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PROLOGUE

“BRAC 2005 [is] a capabilitiesbased analysis. The Department
recognizes that the threats our Nation now faces are difficult or even
impossible to forecast through conventional analysis. That realization
compels us to review our facilities in BRAC within the context of the
capabilities they offer instead of viewing our facilities against definitive
requirements. Because it is critically important for the Department to
retain the infrastructure necessary to accommodate its ability to “ surge,”

the Department is gauging its installations against the range of threats
faced by our Nation so that it can differentiate among and capitalize on
those that offer needed capabilities, and reconfigure, realign or close
those that do not.” (Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations
and Environment, 25 March 2004)

The global defense environment has changed significantly during the past decade. New
threats have emerged. New enemies seek to eliminate our civilization and way of life.
The United States remains a Nation at war against these threats. The Global War on
Terrorism, and the Army’ s sustained engagement around the world, define the current
complex and uncertain operating environment.

Within this evolved environment, the Army continues its primary mission to provide
necessary forces and capabilities to the Combatant Commanders in support of the
National Security and Defense Strategies. To continue to excel in its mission and combat
new threats, the Army must transform to become a more relevant and ready force.

“ A rapidly changing world deals ruthlessy with organizations that do not
change.... We must constantly reshape ourselves to remain relevant and
useful members of the Joint Team.” (Chief of Saff of the Army, 16 June
2004)

The Army is transforming from a force designed for deterring a well-defined and
understood adversary to an expeditionary force designed for continuous operations over a
broad spectrum of threats in the dangerous and complex 21%-century security
environment. Instead of focusing on a single, well-defined threat or region, the Army is
developing a range of complementary and interdependent capabilities that can dominate a
range of adversaries or situations. Transformation enables the Army to utilize advantages
and mitigate vulnerabilities to sustain its strategic position in the world.

The Army Modular Force Initiative is reshaping the fighting force—transforming into
modular brigade units to become a larger, more powerful, more flexible deployable force.
The Army is relocating the fighting force—rebasing its overseas units in the continental
United States. It is rebalancing the fighting force—transforming the Reserve and Active
force mix. The Army is creating a more Joint force—actively participating in
Department of Defense efforts for greater Joint operations and increased focus on
homeland defense missions. The Army is becoming a far better force—a campaign
quality, Joint and Expeditionary Army with the capabilities to provide relevant and ready
combat power to the Combatant Commanders from a portfolio of installations that trains,
sustains, enhances the readiness and well-being of the Joint Team, and provides a
platform for rapid deployment.
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The Military Value criteria of BRAC 2005 provided the Army a proven technique to
compare and select the best installations to accomplish the Army’s many
transformational initiatives. With BRAC, the Army Modular Force Initiative, return of
forces from overseas, and transformation of the Reserve Components will occur within
the timeframe necessary to satisfy operational needs.

The result of the Army’s BRAC 2005 selection process will be a streamlined installation
portfolio of predominantly multi- use installations that optimizes Military Value and
reduces cost of ownership; facilitates transformation, Joint operations, and Joint business
functions; accommodates rebasing of overseas units as part of the Integrated Global
Presence and Basing Strategy; and divests of an accumulation of installations that are no
longer relevant and are less effective in supporting a Joint and Expeditionary Army.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

DOD conducted four BRAC rounds from 1988 to 1995, in which the Army created more
efficiency and effectiveness within its installation infrastructure by closing 112
installations and realigning 26 others as well as numerous lab sites. The Army’s prior
BRAC rounds have cost $5.6B but have produced $9.8B in savings. The Army continues
to enjoy annual recurring savings of $945M.

The Secretary of Defense states that, while BRAC 2005 must continue to pursue the
reduction of surplus, it “can make an even more profound contribution to transforming
the Department by rationalizing our infrastructure with defense strategy. BRAC 2005
should be the means by which we reconfigure our current infrastructure into one in which
operational capacity maximizes both warfighting capability and efficiency.”

The Secretary of the Army stated that the Army’s full participation in BRAC 2005 would
enable the Army to realign its infrastructure in away that optimizes both efficiency and
warfighting capability. The Secretary of the Army further emphasized the importance of
adhering to BRAC law. He indicated that the Army would treat al of its installations
fairly in the process and stressed that no binding decisions would be made prior to the
submission of final recommendations to the BRAC Commission.

The Secretary of the Army’s strategy for BRAC 2005 isto establish a streamlined
portfolio of installations with optimized Military Value and a significantly reduced cost
of ownership that:

Facilitates transformation, Joint operations, and Joint business functions;

Accommodates rebasing of overseas units within the Integrated Global Presence
and Basing Strategy; and

Divests of an accumulation of installations that are no longer relevant and are less
effective in supporting a Joint and Expeditionary Army.

BRAC 2005 is acritical component of Army transformation. The BRAC process enables
the Army to reshape the infrastructure supporting the Current and Future forces, making
them evenmore relevant and combat ready for the Combatant Commander. Through
participation in BRAC 2005, the Army realigns its infrastructure to optimize its
warfighting capability and efficiency.

Process and Organization

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, sets the legal
requirement for BRAC, although several significant changes were made for BRAC 2005.
The guidelines for the BRAC Selection Criteria were, for the first time, explicitly written

! Secretary of Defense, Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure, memorandum, 15
November 2002.

2 Secretary of the Army, Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure, memorandum, 12
December 2002.
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into the law. Military Vaue was to comprise the primary consideration for BRAC 2005
actions.

The BRAC Sdlection Criteriaare:
Military Vaue

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To frame its process and begin to develop potential BRAC actions, the Army employed
the selection criteria, aong with the Force Structure Plan and Installation Inventory
submitted to Congress. The law specifies that all BRAC recommendations must be based
on the criteria, plan, and inventory; thus, these three requirements formed the analytical
foundation for BRAC 2005 analysis.

The Military Value criteria provided the Army a comprehensive, proven technique to
compare and select installations to accomplish Army transformation With BRAC, the
Army Moduar Force Initiative, return of forces from overseas, and transformation of the
Reserve Components will occur within the timeframe necessary to satisfy operational
needs. The Military Value criteria specifically directed attention to staging areas in
support of homeland defense, maintenance of a diversity of climate and terrain in support
of training, and surge capacity.

The Executive Office, Headquarters (EOH) was the senior-most deliberative group in the
Army BRAC 2005 process. The EOH consisted of the Secretary of the Army, the Chief

of Staff of the Army, the Under Secretary of the Army, and the Vice Chief of Staff of the
Army, and it received the recommendations of the BRAC Senior Review Group (SRG).
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The BRAC SRG was co-chaired by the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army and Under
Secretary of the Army. The BRAC SRG consisted of Army seniors and operated as a
deliberative and coordinating body for the Secretary of the Army. The SRG evaluated
potential Army recommendations for the consideration of the EOH and supervised the
efforts of the Army Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) representatives as they helped
develop JCSG recommendations for the DOD Infrastructure Steering Group (1SG). The
SRG provided guidance to The Army Basing Study (TABS) Group and reviewed its
products.

The TABS Group, directed by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Infrastructure Analysis (DASA(IA)), executed Army BRAC analysis and documentation
and coordinated analyses and recommendations with other Service analytical teams and
the JCSGs. The TABS mission was to conduct a comprehensive assessment of Army
installations in compliance with the established BRAC law and criteria; evaluate
aternatives, and develop, document, and publish candidate recommendations for
submission to OSD. The TABS Group ensured the Army’s analytical and deliberative
process was consistent with the DOD Force Structure Plan, the DOD installation
inventory, BRAC selection criteria, and the requirements of Public Law 101-510, as
amended.

To meet BRAC requirements, the Army developed an analytical process that was
comprehensive, progressive, and auditable. Throughout the process the TABS Group
coordinated with Army senior leadership and DOD components and mitigated risk
through internal controls, sensitivity analysis, audits, and documentation processing.

Data,
Strategy,
Guidance,
Inputs

Candidate
Recommendations

F{ Unit Scenario [
il Development

nstallation
Priority

| Capacity

B Military Value
H Analysis i

Analysis

Priority Analysis

Analyses

Figure EX-1. The Army BRAC 2005 Process

The Army began its BRAC 2005 selection process by determining its installation study
list, which included and considered all installations on its property list, except those
excluded by BRAC law. Using these guidelines, the Army developed a study list of 97
installations (including 10 leased sites).

There are more than 4,000 Army Reserve and Guard facilities. Full transformation of the
Army necessitated transformation of Reserve Component (RC) facilities, aswell. Dueto
the sheer number of facilities and the difficulty of comparing RC capabilities to Active
Component (AC) capabilities, the Army invited the Adjutants General from each state
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and the Army Reserve Regiona Readiness Command commanders to provide the
necessary information to enable the Army to conduct analyses of RC facilities against
Military Vaue criteria and Reserve operational requirements. The Military Value criteria
were used to identify existing or new installations in the same demographic area that
provide enhanced homeland defense, training, and mobilization capabilities. The Army
sought to create multi- component facilities (Guard and Reserve) and multi- service, Joint
facilities to further enhance mission accomplishment.

The Army collected and maintained data from the study-list installations, which became
key inputs in selection process analyses. The BRAC process required that all information
used to develop and make recommendations be certified as accurate and complete to the
best of the certifier's knowledge and belief. In this data collection effort, the TABS
Group received continuous support from installation administrators, Maor Command
trusted agents, and Installation Management Agency trusted agents.

While data collection provided the Army with an inventory of assets at its installations,
capacity analysis determined the excesses and shortages that existed within this
inventory. Using the Force Structure Plan, the Army assessed the requirements and
determined excesses and shortages across various metrics. In addition, by studying
surge, the Army assessed possible future requirements and determined how its capacity
inventory accommodated uncertainty.

The Army then determined the Military Value (MV), the primary consideration for
BRAC 2005 recommendations, for each installation. The Army assessed installations
using acommon set of 40 attributes which were linked to the BRAC selection criteria.
The Army defined Military Value through attributes designed to capture current and
future capability and not simply current use. This capabilities-based approach permitted
the Army to assess relative installation capabilities to contribute to Army mission
acconplishment now and in the future. The Military Vaue of each installation is the
summed collective scores across weighted attributes, and the Army ranked its
installations from 1 to 97.

These intermediate results were the starting point for scenario development. The Army
devel oped strategy-based scenarios that sought to facilitate transformation, rebasing of
overseas units, Joint operations, and Joint business functions. Potential stationing actions
sought to move units and activities from installations with lower MV to installations with
higher MV to take advantage of excess capacity and divest of less-relevant or less-
effective installations.

Once a scenario had been developed, the Army considered the remaining four selection
criteria to determine the impacts of these scenarios. For criteria 5-8, the Army evauated
scenarios by using the DOD-sanctioned models that, respectively, provided cost and
savings information, economic impact assessment, the local area infrastructure’s ability
to support Army requirements, and environmental analysis to provide the minimum set of
considerations required.

The Army developed and analyzed numerous scenarios and selected candidate
recommendations for submission to OSD. From thislist the Secretary of Defense
determined the final BRAC 2005 recommendations for submission to the BRAC
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Commission and Congress Based on Military Vaue, the Secretary of Defense resolved
to submit recommendations that include the following initiatives.

Recommendations

Realign the operational forces of the Active Army. The Army’s primary objective was
to locate operational units at installations DOD-wide, capable of training modular
formations, both mounted and dismounted, at home station with sufficient land and
facilities to test, smulate, or fire all organic weapons. Military Vaue analysis permitted
the Army to identify high Military Value installations to station its Modular Brigade
Combat Teams (BCTs) and other forces. Army recommendations include realigning one
Modular BCT each to Fort Bliss, TX, Fort Bragg, NC, Fort Carson, CO, Fort Knox, KY,
and Fort Riley, KS. In addition, the Army validates previous temporary stationing of
Modular BCTs at Fort Campbell, KY, Fort Drum, NY, Fort Polk, LA, Fort Richardson,
AK, and Fort Stewart, GA. To enhance Joint training and deployment, the Army
recommends realigning the 7' Special Forces Group from Fort Bragg, NC, to Eglin Air
Force Base, FL, thus, freeing training and maneuver space for the activation of the
Modular BCT at Fort Bragg. To enhance training and force stabilization, the Army also
recommends realigning a Fires Brigade from Fort Sill, OK, to Fort Bliss and an Air
Defense Artillery Brigade from Fort Bliss to Fort Sill. To support the formation of a
Multi-Functional Aviation Brigade at Fort Riley, the Army recommends relocating an
attack aviation battalion from Fort Campbell. Finally, BRAC analysis validated the

FY 05 relocation of the 24 Armored Cavalry Regiment (ACR) at Fort Polk to Fort Lewis,
WA.

Realign over seas units back to the continental United States. Military Vaue and
capacity analysis aso permitted the Army to identify high Military Vaue installations to
station forces returning from overseas. The Army recommends stationing three Modular
BCTs at Fort Bliss TX. The Army also validates the temporary stationing of one
Modular BCT from Koreato Fort Carson, CO. Military Vaue analysis combined with
unit requirements, training capacity and compatibility, and command and control
relationships led the Army to recommend stationing various returning support units, such
as military police, engineers, personnel service, logistical and various other units at Forts
Bragg, Carson and Knox.

Realign or close Reserve Component facilitiesto consolidate headquarters and other
activitiesin Joint or multi-functional installations. The Army recommendations
include closing 176 Army Reserve facilities and the construction of 125 new Armed
Forces Reserve Centers distributed throughout the United States and Puerto Rico. The
Department of the Army understands that State Governors will close 211 Army National
Guard facilities with the intent of relocating their tenant units into these 125 new Armed
Forces Reserve Centers. These new Armed Forces Reserve Centers will increase
Military Vaue and improve the readiness and ability of Army Reserve and Army
National Guard units, and Reserve Component units from other Services, to train, aert
and deploy in support of current and future contingency operations. Twenty-seven of
these new Armed Forces Reserve Centers will incorporate units from multiple services or
be located on other-service installations, creating a Joint capability for homeland defense
and other missions.
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The Army will also reshape the command and control functions and force structure of the
Army Reserve. The Army recommends disestablishing the ten Army Reserve Regional
Readiness Commands in favor of establishing four Regional Readiness Sustainment
Commands, and six hew deployable warfighting units (two Maneuver Enhancement
Brigades, and four Sustainment Brigades). These recommendations enhance Military
Vaueand assist in the re-balancing of Active and Reserve force structure

Realign or closeinstallationsto consolidate headquartersand other activitiesin
Joint or multi-functional installations. The Army sought to collocate headquarters at
installations that supported the missions overseen by those headquarters, or to establish
Joint campuses by stationing the organizations with their counterparts from other
Services. These principles enabled the closure of Fort McPherson, GA, and Fort Monroe,
VA, by relocating Headquarters, Forces Command (FORSCOM) to Pope AFB, NC, and
Headquarters, Training and Doctrine Command to Fort Eustis, VA. Pope AFB provides
a Joint environment and close proximity to operational commanders at Fort Bragg, NC.
Fort Eustis provides a continued Joint training relationship with the US Joint Forces
Command at Norfolk Naval Base. A third major command, Army Materiel Command, is
relocated to Redstone Arsenal, AL in order to enable a large restructuring of the National
Capitol Region and to collocate it with one of its Maor Subordinate Commands. Other
recommendations collocate the US Army Reserve Command with FORSCOM at Pope
AFB; collocate the Headquarters 3" US Army with the Air Force component of US
Forces Central Command, CENTAF (9" Air Force), at Shaw AFB, SC; realign
Headquarters 1% US Army to the central United States at Rock Island Arsenal, IL
(closing Fort Gillem, GA) to prepare for its transformation into the single Army
Headquarters overseeing Reserve mobilization; and collocate the Army Crimindl
Investigative Division Headquarters with its Air Force and Navy counterparts at Quantico
Marine Corps Basg VA.

An additional recommendation creates a new Walter Reed National Military Medica
Center at Bethesda, MD, by relocating Walter Reed Army Medical Center’s specialty
care to Bethesda, and its primary and secondary care to Fort Belvoir, VA, to enhance
Soldier and other patient quality of care.

Smeller headquarters are relocated to pursue efficiencies by consolidating
geographically- split organizations and aligning the regional structures of multiple
missions. The Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) and the Army Evaluation
Center are moved to Aberdeen Proving Ground, M D where they will consolidate with
other portions of ATEC and other test and evaluation organizations. The Human
Resources Command is moved to Fort Knox, KY, where it is consolidated with other
personnel commands to form a personnel Center of Excellence. The Installation
Management Agency (IMA), the Network Enterprise Technology Command and the
Army Contracting Command collapse their regional headquarters structures into Eastern
and Western Region Commands at Fort Eustis, VA, and Fort Sam Houston TX.
Headquarters, IMA is also relocated to Fort Sam Houston

Realign installations to create Joint and Army Training Centers of Excellence. The
Army recommendations include realigning installations by consolidating the Armor and
Infantry Centers and Schools to create a Maneuver Center at Fort Benning, GA,;
consolidating the Air Defense and Field Artillery Centers and Schools to create a Net
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Fires Center at Fort Sill, OK; and consolidating the Ordnance, Quartermaster, and
Transportation Centers and Schools to create a Combat Service Support Center at Fort
Lee, VA. The Army pursued these actions to enhance training coordination, doctrine
development, training effectiveness, and efficiency. These consolidations improve onthe
Maneuver Support Center (MANSCEN) model, approved as part of BRAC 95 and
currently in place at Fort Leonard Wood, which consolidated the Military Police,
Engineer, and Chemical Centers and Schools. The United States Military Academy
Preparatory School is realigned withthe United States Military Academy at West Point,
NY. Thisaction consolidates all academy-related training from two locations (Fort
Monmouth and West Point) to one location (West Point). Drill Sergeants Training is
realigned from three locations (Fort Benning, GA; Fort Jackson, SC; and Fort Leonard
Wood, MO) to one location (Fort Jackson). The Aviation Logistics School is realigned
with the Aviation Center and School at Fort Rucker, AL. The Prime Power School is
realigned with MANSCEN at Fort Lee. The Air Force and Army Transportation
Management Schools are realigned at Fort Lee to create a Joint Center of Excellence. Air
Force Culinary training is realigned with the Army’straining at Fort Lee, and both the
Air Force'sand Navy’sreligious training is realigned at Fort Jackson creating Joint
Centers of Excellence. These consolidations foster consistency, standardization and
training proficiency, while reducing the total number of Military Occupational Skills
(MOS) training locations. They aso support Army Transformation by collocating
institutional training, and other units in large numbers on single installations to promote
force stabilization. In addition, they improve training capabilities while eliminating
excess capacity at ingtitutional training installations, enhancing Military Value by
providing the same or better level of training at reduced costs.

