He stated that the one-time costg and lack of any steady-
state savings indicates that, even with relocation to APG,
scenario DON-0132 will not realize a Payback and the 20-year NPV
costs would be approximately $3.79M. See slide 3 of enclosure
(8). Mr. Leather then reviewed the recurring costs and savings.
See slides 7 and 8 of enclosure (8).

25. The DAG recognized that this scenario, regardless of
receiver site, did not appear to be cost effective and did not
appear to be operationally efficient. Accordingly, the DAG
decided not to conduct Selection Criteria 6 through 8 analyses
at this time. Rather, the DAG directed the IAT HSA Team to
consult with Marine Corps Recruiting Command and ascertain
whether this scenario would be operationally effective for the
Marine Corps.

26. CDR (Clarke and CDR Flather used enclosure {9) to summarize
the various scenarios for five HSA DON RSA Functions - IM,
NAVFAC, NAVRESREDCOM, MCD, NLSO, and HRSC.

a. IM scenarios - DON-0040 and DON-0041. Ms. Davis
reminded the DAG that, at its 4 January 2004 deliberative
session, it reviewed updated COBRA results, Selection Criteria 6
through 8 analyses, and the CRRA for both scenarios. Upon this
review, the DAG had directed the IAT HSA Team to consult with
CNI and CFFC in order to assess issues concerning infrastructure
laydown and regional command presence in the Northeast since
scenario DON-0041 would disestablish Commander, Navy Region
Northeast. Mr. Leather recapped the updated COBRA results,
noting that an evaluation of the one-time costs and steady state
savings for scenaric DON-0040 indicates a Payback within one
year and the NPV savings would be approximately $33.3M. He
stated that scenario DON-0041 had an immediate Payback and the
NPV savings would be approximately $84.6M. See slide 2 of
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enclosure (9). The DAG reviewed various discriminating factors
between the two scenarios. The DAG noted that various HSA JCSG
consolidation scenarios would reduce Navy IM responsibilities in
the Northeast section of the United States and that various JCSG
and DON scenarios would reduce DON’s presence in the Northeast.
See slide 3 of enclosure (9). Accordingly, the DAG decided to
forward both scenarios to the IEG. Additionally, the DAG
decided to recommend that the IEG approve preparation of a
candidate recommendation package for scenario DON-0041, subject
to CFFC and CNI assessing the issues regarding infrastructure
laydown and regional command presence in the Northeast issues.

b. NAVFAC scenarios - DON-0073, DON-0075, DON-00743A, DON-
0154, and DON-0160. The DAG noted that it reviewed preliminary
COBRA results, Selection 6 through 8 analyses, and CRRA's for
all five scenarios at today’'s deliberative session. See
paragraphs 3 through 13 above. The DAG reviewed a recap of the
preliminary COBRA results and various discriminating factors
among the five scenarios. See slides 4 and 5 of enclosure (9).
The DAG decided to forward the five scenarios to the IEG. The
DAG also decided to recommend that the IEG approve preparation
of a candidate recommendation package for scenario DON-~0075
since it aligns with scenario DON-0041, which the DAG
recommended for approval. See paragraph 26a. above.
Additionally, the DAG decided to recommend that the IEG approve
preparation of a candidate recommendation package for scenario
DON-0074A for the reasons expressed in paragraph 5 above. The
DAG also decided to recommend that the IEG approve preparation
of a candidate recommendation package for scenario DON-0154
since relocation of NCC to Norfolk achieves operational
synergies.

C. MAVRESREDCOM scenarios - DON-0078, DON-0077, DON-Q155,
DON-0079, and DON-0156. The DAG noted that it reviewed
preliminary COBRA results, Selection 6 through 8 analyses, and
CRRA's for all five scenarios at today’s deliberative session.
See paragraphs 15 through 22 above. The DAG reviewed a recap of
the preliminary COBRA results and various discriminating factors
among the five gcenarios. See slides 6 and 7 of enclosure (9).
The DAG decided to forward the five scenarios to the IEG. The
DAG also decided to recommend that the IEG approve preparation
of a candidate recommendation package for scenario DON-C078
since it aligns with scenario DON-0041, has an immediate
Payback, and has significant 20-year NPV savings. Additionally,
the DAG decided to recommend that the IEG approve preparation of
a candidate recommendation package for scenario DON-C156 since
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it aligns with scenario DON-0041, consolidates two NAVRESREDCOMs
with a region, and has a one-year Payback.

d. MCD scenarios - DON-0132 (Fort Detrick), DON-0132 (APG),
and DON-0134. The DAG noted that it reviewed preliminary COBRA
results for both DON-0132 scenarios at today’s deliberative
gession and reviewed the preliminary COBRA results for scenario
DON-0134 at its 30 December 2004 deliberative session. See
paragraphs 23 through 25 above. The DAG reviewed a recap of the
preliminary COBRA results and various discriminating factors
among the MCD scenarios. See slides 8 and 9 of enclosure (9).
The DAG noted that it has decided not to conduct Selection
Criteria 6 through 8 analyses and CRRA for these scenarios and,
accordingly, it will not make any candidate recommendations to
the IEG at this time. See paragraph 25 above and paragraph 11
of DAG Deliberative Report of 30 December 2004.

e, NLSO and HRSC scenarios - DON-0080, DON-0081, DON-0082,
and DON-0083. The DAG noted that it reviewed preliminary COBRA
results for scenario DON-0080, which would realign Naval Legal
Service Office (NLSO) Central, Pensacola, FL, to NLSO Southeast,
Jacksonville, FL, at its 21 December 2004 deliberative session.
Additionally, the DAG noted that it decided to recommend that
the IEG remove this scenario since the JAG Corps has a strategic
plan that enables it to accomplish realignment needs immediately
and outside of the BRAC process. The DAG also noted that it
digscussed the three HRSC scenarios (DON-0081, DON-0082, and DON-
0083} at its 21 December 2004 deliberative session and noted
that the HSA JCSG has expressed concern that these three
scenariocs conflict with some of their HRSC scenarios. CDR
Clarke and CDR Flather informed the DAG that it is anticipated
that the HSA JCSG will forward a scenario to establish a Joint
Civilian Personnel Management Function. The DAG directed the
HSA IAT Team to consult with the HSA JCSG regarding this
scenario and provide an update to the DAG.

27. The DAG recessed at 1230 and reconvened at 1712. All DAG
members and other persons present when the DAG recessed were
again present. LCDR Vincent J. Moore, JAGC, USNR, Recorder,
joined the deliberative session at 1712. CAPT Thomas Mangold,
USN, alternate for RDML (sel) Charles Martoglio, USN, Member,
entered the deliberative session at 1724.

28. CDR Clarke presented a summary of Headguarters and Support
Activity {HSA) scenarios that the DAG has decided to recommend
as final candidates for IEG approval during today’'s and prior
deliberative sessions. See enclosure (10). CDR Clarke noted
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that 25 scenarios to close Navy Reserve Centers with no
identified receiver site, five scenarios to close Navy and
Marine Corps Reserve Centers and Marine Corps Inspector and
Instructor Staffs with receiver sites identified, and DON-0062,
which closes five Naval Recruiting Districts, were approved for
development as final candidate recommendations by the IEG at its
6 January 2005 deliberative session. He noted that, when
combined with the IM, NAVRESREDCOM, and NAVFAC scenarios
approved by the DAG for recommendation as final candidates at
today’s deliberative session, the HSA scenarios indicate 20-year
NPV savings of approximately $792M after an investment of
approximately $59.87M. See slide 5 of enclosure (10)}. CDR
Clarke ncoted that since the NAVRESREDCOM scenarios did not
factor in planned NAVRESREDCOM consolidation with IM Regions,
the savings associated with those scenarios are probably
understated.

29. RADM Christopher E. Weaver, USN, Member, entered the
deliberative session at 1735.

30. CAPT Christopher T. Nichols, USN, members of the IAT
Operations Team, and Mr. Leather provided updated COBRA results
and CRRAs for three scenarios that would close NAVSTA Ingleside,
TX, and relocate its mine warfare assets to various locations.
Enclogure 11 pertains. CAPT Nicholg reminded the DAG that it
reviewed Selection Criteria 6 through 8 analyses for the three
scenarios at its 30 December 2004 deliberative gession. He
noted that scenario DON-0032 relocates 10 MHCs and 10 MCMs to
NAVSTA San Diego. See slide 2 of enclosure {1l1}). Scenario DON~
0003 relocates the MHCs and MCMs equally between NAVSTA San
Diego and NAVPHIBASE Little Creek. See slide 3 of enclosure
{11). Scenarioc DON-0031 relocates the MHCs and MCMs equally
between NAVSTA San Diego and NAVSTA Mayport. See slide 4 of
enclosure (11). CAPT Nichols noted that this update does not
include the relocation of HM-15 assets from NAS Corpus Christi,
TX. Additionally, this update does not reflect reductions in
mine warfare vessels shown in Program Objective Memorandum
{POM-06} since these reductions are not vet reflected in the 20~
Year Force Structure Plan. The DAG noted that because the POM-
06 changes are not in the Force Structure Plan, DON-0032A, which
would only relocate 10 MCMs to NAVSTA San Diego, is being held
for further consideration after the Force Structure Plan update.

31. Mr. Leather noted that an evaluation of the updated COBRA
results indicate that, although all three scenarios have
significant one-time costs (primarily due to MILCON to construct
new facilities to accommodate relocated assets at the various
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receiving sites}), the Payback is three years {scenarios DON-0003
and DON-0031) or four years (scenario DON-0032) and the 20-year
NPV savings would be in excess of $540M for each scenarioc. See
slides § through 14 of enclosure (11). He stated that, if the
reductions in POM-06 were factored in, then the COBRA results
for all three scenarios would depict greater financial value.

He indicated that scenario DON-0032 would probably have the
greatest increased value since all assets are being relocated to
one location. He noted that dual relocation sites would require
some duplicate facilities at each site, e.g. maintenance
facilities, EMR ranges. He informed the DAG that NAVSTA San
Diego indicated that there are significant MILCON costs
associated with the scenarios {e.g., gate improvement, BOQ,
Child Development Center, and parking). He explained that if
the POM-06 reductions are factored in, the MILCON costs would be
reduced and a pier upgrade at NAVSTA San Diego would not be
necessary. Mr. Leather indicated the MILCON costs for
headquarters and training facilities at NAVBASE Point Loma are
the game in each scenario and do not change as a result of POM-
06. The DAG discuased costs that require additional research
and possible revision, particularly those MILCON costs in
scenario DON-0032 concerning a new main gate, BEQ, and CDC at
NAVSTA San Diego. Bee slide 9 of enclosure {(11}.

32. The DAG then reviewed updated CRRAs for all three
scenarios. See slides 18 through 20 of enclosure {11). The DAG
noted that inclusion of the POM-06 reductions would probably
lower the Executability Risk score from “6" to *5” for scenario
DON-0032. The DAG, noting CFFC’s preference to single site mine
warfare ships, the expected synergy from locating the
MINEWARCOM/ASW Center and mine warfare ships in the same
geographic area, and recognizing that a change to the Force
Structure Plan would reduce the number of ships going to NAVSTA
San Diego and significantly reduce initial investment costs,
decided to recommend that the IEG approve preparation of a
candidate recommendation package for scenario DON-0032. The DAG
noted that this recommendation did not include relocation of the
HM-15 assets. The DAG decided to continue to analyze the
possibility of relocating the HM-15 assets to Naval Station
Norfolk Chambers Field, VA.

33. CAPT Nichols and Mr. Leather provided updated COBRA results
for gcenaric DON-0033, which closes SUBASE New London, €T, and
relocates 11 8SSNs to NAVSTA Norfolk, VA and six SSNs to SUBASE
Kings Bay, GA; and scenario DON-0034, which relocates all 17
S§SNs from SUBASE New London to NAVSTA Norfolk. Enclosure {12)
pertains. CAPT Nichols reminded the DAG that it reviewed

Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purpeses Only -~ Do Nob Release Under FOIA
- 14 -



Deliberative Documenn - For Discussion Purposes Ouly - Do Not Relsass Under FOLA

Subj: REPORT OF DAG DELIBERATIONS OF 10 JANUARY 2005

Selection Criteria 6 through 8 analyses for both of these
scenarios at its 4 January 2005 deliberative session. Mr.
Leather noted that an evaluation of the updated COBRA results
indicates that, although both scenarios have significant one-
time costs (primarily due to MILCON to construct new facilities
to accommodate relocated assets at the receiving sites), the
Payback is two years for both scenarios and the 20-year NPV
savings would be approximately $1.638 for scenario DON-0033 and
$1.568 for scenario DON-0034. See slides 2 through 10 of
enclosure {(12). He noted that both scenarios contain one-time
costs to relocate an anechoic chamber to, and construck a new
laboratory at, Naval Support Activity (NSA) Panama City, FL, in
order to accommodate the relocation of the Naval Submarine
Medical Research Laboratory (NSMRL) to NSA Panama City. Mr.
Leather noted that the Medical JCSG evaluated the posgibility of
relocating NSMRL to Panama City through an independent scenario
and has initially concluded that it is too cost prohibitive to
be feasible. The Medical JCSG is assessing whether an
alternative receiving size is feasible. He alsoc noted that
recurring costs for scenario DON-0033 include costs for
maintenance personnel to conduct work that is currently done
under contract at SUBASE New London.

34. The DAG discussed the significant issues associated with
both scenarios. The DAG noted closure of SUBASE New London
would have a significant impact on the Connecticut economy,
including possible job losses in excess of nine percent of the
employment population within the region of influence. The DAG
also noted that there are various environmental impacts
associated with these scenarios but noted that they could be
addressed through appropriate mitigation at the receiver sites.
Mr. Crabtree stated that CFFC has concerns with both scenarios
because of possible adverse impact on strategic flexibility
resulting from the loss of an East Coast submarine base, The
DAG also discussed the effect of increased loading on submarine
operations at NAVSTA Norfolk. The DAG reviewed updated CRRAs
for both scenarios and concurred with the IAT Operations Team’s
recomnendations with one modification. ‘The DAGC determined that
the Issues portion of the CRRA for both scenarios should denote
CFFC’s concerns regarding any alteration of current submarine
basing configuration on the East Coast. See slides 11 and 12 of
enclosure (12}). The DAG decided to recommend that the IEG
approve preparation of a candidate recommendation package for
scenario DON-0033 because it maintains two East Coast SSN
homeports and limits congestion at NAVSTA Norfolk.
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35. CAPT Nichols and Mr. Leather provided updated COBRA results
for scenarios DON-GDOSA and DON-0007, which close the portion of
NAVBASE Point Loma, CA, kpnown as SUBASE San Diego and relocates
its four SSNs and floating drydock to NAVSTA Pearl Harbor, Hi,
and NAVSTA San Diego, CA, respectively. Enclosure {131)
pertains. They noted that, under both scanarios, the Naval
Underwater Warfare Center Detachment San Diego, the Fleet
Industrial Supply Center fuel farm, and FOiA(b)2)

would be retained at NAVBASE Point
Loma as enclaves. They noted that the receiving site for the
Navy Substance Abuse and Rehahilitation Program (3SARP) has bheen
changed from Naval Hospital San Diego to Marine Corps Recruit.
Depot San Diego for both scenarios.