Realign or close installationsto integrate critical munitions production and stor age,
manufacturing, Depot level maintenance, and materiel management capabilitiesto
enhance Joint productivity and efficiency and reduce cost. The Army recommends
closing four Army Ammunition Plants, three Chemica Depots, and two Army Depots
(one maintenance and one munitions storage) to reduce cost-of-ownership and increase
efficiency. The Army recommends realigning workload among nine other Depots and
Arsenals and five Army Ammunition Plants. These realignments will enhance four
Army Depots as Joint Centers of Industrial and Technical Excellence for specific
commodities, Army Arsenals into three Joint Manufacturing and Technology Centers,
one Joint Logistics Expeditionary Center, and munitions production and storage
installations into five Joint Munitions Centers of Excellence. These transformations will
enhance Military Value eliminate single function and inefficient facilitiesand allow the
Army Organic Industrial Base to partner with the civilian defense industry, using
capacity from both the government and private industry, achieving the most favorable
and economical efficienciesfor al of DOD.

Realign DOD RDAT& E organizationsinto Joint Centers of Excellence that enhance
mission accomplishment at reduced cost. The Army recommendations achieve a mgjor
transformation by collocating and integrating major RDAT& E elements currently
scattered at many sites by assembling Human Systems, Information Systems, Sensors,
Electronics, and Chemical-Biological RDA at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. The
collocation of Communications-Electronics Research Development and Engineering
Center, Night Vision Lab, Communications Electronics Command, Army Test and
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Evaluation Command, several PEOs and PMss, Biologica-Medical, and Chemical-
Biological RDA at Aberdeen Proving Ground creates a powerful Center for Soldier-
Focused Systems that permit integration and coordination at every step from R and D
through T, A, & E. Other recommendations create similar Joint facilities at Detroit
Arsenal, MI (Ground Vehicles), Redstone Arsenal, AL (Aviation), and Picatinny Arsenal,
NJ (Guns and Ammunitions) to reduce cost and enhance effectiveness. The
recommendations permit the closure of Fort Monmouth, NJ.

Conclusion

The Army’s BRAC 2005 strategy and process supported the development of
recommendations that enhance Military Value, advance the Army Modular Force
Initiative, accommodate the rebasing of overseas units, enable the transformation of both
the Active and Reserve Components as well as rebalancing these forces, contribute to
Joint operations and Joint business functions, and reduce facilities cost of ownership.
These recommendations maintain necessary surge capabilities in both the operational
force and the industrial base, enhance homeland defense missions, and continue the
transformation to a more relevant and ready Joint and Expeditionary Army.

The BRAC 2005 recommendations of the Secretary of Defense close, realign, or add
functions at 76 of the 97 installations on the Army’s study list. The recommendations
close 15 Army posts, 7 lease sites, 176 U.S. Army Reserve Readiness Centers, and enable
State Governors to close 211 armories and readiness centers if they choose to move those
unitsinto one of the 125 local Armed Forces Readiness Centers which are also contained
in the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, 36 Army installations
are realigned under these recommendations.

These recommendations create 20- year gross savings of $20.4B for a one-time cost of
$12.8B and generate 20-year net savings of $7.6B, which are 1.2 times the net savings of
the first four BRAC rounds combined. Recurring savings after completion of BRAC
implementation are expected to be $1.5B annually, 1.7 times greater than the recurring
savings of the four rounds combined. The return of forces from overseas, under BRAC
law, generate significant BRAC costs but the substantial savings generated by these
overseas actions are not reflected in BRAC saving. These related, but nonBRAC costs
and savings, would add $0.7B to cost but another $20.4B to 20-year net savings for a
total of $28.0B and increase recurring savings by $1B for atotal of $2.5B annualy.
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CLOSING INSTALLATIONS

Army JAG Agency L ease Site, VA

Hoffman L ease Complex, VA

Army Resear ch Office L ease Site, NC

Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, KS

Army Reserve Personnel Center Lease Site, MO

Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant, TX

Charles E. Kelly Support Center, PA

Mississippi Army Ammunition Plant, MS

Crystal City Lease Complex, VA

Newport Chemical Depot, IN

Deseret Chemical Depot, UT

Red River Army Depot, TX

Fort Gillem, GA

Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant, CA

Fort McPherson, GA

Rosslyn Lease Complex, VA

Fort Monmouth, NJ

Umatilla Chemical Depot, OR

Fort Monroe, VA

USAG Michigan (Selfridge), M1

Hawthorne Army Depot, NV

176 US Army Reserve Centers

HQ, Army Test and Evaluation Command L ease
Site, VA

211 National Guard Armoriesand Centersupon
agreement of the State Governors

REALIGNING INSTALLATIONS

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD

Fort Lee, VA

Adelphi Laboratory, MD

Fort Leonard Wood, MO

Anniston Army Depot, AL

Fort Lewis, WA

Bailey’'s Crossroads L ease Site, VA

Fort McCoy, WI

Corpus Christi Army Depot, TX

Fort Richardson, AK

Detroit Arsenal, M|

Fort Rucker, AL

Fort Belvoir, VA

Fort Sam Houston, TX

Fort Benning, GA

Fort Sill, OK

Fort Bliss, TX

Fort Wainwright, AK

Fort Bragg, NC

Lima Tank Plant, OH

Fort Buchanan, PR

Redstone Arsenal, AL

Fort Campbell, KY

Rock Island Arsenal, IL

Fort Dix, NJ

Sierra Army Depot, CA

Fort Eustis, VA

Soldier Systems Center, Natick, MA

Fort Hood, TX

Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA

Fort Huachuca, AZ

Walter Reed Army Medical Center, DC

Fort Jackson, SC

Watervliet Arsenal, NY

Fort Knox, KY

White Sands Missile Range, NM

Table EX-1. Army Installations Impacted by BRAC 2005 Recommendations
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose

BRAC is a means by which the Department of Defense reconfigures its infrastructure
into one where operational and support capacity is optimized for both warfighting
capability and efficiency, and Joint activity opportunities are aggressively pursued.
BRAC furthers Defense Transformation, maximizes Joint utilization of defense
resources, reallocates military personnel from supporting, operating, and securing
unnecessary and underutilized infrastructure to the point of the warfighting spear. Thus,
BRAC saves the taxpayers money. BRAC provides DOD a comprehensive review of its
installation inventory, elimination of excess physical capacity, alignment of base
structure with 21%-century force structure, and the ability to implement opportunities for
greater Joint activity.

1.2 PreviousBRAC Rounds

DOD conducted four BRAC rounds from 1988 to 1995. The Army closed 112
installations and realigned 26 others, using BRAC to create more efficiency and
effectiveness within its installation infrastructure.

BRAC 1988

The first BRAC round occurred in 1988—under the Defense Secretary’s Commission on
Base Realignment and Closure. DOD analyzed its infrastructure, developed
recommendations, and eliminated unnecessary installations to make more efficient use of
base operating dollars. The Army was an aggressive participant in the effort.

The Base Realignment and Closure Office (BRACO)—an Army organi zation—reported
that the 1988 closures provide the Army annual recurring savings of $260 million.*

3 Department of the Army, Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (OACSIM),
BRAC Division, PB06 J Books, Feb 2005. The BRAC Division Office of OACSIM provided the
information regarding BRAC actions and finances from previous rounds.

13
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CLOSURES

53 Stand Alone Family Housing Areas

Indiana Army Ammunition Plant, IN

Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, AL

Jefferson Proving Ground, IN

Army Materiel Technology L aboratory, MA

Kapalama, HI

Bennett ARNG, CO

L exington Army Depot, KY

Cameron Station, VA

Navajo Army Depot, AZ

Cape St. George, FL

New Orleans Military Ocean Terminal, LA

Coosa River Storage, AL

Nike Kansas City, MO

Defense Mapping Agency, Herndon, VA

Nike Site Aberdeen, MD

Fort Des Moines, |A

Pontiac Storage Facility, M1

Fort Douglas, UT

Presidio of San Francisco, CA

Fort Sheridan, IL

Tacony War ehouse, PA

Fort Wingate, NM

US Army Reserve Center Gaithersburg, MD

Hamilton Army Airfield, CA

REALIGNMENTS

Fort Devens, MA

Fort Meade, MD

Fort Dix, NJ

Pueblo Army Depot, CO

Fort Holabird, MD

Umatilla Army Depot, OR

Table 1-1. BRAC 88 Actions

Secretary of Defense’s Candidate List, 1990

In early 1990, the Secretary of Defense announced that DOD was considering a number
of additional base closures and realignments. These candidate installations had been
chosen by the Services and the Defense Logistics Agency in response to a Secretary of
Defense request that they reevaluate their needs in the light of changed international
conditions; detailed studies and evaluations were to be conducted during 1990. That
year, however, Congress passed the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990.
Many of the proposed actions could subsequently take place only within the framework
of a new, independent BRAC commission. The new thresholds did not affect the

following initiatives, which proceeded.

CLOSURES (Inactivation to caretaker status)

Detroit Tank Plant, M| (partial)

Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant, LA

Indiana Army Ammunition Plant, IN

Mississippi Army Ammunition Plant, MS

Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, KS

Scranton Army Ammunition Plant, PA

Lima Tank Plant, OH (partial)

Sunflower Army Ammunition Plant, OK

Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant, TX

Table 1-2. 1990 Defense Secretary Actions
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BRAC 1991

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 authorized three additional
BRAC rounds to occur biennialy, the first occurring in 1991. The 1991 Commission
approved the Army’ s recommendation to close five installations and realign six more.
Additionally, tenresearch, development, test and evaluation (RDT&E) laboratories were
recommended for realignment. Seven medical |aboratories were also realigned in
conjunction with the other Services' medical laboratory efforts.

As of FY05 the Army’s actions from BRAC 91 save $304 million annualy.

CLOSURES
Adelphi Woodbridge Research Facility, VA Fort Ord, CA
Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN Sacramento Army Depot, CA

Fort Devens, MA

REALIGNMENTS

Aviation Systems Command & Tr oop Support Fort Polk, LA

Center, MO
Fort Chaffee, AR L etterkenny Army Depot, PA
Fort Dix, NJ L AB 21 Consolidation

Table 1-3. BRAC 91 Actions

BRAC 1993

In 1993, the Army continued to tailor its infrastructure to meet the needs of a smaller
force. The Commission supported the following recommendations but disapproved
several other major reshaping efforts.

The realignments and closures approved for the Army through BRAC 93 provide a
current annual recurring savings of $68 million.

CLOSURES

Vint Hill Farms Station, VA |

REALIGNMENTS

Fort Belvoir, VA Presidio of Monterey Annex, CA

Fort Monmouth, NJ Tooele Army Depot, UT

Table 1-4. BRAC 93 Actions
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BRAC 1995

In 1995, the Army continued reengineering its infrastructure. The recommendations
from this round completed the Army’ s reshaping efforts during the 1990s.

BRAC 95 actions save the Army $313 million each year.

CL OSURES

Bayonne Military Operations Terminal , NJ Fort Pickett, VA
Bellmore L ogistics Center, NY Fort Ritchie, MD
Big Coppett Key, FL Fort Totten, NY
Branch LOMPOC, CA Hingham Cohassett, MA
Camp Bonneville, WA HQ, ATCOM, MO
Camp Kilmer, NJ I nformation Systems Software Command, VA
Camp Pedricktown, NJ Oakland Army Base, CA
Concepts Analysis Agency, MD Publications Distributions Center Baltimore, MD
East Fort Baker, CA Recreation Center #2, Fayetteville, NC
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, CO Rio Vista Ar my Reserve Center, CA
Fort Chaffee, AR Savanna Army Depot, IL
Fort Holabird, MD Seneca Army Depot, NY
Fort Indiantown Gap, PA Stratford Army Engine Plant, CT
Fort McClellan, AL Sudbury Training Annex, MA
Fort Missoula, MT

REALIGNMENTS
Charles E. Kelly Support Center, PA Fort Meade, MD
Detroit Tank Plant, M1 L etterkenny Army Depot, PA
Fort Dix, NJ Red River Army Depot, TX
Fort Hunter Liggett, CA Sierra Army Depot, CA
Fort Leg, VA Tri-Service Project Reliance

Table 1-5. BRAC 95 Actions

Conclusion

The Army’s prior BRAC rounds cost $5.6B and produced $9.8B in savings. These
BRAC rounds also produced installations that enabled the Army to successfully
prosecute Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm, Operation Iragi Freedom, and Operation
Enduring Freedom, and set the path toward Army Transformation. The Army continues
to enjoy annual recurring savings of $945 M.

1.3 Law

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, sets the legal
requirement for BRAC, although several significant changes were made for BRAC 2005.
The purpose of the law is “to provide afair process that will result in the timely closure
and realignment of military installations inside the United States.”* With few exceptions,
the law is “the exclusive authority for selecting for closure or realignment, or for carrying
out any closure or realignment of, a military installation inside the United States.”®

The President resumes his role from previous rounds, and an independent Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission is again established to review the

* Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Pub. L. 101-510, § 2901(b), as amended.
® Ibid, § 2909(a), as amended.
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recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. However, an additional position has been
added, bringing the total number of commissionersto nine. The process for justifying,
devel oping, and documenting recommendations is aso altered by the amendments for the
2005 round.

The changes to the BRAC law affected the procedures of the Department of Defense.
The amended law calls for a broader Force Structure Plan (discussing threats over the
next twenty years, not six) as well as an installation inventory. It states that the Secretary
of Defense must then depict the relationship between the plan and the inventory in a
capacity report. Finally, as part of the submission of plan and inventory, the Secretary of
Defense isrequired to prepare a document that certifies the need to eliminate excess
capacity and maximize efficiency.

The guidelines for the selection criteria were, for the first time, explicitly written into the
law. Military Value, Criteria 1 through 4, is designated as the primary consideration for
BRAC 2005 actions. These criteria include an emphasis on homeland defense and
jointness — two themes not emphasized in previous BRAC rounds.

1.3.1 Legidative Milestones

Congress enacted a series of milestones to be met by BRAC Components. If any of the
following milestones are missed, BRAC 2005 will end.

e 31 December 2003 Draft Selection Criteria Published

* ~ February 2004 With Budget, Force Structure Plan and
Infrastructure Inventory to Congress

» 16 February 2004 Final Selection Criteria Published

« 15 March 2005 With Budget, Revisions to Force Structure
Plan and Infrastructure Inventory

» 16 May 2005 SECDEF Recommendations Published

» 8 September 2005 Commission’s Recommendations

e 23 September 2005 President’s Approval or Disapproval
e 20 October 2005 Commission’s Revised Recommendations

7 November 2005 President’s Approval or Disapproval of Revised
Recommendations

Table 1-6. BRAC 2005 L egislative Milestones
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2.0 GUIDANCE

2.1 Office of the Secretary of Defense

The Office of the Secretary of Defense issued two memoranda to the BRAC components
between the fall of 2002 and the spring of 2003. These messages provided the policy
framework for the BRAC process.

The Secretary of Defense released the “ Transformation Through Base Realignment and
Closure” (“kickoff”) memorandum on 15 November 2002. The document laid out the
authorities, organizational structure, goals, and objectives for the BRAC round.

Prior BRAC analyses focused on eliminating excess capacity. The kickoff memorandum
states that while BRAC 2005 must continue to pursue the reduction of surplus, “BRAC
2005 can make an even more profound contribution to transforming the Department by
rationalizing our infrastructure with defense strategy. BRAC 2005 should be the means
by which we reconfigure our current infrastructure into one in which operational capacity
maximizes both warfighting capability and efficiency.”

The memorandum emphasized examining and implementing opportunities for greater
Joint activity among the Services. The organizational structure delineated in the memo
mirrors this sentiment, with analysis divided into two categories. Military Departments
(MILDEPS) studying their Service-unique functions, and Joint Cross-Service Groups
(JCSGs) examining common business-oriented functions.

The emphasis onjointness continued in “Policy Memorandum One,” issued on 16 April
2003 by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology & Logistics
(USD(AT&L)). The memo outlined BRAC poalicies, procedures, and responsibilities,
and tasked BRAC components to devise internal control plans, data certification systems,
and measures for applying each of the selection criteria to their analyses. The
USD(AT&L) explained how to develop and document recommendations and directed
that BRAC data not be made public until after the Secretary of Defense submitted
recommendations to the Commission (no later than16 May 2005). The Government
Accountability Office (GAO), however, was granted access to material throughout the
process, whichenabled GAO to produce atimely report detailing DOD’ s devel opment of
recommendations for the Commission.

Additional OSD guidance was provided in the following memoranda:
Policy Memorandum 2 — Military Vaue Principles
Policy Memorandum 3 — Selection Criterion 5
Policy Memorandum 4 — Selection Criteria 7 and 8
Policy Memorandum 5 — Homeland Defense
Policy Memorandum 6 — Selection Criterion 6
Policy Memorandum 7 — Surge

Policy Memorandum 8 — Environmental Summaries for Lease Sites
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2.2 Department of the Army

On 12 December 2002 the Secretary of the Army signed a memorandum entitled
“Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure.” The Secretary of the Army stated
that the Army’ s full participation in BRAC 2005 would enable the Service to redlign its
infrastructure in away that maximizes both efficiency and warfighting capability.

In the memorandum, the Secretary outlined the organizational structure of the Army’s BRAC
2005 process. He established the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Infrastructure
Analysis) as the focal point of the Army BRAC effort and Director of The Army Basing
Study (TABS) Group. The TABS Group would provide comprehensive analysis to develop
and support Army scenarios. In conducting analysis, the TABS Group would employ the
support of the Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA) and Maor Command
(MACOM) staffs. The Army BRAC Senior Review Group (BRAC SRG) would provide
guidance and review products.

The Secretary of the Army emphasized the importance of adhering to BRAC law and its
milestones. He further indicated that the Army had to treat al of itsinstallations fairly in
the process.

2.3 Army Strategy

The Secretary of the Army’s strategy for BRAC 2005 is to establish a streamlined
portfolio of installations with optimized Military Vaue and a significantly reduced cost
of ownership that:

Facilitates transformation, Joint operations, and Joint business functions;

Accommodates rebasing of overseas units within the Integrated Global Presence
and Basing Strategy; and

Divests of an accumulation of installations that are no longer relevant and are less
effective in supporting a Joint and Expeditionary Army.
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3.0 ARMY BRAC ORGANIZATION

All levels of the Department of the Army participated during the BRAC 2005 process.
The following sections describe the Army analytical and decision-making bodies during
the process

3.1 Executive Office, Headquarters (EOH)

The EOH is the senior body within the Department of the Army. The group consists of
the Secretary of the Army, the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Under Secretary of the
Army, and the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army.

The EOH wasthe senior-most deliberative group in the Army BRAC 2005 process. The
EOH received the recommendations of the BRAC SRG and assisted the Secretary of the
Army in developing and making fina Army recommendations to forward to the Secretary
of Defense.

3.2 BRAC Senior Review Group (SRG)

The BRAC SRG operated as a deliberative and coordinating body for the Secretary of the
Army. Within the Army, it provided guidance to the TABS Group and reviewed its
products. The BRAC SRG evaluated potential Army recommendations for the
consideration of the EOH and Secretary of the Army.

The BRAC SRG supervised the efforts of the Army Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG)
representatives as they hdped develop JCSG recommendations for the DOD
Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG). This process ensured that Army-specific
requirements were discussed by the Joint team.

The BRAC SRG was co-chaired by the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army and Under
Secretary of the Army. |In the absence of the Under Secretary, the Assistant Secretary of
the Army (Installations and Environment) served as co-chair. In the absence of the Vice
Chief of Staff of the Army, the Director of the Army Staff served as co-chair. The
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Infrastructure Analysis (DASA(1A)) served
as the Executive Secretary for the BRAC SRG. Members of the BRAC SRG arelisted in
the table below. NOTE: The Deputy Under Secretary of the Army attended several
meetings but later changed assignments, and the position was not filled.
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BRAC SRG Members

Under Secretary of the Army (Co-Chair) Vice Chief of Staff of the Army (Co-Chair)

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Acquisition, | Director of the Army Staff
L ogistics, and Technology)

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations | Deputy Chief of Staff, G3
and Environment)

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Deputy Chief of Staff, G4
Management and Comptroller)

General Counsel Deputy Chief of Staff, G8
Deputy Under Secretary of the Army Chief, Army Reserve

The Surgeon General Director, Army National Guard

Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation
Management

Table 3-1. BRAC SRG Members

3.3 TheArmy Basing Study (TABS) Group

The TABS Group stood up on 15 January 2003. The TABS mission was to conduct a
comprehensive assessment of Army installations in compliance with the established
BRAC criteria; evaluate alternatives; and develop, document, and publish
recommendations for submissionto OSD. The TABS Group ensured its analytical
process was consistent with DOD and Army force structure plans, the DOD installation
inventory, BRAC selection criteria, and the requirements of Public Law 101-510, as
amended. The TABS Group executed Army BRAC anaysis and documentation and
coordinated analyses and recommendations with other Service analytical teams and the
JCSGs. Its charter expires 30 days after final approval or disapproval of the Commission
report by the Congress, or sooner as directed.

34 U.S. Army Audit Agency (USAAA)

The USAAA served as the Department of the Army’ s internal audit department during
BRAC 2005. These services helped the Army make informed decisions, resolve issues,
use resources effectively, and satisfy statutory and fiduciary responsibilities.

Because of the frequent coordination between USAAA and the TABS Group during
BRAC 2005, the agency secured space at the analytical group’s office and worked
collaboratively throughout the process.

USAAA also communicated regularly with the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) and the DOD Inspector General (DOD |G) to ensure close coordination between
Army and DOD BRAC audit efforts.
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40 ARMY PRESENCE IN DOD-WIDE BRAC ORGANIZATIONS

SECDEF
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» Technical

* Education and Training

* HQ and Support Activities
« Intelligence

Figure4-1. DOD BRAC Organization

4.1 Infrastructure Executive Council (IEC)

The |EC wasthe oversight body for the DOD BRAC 2005 process. The IEC met as
needed to approve major strategic decisions. The IEC was chaired by the Deputy
Secretary of Defense and consisted of the following members:

Deputy Secretary of Defense (Chair)

Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics)
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Secretary of the Army

Chief of Staff of the Army

Secretary of the Navy

Chief of Naval Operations

Commandant of the Marine Corps

Secretary of the Air Force

Chief of Staff of the Air Force

4.2 Infrastructure Steering Group (1SG)

The 1SG provided oversight to the JCSGs. The ISG ensured and enforced the
coordination of analytical processes among the JCSGs, MILDEPS, and Defense
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Agencies. Asthe Chair of the ISG, the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition
Technology, and Logistics) had the authority and responsibility to issue the operating
policies and detailed direction necessary to conduct BRAC 2005 analyses. The ISG
consisted of the following members:

Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics)
(Chair)

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Installations and Environment)
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations and Environment)
Vice Chief of Staff of the Army

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment)
Vice Chief of Naval Operations

Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Installations, Environment, and
Logigtics)

Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force

4.3 Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGS)

The JCSGs were created to analyze common business-oriented functions across the
MILDEPs and Defense Agencies.

JCSGs participated in BRAC 95, but their role increased in BRAC 2005 as
transformation and jointness received more emphasis. JCSG scenarios competed on an
equal footing with MILDEP scenarios for DOD approval and funding rather than being
forwarded through the MILDEPs for initial approva and submission to DOD. The ISG
reviewed JCSG scenarios before they were proposed to the IEC in a manner similar to a
MILDEP approval process for its scenarios.

Seven JCSGs participated in BRAC 2005: Education and Training, Headquarters and
Support Activities, Industrial, Intelligence, Medical, Supply and Storage, and Technical.
The JCSGs analyzed, coordinated, and developed scenarios that enhance jointness,
effectiveness, and efficiency within their assigned functions.

Each JCSG consisted of senior leaders from OSD, the MILDEPs, the Joint Staff, and
appropriate Defense Agencies. Because of the increased authority of JCSGsin BRAC
2005, the Army appointed senior SMEs to each JCSG:
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JCSG Army Senior SME

HQDA, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff,

Education and Training a3

Headquarters and Support Activities HQDA, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staf,

G8 (HSA JCSG Chair)
Industrial Army Materiel Command, G3
) HQDA, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff,
Intelligence
G2
Medical Deputy Surgeon General
Supply and Storage HQDA, Deputy Chief of Staff, G4
Technical Technical Director, U.S. Army

Developmental Test Command

Table4-1. Army Senior Representativesto JCSGs

The Army representatives to each JCSG were senior leaders from the Department of the
Army. They ensured that Army capabilities and requirements were discussed and
considered by the group so that the Army’srole as a vital member of the Joint team was
reflected in final BRAC proposals of the JCSG.

The Army’s JCSG representatives were also invited attendees as advisors to the Army
BRAC SRG - the body that guided the Army’s BRAC 2005 effort. Their status as senior
Army leaders enabled them to work Army issues directly and effectively.

4.4 Joint Action Scenario Team (JAST)

The DOD made Joint basing of forces and support functions a priority consideration for
BRAC 2005. Along with the JCSG analysis of common business-oriented functions,
DOD mandated a study of Joint basing scenarios for operational forces. In compliance,
the DASA(IA), the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Basing and
Infrastructure Analysis, and the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Infrastructure
Strategy and Analysis — the BRAC Directors — established the JAST to coordinate,
manage, and assist in the process of developing Joint operational basing scenarios. The
Army was designated as the lead Service of the JAST.

The JAST consisted of members of the Services who represented, worked for, and
reported to the BRAC Directors. OSD representatives also attended meetings, providing
prior-BRAC experience, advice, and expertise.

The primary objective of the JAST was to help the MILDEPs efficiently examine and
implement viable opportunities for greater Joint activity of operational forces. Although
the JAST primarily concentrated on operational forces, other Joint options were
considered.
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The JAST complied with BRAC law and guidance, ensuring that the selection criteria
were the basis for Joint operational base scenarios, and provided access to and open
sharing of MILDEP information regarding JAST scenarios.

45 Reserve Component Process Action Team (RC PAT)

Reserve Component participation in previous BRAC rounds was limited to identifying
enclave requirements a closing or realigning Active Component installations. Given the
vita role that the Reserve Components continue to play in the Global War on Terrorism,
the impacts of modularity on Reserve Component force structure, and the need to the
adjust the demographic orientation to meet these demands, the RC PAT was formed to
evaluate closure and realignment opportunities for both the Army National Guard and the
Army Reserve.

The Chief, Army Reserve, the Director, Army National Guard, and the Director, The
Army Basing Study chartered an organization known as the Reserve Component Process
Action Team (RC PAT) to seek opportunities to work together in BRAC 2005. The RC
PAT addressed the critical facility requirements of the Reserve and Guard, and identified
opportunities to divest infrastructure that no longer meets operational requirements. The
ten Army Reserve Regiona Readiness Commands and, as voluntary participants in the
RC PAT, The State Adjutants Genera (TAGs) from 39 states, Puerto Rico, and the
District of Columbia provided informationon state-owned and sub-threshold Reserve
Component facilities (i.e., those facilities that employed less than 300 civilians).

The RC PAT ensured that Reserve Component activities and facilities were incorporated
in analyzing potential BRAC 2005 actions. It evaluated potential recommendations for
Army considerations for realignments and closures of RC installations with civilian
workforces below the BRAC thresholds established by 10 U.S.C. § 2687, as amended.
The RC PAT also assessed BRAC 2005 decisions on Reserve mission readiness
Through the RC PAT, the Reserve Components took advantage of the opportunity BRAC
2005 provided to realign and consolidate RC activities and facilities in concert with
Active and Joint Reserve Components and to generate efficiencies that make the Army
Reserve and Army National Guard more powerful and capable components of the Army
and Joint Team.

The RC PAT managed the process for conducting al RC-basing and Joint-use
opportunities, developed realignment and closure proposals and coordinated them with
the appropriate JCSGs, the JAST, and the TABS Group. The RC PAT process complied
with BRAC 2005 legidation and guidance provided by OSD and TABS Group, while
using Army Reserve and Army National Guard subject matter experts to conduct the
analysis. The RC PAT’s purpose reinforced the BRAC 2005 goals of achieving a more
powerful military with enhanced readiness and an emphasis on Joint stationing
opportunities.

The RC PAT process paralleled the TABS Group analytical process. The RC PAT
solicited proposal ideas and data from each state and Regional Readiness Command
(RRC), conducted cost analysis using COBRA, and then finalized RC proposals with
each state and RRC. The RC PAT submitted the RC proposal packet to the TABS
Group. RC proposals were subject to BRAC deliberative material management controls.
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4.6 Joint Process Action Teams (JPATS)

The DOD created JPATSs to discuss analysis of cost, economics, local area infrastructure,
and environment — key factors addressed by BRAC Selection Criteria 5 through 8 (see
Section 5.1). The JPATs convened throughout BRAC 2005, participating in devel opment
and facilitating analysis. Each JPAT dealt with all models, tools, processes, and policies
regarding the study of its particular selection criterion during BRAC 2005.

4.6.1 Criterion 5: Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA)

OSD directed the Army to establish the COBRA JPAT to review, refine, and verify
COBRA algorithms, operations, and functionality. The Army led this effort to update
and revise the model so that it captured new technologies, business practices, and Joint
service requirements. Algorithms were improved to better predict TRICARE,
sustainment, and base operating support costs. Standard factors were also reviewed,
verified, and certified.

Specifically, the COBRA JPAT:

Provided COBRA training to the Services and the JCSGs to ensure understanding
of existing COBRA data, functionality, limitations, and possible updates

Verified and validated model inputs and outputs and

Reviewed, refined, and verified model algorithms, data elements, operations, and
functionality

The JPAT consisted of representatives from each of the Services, the JCSGs, and OSD.
USAAA, DOD Inspector General, and the GAO acted as JPAT observers. The JPAT
continued to meet to complete necessary updates and corrections through May 2005.

4.6.2 Criterion 6: Economics (ECON)

The Criterion 6 JPAT developed a methodology in which DOD BRAC Components
(Military Services, JCSGs, and Defense Agencies) measure the economic impact on
communities involved in BRAC 2005 alternatives and recommendations.

JPAT 6 consisted of representatives from each of the Services, the JCSGs, and OSD (who
led the JPAT). The DOD Inspector General was also present to observe the process.

The ECON JPAT members:
Developed attributes, metrics, and questions to support Criterion 6

Reviewed the BRAC 2005 public law, existing DOD policy and guidance, and
ensured compliance

Provided a report on the approach to address Criterion 6, to include recommended
attributes and metrics, and a set of questions to obtain data

Developed a template for displaying certified data for MILDEP and JCSG
consideration as they assess various scenarios

4.6.3 Criterion 7: Local Area Infrastructure (LAI)

The OSD BRAC Director and the BRAC Deputy Assistant Secretaries established a
JPAT for Criterion 7, and the Air Force was designated as the lead Service for the effort.

27



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—BRAC 2005—ANALYSES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

LAl JPAT members:
Developed and executed an approach to define Criterion 7

|dentified attributes and questions to assess a community’s ability to support
missions, forces, and personnel

Produced a report on the data, which was used by the BRAC Components
4.6.4 Criterion 8: Environment (ENV)

The environmental analysis process for BRAC 2005 was developed by a JPAT and was
designed to satisfy, for each proposal, the analytical requirements for Criterion 8.

JPAT 8 was led by the Navy and included MILDEP and OSD representatives and the
DOD Inspector General.

The ENV JPAT members:
Generated 101 questions in 10 resource areas for Data Call #1

Developed three products to assist environmental analysis. the Installation ENV
profile, the Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts, and the Cumulative
Summary of Environmental Impacts

4.7 Government Accountability Office (GAQO)

The GAO played a key rolein BRAC 2005 by evaluating DOD’s BRAC process. To
facilitate the task, DOD provided GAO full access to the documents and processes of all
BRAC Components. The Army coordinated with GAO and provided biweekly
submissions of documents to enable continuous examination of the Army’s BRAC
process.

4.8 Office of the General Counsd (OGC)

OGC provided the Army with legal counsel in BRAC 2005. The Army coordinated with
OGC during the selection process to ensure legal sufficiency of recommendations.
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5.0 ANALYTICAL FOUNDATION

BRAC law specifies that all recommendations must be based on the DOD Selection
Criteria, Force Structure Plan, and Installation Inventory submitted to Congress. These

requirements formed the foundation for BRAC 2005 analysis.

5.1 Selection Criteria
BRAC law requires that DOD develop criteria that must be used for making closure and

realignment recommendations to the BRAC Commission. The law also requires that

those criteria must ensure that Military Value is the primary consideration.
The selection criteria were required to be submitted in draft form by 31 December 2003,

and the final criteria published in the Federal Register by 16 February 2004. Both of

these deadlines were met. On 15 March 2004 the selection criteria became law.

The BRAC 2005 Selection Criteria are:
Military Vaue

1

4.

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

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

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

The cost of operations and the manpower implications.

Other Consderations

5.

6.

7.

8.

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

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

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

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

The legislation for BRAC 2005 states that the selection criteria must ensure that Military

Vaue (Criteria 1-4) is the primary consideration in making recommendations. The law

also requires BRAC components to address the special considerations of cost, economic
impact, local area infrastructure, and environment (Criteria 5-8).
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The Military Value criteria of BRAC 2005 provide the Army a comprehensive, proven
technique to compare and select installations to accomplish these initiatives. With
BRAC, transformation to a modular force, return of forces from overseas, and
transformation of the Reserve Components will occur within the timeframe necessary to
satisfy operational needs. The Military Value criteria specifically directed attention to
staging areas in support of homeland defense, maintenance of a diversity of climate and
terrain in support of training, and surge capacity.

5.2 Force StructurePlan

In the BRAC kickoff memorandum, the Secretary of Defense stated that a
“comprehensive infrastructure rationalization requires an analysis that examines a wide
range of options for stationing and supporting forces and functions, rather than smply
reducing capacity in a status-quo configuration.” BRAC law a so required that the
Services develop 20-Y ear Force Structure plans that depict the changes to the force over
time. The Army Deputy Chief of Staff, G3 (DCS, G3) developed the Army’s plan, to
include the impacts of Army Transformation, and submitted it to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for approval and submission to Congress. The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff signed the
final 20-Y ear Force Structure Plan on 14 March 2005. The 20-Y ear Force Structure Plan
is described in detail in Volume Il of the DOD BRAC 2005 Report, the Classified Force
Structure Plan.

The Army 20-Y ear Force Structure Plan reflects two key Army decisions:
Transformation and the return of Army forces from overseas as part of the Integrated
Global Presence Basing Study (IGPBS).

Transformation - In broad terms, Army Transformation addresses three
objectives. modular force design, rebalancing, and stabilization. Through the
Army Modular Force Initiative, the Army will meet the demands of a global
expeditionary Army by increasing from 67 Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) to 77
Modular BCTs (43 in the Active Component and 34 in the Army National Guard),
with the potential for 82 (48 in the Active Component and 34 in the Army
National Guard); realigning its support forces into standard designs; and
decreasing the number of headquarters. Rebalancing addresses the need to
transfer selected capabilities from the Reserve Component to the Active
Component and vice versa. Stabilization entails changes to personnel policies
that encourage Soldiers and their families to remain on the same installation for
longer periods of time, adding predictability to the Soldiers’ careers. The Army
BRAC analysis addressed the impacts of these objectives individually and
collectively through constant liaison with the HQDA DCS, G3 and the Offices of
the Director, Army National Guard and the Chief of the Army Reserve, and the
certified databases provided.

IGPBS - To meet the demands of the new Defense Strategy, DOD evaluated the
global posture of the Armed Forces and their ability to meet uncertainty. The
impact of the DOD analysis resulted in decisiors to withdraw approximately
47,000 selected Army forces from both Europe and Korea and station these forces
in the United States and to meet certain treaty obligations through force rotations.
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The Army analysis used data provided by the Army DCS, G3 to show the impacts
of IGPBS decisions.

The table below shows the impacts of both the Army Modular Force Initiative and
IGPBS.

Brigade Type Active Component | Reserve Component
Heavy Modular BCTs 19 10
Infantry Modular BCTs 18 23
Stryker BCTs 6 1
Aviation Brigades 11 14
Fires Brigades 6 6
Maneuver Enhancement Brigades 3 13
Battlefield Surveillance Brigades 3 2
Sustain Brigades 16 19

Table 5-1. Impacts of Modularity Transformation and IGPBS

The Army conducted a holistic analysis of restationing overseas units and validating the
final location for all modular units within BRAC 2005. Based on an operational
necessity to fully support the Global War onTerrorism, the Army obtained Secretary of
Defense approval to temporarily station several units prior to formal approval of the
Secretary’s BRAC recommendations. These units primarily included the activation of
ten additional Modular BCTs and the relocation of one IGPBS-related Modular BCT.
The initial basing of these modular units was temporary, pending BRAC 2005 review.
As part of itsanalysis, the Army considered these 11 units and their locations.

BRAC law was a definitive factor in the analysis of the Army Modular Force Initiative
and IGPBS. Actions such as the activation of a unit on a particular installation or
relocating a unit from overseas to the US were not considered realignment actions as that
term is defined in the National Defense Authorization Act for 1991, as amended, and as
applied in previous rounds of BRAC. However, the Army was cognizant that if the
selection of alocation for an activating or returning unit was part of, and linked to, a
BRAC realignment recommendation, then it could be accomplished through BRAC. In
the case of the units that were approved as temporary stationing actions, the Army
analyzed each unit and installation to determine, if, within the context of BRAC, there
was a more optimal location. Chapter 7 lays out the results of Army BRAC 2005
analyses for both Modular Force and IGPBS-related units. If temporary sites were
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confirmed, the results reported in Chapter 7 do not include a recommendation, because

none was required.