36. Mr. Leather noted that an evaluation of the updated COBRA
results for scenario DON-O006A indicates that the Payback iz two
years and the 20-year NPV savings would be approximately
$298.86M. He noted that the one-time costs would be
approximately $110.54M (primarily to construct new, and
rehabilitate existing facilities at NAVSTA Pearl Harbor and
NAVBASE Point loma) and the steady state savings would be
approximately $29.05M (primarily due to billet elimination).

Mr. Leather noted that an evaluation of the updated COBRA
results for scenario DON-0007 indicates that the Payback ig 16
years and the 20-year NPV costs would be approximately $66.34M.
He noted that rhe one-time costs would be approximately $300.21M
(primarily to construct new facilities at NAVSTA San Diego and
NAVBASE Point Loma) and the steady state savings would be
approximately $18.86M (primarily due to billet elimination).

See slides 4 through 12 of enclosure {13).

37. The DAG discussed the need Lo refine cost data for both
scenarios, in particular the costs for BEQ and a new
headguarters complex to provide base support services for the
remaining enclaves. The DAG questioned whether these services
could be moved to remaining facilities or handled by other
installations in the San Diego area. The DAG also discussed
possible negative effects arising from these scenarios,
including the loss of a strategic access point to San Diego
harbor and the need for space to handle activities moved to the
San Diego area by other sceparios. In addition, implementation
of DON-0006A would eliminate a West Coast SSN homeport, thereby
reducing strategic and operational capabilities, and result in
the logs of the use of training waters off San Diego, submarine
logistic support in San Diego, and a West Coast SSN homeport .
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38. CAPT Nichols and Mr. Leather then recapped the Selection
Criterion & through 8 analyses and CRRA for scenario DON-0QO6A,
which the DAG reviewed at its 4 January 20085 deliberative
session. Slides 15 through 29 of enclosure (13) pertain. The
DAG then discussed probable Selection Criteria 6 through 8
analyses for scenario DON-0007 and applied the probable results
in order to dsvelop a CCRA.

39. The DAG decided to continue data refinement on both of
these scenarios and provide a status brief to the IEG. The DAG
decided not to recommend either scenario for candidate
development at this time.

40. The deliberative session ended at 1950.

CDR, JAGC, U.S. Navy
Recorder, IAT
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20350-1000

MN-0433
IAT/JAN
27 January 2005

g

MEMORANDUM

Subj: MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG)
MEETING OF 13 JANUARY 2005

Encl: (1) 13 January 2005 IEG Meeting Agenda
(2) Recording Secretary's Report of IEG Deliberations on
13 January 2005

1. The fifty-second meeting of the Department of the Navy (DON)
Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) was convened at 1000 on 13
January 2005 in room 4D447 at the Pentagon. The following
members of the IEG were present: Ms. Anne R. Davis, Special
Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy for all matters
associated with BRAC 2005 (Special Assistant for BRAC), Co-
Chair; ADM John B. Nathman, USN, Vice Chief of Naval Operations
(VCNO), Co-Chair; Ms. Ariane Whittemore, Assistant Deputy Chief
of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness ‘and Logistics (N4B),
serving as alternate for VADM Justin D. McCarthy, USN, Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness and Logistics
(N4), Member; VADM Kevin J. Cosgriff, USN, Deputy and Chief of
Staff, U.S. Fleet Forces Command, Member; LtGen Richard L.
Kelly, USMC, Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics
(IsL), 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. Robert T. Cali, Assistant
General 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; LCDR Vincent J.
Moore, JAGC, USNR, Recorder; and, Capt James A. Noel, USMC,
Recorder. Gen William L. Nyland, USMC, Assistant Commandant of
the Marine Corps (ACMC), Co-Chair, was absent.

2. The following members of the DON Analysis Group (DAG) were
present: Mr. Thomas R. Crabtree, Director Fleet Training (N73),
U.S. Fleet Forces Command; Ms. Carla Liberatore, Assistant
Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics (I&L),
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps; BGen Martin Post, USMC,
Assistant Deputy Commandant for Aviation; Mr. Paul Hubbell,
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Deputy Assistant Deputy Commandant for Installations and
Logistics (Facilities), Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps; Mr.
Michael F. Jaggard, Chief of Staff, Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Research, Development and Acquisition; Ms. Debra
Edmond, Director, Office of Civilian Human Resources, Assistant
Secretary of the Navy, Manpower & Reserve Affairs (M&RA); and,
CAPT Thomas Mangold, USN, alternate for RDML(sel) Charles
Martoglio, USN, Director, Strategy and Policy Division, N51.

3. The following members or representatives of the Functional
Advisory Board (FAB) were present: VADM Gerald L. Hoewing, USN,
Chief of Naval Personnel and Deputy Chief of Naval Operations
for Manpower and Personnel; RADM Jay Cohen, USN, Chief of Naval
Research; RADM William R. Klemm, USN, Deputy Commander,
Logistics, Maintenance, and Industrial Operations, SEA-04,
NAVSEASYSCOM; RADM Kathleen L. Martin, NC, USN, Deputy Chief,
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery; Ms. Karin Dolan, Assistant
Director of Intelligence for Support, Headquarters, U.S. Marine
Corps; Mrs. Claudia Erland (formerly Ms. Clark), Deputy Director
of Naval Intelligence (DDNI); Mr. Michael Rhodes, Assistant
Deputy Commandant for Manpower and Reserve Affairs (M&RA),
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps; BGen Willie J. Williams, USMC,
Assistant Deputy Commandant, Installations and Logistics
(Facilities); BGen Thomas L. Conant, USMC, Commanding General,
Training Command and Deputy Commanding General, Training and
Education Command; Mr. George Ryan, OPNAV 091; Col Michael J.
Massoth, USMC; CAPT David W. Mathias, CEC, USN; CAPT Walter
Wright, USN; CAPT William Wilcox, USN; CAPT Albert J. Shimkus,
NC, USN; CAPT Nancy Hight, MSC, USN; and, Mr. Thomas B. Grewe.

4. The following members of the IAT were also present: Mr.
Dennis Biddick, Chief of Staff; Mr. John E. Leather; CAPT Jason
A. Leaver, USN; Mr. Andrew S. Demott; CAPT Christopher T.
Nichols, USN; CAPT Jan G. Rivenburg, USN; CAPT Matthew A. Beebe,
CEC, USN; CDR Judith D. Bellas, NC, USN; CDR Robert S. Clarke,
CEC, USN; CDR Stephen J. Cincotta, USN; CDR Brian D. Miller,
USNR; CDR Jennifer Flather, CEC, USN; LCDR Bernie J. Bosuyt,
USN; and, LCDR Paul V. Neuzil, USN. All attendees were provided
enclosure (1). Ms. Davis presented the minutes from the 6
January 2005 IEG meeting for review and they were approved.

The IEG moved into deliberative session at 1001. See enclosure
(2). The meeting adjourned at 1134.

L AL,

Anne Rathmell Davis
Co-Chair, IEG
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Infrastructure Evaluation Group

13 January 2005
1000-1200
Pentagon, Room 4D447
Meeting called by: Chairs Recorder: LCDR Moore

-—--- Agenda Topics —--

Review and approve minutes of IEG Meeting of Ms. Davis
6 Jan 2005
Deliberative Session : Ms. Davis

e Scenario Data Call Status

e COBRA Recap, Criteria 6-8 and Risk
Assessments

o Installation Management
o NAVFAC Activities
" o REDCOM

e DON Specific HSA Candidate
Recommendations

e COBRA Recap, Criteria 6-8 and Risk
Assessments

o Surface/Subsurface
¢ Operational Candidate Recommendations
e Status/Upcoming Analysis
¢ JCSG Candidate Recommendations to Date
e IEG/FAB Open Discussion
Administrative
e Next meeting 27 Jan 05, 1000-1200, 4D447

Other Information

Draft minutes of 6 Jan 05 IEG meeting provided [To IEG members only]
Report of 6 Jan 05 IEG deliberative session provided [To IEG members only]
Other Read Aheads [To all attendees}
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% MT INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM
ODASN (IS&A), 2221 South Clark Street, Suite 900, Arlington, VA 22202
(703)-602-6500

RP-0434

IAT/JAN

24 January 2005
MEMORANDUM FOR THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG)
Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 13 JANUARY 2005
Encl: (1) DON Analysis Group Brief to IEG of 13 January 2005

1. The thirty-sixth deliberative session of the Department of
the Navy (DON) Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) convened at
1001 on 13 January 2005 in room 4D447 at the Pentagon. The
following members of the IEG were present: Ms. Anne R. Davis,
Co-Chair; ADM John B. Nathman, USN, Co-Chair; Ms. Ariane
Whittemore, alternate for VADM Justin D. McCarthy, USN, Member;
VADM Kevin J. Cosgriff, USN, Member; LtGen Richard L. Kelly,
USMC, Member; LtGen Michael A. Hough, USMC, Member; 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 ,(OGC), Representative.
The following members of the DON Analysis Group (DAG) were
present: Mr. Thomas R. Crabtree; Ms. Carla Liberatore; BGen
Martin Post, USMC; Mr. Paul Hubbell; Mr. Michael F. Jaggard; Ms.
Debra Edmond; and, CAPT Thomas Mangold, USN, alternate for

RDML (sel) Charles Martoglio, USN. The following members or
representatives of the Functional Advisory Board (FAB) were
present: VADM Gerald L. Hoewing, USN; RADM Jay Cohen, USN; RADM
William R. Klemm, USN; RADM Kathleen L. Martin, NC, USN; Ms.
Karin Dolan; Mrs. Claudia Erland (formerly Ms. Clark); Mr.
Michael Rhodes; BGen Willie J. Williams, USMC; BGen Thomas L.
Conant, USMC; Mr. George Ryan; Col Michael J. Massoth, USMC;
CAPT David W. Mathias, CEC, USN; CAPT Walter Wright, USN; CAPT
William Wilcox, USN; CAPT Albert J. Shimkus, NC, USN; CAPT Nancy
Hight, MSC, USN; and, Mr. Thomas B. Grewe. The following
members of the IAT were also present: Mr. Dennis Biddick, Chief
of Staff; Mr. John E. Leather; CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; Mr.
Andrew S. Demott; CAPT Christopher T. Nichols, USN; CAPT Jan G.
Rivenburg, USN; CAPT Matthew A. Beebe, CEC, USN; CDR Judith D.
Bellas, NC, USN; CDR Robert S. Clarke, CEC, USN; CDR Stephen J.
Cincotta, USN; CDR Brian D. Miller, USNR; CDR Jennifer Flather,
CEC, USN; LCDR Bernie J. Bosuyt, USN; LCDR Paul V. Neuzil, USN;
LCDR Vincent J. Moore, JAGC, USNR; and, Capt James A. Noel,
USMC. All attendees were provided enclosure (1).
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5 Ms. Davis used slide 3 of enclosure (1) to update the DAG on
the status of the scenario data call (SDC) process as of 11
January 2005, noting that the number of DON and JCSG scenarios
posted in the OSD scenario tracking tool has not changed in the
past week.

3. Ms. Davis used slide 5-7 of enclosure (1) to discuss
scenario analysis for DON Specific HSA Regional Support Activity
(RSA) Function Installation Management (IM) Regions. At its 23
December 2004 deliberative session, the IEG reviewed the
preliminary COBRA analysis and directed the DAG to continue
scenario analysis for scenarios DON-0040 and DON-0041. Ms.
Davis reviewed the COBRA data for these scenarios and informed
the IEG that the results of Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses show
they have no significant economic, community or environmental
impact on losing or gaining communities. Ms. Davis then
presented the Candidate Recommendation Risk Assessment (CRRA)
for these scenarios. See slide 6 of enclosure (1). The CRRA
tool indicates that the IM Regions scenarios have minimal
executability and warfighting/readiness risk and no COCOM
concerns. The IEG noted removal of Navy regional command
presence from the Northeast and span of control as issues for
scenario DON-0041. The IEG discussed these issues and
determined that even if no closures affect the Northeast,
management of the Northeast is feasible from the Mid-Atlantic IM
Region.

4. The IEG discussed the significant differences between the
two IM Regions scenarios, i.e., DON-0040 has a one-year Payback
and retains Navy regional presence in the Northeast while DON-
0041 has an immediate Payback, and increases the management
distance for Northeast installations. The IEG noted that HSA
JCSG consolidation scenarios will likely reduce Navy IM
Northeast responsibilities and that DON and JCSG scenarios will
likely reduce significant Navy presence in the Northeast. The
IEG also noted that scenario DON-0041 supports efficiencies
favored by Commander, Navy Installations (CNI). Accordingly,
the IEG approved the DAG’s recommendation to prepare a candidate
recommendation package for DON-0041.

5. Ms. Davis used slides 8-14 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and the CRRA for various Naval
Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) scenarios. At its 23
December 2004 deliberative session, the IEG was apprised of
developments for three Facility Engineering Command (FEC)
scenarios (DON-0073, DON-0075 and DON-0074A) and approved
scenario data calls (SDC) for fenceline closure scenarios (DON-
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0154 and DON-0160) that relocate the Navy Crane Center
(NAVCRANECEN) . DON-0073, which aligns with IM scenario DON-
0040, relocates NAVFAC Engineering Field Activity (EFA)
Northeast from Philadelphia, PA (leased space in Lester, PA), to
SUBASE New London, CT. DON-0075 consolidates EFA Northeast with
FEC Mid-Atlantic, Norfolk, VA (aligns with IM scenario DON-
0041). DON-0074A consolidates Engineering Field Division (EFD)
South (Charleston, SC) with EFA Southeast (Jacksonville, FL),
EFA Midwest (Great Lakes, IL) and EFD Atlantic (Norfolk, VA).
DON-0154 relocates the NAVCRANECEN from leased space in Lester,
PA to Norfolk, VA while DON-0160 relocates the NAVCRANECEN to
the Philadelphia Naval Business Complex (PNBC).

6. The IEG reviewed the COBRA model results for these
scenarios. See slide 8 of enclosure (1). DON-0073 has one-time
costs of $11.33 million, provides a Payback in 7 years, and has
a 20-year net present value (NPV) savings of $14.89 million.
DON-0075 has one-time costs of $10.88 million, provides a
Payback in 2 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of $51.772
million. DON-0074A has one-time costs of $25.05 million,
provides a Payback in 8 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of
$20.42 million. DON-0154 has one-time costs of $3.78 million,
provides a Payback in 5 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of
$6.47 million. DON-0160 has one-time costs of $973 thousand,
provides a Payback in 2 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of
$6.15 million.

7. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the results of Selection
Criteria 6-8 analyses for these scenarios show they have no
significant economic, community or environmental impact on
losing or gaining communities. See slide 8 of enclosure (1).
The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for each scenario. See slides 9-
13 of enclosure (1). The CRRAs indicate that none of the
scenarios has significant warfighting/readiness risk. DON-0075
and DON-0160 have minimal executability risk, DON-0073 and DON-
0154 have slightly higher executability risk (larger investment
and longer Payback term), and DON-0074A has a relatively high
executability risk (larger investment, longer Payback term, and
a larger economic impact).

8. The IEG noted that DON-0073 aligns EFA NE with the seven IM
regional alignment in DON-0040 while DON-0075 aligns EFA NE with
the six IM regional alignment in DON-0041 (approved for
candidate recommendation by the IEG in paragraph 5 above) . The
IEG noted that DON-0074A consolidates EFD South in a manner that
falls in on IM regions and comports with NAVFAC transformation
and support plans for IM regions. Additionally, the IEG noted
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that DON-0074A would allow the Navy to vacate leased space. In
comparing DON-0154 and DON-0160, the IEG noted that although
DON-0154 has a slightly longer Payback period, it aligns like
components and provides for NAVFAC/NAVSEA synergy in Norfolk.
Accordingly, the IEG approved the DAG’'s recommendation to
prepare candidate recommendation packages for DON-0074A, DON-
0075 and DON-0154.

9. Ms. Davis used slides 15-19 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and CRRA for Reserve Readiness
Command (REDCOM) scenarios. DON-0077 relocates REDCOM
Northeast, Newport, RI to New London, CT. DON-0078 consolidates
REDCOM South, NAS JRB Ft Worth, TX with REDCOM Midwest, Great
Lakes, IL. DON-0079 consolidates REDCOM Northeast with REDCOM
Mid-Atlantic, Washington DC. At its 23 December 2004
deliberative session, the IEG was apprised that the DAG was
considering re-issuing two of three REDCOM scenarios as
consolidations with the IM Regions (DON-0077 and DON-0079), and
the IEG approved SDCs for scenarios that consolidate REDCOM
Northeast with COMNAVREG Northeast (DON-0155) and consolidate
REDCOM Northeast and REDCOM Mid-Atlantic with COMNAVREG Mid-
Atlantic (DON-0156).

10. The IEG reviewed the CCBRA model results for these
scenarios. See slide 15 of enclosure (1). DON-0078 has one-
time costs of $650 thousand, provides an immediate Payback, and
has a 20-year NPV savings of $57.17 million. DON-0077 and DON-
0155 each have one-time costs of $2.03 million, never show a
Payback, and have 20-year NPV costs of $4.27 million. The IEGC
noted that no billet savings were reported for these scenarios
since a manpower study could not be completed within the 48-hour
period allotted for the SDC response. DON-0079% indicates an
immediate Payback with a 20-year NPV savings of $41.53 million.
DON-0156 indicates a Payback in one year with a 20-year NPV
savings of $38.64 million. The IEG noted that since DON-0079
allows for consolidation with another REDCOM, it is slightly
more advantageous in terms of cost. However, the IEG further
noted that the COBRA data is similar for DON-0079 and DON-0156
and stated its preference for DON-0156 since this scenario
allows for co-location with the IM region.

11. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the results of Selection
Criteria 6-8 analyses for these scenarios show they have no
significant economic, community or environmental impact on
losing or gaining communities. See slide 15 of enclosure (1).
The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for each scenario. See slides
16-18 of enclosure (1). The CRRAs indicate that no scenario has
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significant warfighting/readiness risk. DON-0077 and DON-0155
have a slightly higher executability risk (no Payback
indicated). The IEG noted that DON-0078 aligns with the IM
regions and provides an immediate Payback after a very small
investment. The IEG noted that DON-0077 and DON-0155 align with
the seven IM regional alignment but never show a Payback. The
IEG noted that DON-0079 and DON-0156 align with the six IM
regional alignment and require a small investment. The IEG
further noted that DON 0079 provides a slightly faster Payback
than DON-0156, however DON-0079 consolidates the REDCOMs away
from the IM region while DON-0156 consolidates the REDCOMs with
the IM region. Accordingly, the IEG approved the DAG’'s
recommendation to prepare candidate recommendation packages for
DON-0078 and DON-0156.

12. The IEG reviewed its decisions to prepare candidate
recommendation packages for six RSA scenarios, noting that these
scenarios have combined one-time costs of $48.74 million and
have a combined 20-year NPV savings of $259.09 million. See
slide 20 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis reviewed the list of DON
HSA scenarios evaluated by the IEG but not approved as candidate
recommendations. See slide 21 of enclosure (1).

13. Ms. Davis used slides 22 and 23 of enclosure (1) to review
the overall impact of approved candidate recommendations for the
following DON HSA functicns:

a. DON Specific HSA Reserve Centers. Ms. Davis informed
the IEG that approved candidate recommendations for Naval
Reserve Centers (NRC) and Navy Marine Corps Reserve Centers
(NMCRC) reduce capacity by 11.8% (5,352 KSF to 4,720 KSF) and
increase the average military value of the remaining reserve
centers from 59.96 to 61.32. Candidate recommendations for
Inspector Instructor Staffs (I&I) will allow the Marine Corps to
improve AT/FP posture by utilizing excess administrative and
training space behind DOD fencelines, improve proximity to
training facilities, and reduce infrastructure management.

b. DON Specific HSA Recruiting Districts/Stations
Function. Approved candidate recommendations for Naval
Recruiting Districts (NRDs) reduce capacity by 16.1%, increase
average military value for the remaining NRDs from 68.97 to
69.79, and further the CNRC transformation plan.

c. DON HSA Regional Support Activities. Approved
candidate recommendations increase the average military value
for the remaining IM regions (60.85 to 67.36), NAVFAC activities
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(58.00 to 67.27), and REDCOMs (72.03 to 75.68) . All further the
DON regional support concept.

The total one-time costs for DON Specific HSA Function candidate
recommendations are $59.87 million and the total 20-year NPV
savings are $792.49 million.

14. Ms. Davis used slides 25-28 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and CRRA for scenarios that
close NAVSTA Ingleside, TX. DON-0003 relocates the assets
equally to NAVSTA San Diego, CA and NAB Little Creek, VA and
DON-0031 relocates the assets equally to NAVSTA San Diego, CA
and NAVSTA Mayport, FL. DON-0032 relocates assets (including 10
MHCs and 10 MCMs) to NAVSTA San Diego, CA. She noted that the
three scenarios relocate or consolidate COMINEWARCOM,
MINEWARTRACEN, and COMOMAG to NAVSTA San Diego, CA. Ms. Davis
noted that the analysis for these scenarios is based on the
current Force Structure Plan (i.e., 20 ships) and the costs
include bringing facilities up to current standards. She noted
that these scenarios do not presently include the relocation of
the HM-15 squadron from NAS Corpus Christi, TX to NAS North
Island, CA since this action may be cost prohibitive. Ms. Davis
informed the IEG that at its 30 December 2004 deliberative
session, the DAG noted that since movement of HM-15 is not an
operational imperative, the operational benefit does not appear
to outweigh the costs. Subsequently, at its 10 January 2005
deliberative session, the DAG decided to recommend this scenario
to the IEG without the relocation of HM-15, pending additional
analysis to explore relocating HM-15 to NAVSTA Norfolk, VvA.

15. The IEG reviewed the COBRA model results for these
scenarios. DON-0003 indicates one-time costs of $200.72
million, a Payback in three years, and a 20-year NPV savings of
$583.64 million. DON-0031 indicates one-time costs of $206.69
million, a Payback in three years, and 20-year NPV savings of
$578.36 million. DON-0032 indicates one-time costs of $231.64
million, a Payback in four years, and 20-year NPV savings of
$541.42 million. See slide 25 of enclosure (1).

16. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses
for these scenarios. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the
Selection Criterion 6 analysis indicates an estimated employment
decrease in excess of 2% of the NAVSTA Ingleside region of
influence (ROI) population, thereby activating the Housing
Assistance Program (HAP), which provides assistance to eligible
homeowners in order to offset real estate losses suffered as a
result of BRAC actions. Ms. Davis noted that NAVSTA San Diego
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expressed concern that additional loading at the base will
exacerbate traffic congestion. The economic and community
impact analyses for the proposed receiving sites did not
identify any additional issues of concern. See slide 26 of
enclosure (1).

17. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that Selection Criterion 8
impacts at San Diego may include dredging for 20 vessels which
would require screening for munitions and possible upland
disposal. Additionally, she noted that the new mission will
require jurisdictional wetlands use, however, the mission can be
fully performed within existing jurisdictional wetland
restrictions. No other substantial environmental issues were
identified and there are no known environmental impediments
precluding implementation of these scenarios. See slide 26 of
enclosure (1).

18. The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for these scenarios. See
slide 27 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis noted that the CRRA was
the same for all three scenarios. The CRRAs indicate minimal
warfighting/readiness risk and medium executability risk
(primarily due to large initial investment and economic impact
to NAVSTA Ingleside ROI}. The IEG discussed U.S. Pacific
Command’s (PACOM) concern that there is a lack of forward
deployed mine warfare ships in the Pacific and noted that
locating these assets in San Diego would not prevent forward
deployment. The IEG discussed that DON-0003 and DON-0031
require duplication of investment because these scenarios split
the assets. The IEG further noted that investment costs for
DON-0032's will ultimately depend on the number of mine warfare
ships to be retained in the inventory. It is possible that the
FSP will be revised (10 mine warfare ships). Lastly, the IEG
noted that DON-0032 is consistent with CFFC’s desire to create a
Mine Warfare Center of Excellence in San Diego.

19. The IEG reviewed the COBRA analysis for the three
scenarios, noting that the analysis would change significantly
if the current FSP requirement were modified. The IEG noted
that single siting on the west coast is the preferred
operational laydown for these assets and that this will ensure
capacity is available at NAB Little Creek for future platforms.
Additionally, single siting at NAVSTA San Diego will maximize
synergies gained from locating MINEWARCOM, the Anti-Submarine
Warfare (ASW) Center, and surface mine warfare ships in the same
geographic area. Accordingly, the IEG approved the DAG’s
recommendation to prepare a candidate recommendation package for
DON-0032,
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20. Ms. Davis used slides 29-33 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and CRRA for two
Surface/Subsurface scenarios that would close SUBASE New London,
CT. DON-0033 relocates six SSNs to SUBASE Kings Bay, GA and 11
SSNs to NAVSTA Norfolk, VA and DON-0034 relocates 17 SSNs to
NAVSTA Norfolk, VA. Ms. Davis noted that the analysis for these
scenarios is based on the current FSP and force laydown (East-
West split). She also noted that scenario costs include
bringing facilities up to current standards, and that personnel
savings may be overstated (i.e., since Medical personnel account
for approximately half of the eliminated personnel, application
of the approved TRICARE convention for evaluating Medical
personnel in COBRA may not be accurate). Ms. Davis informed the
IEG that an embedded Medical JCSG scenario relocates
NAVMEDRSRCHLAB to Panama City, FL, and the Medical JCSG is
reviewing less costly alternatives.

21. The COBRA data for scenario DON-0033 indicates one-time
costs of $653.25 million, a Payback in one year, and 20-year NPV
savings of $1.66 billion. The COBRA data for scenario DON-0034
indicates one-time costs of $618.39 million, a Payback in two
years, and 20-year NPV savings of $1.56 billion. See sglide 29
of enclosure (1). The IEG noted that any changes to the force
laydown (e.g., movement of east coast submarine assets to the
west coast) could reduce the requirement for military
construction (MILCON) at NAVSTA Norfolk.

22. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses
for these scenarios. See slide 30 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis
informed the IEG that the Selection Criterion 6 analysis

indicates an estimated employment decrease of 9% in the SUBASE
New London ROI (largest impact for any DON scenario). Ms. Davis

noted that the economic and community impact analyses for the
proposed receiving sites did not identify any issues of concern.

23. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that Selection Criterion 8
issues include:

a. SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. The Northern Right Whales and
manatees in the area may impact operations. Although wetlands
restrict 36% of the acreage on the installation, the new mission
should not be adversely impacted. The new mission will require
dredging for piers.

b. NAVSTA Norfolk, VA. An air conformity determination
may be required. The new mission will require dredging, but all
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areas to be dredged could be packaged into one permit. Higher
frequency and concentration of operations could possibly impact
marine mammals.

No other substantial environmental issues were identified. The
IEG noted that there are no known environmental impediments
precluding implementation of these scenarios.

24. The IEG next reviewed the CRRAs for the scenarios. See
slides 31 and 32 of enclosure (1). The CRRAs indicate medium
executability and warfighting/readiness risk. The medium
executability risk is primarily due to large initial investment
and economic impact to SUBASE New London ROT. Both scenarios
have a medium warfighting/readiness since they reduce the number
of bases that berth submarines. DON-0034 has a higher
warfighting/readiness risk since it single sites east coast
SSNs. The IEG noted that CFFC does not concur with either
scenario because they alter the current SSN basing
configuration.

25. The IEG noted that both scenarios reflect similar COBRA
results and reduce excess capacity by 16.25 CGEs. The IEG noted
that DON-0033 maintains strategic and operational flexibility by
retaining two SSN sites on the east coast but requires
significant investment to replicate SSN capability at SUBASE
Kings Bay and changes the nature of the mission at SUBASE Kings
Bay. The IEG noted that DON-0034 would increase congestion at
NAVSTA Norfolk. Additionally, the IEG expressed concern that
DON-0034 reduces strategic and operational flexibility by single
siting SSNs on the east coast. Accordingly, the IEG approved
the DAG’s recommendation to prepare a candidate recommendation
package for DON-0033.

26. Ms. Davis used slides 34-38 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses, and CRRA for two
Surface/Subsurface scenarios that would close SUBASE San Diego,
CA. DON-0006A would relocate four SSNs and ARCO (a floating
dry-dock) to NAVSTA Pearl Harbor, HI. DON-0007 would relocate
four SSNs and ARCO to NAVSTA San Diego, CA. Ms. Davis noted
that portions of SUBASE San Diego are retained as enclaves for
both scenarios and scenario costs include bringing facilities up
to current standards.

27. The COBRA data for scenario DON-0006A indicates one-time
costs of $109.86 million, provides a Payback in 2 years, and 20-
year NPV savings of $299.51 million. The COBRA data for
scenario DON-0007 indicates one-time costs of $252.86 million
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(primarily MILCON at NAVSTA San Diego to build SSN capacity),
provides a Payback in 16 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of
$17.90 million. See slide 34 of enclosure (1).

28. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses
for these scenarios. See slide 34 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis
informed the IEG that the Selection Criterion 6 analysis
indicates an estimated employment decrease of less than 1%. She
noted that except for identified traffic concerns at NAVSTA San
Diego, the economic and community impact analyses for the
proposed receiving sites did not identify any issues of concern.

29. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the Selection Criterion 8
igssues include:

a. NAVSTA Pearl Harbor, HI. The new mission will require
dredging.

b. NAVSTA San Diego, CA. An air conformity determination
may be required. The new mission will reqguire dredging, but all
areas to be dredged could be packaged into one permit. Higher
frequency and concentration of operations could possibly impact
marine mammals.

No other substantial environmental issues were identified. The
IEG noted that there are no known environmental impediments
pPrecluding implementation of these scenarios.

30. The IEG next reviewed the CRRAs for the scenarios. See
slides 36 and 37 of enclosure (1). The CRRAs indicate medium
warfighting/readiness risk for both scenarios. DPACOM and CFFC
continue to express concern that loss of Ballast Point could
create force protection issues. Ms. Davis noted that DON-0007
has higher eéxecutability risk because of the cost to build SSN
capacity at NAVSTA San Diego. See slide 37 of enclosure (1).
The IEG noted that loss of the strategic location at San Diego
harbor is an issue for both scenarios and the loss of west coast
SSN homeporting capability is an additional issue for DON-0Q006A.

31. The IEG reviewed the COBRA data for both gcenarios and
noted the following issues relating to the scenarios. Both
scenarios reduce excess capacity by 10.5 CGEs and would result
in the loss of the strategic location at Ballast Point. DON-
0006A would also result in the inability to use training waters
off San Diego and submarine logistic support in San Diego. CFFC
noted, and the IEG agreed, that strategic capability and
flexibility maintained on the east coast should also be
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maintained on the west coast. The IEG directed the DAG to
continue data refinement for scenarios DON-0006A and 0007.

32. Ms. Davis used slides 39-42 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and CRRA for Surface/Subsurface
scenario DON-0005, which closes NAVSTA Everett, WA and relocates
a CVN to NAVSTA Bremerton, WA and relocates two DDGs and three
FFGs to NAVSTA San Diegc, CA. Ms. Davis noted that scenario
costs include bringing facilities up to current standards and
that the scenario requires land acquisition for additional
bachelor housing units at NAVSTA Bremerton. She reminded the
IEG that it eliminated scenario DON-0035 (an alternate scenario
that moved the CVN to NAS North Island) from further
consideration at its 6 January 2005 deliberative sesgion. The
COBRA data for scenario DON-0005 indicates one-time costs of
$295.06 million, provides a Payback in three years, and 20-year
NPV savings of $822.9 million.

33. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses
for this scenario. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the
Selection Criterion 6 analysis reflects an estimated employment
decrease of less than 1%. She noted that the impact of
Snohomish County will probably be more significant, but that
there is no current method to calculate this economic impact.
Ms. Davis stated that the impact at receiving sites includes
traffic concerns at NAVSTA Bremerton and NAVSTA San Diego and
the requirement to acquire 5.5 acres and relocate tenants at
NAVSTA Bremerton. Nc substantial environmental issues were
identified.

34. The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for this scenario. See
slide 41 of enclosure (1). The CRRA indicates medium
executability risk and high warfighting/readiness risk. The
medium executability risk is due to the large initial
investment, length of Payback term, and economic and community
infrastructure impact. The IEG noted that PACOM does not concur
with this scenario because of the loss of west coast CVN
homeport flexibility and would prefer realignment of an east
coast CVN. The IEG noted that DON-0005, while retaining two
CVNs in the Pacific Northwest, reduces strategic and operational
flexibility by limiting carrier berthing on the west coast since
only five carriers could be berthed without building new
facilities. The IEG directed the DAG to continue data
refinement for DON-0005.

35. The IEG reviewed its decisions to prepare candidate
recommendation packages for three Surface/Subsurface scenarios,
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noting that the recommendations result in capacity decreases
from 426 CGEs to 390 CGEs for active bases (8.3% reduction) and
an overall capacity decreases from 578 CGEs to 542.75 CGEs (6.1%
reduction). The candidate recommendations result in an increase
in the average military value score from 52.87 to 55.96 for the
remaining bases performing the surface/subsurface function. The
total one-time costs are $895.88 million and have a 20-year NPV
savings of $2.82 billion. See slide 43 of enclosure (1). Ms.
Davis reviewed the list of Surface/Subsurface and Ground
Operations scenarios evaluated by the IEG but not approved as
candidate recommendations. See slide 44 of enclosure (1).

36. The IEG reviewed the Payback summary for all approved DON
candidate recommendations to date. These candidate
recommendations have a combined one-time cost of $955.75 million
and a combined 20-year NPV savings of $3.61 billion. See slide
47 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis advised the IEG that additional
analysis is required to complete candidate recommendations for
various DON functions, including Marine Corps Districts, Officer
Accession, Recruit Training, and Aviation. See slide 47 of

enclosure (1). She provided a list of potential fenceline
closures based on JCSG actions that will require further
analysis by the IEG. See slide 48 of enclosure (1). Lastly,

Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the HSA JCSG has approved eight
candidate recommendations (HSA-0007, 0011, 0012, 0013, 0018,
0032, 0034 and 0075) and the Medical JCSG has approved two
candidate recommendations (MED-0004 and 0053). See slide 49 of
enclosure (1).

37. The IEG received the following JCSG status updates:

a. Intelligence. Mrs. Erland informed the IEG that the
JCSG is considering candidate recommendations for five of eleven
scenarios that appear to have long Payback terms and require
significant investment. She noted that the JCSG generally
requires refinement of Army COBRA data. Additionally, Mrs.
Erland informed the IEG that the Intelligence JCSG is
coordinating with the HSA JCSG to ensure appropriate
consideration of Intelligence matters for a scenario that would
relocate U.S. Southern Command headquarters. Lastly, she noted
that the Intelligence JCSG continues to coordinate with the
Education and Training JCSG concerning scenarios affecting the
Defense Language Institute (DLI) and the Navy Marine Corps
Intelligence Training Center (NMITC), Dam Neck, VA.

b. Medical. RADM Martin informed the IEG that a scenario
to disestablish the Uniformed Services University of the Health
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Sciences (USUHS) is scheduled for discussion at the next meeting
of the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG).

c. Education and Training. VADM Hoewing informed the IEG
that two candidate recommendations have been approved by the
JCSG. E&T-0014 develops a center for ministry training at Ft
Jackson, SC (relocating DON assets from NAVSTA Newport, RI).
E&T-0016 develops a center for culinary training at Ft. Lee, VA
(relocating DON assets from Lackland AFB, San Antonio, TX).

VADM Hoewing informed the IEG that this recommendation is being
forwarded to the ISG despite objections from DON and Air Force.
He noted that the JCSG is no longer pursuing a scenario to
consolidate signal intelligence (E&T-0040) and that the
viability of scenarios to consolidate intelligence training at
Goodfellow AFB will be discussed at a future session of the
JCSG. VADM Hoewing informed the IEG that the JCSG is
considering a scenario that creates a supply and logistics joint
center of excellence (E&T-0004). He noted that the Marine Corps
does not support this scenario and that the COBRA data indicates
a Payback in 26 years. VADM Hoewing informed the IEG that the
JCSG is continuing to review a scenario involving the DLI that
indicates a large Payback but has high operational risk.

Lastly, he noted that the JCSG will soon brief the ISG
concerning its analysis of flight training.

d. Headquarters and Support Activities. Mr. Rhodes
informed the IEG that the JCSG is analyzing a scenario that
consolidates various Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA)
activities, and scenarios that create regional correctional
facilities.

e. Technical. RADM Cohen informed the IEG that the JCSG
is considering a candidate recommendation (Tech-0040) that
creates a joint research center at the Anacostia Annex. He
noted that this scenario relocates and co-locates Service and
Defense Agency activities (e.g., the Office of Naval Research,
Arlington, VA). Lastly, RADM Cohen informed the IEG that a
closure scenario for NAWC Lakehurst may require an enclave to
avoid potential loss of unique facilities and intellectual
capital.

f. Supply and Storage. CAPT Wright informed the IEG that
the JCSG is considering two scenarios that consolidate Service
Inventory Control Points (ICP) with Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA) . He noted that these scenarios require a large
investment, provide high Payback, and have high operational
risk. CAPT Wright indicated that the Industrial JCSG review of
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scenarios that regionalize the industrial distribution system
require Supply and Storage JCSG coordination to account for
retail storage at industrial activities.

38. The IEG adjourned at 1134.

’ - ~

R e S
JAMES A. NOEL
CAPTAIN, USMC
Recorder, IAT
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% MT INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM
ODASN (IS&A), 2221 South Clark Street, Suite 900, Arlington, VA 22202
(703)-602-6500
RP-0434
IAT/JAN

24 January 2005
MEMORANDUM FOR THE INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION GROUP (IEG)
Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 13 JANUARY 2005
Encl: (1) DON Analysis Group Brief to IEG of 13 January 2005

1. The thirty-sixth deliberative session of the Department of
the Navy (DON) Infrastructure Evaluation Group (IEG) convened at
1001 on 13 January 2005 in room 4D447 at the Pentagon. The
following members of the IEG were present: Ms. Anne R. Davis,
Co-Chair; ADM John B. Nathman, USN, Co-Chair; Ms. Ariane
Whittemore, alternate for VADM Justin D. McCarthy, USN, Member;
VADM Kevin J. Cosgriff, USN, Member; LtGen Richard L. Kelly,
USMC, Member; LtGen Michael A. Hough, USMC, Member; 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 ,(OGC), Representative.
The following members of the DON Analysis Group (DAG) were
present: Mr. Thomas R. Crabtree; Ms. Carla Liberatore; BGen
Martin Post, USMC; Mr. Paul Hubbell; Mr. Michael F. Jaggard; Ms.
Debra Edmond; and, CAPT Thomas Mangold, USN, alternate for

RDML (sel) Charles Martoglio, USN. The following members or
representatives of the Functional Advisory Board (FAB) were
present: VADM Gerald L. Hoewing, USN; RADM Jay Cohen, USN; RADM
William R. Klemm, USN; RADM Kathleen L. Martin, NC, USN; Ms.
Karin Dolan; Mrs. Claudia Erland (formerly Ms. Clark); Mr.
Michael Rhodes; BGen Willie J. Williams, USMC; BGen Thomas L.
Conant, USMC; Mr. George Ryan; Col Michael J. Massoth, USMC;
CAPT David W. Mathias, CEC, USN; CAPT Walter Wright, USN; CAPT
William Wilcox, USN; CAPT Albert J. Shimkus, NC, USN; CAPT Nancy
Hight, MSC, USN; and, Mr. Thomas B. Grewe. The following
members of the IAT were also present: Mr. Dennis Biddick, Chief
of Staff; Mr. John E. Leather; CAPT Jason A. Leaver, USN; Mr.
Andrew S. Demott; CAPT Christopher T. Nichols, USN; CAPT Jan G.
Rivenburg, USN; CAPT Matthew A. Beebe, CEC, USN; CDR Judith D.
Bellas, NC, USN; CDR Robert S. Clarke, CEC, USN; CDR Stephen J.
Cincotta, USN; CDR Brian D. Miller, USNR; CDR Jennifer Flather,
CEC, USN; LCDR Bernie J. Bosuyt, USN; LCDR Paul V. Neuzil, USN;
LCDR Vincent J. Moore, JAGC, USNR; and, Capt James A. Noel,
USMC. All attendees were provided enclosure (1).
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5. Ms. Davis used slide 3 of enclosure (1) to update the DAG on
the status of the scenario data call (spC) process as of 11
January 2005, noting that the number of DON and JCSG scenarios
posted in the OSD scenario tracking tool has not changed in the
past week.

3. Ms. Davis used slide 5-7 of enclosure (1) to discuss
scenario analysis for DON Specific HSA Regional Support Activity
(RSA) Function Installation Management (IM) Regions. At its 23
December 2004 deliberative gsession, the IEG reviewed the
preliminary COBRA analysis and directed the DAG to continue
scenario analysis for scenarios DON-0040 and DON-0041. Ms.
Davis reviewed the COBRA data for these scenarios and informed
the IEG that the results of Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses show
they have no significant economic, community or environmental
impact on losing or gaining communities. Ms. Davis then
presented the candidate Recommendation Risk Assessment (CRRA)
for these scenarios. See slide 6 of enclosure (1). The CRRA
tool indicates that the IM Regions scenarios have minimal
executability and warfighting/readiness rigsk and no COCOM
concerns. The IEG noted removal of Navy regional command
presence from the Northeast and span of control as issues for
scenario DON-0041. The IEG discussed these issues and
determined that even if no closures affect the Northeast,
management of the Northeast is feasible from the Mid-Atlantic IM
Region.

4. The IEG discussed the significant differences between the
two IM Regions scenarios, i.e., DON-0040 has a one-year Payback
and retains Navy regional presence in the Northeast while DON-
0041 has an immediate Payback, and increases the management
distance for Northeast installations. The IEG noted that HSA
JcsG consolidation scenarios will likely reduce Navy IM
Northeast responsibilities and that DON and JCSG scenarios will
likely reduce significant Navy presence in the Northeast. The
IEG also noted that scenario DON-0041 supports efficiencies
favored by Commander, Navy Installations (CNI). Accordingly,
the IEG approved the DAG's recommendation to prepare a candidate
recommendation package for DON-0041.

5. Ms. Davis used slides 8-14 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and the CRRA for various Naval
Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) scenarios. At its 23
December 2004 deliberative session, the IEG was apprised of
developments for three Facility Engineering Command (FEC)
scenarios (DON-0073, DON-0075 and DON-0074A) and approved

scenario data calls (spc) for fenceline closure scenarios (DON-
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0154 and DON-0160) that relocate the Navy Crane Center
(NAVCRANECEN). DON-0073, which aligns with IM scenario DON-
0040, relocates NAVFAC Engineering Field Activity (EFA)
Northeast from Philadelphia, PA (leased space in Lester, PA), to
SUBASE New London, CT. DON-0075 consclidates EFA Northeast with
FEC Mid-Atlantic, Norfolk, VA (aligns with IM scenario DON-
0041). DON-0074A consolidates Engineering Field Division (EFD)
South (Charleston, SC) with EFA Southeast (Jacksonville, FL),
EFA Midwest (Great Lakes, IL) and EFD Atlantic (Norfolk, VA).
DON-0154 relocates the NAVCRANECEN from leased space in Lester,
PA to Norfolk, VA while DON-0160 relocates the NAVCRANECEN to
the Philadelphia Naval Business Complex (PNBC).

6. The IEG reviewed the COBRA model results for these
scenarios. See slide 8 of enclosure (1). DON-0073 has one-time
costs of $11.33 million, provides a Payback in 7 years, and has
a 20-year net present value (NPV) savings of $14.89 million.
DON-0075 has one-time costs of $10.88 million, provides a
Payback in 2 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of $51.772
million. DON-0074A has one-time costs of $25.05 million,
provides a Payback in 8 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of
$20.42 million. DON-0154 has one-time costs of $3.78 million,
provides a Payback in 5 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of
$6.47 million. DON-0160 has one-time costs of $973 thousand,
provides a Payback in 2 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of
$6.15 million.

7. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the results of Selection
Criteria 6-8 analyses for these scenarios show they have no
significant economic, community or environmental impact on
losing or gaining communities. See slide 8 of enclosure (1).
The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for each scenario. See slides 9-
13 of enclosure (1). The CRRAs indicate that none of the
scenarios has significant warfighting/readiness risk. DON-0075
and DON-0160 have minimal executability risk, DON-0073 and DON-
0154 have slightly higher executability risk (larger investment
and longer Payback term), and DON-0074A has a relatively high
executability risk (larger investment, longer Payback term, and
a larger economic impact).

8. The IEG noted that DON-0073 aligns EFA NE with the seven IM
regional alignment in DON-0040 while DON-0075 aligns EFA NE with
the six IM regional alignment in DON-0041 (approved for
candidate recommendation by the IEG in paragraph 5 above). The
IEG noted that DON-0074A consolidates EFD South in a manner that
falls in on IM regions and comports with NAVFAC transformation
and support plans for IM regions. Additionally, the IEG noted
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that DON-0074A would allow the Navy to vacate leased space. 1In
comparing DON-0154 and DON-0160, the IEG noted that although
DON-0154 has a slightly longer Payback period, it aligns like
components and provides for NAVFAC/NAVSEA synergy in Norfolk.
Accordingly, the IEG approved the DAG’s recommendation to
prepare candidate recommendation packages for DON-0074A, DON-
0075 and DON-0154.

9. Ms. Davis used slides 15-19 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and CRRA for Reserve Readiness
Command (REDCOM) scenarios. DON-0077 relocates REDCOM
Northeast, Newport, RI to New London, CT. DON-0078 consolidates
REDCOM South, NAS JRB Ft Worth, TX with REDCOM Midwest, Great
Lakes, IL. DON-0079 consoclidates REDCOM Northeast with REDCOM
Mid-Atlantic, Washington DC. At its 23 December 2004
deliberative session, the IEG was apprised that the DAG was
considering re-issuing two of three REDCOM scenarios as
consolidations with the IM Regions (DON-0077 and DON-0079), and
the IEG approved SDCs for scenarios that consolidate REDCOM
Northeast with COMNAVREG Northeast (DON-0155) and consolidate
REDCOM Northeast and REDCOM Mid-Atlantic with COMNAVREG Mid-
Atlantic (DON-0156) .

10. The IEG reviewed the COBRA model results for these
scenarios. See slide 15 of enclosure (1). DON-0078 has one-
time costs of $650 thousand, provides an immediate Payback, and
has a 20-year NPV savings of $57.17 million. DON-0077 and DON-
0155 each have one-time costs of $2.03 million, never show a
Payback, and have 20-year NPV costs of $4.27 million. The IEG
noted that no billet savings were reported for these scenarios
since a manpower study could not be completed within the 48-hour
period allotted for the SDC response. DON-007% indicates an
immediate Payback with a 20-year NPV savings of $41.53 million.
DON-0156 indicates a Payback in one year with a 20-year NPV
savings of $38.64 million. The IEG noted that since DON-0079
allows for consolidation with another REDCOM, it is slightly
more advantageous in terms of cost. However, the IEG further
noted that the COBRA data is similar for DON-0079 and DON-0156
and stated its preference for DON-0156 since this scenario
allows for co-location with the IM region.

11. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the results of Selection
Criteria 6-8 analyses for these scenarios show they have no
significant economic, community or environmental impact on
losing or gaining communities. See slide 15 of enclosure (1).
The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for each scenaric. See slides
16-18 of enclosure (1). The CRRAs indicate that no scenario has
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significant warfighting/readiness risk. DON-0077 and DON-0155
have a slightly higher executability risk (no Payback
indicated). The IEG noted that DON-0078 aligns with the IM
regions and provides an immediate Payback after a very small
investment. The IEG noted that DON-0077 and DON-0155 align with
the seven IM regional alignment but never show a Payback. The
IEG noted that DON-0079 and DON-0156 align with the six IM
regional alignment and require a small investment. The IEG
further noted that DON 0079 provides a slightly faster Payback
than DON-0156, however DON-0079 cconsolidates the REDCOMs away
from the IM region while DON-0156 conscolidates the REDCOMs with
the IM region. Accordingly, the IEG approved the DAG'’s
recommendation to prepare candidate recommendation packages for
DON-0078 and DON-0156.

12. The IEG reviewed its decisions to prepare candidate
recommendation packages for six RSA scenarios, noting that these
scenarios have combined one-time costs of $48.74 million and
have a combined 20-year NPV savings of $259.09 million. See
slide 20 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis reviewed the list of DON
HSA scenarios evaluated by the IEG but not approved as candidate
recommendations. See slide 21 of enclosure (1).

13. Ms. Davis used slides 22 and 23 of enclosure (1) to review
the overall impact of approved candidate recommendations for the
following DON HSA functions:

a. DON Specific HSA Reserve Centers. Ms. Davis informed
the IEG that approved candidate recommendations for Naval
Reserve Centers (NRC) and Navy Marine Corps Reserve Centers
(NMCRC) reduce capacity by 11.8% (5,352 KSF to 4,720 KSF) and
increase the average military value of the remaining reserve
centers from 59.96 to 61.32. Candidate recommendations for
Inspector Instructor Staffs (I&I) will allow the Marine Corps to
improve AT/FP posture by utilizing excess administrative and
training space behind DOD fencelines, improve proximity to
training facilities, and reduce infrastructure management.

b. DON Specific HSA Recruiting Districts/Stations
Function. Approved candidate recommendations for Naval
Recruiting Districts (NRDs) reduce capacity by 16.1%, increase
average military value for the remaining NRDs from 68.97 to
69.79, and further the CNRC transformation plan.

c. DON HSA Regional Support Activities. Approved
candidate recommendations increase the average military value
for the remaining IM regions (60.85 to 67.36), NAVFAC activities
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(58.00 to 67.27), and REDCOMs (72.03 to 75.68). All further the
DON regional support concept.

The total one-time costs for DON Specific HSA Function candidate
recommendations are $59.87 million and the total 20-year NPV
savings are $792.49 million.

14. Ms. Davis used slides 25-28 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selecticn Criteria 5-8 analyses and CRRA for scenarios that
close NAVSTA Ingleside, TX. DON-0003 relocates the assets
equally to NAVSTA San Diego, CA and NAB Little Creek, VA and
DON-0031 relocates the assets equally to NAVSTA San Diego, CA
and NAVSTA Mayport, FL. DON-0032 relocates assets (including 10
MHCs and 10 MCMs) to NAVSTA San Diego, CA. She noted that the
three scenarios relocate or consolidate COMINEWARCOM,
MINEWARTRACEN, and COMOMAG to NAVSTA San Diego, CA. Ms. Davis
noted that the analysis for these scenarios is based on the
current Force Structure Plan (i.e., 20 ships) and the costs
include bringing facilities up to current standards. She noted
that these scenarios do not presently include the relocation of
the HM-15 sguadron from NAS Corpus Christi, TX to NAS North
Island, CA since this action may be cost prohibitive. Ms. Davis
informed the IEG that at its 30 December 2004 deliberative
session, the DAG noted that since movement of HM-15 is not an
operational imperative, the operational benefit does not appear
to outweigh the costs. Subsequently, at its 10 January 2005
deliberative session, the DAG decided to recommend this scenario
to the IEG without the relocation of HM-15, pending additional
analysis to explore relocating HM-15 to NAVSTA Norfolk, VA.

15. The IEG reviewed the COBRA model results for these
scenarios. DON-0003 indicates one-time costs of $200.72
million, a Payback in three years, and a 20-year NPV savings of
$583.64 million. DON-0031 indicates one-time costs of $206.69
million, a Payback in three years, and 20-year NPV savings of
$578.36 million. DON-0032 indicates one-time costs of $231.64
million, a Payback in four years, and 20-year NPV savings of
$541.42 million. See slide 25 of enclosure (1).

16. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses
for these scenarios. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the
Selection Criterion 6 analysis indicates an estimated employment
decrease in excess of 2% of the NAVSTA Ingleside region of
influence (ROI) population, thereby activating the Housing
Assistance Program (HAP), which provides assistance to eligible
homeowners in order to offset real estate losses suffered as a
result of BRAC actions. Ms. Davis noted that NAVSTA San Diego
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expressed concern that additional loading at the base will
exacerbate traffic congestion. The economic and community
impact analyses for the proposed receiving sites did not
identify any additional issues of concern. See slide 26 of
enclosure (1).

17. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that Selection Criterion 8
impacts at San Diego may include dredging for 20 vessels which
would require screening for munitions and possible upland
disposal. Additionally, she noted that the new mission will
require jurisdictional wetlands use, however, the mission can be
fully performed within existing jurisdictional wetland
restrictions. No other substantial environmental issues were
identified and there are no known environmental impediments
precluding implementation of these scenarios. See slide 26 of
enclosure (1).

18. The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for these scenarios. See
slide 27 of enclosure {(1). Ms. Davis noted that the CRRA was
the same for all three scenarios. The CRRAs indicate minimal
warfighting/readiness risk and medium executability risk
(primarily due to large initial investment and economic impact
to NAVSTA Ingleside ROI). The IEG discussed U.S. Pacific
Command’s (PACOM) concern that there is a lack of forward
deployed mine warfare ships in the Pacific and noted that
locating these assets in San Diego would not prevent forward
deployment. The IEG discussed that DON-0003 and DON-0031
require duplication of investment because these scenarios split
the assets. The IEG further noted that investment costs for
DON-0032's will ultimately depend on the number of mine warfare
ships to be retained in the inventory. It is possible that the
FSP will be revised (10 mine warfare ships). Lastly, the IEG
noted that DON-0032 is consistent with CFFC’'s desire to create a
Mine Warfare Center of Excellence in San Diego.

19. The IEG reviewed the COBRA analysis for the three
scenarios, noting that the analysis would change significantly
if the current FSP requirement were modified. The IEG noted
that single siting on the west coast is the preferred
operational laydown for these assets and that this will ensure
capacity is available at NAB Little Creek for future platforms.
Additionally, single siting at NAVSTA San Diego will maximize
synergies gained from locating MINEWARCOM, the Anti-Submarine
Warfare (ASW) Center, and surface mine warfare ships in the same
geographic area. Accordingly, the IEG approved the DAG's
recommendation to prepare a candidate recommendation package for
DON-0032.
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20. Ms. Davis used slides 29-33 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and CRRA for two
Surface/Subsurface scenarios that would close SUBASE New London,
CT. DON-0033 relocates six SSNs to SUBASE Kings Bay, GA and 11
SSNs to NAVSTA Norfolk, VA and DON-0034 relocates 17 SSNs to
NAVSTA Norfolk, VA. Ms. Davis noted that the analysis for these
scenarios is based on the current FSP and force laydown (East-
West split). She also noted that scenario costs include
bringing facilities up to current standards, and that personnel
savings may be overstated (i.e., since Medical personnel account
for approximately half of the eliminated personnel, application
of the approved TRICARE convention for evaluating Medical
personnel in COBRA may not be accurate). Ms. Davis informed the
IEG that an embedded Medical JCSG scenario relocates
NAVMEDRSRCHLAB to Panama City, FL, and the Medical JCSG is
reviewing less costly alternatives.

21. The COBRA data for scenario DON-0033 indicates one-time
costs of $653.25 million, a Payback in one year, and 20-year NPV
savings of $1.66 billion. The COBRA data for scenario DON-0034
indicates one-time costs of $618.39 million, a Payback in two
years, and 20-year NPV savings of $1.56 billion. See slide 29
of enclosure (1). The IEG noted that any changes to the force
laydown (e.g., movement of east coast submarine assets to the
west coast) could reduce the requirement for military
construction (MILCON) at NAVSTA Norfolk.

22. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses
for these scenarios. See slide 30 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis
informed the IEG that the Selection Criterion 6 analysis

indicates an estimated employment decrease of 9% in the SUBASE
New London ROI (largest impact for any DON scenario). Ms. Davis

noted that the economic and community impact analyses for the
proposed receiving sites did not identify any issues of concern.

23. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that Selection Criterion 8
issues include:

a. SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. The Northern Right Whales and
manatees in the area may impact operations. Although wetlands
restrict 36% of the acreage on the installation, the new mission
should not be adversely impacted. The new mission will require
dredging for piers.

b. NAVSTA Norfolk, VA. An air conformity determination
may be required. The new mission will require dredging, but all
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areas to be dredged could be packaged into one permit. Higher
frequency and concentration of operations could possibly impact
marine mammals.

No other substantial environmental issues were identified. The
IEG noted that there are no known environmental impediments
precluding implementation of these scenarios.

24. The IEG next reviewed the CRRAs for the scenarios. See
slides 31 and 32 of enclosure (1) . The CRRAs indicate medium
eéxecutability and warfighting/readiness risk. The medium
executability risk is primarily due to large initial investment
and economic impact to SUBASE New London ROI. Both scenarios
have a medium warfighting/readiness since they reduce the number
of bases that berth submarines. DON-0034 has a higher
warfighting/readiness risk since it single sites east coast
SSNs. The IEG noted that CFFC does not concur with either
scenario because they alter the current SSN basing
configuration.

25. The IEG noted that both scenarios reflect similar COBRA
results and reduce excess capacity by 16.25 CGEs. The IEG noted
that DON-0033 maintains strategic and operational flexibility by
retaining two SSN sites on the east coast but requires
significant investment to replicate SSN capability at SUBASE
Kings Bay and changes the nature of the mission at SUBASE Kings
Bay. The IEG noted that DON-0034 would increase congestion at
NAVSTA Norfolk. Additionally, the IEG expressed concern that
DON-0034 reduces strategic and operational flexibility by single
siting SSNs on the east coast. Accordingly, the IEG approved
the DAG’s recommendation to prepare a candidate recommendation
package for DON-0033.

26. Ms. Davis used slides 34-38 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses, and CRRA for two
Surface/Subsurface scenarios that would close SUBASE San Diego,
CA. DON-0006A would relocate four SSNs and ARCO (a floating
dry-dock) to NAVSTA Pearl Harbor, HI. DON-0007 would relocate
four SSNs and ARCO to NAVSTA San Diego, CA. Ms. Davis noted
that portions of SUBASE San Diego are retained as enclaves for
both scenarios and scenario costs include bringing facilities up
to current standards.

27. The COBRA data for scenario DON-0006A indicates one-time
costs of $109.86 million, provides a Payback in 2 years, and 20-
year NPV savings of $299.51 million. The COBRA data for
scenario DON-0007 indicates one-time costs of $252.86 million
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(primarily MILCON at NAVSTA San Diego to build SSN capacity),
provides a Payback in 16 years, and has a 20-year NPV savings of
$17.90 million. See slide 34 of enclosure (1).

58. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses
for these scenarios. See slide 34 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis
informed the IEG that the Selection Criterion 6 analysis
indicates an estimated employment decrease of less than 1%. She
noted that except for identified traffic concerns at NAVSTA San
Diego, the economic and community impact analyses for the
proposed receiving sites did not identify any issues of concern.

29. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the Selection Criterion 8
issues include:

a. NAVSTA Pearl Harbor, HI. The new mission will require
dredging.

b. NAVSTA San Diego, CA. An air conformity determination
may be required. The new mission will require dredging, but all
areas to be dredged could be packaged into one permit. Higher
frequency and concentration of operations could possibly impact
marine mammals.

No other substantial environmental issues were identified. The
IEG noted that there are no known environmental impediments
precluding implementation of these scenarios.

30. The IEG next reviewed the CRRAs for the scenarios. See
slides 36 and 37 of enclosure (1). The CRRAs indicate medium
warfighting/readiness risk for both scenarios. PACOM and CFFC
continue to express concern that loss of Ballast Point could
create force protection issues. Ms. Davis noted that DON-0007
has higher executability risk because of the cost to build SSN
capacity at NAVSTA San Diego. See slide 37 of enclosure (1).
The IEG noted that loss of the strategic location at San Diego
harbor is an issue for both scenarios and the loss of west coast
SSN homeporting capability is an additional issue for DON-0006A.

31. The IEG reviewed the COBRA data for both scenarios and
noted the following issues relating to the scenarios. Both
scenarios reduce excess capacity by 10.5 CGEs and would result
in the loss of the strategic location at Ballast Point. DON-
0006A would also result in the inability to use training waters
off San Diego and submarine logistic support in San Diego. CFFC
noted, and the IEG agreed, that strategic capability and
flexibility maintained on the east coast should also be
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maintained on the west coast. The IEG directed the DAG to
continue data refinement for scenarios DON-0006A and 0007.

32. Ms. Davis used slides 39-42 of enclosure (1) to discuss
Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses and CRRA for Surface/Subsurface
scenario DON-0005, which closes NAVSTA Everett, WA and relocates
a CVN to NAVSTA Bremerton, WA and relocates two DDGs and three
FFGs to NAVSTA San Diego, CA. Ms. Davis noted that scenario
costs include bringing facilities up to current standards and
that the scenario requires land acquisition for additional
bachelor housing units at NAVSTA Bremerton. She reminded the
IEG that it eliminated scenario DON-0035 (an alternate scenario
that moved the CVN to NAS North Island) from further
consideration at its 6 January 2005 deliberative session. The
COBRA data for scenario DON-0005 indicates one-time costs of
$295.06 million, provides a Payback in three years, and 20-year
NPV savings of $822.9 million.

33. The IEG next reviewed the Selection Criteria 6-8 analyses
for this scenario. Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the
Selection Criterion 6 analysis reflects an estimated employment
decrease of less than 1%. She noted that the impact of
Snohomish County will probably be more significant, but that
there is no current method to calculate this economic impact.
Ms. Davis stated that the impact at receiving sites includes
traffic concerns at NAVSTA Bremerton and NAVSTA San Diego and
the requirement to acquire 5.5 acres and relocate tenants at
NAVSTA Bremerton. No substantial environmental issues were
identified.

34. The IEG next reviewed the CRRA for this scenario. See

slide 41 of enclosure (1}. The CRRA indicates medium
executability risk and high warfighting/readiness risk. The

medium executability risk is due to the large initial
investment, length of Payback term, and economic and community
infrastructure impact. The IEG noted that PACOM does not concur
with this scenario because of the loss of west coast CVN
homeport flexibility and would prefer realignment of an east
coast CVN. The IEG noted that DON-0005, while retaining two
CVNs in the Pacific Northwest, reduces strategic and operational
flexibility by limiting carrier berthing on the west coast since
only five carriers could be berthed without building new
facilities. The IEG directed the DAG to continue data
refinement for DON-0005.

35. The IEG reviewed its decisions to prepare candidate
recommendation packages for three Surface/Subsurface scenarios,
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noting that the recommendations result in capacity decreases
from 426 CGEs to 390 CGEs for active bases (8.3% reduction) and
an overall capacity decreases from 578 CGEs to 542.75 CGEs (6.1%
reduction). The candidate recommendations result in an increase
in the average military value score from 52.87 to 55.96 for the
remaining bases performing the surface/subsurface function. The
total one-time costs are $895.88 million and have a 20-year NPV
savings of $2.82 billion. See slide 43 of enclosure (1). Ms.
Davis reviewed the list of Surface/Subsurface and Ground
Operations scenarios evaluated by the IEG but not approved as
candidate recommendations. See slide 44 of enclosure (1).

36. The IEG reviewed the Payback summary for all approved DON
candidate recommendations to date. These candidate
recommendations have a combined one-time cost of $955.75 million
and a combined 20-year NPV savings of $3.61 billion. See slide
47 of enclosure (1). Ms. Davis advised the IEG that additional
analysis is required to complete candidate recommendations for
various DON functions, including Marine Corps Districts, Officer
Accession, Recruit Training, and Aviation. See slide 47 of

enclosure (1). She provided a list of potential fenceline
closures based on JCSG actions that will require further
analysis by the IEG. See slide 48 of enclosure (1). Lastly,

Ms. Davis informed the IEG that the HSA JCSG has approved eight
candidate recommendations (HSA-0007, 0011, 0012, 0013, 0018,
0032, 0034 and 0075) and the Medical JCSG has approved two
candidate recommendations (MED-0004 and 0053). See slide 49 of
enclosure (1).

37. The IEG received the following JCSG status updates:

a. Intelligence. Mrs. Erland informed the IEG that the
JCSG is considering candidate recommendations for five of eleven
scenarios that appear to have long Payback terms and require
significant investment. She noted that the JCSG generally
requires refinement of Army COBRA data. Additionally, Mrs.
Erland informed the IEG that the Intelligence JCSG is
coordinating with the HSA JCSG to ensure appropriate
consideration of Intelligence matters for a scenario that would
relocate U.S. Southern Command headquarters. Lastly, she noted
that the Intelligence JCSG continues to coordinate with the
Education and Training JCSG concerning scenarios affecting the
Defense Language Institute (DLI) and the Navy Marine Corps
Intelligence Training Center (NMITC), Dam Neck, VA.

b. Medical. RADM Martin informed the IEG that a scenario
to disestablish the Uniformed Services University of the Health

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

12



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

Subj: REPORT OF IEG DELIBERATIONS OF 13 JANUARY 2005

Sciences (USUHS) is scheduled for discussion at the next meeting
of the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG).

c. Education and Training. VADM Hoewing informed the IEG
that two candidate recommendations have been approved by the
JCSG. E&T-0014 develops a center for ministry training at Ft
Jackson, SC (relocating DON assets from NAVSTA Newport, RI).
E&T-0016 develops a center for culinary training at Ft. Lee, VA
(relocating DON assets from Lackland AFB, San Antonio, TX).

VADM Hoewing informed the IEG that this recommendation is being
forwarded to the ISG despite objections from DON and Air Force.
He noted that the JCSG is no longer pursuing a scenario to
consolidate signal intelligence (E&T-0040) and that the
viability of scenarios to consolidate intelligence training at
Goodfellow AFB will be discussed at a future sesgssion of the
JCSG. VADM Hoewing informed the IEG that the JCSG is
considering a scenario that creates a supply and logistics joint
center of excellence (E&T-0004). He noted that the Marine Corps
does not support this scenario and that the COBRA data indicates
a Payback in 26 years. VADM Hoewing informed the IEG that the
JCSG is continuing to review a scenario involving the DLI that
indicates a large Payback but has high operational risk.

Lastly, he noted that the JCSG will soon brief the ISG
concerning its analysis of flight training.

d. Headquarters and Support Activities. Mr. Rhodes
informed the IEG that the JCSG is analyzing a scenario that
consolidates various Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA)
activities, and scenarios that create regional correctional
facilities.

e. Technical. RADM Cohen informed the IEG that the JCSG
is considering a candidate recommendation (Tech-0040) that
creates a joint research center at the Anacostia Annex. He
noted that this scenario relocates and co-locates Service and
Defense Agency activities (e.g., the Office of Naval Research,
Arlington, VA). Lastly, RADM Cohen informed the IEG that a
closure scenario for NAWC Lakehurst may require an enclave to
avoid potential loss of unique facilities and intellectual
capital.

f. Supply and Storage. CAPT Wright informed the IEG that
the JCSG is considering two scenarios that consolidate Service
Inventory Control Points (ICP) with Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA) . He noted that these scenarios require a large
investment, provide high Payback, and have high operational
risk. CAPT Wright indicated that the Industrial JCSG review of
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scenarios that regionalize the industrial distribution system
require Supply and Storage JCSG coordination to account for
retail storage at industrial activities.

38. The IEG adjourned at 1134.

’ e ke

JAMES A. NOEL °
CAPTAIN, USMC
Recorder, IAT

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

14



N | BT

W

| 4

TAB 1



@ N\ Department of the Navy
in S DON Analysis Group

DON Analysis Group
Brief to
Infrastructure Evaluation Group

13 January 2005

13 Jan 05
Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA

3 3 3



& Department of the Navy

DON Analysis Group >Q m : Q m

« Scenario Data Call Status
- COBRA Recap, Criteria 6-8 and Risk Assessments

— Installation Management
— NAVFAC Activities
— REDCOM

- DON Specific HSA Candidate Recommendations
. COBRA Recap, Criteria 6-8 and Risk Assessments

— Surface/Subsurface
« Operational Candidate Recommendations
« Status/Upcoming Analysis
« JCSG Candidate Recommendations
IEG/FAB Open Discussion

13 Jan 05
Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA

» ® 3



g ) Scenario Data Call
Department of the Navy
: DON Analysis Group m H m ﬂ : m

INOSD | SDC DAG IEG
= Type Tracker | Released | Review | Review ;
o [Operational| 29 29 29 17 Sk
DON E&T 8 8 8 4 T
0 [DoNHSA | 115 112 57 5 0830 13 Jan 05
Fencelines 8 8 6 3 A ;

In OSD | Template| SDC AW | Template | Template

JCSG Tracker RCVD |Released | Release |Withdraw | Retumed
E&T 54 32 32 0 5 31
HSA 127 52 52 0 0 51
G IND 125 49 49 0 0 49
) |[VED 56 23 23 0 1 23
Q) [s&s 46 14 14 0 0 14
= |TECH 59 32 32 0 0 28
INTEL 1" 0 0 0 0 0
Total | 478 | 202 | 202 0 6 196

13 Jan 05 3

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

> )

W



S

W o
m &c w Department of the Navy

; DON Analysis Group

DON Specific HSA
Scenarios
Criteria 6,7, 8 &
Risk Assessment and
Summary

13 Jan 05
Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA

l:l

w



Regional Support Activities
__IM Regions

 Scenarios
— DON-0040, 6 + 1 CONUS Regions
— DON-0041, 5+ 1 CONUS Regions

* Results of Criteria 6, 7, and 8 Analysis show the Regional
candidate scenarios have:

— No significant economic impact on both losing and gaining economic
regions

— No significant community impact on both losing and gaining communities.

— No significant Criterion 8 impacts

Billets | Billets | One-Time | Steady-State 20 Year

SDC# Closes/Realigns Elim | Moved | Costs (&M)| Savings ($M) |ROI Years| NPV ($M)
DON-0040 [NavRegion South, GulfC, CNRFC 45 38 3.259 -2.720 1 -33.300
DON-0041 |NawRegion South, GulfC, CNRFC, & Northeast 92 78 6.413 -6.532 Immediate| -84.622

All Dollars shown in Millions
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Candidate Recommendation
s Risk Assessment (DON-0040/0041)

Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment

self financing 0-1 years

1: Investment recoverable in 2-4 years

2: Investment is not recoverable in less than S years

5<mw:=m=$~m=o of Initial Oomu to 20 Year NPV

d Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is < 3 to 1

Economic Impact
0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%

1: Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)
2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single
action or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

00555.5\ \:wamm?:nnsm ::bmn_.,

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executabilit: AO

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible .Hv Low Minor impact on mission capability

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about
executability AN

-3) Medium Reduced fiexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

Issues: (DON-0041)
Removes regional command presence from NE COCOM Concerns: None

Span of control
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IM Regions Summary
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* Discriminating Characteristics
— DON-0040, 6 + 1 CONUS Regions
* 1-yr payback
* Retains Regional presence in Northeast
— DON-0041, 5 + 1 CONUS Regions
» Immediate payback
* Increases management distance for Northeast Installations
« Other considerations

— Favorable JCSG consolidation scenarios reduce Navy IM
responsibilities in Northeast

DON/JCSG scenarios reduce significant Northeast presence

DAG Recommendation:
Prepare Candidate Recommendation package for DON-0041
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() oorremenerveoy Regional Support Activities

iy ~_NAVFAC Scenarios

e i

« Scenarios
— DON-0073, Relocate EFA NE to SUBASE New London
— DON-0075, Consolidate EFA NE with EFD MA, Norfolk
— DON-0074A, Consolidate EFD South with EFA SE, EFA MW and EFD Atlantic
— DON-0154, Relocate NAVCRANECEN to Norfolk
— DON-0160, Relocate NAVCRANECEN to PNBC

. Results of Criteria 6, 7, and 8 Analysis show:
— No significant economic impact on losing or gaining economic regions
— No significant community impact on losing or gaining communities
— No significant environmental impact on losing or gaining communities

Billets | Billets | One-Time | Steady-State 20 Year

SDC# Closes/Realigns Elim Moved | Costs ($M) | Savings ($M) |ROI Years| NPV ($M)
DON-0073 NAVFAC EFANE (Relocate to Groton) 0 192 11.327 -2.156 7 -14.893
DON-0075 NAVFAC EFANE (Norfolk) 35 157 10.867 -5.025 2 -51.772
DON-0074A NAVFAC EFD South (Consolidate) 50 448 25.047 -3.673 8 -20.417
DON-0154 NAVCRANECEN (Relocate to Norfolk) 0 55 3.781 -0.822 5 -6.466
DON-0160 NAVCRANECEN (Relocate to PNBC) 0 55 0.973 -0.589 2 -6.153

All Dollars shown in Millions
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—— Risk Assessment (DON-0073)

AR ST A s R D SR et ARt s A A A T A

Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment
0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment recoverable in 2-4 years
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost
0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3to 1*
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratiois <3 to 1

mooaoazo ::bmn_.,

a Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)
2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single action
or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

0053::.@ Ewﬁmmnﬁtﬁta Simnu

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact Warfighting/Readiness Risk

0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executabilit

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about
executability (2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

COCOM Concerns: None
Issues:

Tied to IM Regions discussion

Removes from leased space
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bepartment of the Navy Candidate Recommendation
owmneemr——— Risk Assessment (DON-0075)

Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment
0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment recoverable in 24 years

2; Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost
0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > S5to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is < 3 to 1

mooaoazo ::vmn_._

A Some direct/indirect job losses in commuinity nv.Sw and < 1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single action
or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

00:5:55\ Swnmmnw:o::m Impact
ily able to absorb forces,

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding v
absorption of forces, missions, personnel . . . .
Environmental Impact Warfighting/Readiness Risk
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executability (0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible
2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about

executability (2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

Issues:

Tied to IM Regions decision COCOM Concerns: None

Removes from leased space
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TIZT Risk Assessment (DON-00732)

WP

Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment
0 Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: investment recoverable in 2-4 years
i verable in less than § years

Investment/Ratio of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost
0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is>5to1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is>3to 1"

itial investment > 200M or ratiois < 3 to1

Economic Impact
0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%)
ome direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single action
or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but absorption
likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receivi

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about
executability

<<m3.Q§.=Q\mmm§.:mmm Risk

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High Significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

Issues;
splits EFD South to consolidate with supported regions
Higher cost due to SE Region MILCON

COCOM Concerns: None
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Candidate Recommendation

Risk >mmmmm3m:~ (DON-0154)

IR T T I ST

Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment
0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment Eoo<mqmc_m in 2-4 years

5<mm~50:$~m=o of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost

0. Initial investment < $100M and ratic is > S5to 1
1. _:_:m_ S<mm§m2 < $200M and _‘m__o _m >3to1

a Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single action
or cumulative effort of all actions (>19%)

OOEEQEQ Swnmm_._ﬁ:nusm \Ebmnu

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executabili
1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about
executability

Issues:

Other space may be available in Norfolk than NNSY

Relocation with Norfolk provides synergies that remaining in
Philadelphia can’t

—

Warfighting/Readiness Risk

COCOM Concerns:

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability
(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

None

13 Jan 05
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Department of the Navy
DON Analysis Group

Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment
0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment recoverable in 24 years
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost
0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5§ to 1

l investment < $200M and ratio is > 3to 1

2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is < 3 to 1

Economic Impact
0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%

1. Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single action
or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

0053:5@ E*wmmuw:o_._sm Impact
ily able to absorb forces.

1. Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2. Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executabilit

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about
executability

Issues:

Relocation with Norfolk provides synergies that remaining in
Philadelphia can’t

Candidate Recommendation
Risk Assessment (DON-0160)

ool b e e

Warfighting/Readiness Risk

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

COCOM Concerns: None

13 Jan 05
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— DON-0073, EFA NE relocate to SUBASE NL
* Aligns with IM Regions (6+1); Investment required; 8-yr payback
— DON- 0075, EFA NE consolidate with EFD MA
+ Aligns with IM Regions (5+1); Investment required; 2-yr payback
— DON-0074A, EFD South consolidate with EFA SE, MW and EFD MA
+ Large investment; 8-yr payback
— DON-0154, Relocate NAVCRANECEN to Norfolk
« Aligns with like components; FAC/SEA synergy in Norfolk; 5-yr payback
— DON-0160, Relocate NAVCRANECEN to PNBC
- Stays in Philly; low cost; Not behind secured fenceline; 2-yr payback

DAG Recommendation:

Prepare Candidate Recommendation packages for DON-0075,
DON-0074A, DON-0154

13 Jan 05 . 14
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« Scenarios

— DON-0078, Consolidate REDCOM South with REDCOM MW

— DON-0077/ DON-0155, Relocate REDCOM NE to New London/Consolidate
REDCOM NE with CNR NE

— DON-0079/DON-0156, Consolidate REDCOM NE with REDCOM MA (Washington
DC)/Consolidate REDCOM NE and REDCOM MA with CNR MA, Norfolk, VA

* Results of Criteria 6, 7, and 8 Analysis show the REDCOM candidate
scenarios have:
— No significant economic impact on losing or gaining economic regions
— No significant community impact on losing or gaining communities
— No significant environmental impact on losing or gaining communities

Billets | Billets | One-Time Steady-State 20 Year
SDC# Closes/Realigns Elim | Moved | Costs (&M) [ Savings ($M) (ROl Years| NPV ($M)
DON-0078 | REDCOM South (Consolidate with REDCOM MW)| 41 18 0.650 -4.001 Immediate| -57.174
DON-0077 REDCOM NE (Relocate to New London) 0 49 2.030 0.169 Never 4.266
DON-0155 REDCOM NE (Consolidate with CNRNE) 0 49 2.030 0.169 Never 4.266
DON-0079 | REDCOM NE (Consolidates with REDCOM MA) 39 10 1.133 -2.949 immediate| -41.535
DON-0156 | REDCOM NE & MA (Consolidates with CNRMA) 33 59 1.982 -3.000 1 -38.640

All Dollars shown in Millions

13 Jan 05 i 15
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Dapartment of the Navy Candidate Recommendation
Risk Assessment (DON-0078)

i L AT ——

Executability Risk
5<mm§mi mmno:vsmi

._ Investment recoverable in 2-4 years
2. Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost

0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > § to 1

1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is < 3 to 1

mooaoazn \Sbmon

a Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)
2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single action
or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

0053::5\ Swwmmnato_._sm Simﬂ

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

——

Warfighting/Readiness Risk

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executabilit
1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about 2
executability A

-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

Issues: COCOM Concerns: NONE

Consolidates REDCOM located with CNRMA; facilitates IM
Regions decision

13 Jan 05 ‘ 16
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Department of the Navy
DON Analysis Group
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Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment

0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years

1: Investment recoverable in 2-4 years

2: Investment is not recoverable in |less than 5§ years

Investment/Ratio of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost

0: Initial investment < $100M and ratiois > 5to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratiois <3 to 1

mnoaoazn Simo_,

a Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single action
or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

6053235\ Swwmm?:ousm ::bmnn

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executabilit

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about
executability

Issues:
Moves REDCOM to CNR NE location; no personnel savings

Tied to IM Regions decision

Candidate Recommendation
Risk Assessment (DON-0077/0155)

NP 4 A D 1 I A € i R A T B TR PO B R TR TR it B i G R R Aot S e R

—

Warfighting/Readiness Risk
(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

COCOM Concerns: NONE

13 Jan 05
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o Risk Assessment (DON-0079/0156)
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Executability Risk

In <om_.§o=~ mmno.i:em:u

_ Investment recoverable in 2-4 years
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of 20 Year NPV to Initial Cost

0; Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > §to 1

1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is <3 to 1

Economic Impact
0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%}
1: Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single action
or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

0055235\ Swnmmuw:n_._:am ::bmou

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2. Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

—

Environmental Impact Warfighting/Readiness Risk

0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executability (0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty about AM
executability

-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

Issues: (4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
(DON-0079) support/deploy forces

Tied to IM Regions decision but put MA REDCOM support in
NDW PP COCOM Concerns: NONE

(DON-0156)
Tied to IM Regions decision
Consolidates REDCOMS located with CNR MA

13 Jan 05 . 18
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) R REDCOM Summary

« Discriminating Characteristics

— DON-0078, Consolidate REDCOM South with REDCOM MW
« Aligns with IM Regions; Very small investment; Immediate payback
— DON-0077/0155, Relocate REDCOM NE to COMNAVREG NE
» Aligns with IM Regions (6+1); Small investment; Does not pay back
— DON-0079, Consolidate REDCOM NE with REDCOM MA (NDW)

+ Aligns with IM Regions (5+1); Small investment; Immediate payback;
Puts REDCOM support separate from region supported

— DON-0156, Consolidate REDCOM NE and REDCOM MA with

CNRMA
 Aligns with IM Regions (5+1); Small investment; 1-yr payback

DAG Recommendation:

Prepare Candidate Recommendation packages for DON-0078,
DON-0156

13 Jan 05 19
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Regional Support Activities
Recap

Department of the Navy
DON Analysis Group
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* Six Scenarios close the following:

- DON-0041 Consolidate COMNAVREG Gulf Coast, South, Northeast and COMNAVRESFORCOM IM
function

- DON-0074A Consolidate NAVFAC EFD South with NAVFAC EFA Southeast, ENGFLDACT MW and
NAVFAC EFD Mid-Atlantic

DON-0075 Consolidate NAVFAC EFA Northeast with NAVFAC EFD Mid-Atlantic

DON-0078 Consolidate REDCOM South with REDCOM Midwest

DON-0154 Relocate NAVCRANECEN Lester, PA to Norfolk

DON-0156 Consolidate REDCOM Northeast and REDCOM Mid-Atlantic with COMNAVREG Mid-Atlantic

Billets | Billets One-time Steady-State 20-Year

SDC# Closes/Realigns - Elim Moved Costs ($M) Savings ($M) ROI NPV
DON-0041 CNR South, GulfC, CNRFC, & Northeast 92 78 6.413 6.532 Immediate| -84.622
DON-0074A NAVFAC EFD South (Consolidate) 50 448 25.047 -3.673 8 20.417
DON-0075 NAVFAC EFANE (Consolidate) 35 157 10.867 -5.025 2 51.772
DON-0078 RESREDCOM South (Consolidate) 41 18 0.650 -4.001 Immediate| -57.174
DON-0154 NAVCRANECEN (Relocate to Norfolk) 0 55 3.781 -0.822 5 6.466
DON-0156 REDCOM NE & MA (Realign with CNRMA) 33 59 1.982 -3.000 1 -38.64
" Totals for RSA - 251 815 | 48740 | 23053 - | 250.001

DAG Recommendation:

Prepare Candidate Recommendation packages for 6 Regional

Support Activity scenarios

13 Jan 05 20
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DON Analysis Group

DON HSA Scenarios Evaluated
_Not Recommended

SDC # Description Rationale

DON-0012 Close 1&1 Newport News, VA Cost

DON-0017 Close NMCRC Reading, PA Cost

DON-0026 Close NMCRC Peoria, IL Cost

DON-0044 Close MWSS 473, Fresno, CA (1&i) Cost

DON-0058 Close 1&I Charleston, SC Cost

DON-0059 Close I&1 Memphis, TN | cost o

DON-0061 Close 5§ NRDs (includes S.Antonio) Claimant oosnmim

DON-0063 Close 8 NRDs o_wm.:m:. Concerns

DON-0040 Close Regions GC, So, and CNRFC (7 CONUS Region) | Better alternative (DON-0041, 6 CONUS Regions)
DON-0042 Close Region ComNavMar Cost, Claimant Concermns

DON-0073 Relocate NAVFAC EFANE L | Not aligned with IM Region candidate

DON-0074 Close NAVFAC EFD South Cost, Reissued as DON-0074A

DON-0076 Close NAVFAC OICC Mar and PWC O:mi domr Claimant Concems

DON-0077 Relocate REDCOM NE Cost, Not aligned with IM Region candidate
DON-0079 Consolidate REDCOM NE with REDCOM MA Better alternative (DON-0156 to CNRMA)
DON-0080 Close NLSO Central, Pensacola, FL Very small action, pursue outside BRAC
DON-0155 Consolidate REDCOM NE with CNR NE Better alternative (DON-0156 to CNRMA)
DON-0160 Relocate NAVCRANECEN (to Philadelphia) Better alternative (DON-0154 to Norfolk)

13 Jan 05 21
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DON HSA Scenarios Evaluated

Department of the Navy

oo arasis o ~Impact of Recommendations

i . hn i s s SRR AR i ¥ e e o At

 Reserves
— NRC/NMCRCs
« Reduces capacity from 5,352 ksf to 4,720 ksf (11.8%)
« Average milval increases from 59.96 to 61.32
- 1&ls
- Utilize excess admin/training space behind fencelines
» Improve AT/FP posture
« Improve proximity to training facilities
+ Reduce USMC infrastructure management
« Recruiting

— NRDs
» Reduces capacity by 16.1%
« Average milval increases from 68.97 to 69.79
« Furthers CNRC Transformation Plan

« Regional Support Activities

— IM Regions
« Average milval increases from 60.85 to 67.36

— NAVFAC Activities
« Average milval increases from 58.00 to 67.27

— REDCOMs
« Average milval increases from 72.03 to 75.68

— Furthers DON Regional Support concept

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA
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DON Specific HSA
Payback Summary

Steady-State | 20 Year
Activity |Billets Eliminated | Billets Moved| One-Time Costs Savings NPV
Resene Centers 177 142 869 -23.189 -325.642
Regional Support 251 815 4874 -23.053 -259.091
Recruiting 152 0 2.444 -14,529 -207.761
TOTAL H&SA 580 957 59.874 60.771 -792.494
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Operational Scenarios
Criteria 6,7, 8 &
Risk Assessment and
Summary

24
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‘Surface/Subsurface
oo Close Naval Station Ingleside

B b

DON-0003 Splits assets between San Diego and Little Creek
DON-0031 Splits assets between San Diego and Mayport
Don-0032 Single sites all assets at San Diego

All scenarios relocate/consolidate COMINEWARCOM,
MINEWARTRACEN, and COMOMAG to San Diego

All Scenarios assume current Force Structure Plan (20 ships)
Scenarios cost bringing facilities up to standards

At present, scenarios do not include movement of Corpus
Christi HM-15

Scenario Billets | Billets One-Time Steady-State ROI 20 Year
Elim | Moved Costs Savings Years NPV
DON-0003 (Lcreek/SD) 694 2112 200.72 -61.09 3 -583.64
DON-0031 (Mayport/SD) 700 2106 206.69 -61.14 3 -578.36
DON-0032 (SD Only) 726 2080 231.64 -60.25 4 -541.42
All Dollars shown in Millions 75
13 Jan 05
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Criteria 6-8 Considerations

Department of the Navy

Close Naval Station Ingleside

R e LI I

* Results of Criterion 6, 7, and 8 Analysis show
the Ingleside scenarios have:

13 Jan 05

Economic impact on losing economic region results in job change
in excess of 2%

Naval Station Ingleside reports Scenario will result in loss of
government salaries in local community in excess of $112.56M
annually and loss of $13.9M in local procurement

Minimal community impact at receiving site (traffic concerns at
NS San Diego)

Criterion 8 impacts at San Diego include:

« Dredging for 20 vessels, if required, will be more complex
due to screening for munitions and possible upland disposal
required

« Jurisdictional wetlands use will be required by the new
mission, however, the mission can be fully performed
considering jurisdictional wetland restrictions

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA
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Department of the Navy Candidate Recommendation
—rmmm __Risk Assessment (DON-0003/0031/0032)
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Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment

0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment recoverable in 24 years
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of Initial Cost to 20 Year NPV
0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratiois <3 to 1

Economic Impact
0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%)
1: Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and <
1%)
2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to

single action or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

Community Infrastructure Impact
0: Receiving site community{ies) readily able to absorb

forces, missions, personnel e
1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but - i X .
absorption likely over time Warfighting/Readiness Risk
2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel (0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability
Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executability AM-wv Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible
2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty

about executability (4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
Issues: (DON-0003/0031) support/deploy forces
Requires some Duplication of investment with split scenario
(DON-0032) COCOM Concerns: PACOM concern over lack of forward

deployed MIW ships in theater

Single Site investment dependent upon # of ships

Consistent with CFFC intent to have Mine Warfare Center of
Excellence

13 Jan 05 . . 27
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Close Naval Station Ingleside
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« DON-0003 Split Assets between San Diego and Little Creek
— Three year payback
— $200M initial investment
DON-0031 Split Assets between San Diego and Mayport
— Three year payback
— $206M initial investment
« DON-0032 Single Site Assets at San Diego
— Four year payback
— $231M initial investment; declines to $140.5M if fewer ships
— Single site at West Coast Port preferred operationally
— Ensures capacity available at Little Creek for future platforms
— Synergy between MINEWARCOM/ASW Center and surface mine warfare ships