5.3

Installation Inventory

The Army owns more than 4,000 installations worldwide. After applying BRAC law, the
Army determined a resultant list of installations subject to BRAC analysis. In addition,
installations located on Army property but controlled by a Defense agency were
evaluated by JCSGs in accordance with OSD policy. The Army Installation Inventory
included 87 Army posts and 10 lease facilities, which are identified below by Installation
Management Agency (IMA) region

NORTHEAST NORTHWEST SOUTHEAST SOUTHWEST
Ft McNair, DC Ft Carson, CO Anniston AD, AL Ft Huachuca, AZ
Walter Reed AMC, DC Pueblo CD, CO Ft Rucker, AL YumaPG, AZ
Aberdeen PG, MD Rock Idland Arsendl, IL Redstone Arsenal, AL Pine Buff Arsenal, AR
Adelphi Lab, MD Crane AAP, IN Ft Benning, GA Ft Irwin, CA
Ft Detrick, MD Newport CD, IN Ft Gillem, GA Presidio of Monterey, CA
Ft Meade, MD lowaAAP, |A Ft Gordon, GA Riverbank AAP, CA
Soldier Systems Center, MA | Ft Leavenworth, KS Ft McPherson, GA SierraAD, CA
Ft Dix, NJ Ft Riley, KS Ft Stewart/Hunter, GA Ft Polk, LA

Ft Monmouth, NJ

Kansas AAP, KS

Bluegrass AD, KY

Hawthorne AD, NV

Picatinny Arsenal, NJ Detroit Arsenal, Ml Ft Campbell, KY White Sands MR, NM
Ft Drum, NY USAG Sdlfridge, M1 Ft Knox, KY Ft Sill, OK

Ft Hamilton, NY Ft Leonard Wood, MO Mississippi AAP, MS M cAlester AAP, OK
Watervliet Arsena, NY Lake City AAP, MO Ft Bragg, NC Corpus Christi AD, TX
West Point, NY LimaTank Plant, OH MOT Sunny Point, NC FtBliss, TX

Carlisle Barracks, PA UmatillaCD, OR Ft Jackson, SC Ft Hood, TX

Charles E. Kelly Support

Center, PA Deseret CD, UT Holston AAP, TN Ft Sam Houston, TX
Letterkenny AD, PA Dugway PG, UT Milan AAP, TN Lone Star AAP, TX
Scranton AAP, PA Tooele AD, UT Ft Buchanan, PR Red River AD, TX
Tobyhanna AD, PA Ft Lewis, WA
Ft A. P. Hill, VA Ft McCoy, WI
Ft Belvoir, VA
Ft Eustis, VA PACIFIC
Ft Lee, VA Ft Richardson, AK
Ft Monroe, VA Ft Wainwright, AK
Ft Myer, VA Ft Shafter, HI
Radford AAP, VA Schofield Barracks, HI
Tripler AMC, HI
L eases L ease L eases

Army JAG Agency, VA

ARPERCEN, MO

PEO STRICOM, FL

Army JAG School, VA

Army Research Office, NC

Bailey’'s Crossroads, VA

Crystal City Complex, VA

Hoffman Complex, VA

HQ, ATEC, VA

Rosslyn Complex, VA

Table5-2. Army BRAC 2005 Active Component Installation Inventory
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6.0 ARMY SELECTION PROCESS

The challenge for the Army wasto develop recommendations to relocate units, functions,
and activities to establish a streamlined portfolio of installations with optimized Military
Vaue and a significantly reduced cost of ownership.

Figure 6-lillustrates the selection process the Army followed in BRAC 2005. The
process was based on legal, OSD, and Army guidance; Army strategy; required data; and
additional inputs. The Army analyzed its installations and assets against the requirements
of the 20-Y ear Force Structure Plan, employed Military Value as the primary
consideration, and examined potential BRA C recommendations against all eight DOD
Selection Criteria

DELE, ECON, LA,

Strategy, Capacity [l Military Value [l installation || Unit Scenario Unit
Guidance, Analysis Analysis Priority Development Priority
Inputs

ENV, and IVT Candidate
Analyses Recommendations

Q Analytical Input
:] Andlysis

Analytical Output

Figure 6-1. Process Flow of Army BRAC 2005 Analysis

6.1 LessonsLearned

GAO, the RAND Caorporation, and the Center for Army Analysis (CAA) each studied
specific aspects of previous BRAC rounds. GAO issued areport in 1997 declaring DOD
BRAC analysis generally sound but citing several shortfalls, focusing on organization,
Joint coordination, cost evaluation, data collection, and audit regulation.® In an additional
report published in 2003, GAO evaluated RC participation and consequences during prior
BRAC rounds.” RAND’s study evaluated the Army’s analysis in previous BRAC
rounds.® And, in a CAA report, the Army also identified additional areas for

® United States General Accounting Office, Military Bases: Lessons Learned from Prior Base Closure
Rounds, July 1997.

" United States General Accounting Office, Military Base Closures: Better Planning Needed for Future
Reserve Enclaves, June 2003.

8 RAND Corporation, Taking Stock of the Army’ s Base Realignment and Closure Selection Process, 2001.
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improvement within its analytical process.® The results of these studies were compiled,
and DOD and the Army addressed the lessons learned for BRAC 2005. Each of these
reports informed the Army during development of its analytical process, enabling a more
efficient and effective outcome.

6.1.1 GAO

6.1.1.1 Joint Coordination

The GAO report stated that the outcome of any future BRAC round could be improved
by resolving, in advance, key organizational and policy issues, such as the emphasison
jointness. The Joint effort during BRAC 95 lacked authoritative oversight and necessary
influence. As aresult, the Services did not reach a consensus on significant cross-Service
consolidations. 1n response, OSD assumed a stronger |eadership role during the
development of BRAC 2005. The organization for BRAC 2005 included Service
representatives at the executive and analytical levels of the cross-Service effort. The IEC
and 1SG were created to provide executive guidance to the cross Service effort and to
ensure that all BRAC components examined jointness. OSD assigned lead
responsibilities for each JCSG to a particular agency in advarce. Each JCSG scenario
competed equally with MILDEP scenarios when reviewed by the IEC. [NOTE: The
RAND study also mentioned the insufficient analysis of cross Service collocation in
BRAC 95]

In addition to improving JCSG organization, process, and authority, OSD further
enhanced the Joint theme in BRAC 2005 by creating the JAST. The JAST provided the
MILDEPs an opportunity to pursue Joint stationing of operatioral units. Acting asa
clearinghouse, the JAST enabled the MILDEPs to communicate and coordinate while
developing Joint operational basing scenarios.

6.1.1.2 Cost Evaluation

Much of GAO'’s recommended cost improvements will be concentrated in the
implementation stage of BRAC 2005, when DOD components work on tracking savings
and estimating environmental cleanup costs more effectively. During the analytical
stage, however, BRAC components were able to use GAO's findings to improve the
COBRA model. GAO sated that DOD and the Services should begin devel opment of
the model early in the process to “enhance completeness and consistency of COBRA cost
factors and analyses within and among DOD’s components, to the extent practical.”*® To
accomplish this recommendation, DOD ingtituted a COBRA JPAT. The COBRA JPAT
began meeting early inthe BRAC analytical process, and it coordinated and discussed
methods for improving the accuracy of the COBRA model. For example, it incorporated
GAQO’s recommendation that net present value use a discount rate related to the
Treasury’s curent borrowing rate.

® Center for Army Analysis, Optimal Stationing of Forces, 2001.
10 GAO, Military Bases, pg. 47.
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6.1.1.3 Data Collection

Commenting on the data calls from previous BRAC rounds, GAO stated that BRAC
components should keep in mind, when developing data calls, that eliminating
infrastructure would necessarily increase in difficulty for the next BRAC round. For
BRAC 2005, the Army capitalized on the technological advancements since the last
BRAC round and employed an automated, web-based data call system. This system
improved efficiency, accuracy, and credibility throughout the analytical process, thus
lessening the burden on installations and increasing the comprehensiveness of the results.

6.1.1.4 Audit Regulation

GAO aso recommended that DOD ensure full audit access to the entire BRAC analytical
process. DOD addressed this, and the Army stated its full-access procedure in its internal
control plan for BRAC 2005.*

6.1.1.5 Reserve Component Synchronization

The RC participated in the planning during previous BRAC rounds but did not develop a
significant number of proposals. Moreover, GAO found that the Army overstated
savings and understated costs in cases where the Army recommended an AC closure that
later included an RC enclave.

To address thisin BRAC 2005, the Army analytical process included a specific review of
potential realignments and closures to identify enclave requirements early in the analysis
and testing. In BRAC 2005, the RC provided significant, transformational proposals for
BRAC analysis. State and regional RC leaders developed proposals that were inputs to
the Army’s analytical process. In this manner, the RC was equally as active as the AC.
Additionally, the BRAC 2005 COBRA model included an RC Enclave input. This
enabled the Army to identify enclaves during analytical development and cost scenarios.

6.1.2 RAND

6.1.2.1 Installation Categorization

In prior BRAC rounds, the Army divided its instalations into 13 functional categories
and created Military Vaue rankings within each category using different weights and
attributes. This process precluded installations in one category being compared to
installations in any other category, and it was impossible to assess which installations had
the greatest ability (highest Military Value) to accept new missions and functions. This
“stove-piping” did not fully capture the potential that an installation might have outside
of its current category and mission. RAND suggested that the Army would better assess
its installations if they were evaluated as one group against a universal set of Military
Vaue weights and attributes. In BRAC 2005, the Army considered RAND’s
recommendation and determined that a M ulti-Objective Decision Analysis approach for
calculating the Military Value of installations was appropriate. The Army evaluated each
installation using the same attributes and weights, ad Military Value was assigned based
on these attributes. There was one overall Military Vaue ranking among all installations,

1 The Army Basing Study (TABS) Group, Army Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Internal
Control Plan (ICP), 4 June 2003.
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which measured potentia across an array of missions rather thanan installation’s current
mission. Inthisway, the Military Vaue analysis supported the Army’s capabilities-
based analysis.

6.1.2.2 Military Vaue Assessment

RAND considered the Army’s Military Value assessment in BRAC 95 to be too
subjective. Selection criteria weights were calculated “top-down” without replicable
analysis. Weights within each selection criterion were calcul ated after the selection
criteria weights were determined. For BRAC 2005, the Army determined that a “ bottom:
up” approach, instead of the “top-down” approach, which was used in the previous round,
was more appropriate. Subject matter experts determined the relative weights of each
Military Vaue attribute and which selection criteria the attribute supported. The
selection criteria weights were then calculated based on the analytically derived attribute
weights.

6.1.2.3 Baseline Projection

RAND concluded that the BRAC 95 process was shortsighted in that the authorizing
legidation limited the requirements horizon to six years. The 2005 legidation now
permits a 20-year requirements horizon. To take full advantage of the new provision, the
Army projected a 20-year force structure that fully addressed Army transformation A
larger baseline projection engendered greater risk; the Army addressed these risks
throughout its analysis, including uncertainty and sur ge analysis where feasible.

6.1.2.4 Financia Investment

RAND contended that the financing of BRAC actions in previous rounds caused Services
to refrain from recommending closures and realignments with promising long-term
savings but large up-front costs. In BRAC 95, Services financed BRAC actions using
their existing budgets. RAND recommended that OSD establish acommon, DOD BRAC
budget with the Services competing for funds This recommendation came to fruition for
BRAC 2005, offering an incentive for Services to examine more expensive and higher-
payoff actions, and, thus, increasing the scope of BRAC anaysis.

6.1.3 CAA

6.1.3.1 Stationing Analysis

CAA examined stationing analysis at severa levels, from asimplistic static analysisto a
more sophisticated mixed integer programming approach (the Og)ti mal Stationing of
Army Forces Model (OSAF)), which was used in BRAC 2005.12 CAA analysis examined
GAO and RAND findings and confirmed through OSAF that “ stove-piping” did reduce
potential savings in past BRAC rounds and limited stationing opportunities. The OSAF
model provided the Army with a greater number of stationing possibilities through
optimization and built on capacity, Military Value, and portfolio analyses. OSAF was
constrained by missionrelated restrictions and examined all alternatives with respect to
facility requirements, training requirements, and economics. OSAF provided a starting

12 cAA, Optimal Stationing.
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point for the Army analysis during BRAC 2005, and should be used for examining future
IGPBS and Modularity stationing options.

6.1.3.2 Military Vaue Attributes

CAA determined that a subset of the BRAC 95 attributes drove the results in that
analysis. The TABS Group built on CAA’swork, examining each attribute’ s ability
within the Military Value modd to help compare Army installations. The resulting
Military Vaue model provided the Army a set of well-defined and representative
attributes that helped to rank installations.

6.2 Process Guidance

The Secretary of the Army’s strategy for BRAC 2005 is to establish a streamlined
portfolio of installations with optimized Military Vaue and a significantly reduced cost
of ownership that:

Facilitates transformation, Joint operations, and Joint business functions;

Accommodates rebasing of overseas units within the Integrated Global Presence
and Basing Strategy; and

Divests of an accumulation of installations that are no longer relevant and are less
effective in supporting a Joint and Expeditionary Army.

The specific objectives to support this capabilities-based analysis were devel oped as
described in the following sections.

6.2.1 OSD BRAC 2005 Military Value Principles

The OSD BRAC 2005 Military Value Principles are strategic concepts that foster
transformation and were employed while devel oping, analyzing, and producing scenarios.
The Army’s BRAC Principles, which were incorporated into the OSD Principles, were
developed by the TABS Group after reviewing guidance, prioritizing Army
transformational concepts, and interviewing Army senior leaders. The BRAC SRG
approved the Army BRAC Principles on 4 May 2004. The Deputy Secretary of Defense
established the OSD BRAC Principles in a3 September 2004 memorandum, stating that
the principles enumerate the essential elements of military judgment to be employed in
the BRAC process. The principles were reinforced by the Acting USD(AT&L) the
following month in OSD Policy Memorandum Number Two — BRAC 2005 Military
Vaue Principles. The OSD BRAC Principles are:

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

Quality of Life: The Department must provide a quality of life, including quality of
work place that supports recruitment, learning, and training, and enhances retention

Or ganize: The Department needs force structure sized, composed, and located to match
the demands of the Nationa Military Strategy, effectively and efficiently supported by
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the properly aigned headquarters and other DOD organizations, and that takes advantage
of opportunities for joint basing.

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

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

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

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

6.2.2 OD BRAC Considerations

The OSD BRAC Considerations were also based on input from the Services.
Considerations represent the ideas judged to be beneficial and recommended as
appropriate to be considered within the BRAC analytical and decision-making processes.
The Chairman of the I1SG approved the considerations on 28 September 2004.

6.2.3 Army BRAC Objectives

Army BRAC Objectives were initiatives the Army pursued through BRAC 2005. The
Objectives were designed to enable transformation of the current portfolio of Army
installations into a portfolio that best supports the Joint Team. Objectives were linked to
the BRAC Selection Criteria and derived from the key capabilities that installations
provide to the Army. They were aso linked to Military Vaue attributes, which were the
installation characteristics that enabled the TABS Group to evaluate installations. The
BRAC Objectives provided the Army with more specific parameters to guide analysis.

6.2.4 Army Transformational Options

Army Transformational Options (TOs) were stationing concepts considered during
Scenario development. The Army TOs are based on the OSD BRAC Principles, the OSD
and Army BRAC Considerations, and the Army BRAC Objectives.

6.2.5 Army Design Constraints

Army Design Constraints helped to further shape the parameters for analysis. The
Design Constraints represented the minimum requirements the Army needed to ensure
that the final portfolio of Army installations satisfied specific unit requirements. Each
analyst had access to the Army design constraints and used them to help guide analysis.
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The use of design constraints ensured that the necessary physical assets to support
capabilities were met during Army BRAC decision making.

6.3 Data Collection

The BRAC process required that all information used to develop and make realignment
and closure recommendations submitted to the BRAC Commission be certified as
accurate and complete to the best of the certifiers knowledge and belief. The TABS
Group collected and maintained more than 1.2 gigabytes of data from 87 Army
Installations, 10 leased complexes, and more than 50 agencies located in the National
Capitol Region. The data for the 50 agencies was collected in support of the DOD
Headquarters and Support Activities JCSG.

In this data collection effort, the TABS Group received the continuous support of
installation administrators, MACOM trusted agents, and IMA trusted agents.

6.4 Capacity Analysis

Capacity analysis was the first analytical step in the Army process. The analysis
examined certified data regarding each Army installation and provided a means to
accurately determine excesses and shortages in order to begin the assessment of potential
efficiencies.

Capacity analysis was composed of physical, operational, and surge analysis. Physical
capacity analysis measured an installation’ s capacity in terms of facilities to determine
excess and shortage. Operational capacity analysis measured the Army’s ability to
support units and meet unit requirements with its installation infrastructure’ s physical
capacity. Surge analysis determined the set of capacities that the Army needed to
actively avoid reducing through BRAC based on the need to support mobilization
requirements, meet National Defense contingency needs, and respond to other emergency
or unforeseen requirements.

Additional detail is available in Appendix A, the Capacity Analysis Report.
6.4.1 Surge

To ensure surge requirements were included in BRAC analysis, Congress modified the
previously published BRAC selection criteria by adding surge to Criterion 3. This
modification tasked the MILDEPs and JCSGs to determine any surge capabilities
necessary to meet probable threats and projected changes to the force structure. The
Army’s capacity analysis defines surge capability for selected requirements based on the
needs of the 20-Y ear Force Structure. Throughout the capacity analysis, the Army
highlighted surge implications and considered them during evaluation

Since the BRAC focus is on installation facilities, surge capabilities refer to the retention
of excess facilities that are difficult to reconstitute and not readily available to the Army
by other means including the private sector.

6.5 Military Value Analysis

Military Value (MV) was the primary consideration in making closure and realignment
recommendations. Military Vaue Analysis (MVA) was the approach that the Army used
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to examine MV. MV consisted of two components. The first component wasan
analytical foundation based on a decisiontanaysis approach. The analytics werethen
balanced with military judgment that was informed by BRAC Principles, Objectives, and
Considerations.

Refer to Appendix B, the Military Value Analysis Report for more detail on the
approach, analysis, and results.

6.5.1 Military Value of Installations (MVI)

The MVI model developed a 1-to-nranking of all installations under consideration based
on an analysis of 40 distinct attributes across all installations and each installation’s
overall MV (caled the Installation Assessment in BRAC 95). Unlike BRAC 95, the
BRAC 2005 MV used a capabilities-based approach instead of an installation-category
approach. Thisalowed the Army to evaluate all installations using one model.

The Army also applied each attribute to the DOD criteriarelating to MV; some attributes
supported one criterion, but others supported multiple criteria. Based on the mapping to
the criteria, the Army calculated the percentage of the total weight that applied to each
MV criterion.

6.5.2 Military Value Portfolio (MVP)

While MVI provided the ranking of installations based on inherent MV without regard to
Army capacity requirements, the MV P employed the MV ranking and distinguished
installations into those necessary to meet requirements and those whose attributes were
beyond projected Army needs. Hence certain installations moved into the Army portfolio
despite possessing alower MVI rank, since the Army needed its capabilities to meet
projected requirements. In other instances, installations that ranked higher in MVI

moved out of the portfolio because their capabilities constituted an excess beyond
projected Army requirements. The BRAC 95 team conducted similar analysis, but used a
more qualitative approach. Both MVI and MV P were balanced with military judgment to
determine final Military Vaue and the final Army portfolio.

6.5.3 Climate and Terrain

The Army addressed the climate and terrain requirements stated within Selection
Criterion 2, identifying the availability and condition of land throughout a diversity of
climate and terrain as akey Military Vaue criterion.

The Army identified current installation coverage across different climate and terrain for
maneuver land capability. The Army considered maneuver land across the regimes
because the capability to maneuver is the Army capability most influenced by climate
and terrain. Other Army capabilities (e.g., industrial, admin, depot, etc.) are not restricted
by regime. This comparison allowed the Army to determine which climate and terrain
constraints needed to be included within MVP analysis.

6.5.4 Staging Areas for Homeland Defense

Selection Criterion 2 highlights the necessity for staging areas for the Armed Forcesin
homeland defense missions at both existing and potential receiving locations. The Army
identified installation characteristics contributing to the ability of an installation to serve
asastaging area.
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Each potential closure of an Army installation was reviewed to assess whether the closure
uncovered an exclusive coverage area. If so, then the potential closure was further
reviewed for size, population, and critical infrastructure for the newly uncovered area as
part of the Army’s MV analysis.

6.5.5 Option Value Model (OVM)

The OVM calculated the overall scenario values with a common set of attributesbased on
MVI, MVP, and capacity analysis. Similar to the MV functionality , OVM produced a
ranking of scenarios from 1-to-n. The rankings were not deliberative in nature. The
rankings provided insights to the BRAC SRG as it assessed relative gainsin Military
Vaue from each scenario.

6.5.6 Option Portfolio Model (OPM)

The OPM determined sets of scenarios that maximize value subject to a budget constraint
and capacity constraints. The model used outputs from OVM to maximize the value of a
set of scenarios subject to these sets of constraints, which provided a review of all
scenarios within abroad context across al Army assets and requirements. Many
different sets of scenarios were developed based on additional constraints applied to the
mode or different budget level. The results of OPM were not deliberative in nature. The
rankings provided insights to the BRAC SRG as it assessed relative gainsin Military
Vaue from each scenario. Using OPM, the Army developed a set of optionsto use asa
basis for candidate recommendations.

6.6 Unit Analysis

The Army used the installation assessment results to begin unit analysis.  Unit analysis
determined the most effective and efficient means of stationing the Army’s units
throughout its infrastructure. Each unit on an installation with a lower MV was
considered for stationing on an installation with a higher MV and at |ocations where the
Army could take advantage of excess capacity.

The Army used several inputs during this analysis, including MV results, Optimal
Stationing of Army Forces model results, and internal team analysis, consisting of SMEs
sharing information and approaches to create an integrated review of alternatives.

During Unit Analysis, various installation-unit combinations were evaluated, and
stationing actions were then prioritized.

6.7 ActiveForces

While engaged in the Global War on Terrorism, the Army is transforming its Operational
Forces to a modular design and improving its Globa Force Posture by implementing
Integrated Global Presence and Basing Strategy (IGPBS) decisions. The TABS Group
analyzed these significant initiatives to ensure that the totality of the Army’s operational
force structure plan was evaluated comprehensively for potential stationing actions.

6.7.1 Sationing for Modularity

The Army Modular Force Initiative redesigns the Operational Army into a larger, more
powerful, flexible and deployable force. This redesign centers on a Modular Brigade
Combat Team (BCT). A Modular BCT is a sand-aone and standardized tactical force
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that is organized the way it fights. It isa self- sustaining team of between 3,500 and 4,000
Soldiers included ininfantry, armor, artillery, and additional support units comprising the
necessary components to succeed in combat.

The Army Modular Force Initiative is significant to the BRAC process for several
reasons. It isthe back bone of the Army’s Twenty-Y ear Force Structure Plan. It
represents both an increase in the number of BCTs in the Active Army and an increase in
the Active Army endstrength. The Twenty-Y ear Force Structure Plan documents the
increase in the number of Modular BCTs from 39 at the end of 2005 to 43 by the end of
2006 and remaining at that level through 2025. Ten new Modular BCTs were
temporarily stationed due to operational necessity pending BRAC review. For BRAC
2005 analysis purposes, the baseline was 33 Active Army BCTsin 2003 with 26 BCTs
stationed in the United States. The authorized erdstrength as a part of the 2003 baseline
was 482,400 Soldiers. The FY 05 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) increased
Active Army endstrength by 20,000 in FY05. The Army will retain an additional 10,000
Soldier authorizations through 2009 under emergency authority. The Army is also
converting a significant number of military positions to civilian and reducing the number
of Soldiers assigned outside of Operational Army units. Thiswill add approximately
30,000 Soldiers to the Operational Army. Combined, these actions will add more than
60,000 Soldiers to the Operational Army in the continental United States (CONUS).

6.7.2 Sationing of IGPBS Forces

The United States Army in Europe will reduce its current footprint from 236 individual
installations and kasernes spread across Europe to 88. Koreawill likely experience a
similar consolidation, but the end state for Korea is not yet defined. The results of known
IGPBS-related decisions indicate that the Army will return approximately 47,000
Soldiers from overseas locations to CONUS. Many of the units in which these Soldiers
are assigned will inactivate in support of the Army Modular Force Initiative and the
rebalancing of Active and Reserve force structures. The Soldiers will permanently
change duty stations and report to either existing units or newly activating units in the
United States. Approximately 22,000 of the estimated 47,000 Soldiers returning from
overseas will return in this manner, and there are no direct BRAC-related actions
associated with their moves.

The IGPBS-related decisions will result in the return of a significant number of overseas
units and Soldiers to the United States between 2005 and 2011. Thiswill include four
Active Army Modular BCTs and numerous headquarters and support unit. One Modular
BCT was temporarily stationed due to operational necessity pending BRAC review.
Combined they represent over 47,000 Soldiers, approximately 10,000 Soldiers from
Korea and 37,000 Soldiers from Europe. Under this plan, there will be no nore than
three Modular BCTs stationed outside the United States by 2011.

To summarize, the Army had 26 of 33 Modular BCTs stationed in the United Statesin
2003. With the activation of 10 Modular BCTs and the return of four from oversess, the
Army will have 40 Modular BCTs permanently stationed in the United States by the end
of 2011. During the same time period, the Army’ s authorized endstrength increased by
20,000 Soldiers with an additional 10,000 retained under emergency authority.
Approximately 30,000 Soldiers will be reassigned to Operational Army units from non
deployable units, and over 47,000 Soldiers will return from overseas. Without BRAC,
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implementing the number and complexity of actions required within a timeline that
supports the operational requirements of the Combatant Commanders would have been
very difficult. The BRAC 2005 process provided a comprehensive approach focused on
the use of the Military Vaue criteriato fully consider the changes in force structure,
return of forces from overseas, the temporary stationing locations already implemented,
and the impact of other BRAC-related actions.

6.8 ReserveForces

The Department of the Army has more than 4,000 Reserve Component facilities
distributed across the United States. Because of the sheer number of Reserve Component
facilities, the process the Army had developed for arriving at a quantitative Military
Vaue score for its 97 facilities was not practical for the Reserve Components.
Additionally, if measured within the Active process, which valued training lands and
ranges among other things, Reserve Component facilities would not have compared
favorably against Active installations, nor would there have been much discrimination
among the RC facilities. Military Value scores for the RC facilities would have been
useless. Therefore, the Army crafted a unique approach to ascertain the overall Military
Vaue of Reserve Component facilities and afford an opportunity for the Reserve
Components to actively participate in the BRAC 2005 process.

Reserve Component facilities were assessed, specificaly against DOD Military Vaue
criteria one through four, in their ability to support Joint stationing options that enhance
Army and DOD Transformation; enhance Reserve Component training, operations,
mobilization, and power projection capabilities; sustain recruiting and retention;
consolidate functions wherever appropriate, to include schools, personnel, logistics and
other management functions; relocate Reserve Component units and activities from
leased and encroached properties that do not meet anti-terrorism/force protection
requirements onto established military facilities; and ensure the future readiness of Army
forces while reducing the long-term cost of sustaining the base structure. Facilities that
did not meet these requirements were identified for further analysis and potential closure
or realignment. Assessments were certified by the Office of the State Adjutant General
and the Army RRC, validated by USAAA, analyzed by the Army TABS Group, and
utilized in deliberations.

The voluntary participation of the States in the RC PAT process ensured that the resulting
BRAC 2005 recommendations were based on Army analyses supported by the State
Adjutants General and their staffs. This consultation was crucia to ensuring that the
Army’ s recommendations will have the support and consent of the State Governors.
Having consulted with the Governors' military staffs, the Army expects each State will
support the Army’ s Reserve Component recommendations. The cooperation of the States
through the RC PAT, with the Army Reserve and the other Services, produced results
that improve Reserve Component infrastructure and facilities in a manner that enhances
Military Vaue and improves readiness, homeland defense, and the operational reserve
capabilities of their respective States.
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6.9 Recommendation Development

Asthe Army identified potential stationing actions, the recommendation development
process commenced. Analysts first studied BRAC process guidance, such as objectives
and transformational options. Then, incorporating MVI and capacity results and using
military judgment, they developed ideas of how to accomplish the BRAC strategy.

| deas—concepts for potential stationing actions—became proposals when severa
specific details were studied, and proposals became scenarios when they were declared
for formal analysis by aMILDEP or JCSG deliberative body. Scenarios were formally
analyzed against all eight selection criteria, with some becoming candidate
recommendations and sent to the ISG (JCSG scenarios) or IEC (Army scenarios) seeking
Secretary of Defense approval. The candidate recommendations selected by the
Secretary of Defense became the final BRAC 2005 recommendations.

TABS SRG

Idea Proposal ::]I Scenario Candidate_ Recommendation
| Recommendation

JCSGs e

Figure 6-2. Recommendation Development Process

6.9.1 Cost Analysis

Cost analysis provided the economic story for each scenario. The Army evaluated each
scenario in accordance with Criterion 5 by using the DOD-sanctioned cost model for
BRAC 2005, the COBRA model. COBRA estimated the costs and savings associated
with a proposed base closure or realignment action using data available to all analysts for
the BRAC 2005 process. The model output was used to compare the relative cost
benefitsof BRAC alternatives. The model was not designed to produce budget estimates,
but to provide a consistent and auditable method of comparing different courses of action
in terms of the resulting costs and savings measured in the model.

The COBRA model evaluates costs and savings of potential BRAC actions by summing
annual cash flows. The cash flows capture all one time costs (e.g., MILCON,
transportation costs, unique costs, etc.), the recurring costs (e.g., base operating costs,
sustainment, etc.), and the savings associated with the action for each year within the
period. COBRA assumes that all actions (construction, moves, closures, realignments)
occur during the first six years; thereafter, al annual costs and savings are assumed
constant. The metrics for COBRA include the Net Present Value (NPV), the Payback

Y ear, and the Payback Period. NPV is the discounted present value of costs and savings
over 20 years. The Payback Year is the point in time when cumul ative savings exceed
cumulative costs; the Payback Period is the number of years between Payback Y ear and
the year of the last BRAC action.
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6.9.2 Economic Analysis

The TABS Group used a web-based Economic Impact Tool (EIT) developed by the DOD
JPAT on Economic Impact to address “the economic impact on existing communities in
the vicinity of military instalations.” The EIT measured the economic impact on
potential Army BRAC 2005 communities by using (1) the total potential job change in
the economic area, and (2) the total potential job change as a percentage of total
employment in the local economic area. These measures highlighted the potential
economic impact on economic areas, and a so took into account the size of each
economic area. The TABS Group analysts used the metrics for relative comparisons of
the impacts of potential Army BRAC recommendations. The methodology focused on
net job changes from an Army BRAC action, which included Direct, Indirect (e.g., base
support), and Induced (e.g., private sector retailers) data. The methodology also
displayed historical trends for context to include Employment, Unemployment rate, and
Per-capita income.

6.9.3 Local Area Infrastructure Analysis

The TABS Group used the Local Area Infrastructure (LAl) model to examine “the ability
of existing and potential receiving communities’ infrastructure to support forces,
missions, and personnel” in comparison to other installations. The LAl model allowed
TABS Group analysts to conduct comparative analysis across 10 soldier- issues-based
attributes at gaining and losing installations; to determine whether potential moves
associated with a particular scenario improved or worsened the attribute level; and to
make an overall risk assessment of the gaining community’s ability to absorb additional
units relative to the losing community. The LAl analysis assumed that more of a metric
was better and all metrics were compared equally. If againing installation had higher
(better) valuesin all metrics, then the Army had little risk in relocating units as far as the
local area s ability to support it. The intent was to relocate units to installations that have
the capacity to absorb additional unit missions and assess whether Army installations
require additional support to attain a certain level of local-area infrastructure support.

6.9.4 Environmental Analysis

Selection Criterion 8 required the consideration of "environmental impact, including the
impact of costs related to potential environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities.” TABS Group environmenta analysts assessed
each scenario proposal across ten resource areas to identify environmental impacts and
costs. This assessment was called a Scenario Summary of Environmental |mpacts
(SSEI). The SSEI was produced by a rules-based approach using eleven checklists (ten
for the ten resource areas, and one for closures). All assessments were based on certified
data. The SSEI provided qualitative impacts of costs for potential environmental
restoration, waste management and environmental compliance efforts, and the
assessments identified which environmenta costs would be entered into the COBRA
model.

After individual recommendations were developed, TABS Group environmental analysts
assessed the cumulative impact of all recommendations on a given Army receiving
installation This combined assessment was called the Summary of Cumulative
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Scenarios Environmental Impacts (CSEI), and was used to ensure that cumulative
impacts on Army installations were supportable.

6.9.5 Installation Visualization Tool (IVT)

The DOD IVT capabilities were established to further the objectives set forth by the
Secretary of Defense in the kickoff memo for BRAC 2005 by providing a complementary
geospatial supplement to deliberative data. The IV T supported installation assessment
and scenario development by providing the Army with a process and means for
collecting, standardizing, documenting, delivering, and visualizing imagery and
geospatia datain a consistent fashion for DOD installations.

IVT provided the ability to visualize: installation and associated range complexes using
overhead (satellite) imagery of each installation or activity; installation/range boundaries,
and significant “exclusion zone” criteria, depicting areas of the installation or range not
available to accept realigned missions from closed installations. Each criterion is
depicted on amap overlay. ThelVT layers are overlaid on digital satellite imagery to
provide a comprehensive picture of the situation at each site.

The Army used IVT to review installations with significant BRAC scenariosto visualize
the installation’ s capabilities to accept new missions.

6.10 Decision Process

As apotential BRAC Recommendation evolved, it passed through several deliberative
stages. The Army held panels and boards to review Proposals, Scenarios, and Candidate
Recommendations. The Army also utilized an integration procedure to determine
conflicting, enabling, and independent scenarios both within the Army and among the
MILDEPs and JCSGs The Army’s decision-making structure ensured BRAC scenarios
were optimally and efficiently examined.

6.11 Coordination

The success of the Army’s Proposal and Scenario development process depended on
close coordination and communication, cooperation, and open sharing of essential
information by analysts within the Army, OSD, the MILDEPs, and the JCSGs.

6.11.1 Army Senior Leader Coordination

During BRAC 2005, the TABS Group coordinated with Army senior leaders through
numerous forums:

Early in BRAC 2005, the TABS Group asked the MACOMs and HQDA staff
principals for their ideas and goals for the process. The TABS Group conducted
briefings throughout the process for the MACOMSs. The briefings provided a
means for the Commanders to highlight their concerns and priorities to the TABS
Director —the DASA(IA). The TABS Director conducted three briefing rounds
with the MACOMSs throughout the BRAC process.

MACOM leaders provided additional input during a senior leader interview

process that was part of the development for MV analysis. The TABS Group
conducted the interviews to gather the insights of Army senior leaders concerning
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installation infrastructure. The Army used this input to craft itsMilitary Value
Anaysis.

The Army also used External Panels and Boards for staffing and proposal
coordination. These non-deliberative bodies facilitated fact-finding, coordination,
and clarification to ensure comprehensive briefings to deliberative bodies.
External panels included senior personnel, usually at the colonel and GS-15 level,
and vetted information to be provided to the BRAC SRG. External Boards
consisted of the TABS Director and executive- level representatives of the BRAC
SRG and othersin HQDA. Boards helped synchronize analytical results with
senior- leader expectations by enabling the flow of information to the Deputies of
BRAC SRG members and other members of HQDA.

The TABS Group received guidance and approval from the BRAC SRG —the
senior deliberative body for the Army during BRAC 2005.

6.11.2 Joint Coordination

The Army coordinated with the other BRAC Components throughout the analytical
process.

BRAC Directors' Sessions were held weekly during BRAC 2005. The sessions
fostered communication and coordination of analytical effortsamong the leaders
of the BRAC Components.

The JCSG Quarterback Sessions provided the Army aforum to track and
participate in the processes of the JCSGs. These meetings included the TABS
Director and JCSG Senior Army representatives, and were ordinarily held
following ISG sessions.

The JCSG Senior Army representatives also provided monthly JCSG executive
summaries to ensure TABS Group members were informed and updated.

The Army coordinated analysis and data independently through the JAST
Meetings, which were held regularly throughout BRAC 2005. The meetings
provided access to and open sharing of MILDEP information regarding joint
operational scenarios.

The Army took advantage of the OSD BRAC 2005 Portal to communicate,
coordinate, and integrate digital information with the other BRAC Components
The Portal was an intranet used throughout the process for information sharing
and scenario cataloguing. Each BRAC Component had access to the Portal to
post and view information.

6.12 Risk Management

6.12.1 Internal Control

The Army enacted the BRAC 2005 Internal Control Plan (ICP) to ensure accuracy,
completeness, and integration of BRAC actions as well as to prevent premature or
improper disclosure of information and analytical results. The plan, signed on 4 June
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2003 by the DASA(IA), offered a consistent set of management controls designed to
provide an “unbroken chain” of accountability.