DAG Recommendation:
Prepare Candidate Recommendation package for DON-0032

13 Jan 05
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Surface/Subsurface
Close SUBASE New London
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« DON-0033 Six SSNs and drydock to SUBASE Kings Bay and 11
SSNs to NS Norfolk; SUBSCOL relocated to Kings Bay,
NAVMEDRSRCHLAB relocated to Panama City

« DON-0034 All 11 SSNs and drydock to NS Norfolk; SUBSCOL
relocated to Norfolk, NAVMEDRSRCHLAB relocated to Panama

City
+ Based on current 20 year Force Structure Plan and Laydown
« Scenarios cost bringing facilities up to standards

* Personnel savings may be overstated (medical personnel)

4 " Department of the Navy
DON Analysis Group

A

Scenario Billets Billets One-Time Steady-State ROI 20 Year
Elim Moved Costs Savings Years NPV
DON-0033 1621 6567 653.25 -203.41 2 -1658.74
(KingsBay/Norfolk)
DON-0034 (Norfolk) 1544 6645 .618.39 -195.61 2 -1555.40
All Dollars shown in Millions
13 Jan 05 29
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* Results of Criterion 6, 7, and 8 Analysis show
the SUBASE New London scenarios have:

Economic impact on losing economic region results in job
change in excess of 9%

Minimal community impact at losing and receiving sites

Criterion 8 impacts at receiving sites include:
* Kings Bay:
— Operations will be impacted by the Northern Right Whale and manatees

— 36% wetland restricted acres on the military installation. New mission
will not impact wetlands

— New mission will require dredging

* Norfolk:

— Air Conformity determination may be required

— New mission will require dredging; all areas to be dredged could be
packaged into one permit. Costs associated with permits and contracts

— Possible impacts from higher frequency/concentration of operations on
marine mammals

13 Jan 05 . 30
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Executability Risk
Investment Recoupment

0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment recoverable in 24 years
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of Initial Cost to 20 Year
NPV

0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to0 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is <3 to 1

Economic Impact

0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%)
1: Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to
single action or cumulative effort of all actions {>1%)

Community Infrastructure Impact
0: Receiving site community(ies) readily able to absorb
forces, missions rsonnel

1. Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely, uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executability

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty
about executability

Issues:

CFFC does not concur with altering current submarine base
conficguration

Candidate Recommendation

FHOREOr T At o

omm——— Risk Assessment (DO ,.oo_umw

SRR i

-~

Warfighting/Readiness Risk

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

COCOM Concerns: NONE

13 Jan 05
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Candidate Recommendation

Risk Assessment (DON

bt A AR AR A A

Executability Risk
Investment Recoupment

0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment recoverable in 2-4 years
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of Initial Cost to 20 Year
NPV

0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5 to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratiois <3 to 1

Economic Impact

0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%)

1. Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and < 1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to
single action or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

Community Infrastructure Impact

0: Receiving m_:.w community(ies) readily able to absorb

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies) but
absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executability

1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty
about executability

Issues:

CFFC does not concur with aitering current submarine base

configuration

e

-0034)

—~

13 Jan 05

Warfighting/Readiness Risk

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability
(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

COCOM Concerns: NONE
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« DON-0033 Relocates Assets to Kings Bay and Norfolk
— Two year payback with $653M initial investment
— Reduces excess capacity (16.25 CGEs)
— Maintains strategic and operational flexibility (2 SSN sites on East Coast)

— Requires significant investment to replicate SSN capability at Kings Bay and change
nature of Kings Bay mission

« DON-0034 Relocates Assets to Norfolk
— Two year payback with $618M initial investment
— Reduces excess capacity (16.25 CGEs)

— Reduces strategic operational flexibility (single sites SSNs on the East Coast)
— Increases congestion at Norfolk

DAG Recommendation:
Prepare Candidate Recommendation package for DON-0033

13 Jan 05 33
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Surface/Subsurface
Close SUBASE San Diego

W Department of the Navy
DON Analysis Group

g

« DON-0006A Relocate assets (4 SSNs and drydock) to NS Pearl
Harbor, other NB Point Loma assets relocate locally

- DON-0007 Relocates assets to NS San Diego, other NB Point
Loma assets relocate locally

« Scenarios cost bringing facilities up to standards
- Retain necessary portions of SUBASE San Diego as enclaves

Scenario Billets Billets One-Time Steady-State ROI 20 Year
Elim Moved Costs Savings Years NPV

DON-0006A (Pearl) 243 2339 109.86 -29.05 2 -299.51
DON-0007 (NS SDGO) 231 2339 252.86 -19.29 16 17.90

13 Jan 05
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* Results of Criterion 6, 7, and 8 Analysis show
the SUBASE San Diego scenarios have:

Economic impact on losing economic regions results in job
change less than than 1%

Minimal community impact at losing and receiving sites
(traffic concerns at NS San Diego)

— Criterion 8 impacts at receiving sites include:

* Pearl Harbor:
— New mission will require dredging

San Diego:
— Air Conformity determination may be required

— New mission will require dredging; all areas to be dredged could be
packaged into one permit. Costs associated with permits and contracts

— Possible impacts from higher frequency/concentration of operations on
marine mammais
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Y DON Analysis Group

Candidate Recommendation

Risk Assessment (

Executability Risk

Investment Recoupment
0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment recoverable in 24 years

2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of Initial Cost to 20 Year NPV
0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5 to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is> 3 to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is <3 to 1

Economic Impact
0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%)
1: Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and <

1%)
2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single
action or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)
Community Infrastructure Impact

0: Receiving site community(ies) readily able to absorb forces,
missions, personnel

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies)
but absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely, uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel
Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executability
1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty
about executability

Issues:
Loss of SSN homeporting capability on West Coast

Loss of Strategic Location at San Diego Harbor

~

Warfighting/Readiness Risk

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High Significant impact, approaching point which affects
capability to support/deploy forces

COCOM Concerns: PACOM does not concur; retain for
response capability

13 Jan 05
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DON Analysis Group

Candidate Recommendation

Executability Risk
Investment Recoupment

0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1. Investment recoverable in 2-4 years
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 5 years

Investment/Ratio of Initial Cost to 20 Year
NPV

0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratio is <3 to 1

Economic Impact

0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%)

1: Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.1% and <
1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to single
action or cumuiative effort of all actions (>1%)

Community Infrastructure Impact

0: Receiving site community(ies) readily able to absorb forces,
missions, personnel

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies)

over time

2. Impact on receiving community likely; uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact

0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of executability
1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty
about executability

Issues:

Loss of Strategic Location at San Diego Harbor

-~

Warfighting/Readiness Risk

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability
(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High significant impact, approaching point which affects capability to
support/deploy forces

COCOM Concerns: PACOM does not concur; retain for
response capability

13 Jan 05
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* DON-0006A Relocates Assets to Pearl Harbor

Two year payback with $105M initial investment
Reduces excess capacity (10.5 CGEs)

Eliminates SSN homeporting on the West Coast thereby reducing strategic and
operational capabilities

Loss of strategic location at Ballast Point
Loss of ability to use training waters off San Diego
Loss of submarine logistic support in San Diego

« DON-0007 Relocates Assets to San Diego

Sixteen year payback with $253M initial investment
Reduces excess capacity (10.5 CGEs)
Loss of strategic location at Ballast Point

DAG Recommendation:
Continue Data Refinement for DON-0006A and DON-0007

13 Jan 05
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« DON-0005 Relocates CVN to Naval Station
Bremerton; Relocates 2 DDGs and 3 FFGs to NS San
Diego

« Scenarios cost bringing facilities up to standards

« Scenario requires land acquisition to increase
Bremerton footprint

e DON-0035 Relocate CVN to North Island eliminated
as infeasible

Scenario Billets Billets One-Time Steady-State ROI 20 Year
Elim Moved Costs Savings Years NPV
DON-0005 (Bremerton) 893 4828 295.06 -86.64 3 -822.90

All Dollars shown in Millions
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* Results of Criterion 6, 7, and 8 Analysis show
the Everett scenario has:

— Economic impact on losing economic region results in job
change less than 1%. Impact on Snohomish County alone
will be more significant

— Impact at receiving sites include traffic concerns at NS
Bremerton and San Diego. NS Bremerton requires land
acquisition of 5.5 acres and relocation of tenants

— No significant Criterion 8 impacts

13 Jan 05 ] 40
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Executability Risk
Investment Recoupment

0: Immediately self financing 0-1 years
1: Investment recoverable in 2-4 years
2: Investment is not recoverable in less than 4 years

Investment/Ratio of Initial Cost to 20 Year
NPV

0: Initial investment < $100M and ratio is > 5to 1
1: Initial investment < $200M and ratio is > 3 to 1
2: Initial investment > $200M or ratiois <3 to 1

Economic Impact

0: Low direct/indirect job losses in community (<.1%)

1: Some direct/indirect job losses in community (>.
<1%)

2: Greater potential economic effect on community due to
single action or cumulative effort of all actions (>1%)

Community Infrastructure Impact
0: Receiving site community(ies) readily able to absorb forces,
missions, personnel

1: Some potential impact on receiving site community(ies)
but absorption likely over time

2: Impact on receiving community likely, uncertainty regarding
absorption of forces, missions, personnel

Environmental Impact
0: Minimal impact at receiving site or no risk of

executability
1: Mitigation at receiving site required but possible

2: Complex mitigation at receiving site probable; uncertainty
about executability

1% and

——

Issues:
CVN Homeport flexibility

Economic Impact on Snohomish Country

Warfighting/Readiness Risk

(0-1) Low Minor impact on mission capability

(2-3) Medium Reduced flexibility, but still mission capable

(4-5) High Significant impact, approaching point which
affects capability to support/deploy forces

COCOM Concerns: PACOM does not concur with scenario.
Loses West Coast CVN Homeport Flexibility; would prefer
realignment of East Coast CVN.

13 Jan 05
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* DON-0005 Relocates CVN to Bremerton; 2 DDGs and 3 FFGs to San Diego
— Three year payback with $295M initial investment
— Reduces excess capacity (12 CGEs)
— Retains two CVNs in Pacific Northwest

— Reduces strategic and operational flexibility by limiting carrier berthing on
West Coast (5 carrier limit unless new facilities constructed)

DAG Recommendation:
Continue Data Refinement for DON-0005
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Surface/Subsurface

Recap

+ DON-0002: Close NAVSTA Pascagoula MS; assets to NAVSTA Mayport FL

« DON-0032: Close NAVSTA Ingleside TX; assets to NAVSTA San Diego CA
« DON-0033: Close SUBASE New London CT; assets to SUBASE Kings Bay GA and NAVSTA Norfolk VA

« Overall impact of these scenarios

« Capacity decreases from 426 CGEs to 390.75 CGEs (-8.3%) for active bases

R RNV AR TN SYLS!

« Overall capacity decreases from 578 CGEs to 542.75 CGEs (-6.1%)
« Average military value score increases from 52.87 to 565.96

Summa

NP RS

Scenario Billets Elim Billets Moved One-Time m.om&.mnao T Payback 20 Year
Costs Savings Years NPV
DON-0002 540 414 11.04 a2 Immediate 651.14
Pascagoula to
Mayport
DON-0032 726 2,080 231.64 -60.25 4 N - -541.42
Ingelside to SDGO
DON-0033 1,621 6,567 653.20 -200.81 2 -1,624.90
New London to Kings
Bay/Norfolk
Totals 2,887 9061 895.88 -30848 | 000 ——— -2,817.46
All Dollars shown in Millions
DAG Recommendation:
Prepare Candidate Recommendation packages for three
Surface/Subsurface Activities
13 ._mrdm N — 43
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pONAnalysis Group Scenarios Evaluated - Not Recommended

SDC# Scenario Description Rationale
Surface/Subsurface

DON-0001 Pascagoula to Norfolk Operational concerns
DON-0003 Ingleside to San Diegol/Little Creek Split site/cost
DON-0004 Norfolk to New London Cost

DON-0005 Everett to Bremerton Operational concerns

DON-0006A | SUBASE San Diego to NS Pearl Hrbr | Operational concerns
DON-0007 SUBASE San Diego to NS San Diego | Cost/Operational concerns

DON-0031 Ingleside to San Diego/Mayport Split site/cost
DON-0034 New London to Norfolk (only) Cost
DON-0035 Everett to North Island/NS San Diego | Not feasible
Ground
DON-0008 Gulfport to Camp Lejeune Cost
13 Jan 05 44
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DON Analysis Group

DON Candidate Recommendation
Payback Summary

Billets | Billets | One-Time | Steady-State | 20 Year
Elim | Moved Costs Savings NPV
Reserve Centers 177 142 8.69 -23.189 | -325.642
Regional Support 251 815 48.74 23.053 |  -259.091
Recruiting 152 0 2.444 14529 |  -207.761
Surface/Subsurface | 2,887 | 9061 895.88 -308.48 | -2,817.46
TOTAL 3,467 | 10,018 955.754 -369.251 | -3,609.954
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 Marine Corps Districts

« Additional Reserve (JAST)
« Officer Accession

* Recruit Training

« Aviation

« Carrier move

* Fenceline Closures from JCSG Candidate
Recommendations
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Fenceline Closures

13 Jan 05

?

DON-0039 - Close NS Newport, RI

DON-0070/0071 — Close PG School Monterey
DON-0072 — Close Potomac Annex

DON-0126 - Close Navy Supply Corps School, Athens
DON-0131 — Close Naval Shipyard Norfolk

DON- 0133 - Close Naval Shipyard Portsmouth
DON-0152 — Close NAS Whiting Field

DON-0157 - Close MCSA Kansas City
DON-0158/0059 — Close/Realign NSA New Orleans
DON-XXXX — NSWC Div Corona

DON-XXXX — NAS Pt. Mugu

DON-XXXX — NAES Lakehurst
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Headquarters & Support Activiti

= Department of the Navy

JCSG Candidate Recommendations

““““

es:
HSA-0018 — DFAS Consolidation

HSA-0007 - Create Navy Human Resources Center at Millington
HSA-0011 - Establish Joint Base McGuire/Dix/Lakehurst
HSA-0012 - Establish Joint Base Andrews/Washington
HSA-0013 — Establish Joint Base Pearl Harbor/Hickham
HSA-0032 - Consolidate Charleston AFB/WPNSTA Charleston
HSA-0034 — Consolidate South Hampton Roads Installations
HSA-0075 - Establish Joint Base Monmouth/Earle Colts Neck

Medical:

MED-0004 - Disestablish Inpatient Mission at NH Cherry Point
MED-0053 — Disestablish Inpatient Mission at NAVSTA Great Lakes

Issues?

13 Jan 05 50
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