The ICP was applicable to military and civilian employees and contractors of all Army
organizations associated with the information and analysis used by the Army in BRAC
2005. All data collected from Army sources in support of JCSGs was subject to the same
control mechanisms.

Information used by the Army and the JCSGs was required to be certified as accurate and
complete to the best of the certifier’s knowledge and belief. Information gathered from
authoritative or official sources external to DOD needed to be certified only as to the
source, and the audit community then determined the accuracy of that source.

Confidentiality was essential to the BRAC process All files, data, and materials relating
to the BRAC 2005 process were treated as sensitive and internal to the Army and stored
electronically on a controlled-access file system. Information regarding Army BRAC
scenarios was not transmitted by e-mail in accordance with the ICP.

Every person associated with the Army BRAC 2005 process signed a non-disclosure
agreement (NDA); however, signing a NDA did not automatically entitle that person to
full access of all BRAC data. Data was exchanged on a need-to-know basis.

The Office of the General Counsel provided legal briefings to al personnel involved with
the Army’s BRAC 2005 process, including the TABS Group and the BRAC SRG.

Through strict adhererce to the ICP, the Army protected the deliberative process and
ensured that the Army spoke with one voice.

6.12.2 TABS Group Management

The TABS Group management plan derived from the Group’ s mission to provide an
analysis of the current installation portfolio and develop and document base closure and
realignment recommendations. To that end, management was concerned with
communication and coordination throughout the process.

6.12.2.1 Communication

All TABS team members attended orientation training to ensure they understood the
TABS mission, analytical methods and their respective roles. The DASA(1A) held
weekly meetings with TABS Group Team Chiefs, and a monthly update meeting with
each team to ensure continuous communication flow. Additionally, the TABS Director
made available to al TABS team members summaries from 1SG, BRAC SRG, Army
BRAC Quarterback Meetings, and other pertinent meetings.

TABS Group members shared a common, protected filing system for working

documents, which gave all TABS Group analysts the ability to view, copy, and work with
documents pertaining to the deliberative process. Historical documents concerning both
policy and information were also included on thisdrive. Final documents were stored
separately to preclude inadvertent changes to historical documentation.
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6.12.2.2 Coordination

Coordination of effort within the TABS Group was accomplished using a
synchronization calendar, reviewed weekly by the Director, his staff and Team Chiefs.
Ongoing actions, suspense items, and briefings were listed, so that Team Chiefs could
coordinate their workload and flow. Team Chiefs also met independently with each other
asrequired.

The TABS Executive Officer tracked external and internal suspense items, maintained a
suspense file, and document ed closed actions.

Tools used to facilitate management of the analytical process included:
ODIN (Online Data Interface): Used to collect and organize data used in analysis.

PIMS (Proposal Information Management System): Tracked proposas and
scenarios, indicated how each installation was affected by multiple scenarios, and
assisted in identifying and resolving conflicting scenarios.

6.12.3 Audit

For BRAC 2005, USAAA had the following roles and responsibilities during the TABS
process:

Advise the Army on devel oping, documenting, and implementing effective
internal control procedures

Conduct audits addressing the accuracy and validity of processes, methodology,
assumptions, calculations, and data used

Help ensure that BRAC analysis was criteria-based, rigorous, and auditable

To fulfill its roles and responsibilities, the USAAA advised the TABS Group on internal
controls and conducted audit work to answer the following overall objective: Wasthe
Army’s basing study for BRAC 2005 process effective? Three key areas were addressed:

Were the procedures effective for identifying candidate installations, industrial
base sites, and leased properties to study for possible closure or realignment?

Were processes for collecting, certifying, changing, and storing data effective?

Were the procedures effective for assessing Army installations in the Army
review?

6.12.4 Sensitivity Analysis

Any analysis has sources of uncertainty, which is inherent within models, data and
processes, which are mainly due to unknown future events. Essential to the success of
BRAC 2005 analysis was determining the primary sources of uncertainty and developing
aplan to both explore and mitigate identified risks due to these uncertainties.

To avoid closing too many facilities and weakening military readiness, the Army
considered surge requirements, which considered the size, composition, and number of
units in the Army force structure and the Army’s ability to meet unforeseen requirements.
Surge analysis protected military readiness by eliminating otherwise attractive stationing
options. It also forced the Army to keep installations specifically for future needs.
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To prevent the Army from maintaining inefficient facilities, the Army examined
alternatives for Army scenarios.

Lastly, to assess cost estimates, the Army conducted uncertainty analysis within COBRA.
6.12.5 Documentation

The Army developed a procedure to process documents for inclusion in its BRAC 2005
Report and supporting documentation This procedure ensured that the proper versions of
documents were provided.

6.13 Supporting Army Decisions

The final phase of the BRAC 2005 process is the support phase, which is designed to
facilitate the approval process. The support phase commences when the Secretary of
Defense provides his recommendations to the BRAC Commission. At that point, copies
of the Secretary’ s report and al pertinent backup data are delivered to the BRAC
Commission and both Houses of Congress. The two primary objectives for the Army
during the support phase are to educate all concerned parties on the recommendations and
to help states, local communities, and installations prepare for implementation

A series of proactive communication efforts begin withthe submission of
recommendations in order to educate the Army leadership — from the Garrison
Commanders through the senior leadership — on the recommendations impacting the
Army. A coordinated Joint effort will be implemented simultaneously to educate federal,
state, and local elected officials about the recommendations and how they will be
implemented pending Commission, Presidential, and Congressional approval.
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7.0 ARMY RESULTS

Theresults of initial Army BRAC anayses provided afoundation for the devel opment of
potential BRAC recommendations.

7.1 Capacity Analysis
7.1.1 Initial Analysis

The Army’s BRAC 2005 capacity analysis was a “status quo” review (i.e., pre-Army
Modular Force Initiative and pre-IGPBS) completed at the beginning of the BRAC 2005
process. This analysis yielded an inventory of physical capacity and a determination of
excesses and shortages of all Facility Analysis Categories (FACs). From a macro
perspective, the Army considered capacity Army-wide, which compares the total assets
and shortages across 87 installations. From a micro perspective, the Army considered
excess-shortage levels at the installation level. The analysis highlighted excess and
shortages of avariety of assets throughout Army installations. This excess-short
phenomenon was ideal for a BRAC analysis because it provided a “ cross-leveling”
opportunity to match units with specific requirements to installations with available
assets. For example, 51 Army installations have excess administrative space, but 35 have
shortages, this mismatch of requirements to assets presented BRAC opportunities.

The JCSGs also examined installations from a micro perspective for selected functional
areas and completed a thorough capacity analysis. The Army did not duplicate the
review of these functions. The Army focused on training, surge, and deployment assets
which are essentia to completing the current and future Army mission. The Army did
complete other analysis on multiple assets and report those results in the Capacity Annex.

7.1.2 Training

The Army has 38 installations with large maneuver land assets (26 AC, 9 RC, 3 AC test
ranges). The maneuver area on these test ranges provides a yet untapped capability; 6
AC ingtallations have excess maneuver lands.

Severa installations have severe shortages of training lands, others have excess capacity
that is restricted or being used heavily within BRAC. For example, Fort Wainwright has
excess training lands that the Army can use, but the number of BCTs that we can place
there is limited; Fort Bliss and Fort Knox are used heavily in Army BRAC 2005 analysis
to absorb both Modular Force and IGPBS-related units; and Dugway Proving Ground,
White Sands Missile Range, and Y uma Proving Ground are research, test, and evaluation
facilities that are costly to facilitate, but have training lands available. Other facilities,
such as Forts A.P. Hill and Hunter-Liggett are used in the Army BRAC 2005 analysis for
non-BCT units, to train Reserve Component forces.

Thetraining land analysis indicated that the Army should consider scenarios that
realigned installations with the most severe shortages by relocating units to installations
with excess capacity. The Army considered the following options during scenario
development:

Realign one or more installations with the greatest shortages by relocating units to
an installation with excess capacity;
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Realign an institutional training or test range installation and transform it into a

major maneuver installation; and

Continue to explore joint stationing options for Operational Army units.

The Army has shortages and is facing increased requirements in the future for training
land. Because of these insights, the Army concluded that it should not close any of its

large mareuver or test-range installations that have excess capacity. The analysis

illustrated that, in the aggregate, the Army is at capacity. Those installations with excess

can support training for units stationed at other installations, be available to support any

increase in Army force structure in the future, and are necessary to meet unforeseen
requirements.

7.1.3 Qurge

If an asset was difficult to reconstitute, did not have adequate source alternatives, and was

not under JCSG purview, the Army identified it as a surge candidate. The difficult-to-

reconstitute Army surge capabilities are maneuver acres, buildable acres, and deployment

infrastructure.

Maneuver Acres— The Army requirement isto maintain 43 Modular BCTs, with a
surge capability of an additional 5 Modular BCTs. Test Centers and RC
installations provide some capability, but the capacity analysis determined that the
Army needs to maintain its maneuver lands to meet future known and unforeseen
requirements.

Assuming the approval of all proposed closures, the Army will decrease its
maneuver acres with proposed closures by approximately 1.5 percent, which
includes small parcels at chemical-demil installations and a larger parcel at
Hawthorne.

The Army has the maneuver land on current maneuver installations to surge for an
additional 5 Modular BCTs and, if necessary, another 6-8 Modular BCTs on those
installations traditionally considered test ranges. In all cases, these additional
Modular BCTswould require MILCON and traditional test ranges would require
significant investment.

Buildable Acres— Capacity analysis determined that the Army’ s remaining
buildable acres provided the required surge capability to meet the 20- year force
structure plan and unforeseen requirements.

The Army has over 3 million buildable acres; less training and range areas the
Army has over 700,000. Assuming the approval of al proposed closures, the Army
decreased these acres by only 3.3 percent, which includes small parcels at most of
the installations proposed for closure and a larger parcel at Hawthorne.

Deployment Infrastructure — The Army did not decrease its deployment assets.
Including all proposed closures, the Army retained all current primary deployment
installations. Civilian airports, railheads, and supporting infrastructure do provide
some additional deployment capability.

Because these surge capabilities are difficult to reconstitute, Army BRAC
recommendations did not significantly reduce the quantity of these assets.
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7.2 Military Value Assessment

Military Vaue analysis, as described in Section 6.6, provided a starting point for
developing potential BRAC actions.

7.2.1 Military Value of Installations (MVI)

The MVI model ranked Army installations from 1-to-97, based on an analysis of 40
attributes across all installations. The MV ranking was the first product of the MVA.

The MV results are listed below.

First Quartile

Second Quartile

10

11

12

13

Ft Bliss

Ft Lewis

Ft Hood

Ft Stewart / HAAF
Ft Bragg

Yuma PG

Ft Carson
Dugway PG

Ft Benning
White Sands MR
Ft Wainwright

Ft Knox

Ft Riley

14
15
16
17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24
25

Ft Campbell
Ft Drum

Ft Polk

Ft Irwin
Aberdeen PG
FtSill
Schofield Barracks
Ft Huachuca
Ft AP Hill

Ft Dix

Ft McCoy

Anniston AD

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36
37

Ft Jackson
McAlester AAP

Ft Rucker

Ft Richardson
Redstone Arsenal
Hawthorne AD
Crane AAP

Ft Eustis

Ft Gordon

Ft Leonard Wood
Ft Lee

Tobyhanna AD

38
39
40
41
42

43

44

45

46

a7

48

49

50

Ft Belvoir
Letterkenny AD
Red River AD
Sierra AD

Tooele AD

Ft Sam Houston
Deseret Chem Depot
Bluegrass AD
Walter Reed AMC
Picatinny Arsenal
Watervliet Arsenal
Ft Meade

Ft Monmouth

Table 7-1. MVI Ranking, 1% and 2" Quartiles

Third Quartile

Fourth Quartile

Ft McPherson

Ft Gillem

Rock Island Arsenal
MOT Sunny Point
Pueblo Chem Depot
Ft Detrick

Soldier System Center

Charles E. Kelly Support

Milan AAP
Mississippi AAP
West Point
Ft Leavenworth

Newport Chem Depot

64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71

72

73

74

75

Pine Bluff Arsenal
Ft McNair

Ft Myer

Kansas AAP

Ft Monroe

Lake City AAP
lowa AAP

Lone Star AAP

Adelphi Labs
Ft Hamilton

Detroit Arsenal

Carlisle Barracks

76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83

84

85

88

Lima Tank Plant
Corpus Christi AD
Scranton AAP
USAG Michigan
Radford AAP

Ft Shafter

Ft Buchanan
Holston AAP

Presidio Of Monterey
Umatilla Chem Depot

Lease - HQ, ATEC

Tripler AMC

Lease - Rosslyn Complex

Riverbank AAP

Lease - Bailey's Crossroads
Lease - ARO

Lease - Crystal City Complex
Lease - Hoffman Complex
Lease - ARPERCEN

Lease - PEO STRICOM
Lease - Army JAG Agency

Lease - Army JAG School

Table 7-2. MVI Ranking, 3% and 4" Quartiles
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7.2.2 Military Value Portfolio (MVP)

The MVP model provided the Army a starting point for developing stationing actions.
Using the MV results, Army requirements, and other inputs, the MV P produced a
portfolio that maximized MV subject to a set of capacity constraints. It isimportant to
remember that the MVP model did not produce deliberative decisions. MVP was the

start point of the analysis. Being in the portfolio did not assure retention of an
installation; being outside the portfolio did not assure closure. The model was

instructive, but did not include unique capabilities of individual installations. Military
judgment, as employed by the Army BRAC SRG, JCSGs, ISG, and IEC, was used to

complete the Military Value analysis and selection of installations for closure or
realignment.

The final Army Portfolio is listed in Table 7-3, and the installations not included are

shown in Table 7-4.

Rank Installation Rank Installation Rank Installation Rank Installation
1 Ft Bliss 17 Ft Irwin 33 Ft Eustis 50 Ft Monmouth
2 Ft Lewis 18 Aberdeen PG 34 Ft Gordon 51 Ft McPherson
3 Ft Hood 19 Ft Sill 35 Ft Leonard Wood 54 MOT Sunny Point
4 Ft Stewart/ HAAF 20 Schofield Barracks 36 Ft Lee 56 Ft Detrick
5 Ft Bragg 21 Ft Huachuca 37 Tobyhanna AD 59 Milan AAP
6 Yuma PG 2 Ft AP Hill 38 Ft Belvoir 61 West Point
7 Ft Carson 23 Ft Dix 39 Letterkenny AD 64 Pine Buff Arsenal
8 Dugway PG 24 Ft McCoy 40 Red River AD 65 Ft Mc Nair
9 Ft Benning 25 Anniston AD 41 Sierra AD 66 Ft Myer
10 White Sands MR 26 Ft Jackson 42 Tooele AD 69 Lake City AAP
11 Ft Wainwright 27 McAlester AAP 43 Ft Sam Houston 77 Corpus Christi AD
12 Ft Knox 28 Ft Rucker 45 Bluegrass AD 78 Scranton AAP
13 Ft Riley 29 Ft Richardson 46 Walter Reed AMC 80 Radford AAP
14 Ft Campbell 30 Redstone Arsenal 47 Picatinny Arsenal 83 Holston AAP
15 Ft Drum 31 Hawthorne AD 48 Watervliet Arsenal 87 Tripler AMC
16 Ft Polk 32 Crane AAP 49 Ft Meade
Table 7-3. Army Installation Portfolio
Rank Installation Rank Installation Rank Installation

44 Deseret Chem Depot 70 lowa AAP 86 Lease - HQ, ATEC

52 Ft Gillem 71 Lone Star AAP 88 Lease - Rosslyn Complex

53 Rock Island Arsenal 72 Adelphi Labs 89 Riverbank AAP

55 Pueblo Chem Depot 73 Ft Hamilton 90 Lease - Bailey's Crossroads

57 Soldier Systems Center 74 Detroit Arsenal 91 Lease - Army Research Office

58 Charles E. Kelly Support 75 Carlisle Barracks 92 Lease - Crystal City Complex

60 Mississippi AAP 76 Lima Tank Plant 93 Lease - Hoffman Complex

62 Ft Leavenworth 79 USAG Michigan 94 Lease - ARPERCEN

63 Newport Chem Depot 81 Ft Shafter 95 Lease - PEO STRICOM

67 Kansas AAP 82 Ft Buchanan 96 Lease - Army JAG Agency

68 Ft Monroe 84 Presidio Of Monterey 97 Lease - Army JAG School

85 Umatilla Chem Depot

Table 7-4. Army Installations Outside the Portfolio
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After considering all of the current proposed closures, the Army has improved the
average Military Value of itsinstallations, and improved its overall MV by 11 percent.
The Army BRAC 2005 program improves training capability MV by 23 percent, and
Materiel and Logistics MV by 20 percent. In addition, the Army creates a net increase in
square footage on its higher-ranked installations. The top gaining installations within the
Army have an average MV rank of 20, and the average MV rank of all Army closing
installations is 70 of 97 installations.

7.2.3 Climate and Terrain

The Army conducted a climate and terrain analysis to address Department of Deferse
Selection Criterion #2, which identifies the availability and condition of land throughout
adiversity of climate and terrain as akey Military Vaue criterion.

There are six habitats in which the Army currently has installations that support
maneuver training; after implementation of BRAC 2005 recommendations, the Army
retains coverage across all of these habitats. Specifically, the Army ensures that the final
installation portfolio includes an installation with maneuver training capability within
each climate-terrain habitat that supports maneuver training. For example, the Army
retains 9 installations in the Temperate Broadleaf & Mixed Forest Habitat that support
maneuver training.

7.2.4 Saging Areas for Homeland Defense

The Army identified three key characteristics a staging area requires to support homeland
defense missions: the ability to provide primary medical care, the presence or proximity
of an airfield capable of supporting C-17-scae operations, and a sufficient military
population to provide support.

The proposed Army closures will lessen the Army’s staging area coverage in nine
locations, however, other Service installations provide coverage for seven of these aress.
The Army had provided exclusive coverage in the last two areas They will now be
uncovered but have a very small populationand no critical infrastructure. Thus, staging
area support for homeland defense is maintained in the Army recommendations.

7.3 ActiveForces

The Army analyzed the Army Modular Force Initiative and the impact of IGPBS-related
decisions that return overseas units to the United States between 2003 and 2011 to ensure
that the totality of the Army’s operational force structure plan was evaluated
comprehensively for potential stationing actions. This holistic approach enabled the
Army to select installations with high Military Vaue to enhance the operational Army.

The Army sought to balance its expanding force structure across its primary training and
maneuver installations, minimizing training capacity and facilities shortages. The
Army’s primary objective was to locate operational units at installations DOD-wide,
capable of training modular formations, both mounted and dismounted, at home station
with sufficient land and facilities to test, smulate, or fire al organic weapons.

Military Vaue analysis permitted the Army to identify high Military Value installations
to station its Modular BCTs and other forces. To begin the implementation of modular
transformation, the Army obtained approval from the Secretary of Defense to activate
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and temporarily station 10 additional Modular BCTs and rel ocate an IGPBS-related
Modular BCT in the United States between 2003 and 2006 while the BRAC 2005
analysis was ongoing based on an operational necessity to fully support the Global War
on Terrorism. However, as part of BRAC 2005, the Army analyzed each of these
temporary stationing actions and either validated the temporary locations for modular
brigades or recommended new locations for the brigades. Using the BRAC Military
Value criteria, Army BRAC 2005 analysis considered the temporary locations, unit
requirements, installation capacity, and the impact of other BRAC-related actions.
Capacity analysisindicated if there existed the potential need to move from temporary
locations. The BRAC SRG provided military judgment and assessed the locations using
the four MV criteria; other potential receiving installations were also judged against the
MV criteria. Unused sites were retained for other current missions and as surge for
additional future training requirements.

7.3.1 Army Modular Force Initiative

The Army analyzed the temporary stationing of the 10 additional Modular BCTs and the
relocation of one IGPBS-related BCT (the IGPBS-related BCT is discussed in 7.3.2).
Five of the 10 locations for activating Modular BCTs were specifically addressed in four
Army recommendations related to Operational Army Active Forces. The first
recommendation relocates a Modular BCT, a Unit of Employment (UEx) Headquarters
and support units from Fort Hood, TX, to Fort Carson, CO. A second recommendation
relocates two maneuver battalions and support units from Fort Hood to Fort Bliss, TX, to
support the activation of aModular BCT at Fort Bliss. This recommendation also
includes the stationing of a Modular BCT at Fort Riley, KS. A third recommendation
realignsaModular BCT at Fort Knox, KY. Initidly, the Army had announced it would
temporarily activate this unit at Fort Benning, GA. The BRAC 2005 Military Vaue
analysis did not support this recommendation based on the relocation of the Armor
Center and School to Fort Benning to consolidate with the Infantry School and Center.
The fourth recommendation relocates the 7" Special Forces Group from Fort Bragg, NC,
to Eglin Air Force Base, FL, to enhance Joint training and deployment, and this action
frees up the necessary facilities and training capacity to activate the Modular BCT at Fort
Bragg. The locations for five additional new Modular Force units were validated by
BRAC Military Vaue analysis and approved by the BRAC SRG at Fort Campbell, KY;
Fort Drum, NY; Fort Polk, LA; Fort Richardson, AK; and Fort Stewart, GA. Finally,
BRAC analysis validated the FY 05 relocation of the 2" ACR at Fort Polk to Fort Lewis,
WA.

To enhance training and force stabilization, the Army also recommends realigning an
Artillery or Fires Brigade from Fort Sill, OK, to Fort Blissand an Air Defense Artillery
Brigade from Fort Bliss to Fort Sill. To support the formation of a Multi-Functional
Aviation Brigade at Fort Riley, the Army recommends rel ocating an attack aviation
battalion from Fort Campbell.

7.3.21GPBS

The Army analyzed the Twenty-Y ear Force Structure Plan to determine which units
needed to return from overseas as units, how they contributed to the Army Modular Force
Initiative, and the optimal location using BRAC Military Value criteriaand operational
requirements and installation capacity. Asaresult of the BRAC 2005 analysis, IGPBS-
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related units were included in four recommendations and relocated to seven different
installations. The largest of these moves includes the stationing of three IGPBS-related
BCTsat Fort Bliss, TX to take advantage of excess training capacity. The Army aso
validates the IGPBS-related temporary stationing actionof a BCT to Fort Carson, CO, in
2005. Military Vaue analysis combined with unit requirements, training capacity and
compatibility, and command and control relationships led the Army to recommend
stationing various returning support units, such as military police, engineers, personnel
service, logistical and various other units at Forts Bragg, Carson, and Knox.

Table 7-6 depicts the results of the Army BRAC 2005 analysis and shows the FY03
baseline of 33 BCTSs, the annual changes in the number of BCTs at each location (FY04-
06), the recommended changes that will occur under BRAC in FY 07 through FY11, and
the final recommended endstate of 43 Modular BCTs. The table reflects the impact of
activating 10 new Modular BCTs and realigning 4 Modular BCTs under IGPBS. The
table also includes the relocation of the 2d Armored Cavalry Regiment from Fort Polk to
Fort Lewis to support the activation of the 4™ BCT of the 10" Mountain Division at Fort
Polk.

Installation FY03 FYo4 FYO05 FYO6|FYO07-11| Endstate
Fort Stewart, GA 2 +1 0 0 0 3
Fort Drum, NY 2 +1 0 0 0 3
Fort Wainwright, AK 1 0 0 0 0 1
Fort Campbell, KY 3 +1 0 0 0 4
Fort Hood, TX 5 0 +1 0 -1 5
Fort Carson, CO 2 0 +1 0 +1 4
Fort Polk, LA 1 0] +1/-1 0 0 1
Fort Lewis, WA 2 0 +1 0 0 3
Schofield Barracks, Hi 2 0 0 0 0 2
Fort Richardson, AK 0 0 +1 0 0 1
Fort Knox, KY 0 0 0 +1 0 1
Fort Benning, GA 1 0 0 0 0 1
Fort Bragg, NC 3 0 0 +1 0 4
Fort Riley, KS 2 0 0 +1 0 3
Fort Bliss, TX 0 0 0 +1 +3 4
Korea 2 0 -1 0 0 1
USAREUR 5 0 0 0 -3 2
Total 33 36 39 43 43 43

Table 7-5. Endstate BCT L ocations

7.4 Reserve Forces

The Army recommendations include closing 176 Army Reserve facilities and the
construction of 125 new Armed Forces Reserve Centers distributed throughout the
United States and Puerto Rico. The Department of the Army worked very closaly with
the State Adjutants General throughout the BRAC 2005 process, and understands the
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State Governorswill close 211 Army National Guard facilities with the intent of
relocating their tenant units into these 125 new Armed Forces Reserve Centers. These
new Armed Forces Reserve Centers will increase Military Vaue and improve the
readiness and ability of Army Reserve and Army National Guard units, and Reserve
Component units from other Services, to train, alert and deploy in support of current and
future contingency operations. Twenty-seven of these new Armed Forces Reserve
Centers will incorporate units from multiple services or be located on other-service
installations, creating a Joint capability for homeland defense and other missions.

The Army will aso reshape the command and control functions and force structure of the
Army Reserve. The Army recommends disestablishing the ten Army Reserve Regional
Readiness Commands in favor of establishing four Regional Readiness Sustainment
Commands, and six new deployable warfighting units (two Maneuver Enhancement
Brigades, and four Sustainment Brigades). The recommendations enhance Military
Vaue and assist in the re-balancing of Active and Reserve forces structure. The
Regional Readiness Sustainment Commands will be located at Fort Dix, New Jersey, Fort
Jackson, SC, Fort McCoy, WI, and Moffett Field, CA. The Maneuver Enhancement
Brigades will be stationed at Westover Air Reserve Base, MA and Fort Lewis, WA. The
Sustainment Brigades will be stationed at Fort Dix, NJ, Little Rock, AR, Wichita, KS,
and Salt Lake City, UT.

7.5 Major Headquartersand Support Activities

Through coordination with and the |eadership of the Headquarters and Support Activities,
Medical, and Intel JCSGs, the Army developed recommendations to collocate
headquarters at installations that supported the missions overseen by those headquarters,
or to establish joint campuses by stationing the organizations with their counterparts from
other Services. These principles enabled the closure of Fort McPherson GA and Fort
Monroe, VA, by relocating the Headquarters, Forces Command (FORSCOM) to Pope
AFB, NC, and Headquarters, Training and Doctrine Command to Fort Eustis, VA. Pope
AFB provides ajoint environment and close proximity to operational commanders at Fort
Bragg, NC. Fort Eustis provides a continued joint training relationship with the US Joint
Forces Command at Norfolk Naval Base, VA. A third mgor command, Army Materiel
Command, is relocated to Redstone Arsenal, AL, in order to enable a large restructuring
of the National Capitol Region and to collocate it with one of its Mg or Subordinate
Commands. Other recommendations collocate the US Army Reserve Command with
FORSCOM at Pope AFB; collocate Headquarters, 3™ US Army with the Air Force
component of US Forces Central Command, CENTAF (9" Air Force), at Shaw AFB, SC;
realign Headquarters, 1% US Army to the central United States at Rock Island Arsenal, IL
(closing Fort Gillem, GA) to prepare for its transformation into the single Army
Headquarters overseeing Reserve mobilization; and collocate the Army Criminal
Investigative Division Headquarters with its Air Force and Navy counterparts at Quantico
Marine Corps Base VA.

An additional recommendation creates a new Walter Reed National Military Medical
Center at Bethesda, MD, by relocating Walter Reed Army Medical Center’s specialty
care to Bethesda, and its primary and secondary care to Fort Belvoir, VA, to enhance
Soldier and other patient quality of care.
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Smaller headquarters are relocated to pursue efficiencies by consolidating
geographically- split organizations and aligning the regional structures of multiple
missions. The Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) and the Army Evaluation
Center are moved to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD where they will consolidate with
other portions of ATEC and other test and evaluation organizations. The Human
Resources Command is moved to Fort Knox, KY, where it is consolidated with other
personnel commands to form a personnel Center of Excellence. The Installation
Management Agency (IMA), the Network Enterprise Technology Command and the
Army Contracting Command collapse their regional headquarters structures into Eastern
and Western Region Commands at Fort Eustis, VA, and Fort Sam Houston, TX.
Headquarters, IMA is aso relocated to Fort Sam Houston.

7.6 Institutional Training

The Education and Training JCSG led the effort to evaluate institutional training across
the Department of Defense. Through coordination with the JCSG, the Army devel oped
recommendations to realign installations by consolidating the Armor and Infantry Centers
and Schools to create a Maneuver Center at Fort Benning, GA; consolidating the Air
Defense and Field Artillery Centers and Schools to create a Net Fires Center at Fort Sill,
OK; and consolidating the Ordnance, Quartermaster, and Transportation Centers and
Schools to create a Combat Service Support Center at Fort Lee, VA. The Army pursued
these actions to enhance training coordination, doctrine development, training
effectiveness, ard efficiency. These consolidations improve on the Maneuver Support
Center (MANSCEN) model, approved as part of BRAC 95 and currently in place at Fort
L eonard Wood, which consolidated the Military Police, Engineer, and Chemica Centers
and Schools. The United States Military Academy Preparatory School is realigned with
the United States Military Academy at West Point, NY. This action consolidates all
academy-related training from two locations (Fort Monmouth and West Point) to one
location (West Point). Drill Sergeants Training is realigned from three locations (Fort
Benning, GA; Fort Jackson, SC; and Fort Leonard Wood, MO) to one location (Fort
Jackson). The Aviation Logistics Schoal is realigned with the Aviation Center and
School at Fort Rucker, AL. The Prime Power School is realigned with MANSCEN at
Fort Lee. The Air Force and Army Transportation Management Schools are realigned at
Fort Lee to create a Joint Center of Excellence. Air Force Culinary training is realigned
with the Army’straining at Fort Lee, and both the Air Force's and Navy’ s religious
training is realigned at Fort Jackson creating Joint Centers of Excellence. These
consolidations foster consistency, standardization and training proficiency, while
reducing the total number of Military Occupational Skills (MOS) training locations.
They also support Army Transformation by collocating institutional training, and other
units in large numbers on single installations to promote force stabilization. In addition,
they improve training capabilities while eliminating excess capacity at institutional
training installations, enhancing Military Value by providing the same or better level of
training at reduced costs.
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7.7 Materiel and Logistics

The Army devel oped recommendations through the leadership of the Supply and Storage
and Industrial JCSGs to close four Army Ammunition Plants, three Chemical Depots, and
two Army Depots (one maintenance and one munitions storage) to reduce cost-of-
ownership and increase efficiency. The Army recommends realigning workload among
nine other Depots and Arsenals and five Army Ammunition Plants. These realignments
will enhance four Army Depots as Joint Centers of Industrial and Technical Excellence
for specific commodities, Army Arsenals into three Joint Manufacturing and Technology
Centers, one Joint Logistics Expeditionary Center, and munitions production and storage
installations into five Joint Munitions Centers of Excellence. These transformations will
enhance Military Value eliminate single function and inefficient facilitiesand allow the
Army Organic Industrial Base to partner with the civilian defense industry, using
capacity from both the government and private industry, achieving the most favorable
and economical efficienciesfor al of DOD.

7.8 RDAT&E

The Army coordinated with the Technical JCSG to devel op recommendations that
achieve amagjor transformation by collocating and integrating major RDAT& E elements
currently scattered at many sites by assembling Human Systems, Information Systems,
Sensors, Electronics, and Chemical-Biological RDA at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.
The collocation of Communications-Electronics Research Development and Engineering
Center, Night Vision Lab, Communications Electronics Command, Army Test and
Evaluation Command, severa PEOs and PMs, Biological-Medical, and Chemical-
Biological RDA at Aberdeen Proving Ground creates a powerful Center for Soldier-
Focused Systems that permit integration and coordination at every step from R and D
through T, A, & E. Other recommendations create similar Joint facilities at Detroit
Arsenal, MI (Ground Vehicles), Redstone Arsenal, AL (Aviation), and Picatinny Arsenal,
NJ (Guns and Ammunitions) to reduce cost and enhance effectiveness. The
recommendations permit the closure of Fort Monmouth, NJ.

7.9 Local Government and Community Requests

The Army received three requests from local governments and communities to close an
installation on the BRAC 2005 study list. I1n accordance with BRAC law, Section
2914(b)(2), which requires the Secretary of Defense to consider such notices, the Army
considered these requests incorporated them into the decision process, and came to the
following conclusions:

Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant — This installation was removed from the
Army BRAC 2005 study list when special legidation authorized the transfer of
14,995 acres and nearly 500 buildings to the State of Louisiana. The State will
use 1,200 acres of the property for commercial and industrial economic use. The
Army retains the right to conduct training on 13,500 acres of the property, which
will be managed by the Louisiana Army National Guard.

Mississippi Army Ammunition Plant — The Army evaluated the capacity and
Military Vaue of Mississippi AAP and determined that it could be closed in the
effort to consolidate munitions manufacturing sites. The Army’s recommendation
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complies with the request, which will enable local-community economic
redevel opment.

Watervliet Arsenal — The Army realigned the installation, maintaining necessary
capabilities and capacities to meet requirements, but also facilitating the
Watervliet Arsenal Site Master Plan, which recommends the development of a
high technology park conveyed to a non-government entity.

7.10 Auditing

USAAA concluded that, overall, the Army’s basing study process was effective. The
TABS charter, internal control plan, and analytical framework effectively explained the
TABS Group’ s authority, mission, and responsibilities; established key controls within its
process; and established its framework for developing Army scererios for BRAC 2005.
Also, the Army employed:

Effective procedures for identifying candidate installations and leased facilities to
study for possible closure and realignment. The Group used reliable data and
appropriate methodology based on BRAC law to identify Army sites for study
and also used two models that appropriately rank-ordered installations based on
Military Value and identified potential stationing alternatives for Army units.

Effective processes to collect, certify, and change data received from installations
and leased facilities, corporate databases, and open sources. Although the data
collected was generally adequately supported and accurate, responses to certain
guestions were frequently unsupported and/or inaccurate. However, the TABS
Grouwp and six Joint Cross-Service Groups using the data acted to mitigate the
potential risk of using data that may have been systemically problematic.

Effective procedures for assessing Army installations and leased facilities. The
TABS Group had a charter, an analytical framework, a system that tracked
proposals to ensure analysts followed the framework, and the COBRA model that
calculated costs and savings as prescribed in the operator’s manual.

Key management controls and operations throughout the Army’s BRAC process.
Thisincluded controls at the TABS Group relative to access and communication,
certification requirements, record keeping and data collection; controls at selected
installations and leased sites relative to certification of data and use of
government email for requests and responses, and controls in their online data
interface collection tool relative to access, data entry and submission, and review
and certification.

Throughout the BRAC 2005 process, USAAA aso advised the Army on its internal
controls, inventory of installations and leased facilities, and Military Value attributes as
well as answered any other requests for audit advice and support.

7.11 Conclusion

The Army’s BRAC 2005 strategy and process supported the devel opment of
recommendations that enhance Military Value, advance the Army Modular Force
Initiative, accommodate the rebasing of overseas units, enable the transformation of both
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the Active and Reserve Components as well as rebalancing these forces, contribute to
Joint operations and Joint business functions, and reduce facilities cost of ownership.
These recommendations maintain necessary surge capabilities in both the operational
force and the industrial base, enhance homeland defense missions, and continue the
transformation to a more relevant and ready Joint and Expeditionary Army.
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8.0 BUDGET IMPACT

This chapter describes the financial impacts associated with the Secretary of Defense
recommendations affecting the Army. These recommendations close 15 installations,
terminate 8 lease sites, realign 35 installations, and add functions to 34 installations
(including 16 of the realigning installations). Seventy-eight percent (76 of 97) of the
installations on the Army’ s study list will be affected by BRAC. In addition, the
recommendations will close 176 US Army Reserve Centers, and, upon agreement of
State Governors, 211 National Guard armories and centers. These actions are described
more fully in Chapter 9.

8.1 Financial Strategy

BRAC authorities provide the most efficient and effective way to analyze and implement
actions to return significant numbers of forces from overseas, stand up hew modular
BCTs, adjust the balance between Active Component and Reserve Component force
structure, and common business-oriented functions of DOD. The Army BRAC financial
strategy, therefore, was to employ BRAC to the fullest to seek Military Value that
supports transformation, jointness, and efficiencies within expected available resources
for the period FY 06 to FY11.

8.2 Financials

The Army employed a comprehensive analysis to evaluate options for returning forces
from overseas, the Army Modular Force Initiative, and other BRAC activities. Several
aspects of the Army BRAC financial position are relevant:

Common business-oriented functions were the purview of the JCSGs. The Army
was an active player in the JCSGs to ensure that these functions participated in
Army transformation as powerfully as the operational Army.

Therefore, it isinstructive to review the costs and savings embedded in Army
recommendations and the Army portion of costs and savings from the JCSG
recommendations. We present estimates of these in the tables below.

Official BRAC costs and savings do not include overseas costs of returning forces
from overseas (which are relatively small) or the savings that accrue overseas
thereafter (which are relatively large).

Nonetheless, overseas costs and savings are a key component of the complete
economic story associated with the Army’s BRAC 2005 recommendations.

8.2.1 Army BRAC Financials

Table 8.1 reportsthe BRAC costs and savings for the Army. The table does not reflect
the overseas costs and savings of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense;
however, it does include the costs incurred within the continental US to return forces
from overseas. These recommendations create 20-year gross savings of $20.4B for a 1-
time cost of $12.8B and generate 20-year net savings of $7.6B. Recurring savings after
completion of BRAC implementationare expected to be $1.5B annually.
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20-Year Annual
$B Gross 1-Time 20-Year Net | Recurring 6-Yr Net
. Costs Savings Steady State Cost
Savings* .

Savings
Army 6.9 10.0 (32) 0.5 8.2
JCSG 13.5 2.8 10.7 1.0 (0.9
Army Tota 204 12.8 7.6 15 7.3
DOD Total 73.3 25.0 48.4 55 4.9

* The 20-Y ear Gross Savings are calculated by summing the 1-Time Costs and 20-Y ear Net Savings.
Table 8-1. BRAC 2005 Financials, including Only CONUS I GPBS Effects

8.2.2 Impact of Related non-BRAC Actions

BRAC actions also enable the creation of significant overseas savings as units and
personnel are returned to the US and 148 European installations are closed. These
overseas savings are not included in official BRAC costs and savings (like Table 8-1) but
they arereal and substantial. Including costs and savings of the related nonBRAC
actions would add $0.7B to the Army’s 1-time costs for atotal of $13.5B, but would add
$21.1B to gross savings for atotal of $41.5B. Net savings over 20 years grow by $20.4B
for atotal of $28.0B. Annual recurring savings grow by $1B to atotal of $2.5B.

8.3 Assessment of Financials
The Army BRAC program recommended by the Secretary of Defense may be assessed
against previous Army BRAC rounds and as a percentage of this year’s DOD BRAC
program.
8.3.1 Assessment of Army BRAC Financials
The Army BRAC program recommended by the Secretary of Defense yields gross
savings 1.9 times larger than the Army’ s gross savings from the previous BRAC rounds

combined, 1-time costs that are 2.8 times larger, net savings that are 1.2 times larger, and
recurring savings that are 1.7 times as large.

The Army BRAC program is 28 percent of DOD gross savings, 51 percent of DOD 1-
time costs, 16 percent of DOD net savings, and 28 percent of recurring savings.
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Annua
20-Year Gross - 20-Year Net Recurring
Savings* 1-Time Costs Savings Steady- State
Savings
Previous 4 Army
BRAC Rounds ($B) 11.0 4.6 6.5 0.95
Army BRAC 2005
w/ JCSG savings 20.4 12.8 7.6 15
($B)
Ratio of Army
BRAC 2005 to 1.91 281 1.211 171
Previous 4 Rounds
DOD Total ($B) 73.3 25.0 484 55
Bl 27.8% 51.3% 15.8% 27.9%

* The 20-Y ear Gross Savings are cal culated by summing the 1-Time Costs and 20-Y ear Net Savings.
Table 8-2. BRAC 2005 Financials vs. Previous Rounds

In Table 8-2, the Army financial figures for the previous 4 BRAC rounds are not
equivaent to the numbers in the Army BRAC Report to Congress for two reasons. First,
the Army extends the data in the report for afull 20 years to compare the 20-year savings
estimates for BRAC 2005. Second, to ensure comparability of the data, the Army
estimated and deleted environmental remediation costs because environmental
remediationis not included in the COBRA model. Environmental remediation is a pre-
existing liability, and, therefore, not a new cost caused by a BRAC decision In
implementation, environmental remediation is paid through the BRAC account, and is
thus included in the Army BRAC Report to Congress.

8.3.2 Impact of Related non-BRAC Actions

The Army’s BRAC 2005 results, when combined withoverseas costs and savings,
compare even more favorably to previous rounds. The Army BRAC program
recommended by the Secretary of Defense, when non-BRAC actions are included, yields
gross savings 3.8 times larger thanthe last 4 Army BRAC rounds combined, one-time
costs that are 2.9 times larger, net savings that are 4.3 times larger, and recurring savings
that are 2.6 times larger.

The Army BRAC program including IGPBS is 44 percent of DOD gross savings, 53
percent of DOD 1-time costs, 41 percent of DOD net savings, and 39 percent of recurring
savings.
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8.4 Implementation Period Financials

Table 8-3 provides the financial information of the Army BRAC program during the
implementation period and beyond. Costs, Savings, and Net Costs/Savings are presented
by fiscal year, and categorized by type of action (e.g., JCSG Army Only).

($B) Net of Cost & Savings
Year 1 | Year 2 | Year 3| Year 4 [ Year 5| Year 6 | Beyond
Army Net $2.3 $4.4 $2.2| $0.15| ($0.4)( (%0.3) ($0.5)
JCSG Army Only Net $0.2 $1.1 $0.3| ($0.3)| ($0.4)| (%0.5) ($0.5)
JCSG Impacting Army Net* $0.4 $1.2 $1.3( ($0.1)| ($0.8)| ($1.9 ($1.9)
Total $2.9 $6.7 $3.9]| ($0.2)| ($1.6)[ (%$2.7) ($2.9)
* Thisisthetotal costs, savings, and net for the recommendation and is shared with other Services and/or
agencies.
Table 8-3. Recommendation Costs
85 Summary

The Army recommendations of the Secretary of Defense are larger than the Army actions
of all four previous BRAC rounds combined. The Army leveraged BRAC 2005 to
establish a streamlined portfolio of installations that optimizes Military Value with

significantly reduced cost of ownership that facilitates transformation, Joint operations
and Joint business functions; divests an accumulation of installations that are no longer
relevant and less effective in supporting a Joint and Expeditionary Army; and
accommodates rebasing of overseas unitsto CONUS. While projected implementation
costs are larger than previous Army BRAC rounds, the savings are also gresater.

The Army’s cost of ownership will be reduced by $1.5B annually, and 20- year net
savings will be 1.2 times larger than those of the Army actions of the four previous
BRAC rounds. But the total economic story (including savings generated by overseas
moves) is a steady-state annual savings of $2.5B with a 20-year net savings 4.3 times
larger than those of Army actions of the four previous BRAC rounds.
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9.0 FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Army BRAC recommendations are presented in this chapter. Section 9.1 provides
information and guidance for examining the actions by the Air Force, Navy, and JCSGs
that affect Army installations. Section9.2 presents explanatory material of the 56 Army
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. Listed first in Table 9-1 are the closing
and realigning Army installations.

CLOSING INSTALLATIONS

Army JAG Agency L ease Site, VA Hoffman L ease Complex, VA

Army Resear ch Office L ease Site, NC Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, KS
Army Reserve Personnel Center Lease Site, MO Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant, TX
CharlesE. Kelly Support Center, PA Mississippi Army Ammunition Plant, MS
Crystal City L ease Complex, VA Newport Chemical Depot, IN

Deseret Chemical Depot, UT Red River Army Depot, TX

Fort Gillem, GA Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant, CA
Fort McPherson, GA Rosslyn L ease Complex, VA

Fort Monmouth, NJ Umatilla Chemical Depot, OR

Fort Monroe, VA USAG Michigan (Selfridge), M1
Hawthorne Army Depot, NV 176 US Army Reserve Centers

HQ, Army Test and Evaluation Command Lease | 211 National Guard Armoriesand Centersupon
Site, VA agreement of the State Governors

REALIGNING INSTALLATIONS

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD Fort Lee, VA

Adelphi L aboratory, MD Fort Leonard Wood, MO

Anniston Army Depot, AL Fort Lewis, WA

Bailey’s Crossroads L ease Site, VA Fort McCoy, WI

Corpus Christi Army Depot, TX Fort Richardson, AK

Detroit Arsenal, M| Fort Rucker, AL

Fort Belvoir, VA Fort Sam Houston, TX

Fort Benning, GA Fort Sill, OK

Fort Bliss, TX Fort Wainwright, AK

Fort Bragg, NC Lima Tank Plant, OH

Fort Buchanan, PR Redstone Arsenal, AL

Fort Campbell, KY Rock Island Arsenal, IL

Fort Dix, NJ Sierra Army Depot, CA

Fort Eustis, VA Soldier Systems Center, Natick, MA
Fort Hood, TX Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA

Fort Huachuca, AZ Walter Reed Army Medical Center, DC
Fort Jackson, SC Watervliet Arsenal, NY

Fort Knox, KY White Sands Missile Range, NM

Table 9-1. Army Installations Impacted by BRAC 2005 Recommendations

9.1 Navy, Air Force, and JCSG Recommendations Affecting Army Installations

Army installations were affected by 1 Air Force, 5 Navy, and 57 JCSG recommendations.
These recommendations are contained inthe individual reports of these components
(Volumes IV-XI1 of the DOD BRAC 2005 Report) and can be reviewed in detail in those
volumes.
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9.2 Army Recommendations
The Army recommendations approved by the Secretary of Defense follow:

FOrt WainWIight, AK ...ttt sreenneenne 71
o R A 1= 1 4 TR U 73
FOrt MCPRENSON, GA ... ettt e s e st e e s s b e e e e s esbbeeesssbeeeessenraneesanns 76
Operational Army (IGPBYS) ...cuccueiieieeeseeie ettt ee e ee e sre e ste e sneesseenaesseenes 79
=T a 1S WAV g N =T 1 o SRS 82
U.S. Army Garrison Michigan (SEIfridge).......ccoeurrriererereeseeeeeeee e 84
FOrt MONMOULN, NJ oottt e s s s e e s s e ba e e e s e abe e e s s sbreeesseareeeesanns 86
FOrt Bragg, NC ...ttt st e s ba e snaeennnee s 90
Single Drill Sergeant SChOOl ..o 92
70T Al o o 1R I R 94
Red RIver Army DEPOL, TX .uiiiiceiiesieeie et eie s st te e e e sre e s e ae e sseenesneenseeneens 96
FOIrt MONE OB, VA .. ittt e e s s e s e bbb a e e e e e e s s e e s eabbbbaeeeeesessananes 99
USAR Command and Control - SOUtAWESE ...........ccoouieiiiiecieeccee e 101
USAR Command and Control - SOUthEASE.........cc.eeecuiieiiiiecciee e 104
USAR Command and Control New England...........ccccceeveeiieeiin e 107
USAR Command and Control - NOrtheast..........c.ccocoveeeceeicciee e 109
USAR Command and Control - NOrthwWeESE...........ooooveeiieeecee e 113
RC Transformation in AlabDama.........c.eooeuieiiiii i s s 116
RC Transformation IN ATTZONA ........ueeeiiiuveie e e eirees e eerree e e e ssbae e s s sbre e e s ssssreeessssaeeees 120
RC Transformation iN ATKANSAS........ccoiiceiieiiiiieeesitiee s eertee e s ssreessssssreeessssseeessssreeeees 122
RC Transformation in CalifOr NiA.......cc.cooueviiiie e 126
RC Transformation in CONNECLICUL ........c.eeiiiiiiiiee et erre e 129
RC Transformation in DEIQWAT ©..........oocuviiiiiceie ettt e e s sraee s 132
RC Transformation iN GEOM QI ......cccuevueerueeieesierieeieseeseesaeseeste e sreesreeeesseesseeeesneenns 134
RC Transformation iN HAWaI T ........cuueeiiiiiiiiiciiiie et sevre e s nraee s 136
RC Transformation iN HHINOIS ......cccueeiii it 138
RC Transformation iN INAIANA .......c.eeeeiieeiie et e s e e e e s saraee s 141
RC Transformation iN TOWaA.........ccueveiuiiiiiie ittt st e e s b e sbee s sanes 144
RC Transformation in KentUCKY ........ccoiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 147
RC Transformation iN LOUISIANEA .......ecoieceviiiiieiiiee e eetteee e eeee s st e e s seaae e e s s sareeee s 150
RC Transformation in Maryland (AFRC Frederick, MD).......cccooevvnieiceneeciesn, 153
RC Transformation in MasSaChUSELLS ........ccoocuiiiiiiiiiii e 155
RC Transformation in MiChigan...........ccooiiiiiiinnieee e 157
RC Transformation in MiNNESOLA.........ccovueeiiiie e eree e eree e s b ebeeesanes 159
RC Transformation iN IMISSOUL T ...ccuveeeiiciiieeecciieee e streee s eevreeesessraeesssbreeesssssseeesssssaness 161
RC Transformation iN MONEANAL.........c.oociuviiiiiiieie et e e s sra e e e s e ssbaeee s 163
RC Transformation in NEDIASKaL.......ccoiiceiieiiiiie et eeeee e s e s erre e e s e sreeee s 165
RC Transformation in New Hampshire ... 168
RC Transformation in NEW JEISEY........coiiriieenieie ettt 170
RC Transformation in NEW IMEXICO .......ccveiiiieeie e eettee e e sreee e s s e e s sevre e e s s sreeee s 172
RC Transformation iIN NEW YOI K .....cccueeiiiieiiiie e etee s etee s ssvee s svee e 174
RC Transformation in NOrth CaroliNa..........ccceeveeiciieii e 177
RC Transformation in NOrth Dakota .........cooeeueiiiiiiiiie e 179
RC Transformation in ORI0.........cceiiiiiiiiie et 181
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RC Transformation in OKIANOMA .........ccouviiiiiiiiec e 184
RC Transformation in Or@QO0N .........cccoueierireresiesesesee et sre e 188
RC Transformation in PENNSYIVANIA ........cccceceeiiiiieiiesece e 190
RC Transformation in Rhode [ and ... 194
RC Transformation iN TENNESSEE. ......ccooiueiieiieeie e e eteee e eettee e e see e s s sbaee e s s saaeeesessrenee s 196
RC TransforMation iN TEXAS.......ccuiiiireeeiiieeireeesteeeesteeesitee e s iaeesssresssssesssssessseessreeesnnes 199
RC Transformation iN VEIMMONT ........eeviiiiiiii ettt e s e bra e s ssaree e s snraeee s 205
RC Transformation in WashingtON ..ot 207
RC Transformation in WeSt VIrginia ......cccooeienirenieeiesiesese e 210
RC Transformation in WiSCONSIN ......cueiiiiieiiiieccteee ettt sree e res e saae s sesae s sbee s sbee s sanes 213
RC Transformation in WYOMING .....ccoeeiiriiiieninie e 215
RC Transformation iN PUETTO RICO.......iccuiiiiiceie et seeee st e e eva e e s sreee s 217
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Fort Wainwright, AK

Recommendation: Realign Fort Wainwright, AK, by relocating the Cold Regions Test
Center (CRTC) headquarters from Fort Wainwright, AK, to Fort Greely, AK.

Justification: This recommendationrelocates CRTC headquarters to Fort Greely to
improve efficiency of operations and enhance personnel safety. Sufficient capacity exists
at Fort Greely. There would be no impact on Force Structure. This recommendation
relocates headquarters closer to the CRTC's test mission execution on the Bolio Lake
Range Complex. This complex, athough realigned under Ft. Wainwright in BRAC 95, is
only 10 miles south of Fort Greely but 100 miles from Ft. Wainwright's cantonment area.
This action would enhance interoperability and reduce costs by permitting personnel to
live closer to their primary work site, thus, avoiding a 200 mile round trip between
guarters and work sites. Decreases the risks associated with the required year-round
travel in extreme weather conditions. Results in more efficient and cost effective
monitoring & control of arctic testing of transformational systems. This recommendation
did not consider other locations since the CRTC headquarters only manages testing at one
Ste.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $0.05M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a saving of $0.2M. Annual recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $0.05M with a payback expected in 2
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsisa
savings of $0.7M.

Economic Impact on Communities. This recommendation will not result in any job
reductions (direct or indirect) over the 2006-2011 period in the Fairbanks metropolitan
area since Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely are in the same metropolitan area. The
aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumell.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: The loca areainfrastructure is sufficient to
support this recommendation. A review of community attributes (Child Care, Cost of
Living, Education, Employment, Housing, Medical Health, Population Center, Safety,
Transportation, and Utilities) revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the
local community’s infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel. Ft Gredly is
in the same MSA and MHA as Ft Wainwright; therefore, the Army uses the same
information for Local Areafor bothinstallations. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; noise; threatened and endangered species or
critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation
does not impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
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recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been
reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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Fort Gillem, GA

Recommendation: Close Ft. Gillem, GA. Relocate the Headquarters, 1st US Army to
Rock Island Arsendl, IL. Relocate the 2nd Recruiting Brigade to Redstone Arsenal, AL.
Relocate the 52" Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Group to Ft. Campbell, K.
Relocate the 81% RRC Equipment Concentration Site to Ft. Benning, GA. Relocate the
3rd US Army Headquarters support office to Shaw Air Force Base, SC. Relocate the
Headquarters US Forces Command (FORSCOM) VIP Explosive Ordnance Support to
Pope Air Force Base, NC. Close the Army-Air Force Exchange System (AAFES) Atlanta
Distribution Center and establish an enclave for the Georgia Army National Guard, the
remainder of the 81st RRC units and the Criminal Investigation Division (CID) Forensics
Laboratory.

Justification: This recommendation closes Ft. Gillem, an Army administrative
installation and an AAFES distribution center. The recommendation moves the major
tenant organizations to Rock Island Arsenal, Redstone Arsenal, Ft. Benning, and Ft.
Campbell. It a'so movessmall components of the Headquarters 3rd US Army and US
Army Forces Command to Pope AFB and Shaw AFB. It enhances the Army’s military
value, is consistent with the Army’s Force Structure Plan, and maintains adequate surge
capabilities to address future unforeseen requirements. This closure alows the Army to
employ excess capacities at installations that can accomplish more than administrative
missions.

The closure of Ft. Gillem also enables the stationing of its tenant units at locations that
will increase their ability to associate with like units and promote coordination of efforts.
Both the 52nd EOD Group and the 2nd Recruiting Brigade have regional missionsin the
Southeastern United States. The 52nd EOD Group was co- located with operationa forces
at Ft. Campbell to provide training opportunities. The 2nd Recruiting Brigade is
recommended to relocate to Redstone Arsenal because of its central locationin the
Southeast and its access to a transportation center in Huntsville, AL. The Army is
converting the 1st US Army Headquarters into the single Headquarters for oversight of
Reserve and National Guard mobilization and demobilization. To support this conversion
the Army decided to relocate 1st Army to Rock Island Arsenal, a central location in the
United States. The 81st RRC Equipment concentration Site is relocated to Ft. Benning
where there are improved training opportunities with operational forces.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $56.8M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a savings of $85.5M. Annual recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $35.3M with a payback expected in 1
year. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsisa
savings of $421.5M.

This recommendation affects: the U.S. Post Office, FEMA, FAA, GSA and the Civil Air
Patrol, non-DoD Federal agencies. In the absence of access to credible cost and savings
information for these agencies or knowledge regarding whether these agencies will
remain on the installation, the Department assumed that the nonDoD Federal agencies
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will be required to assume new base operating responsibilities on the affected installation.
The Department further assumed that because of these new base operating
responsibilities, the effect of the recommendation on the non-DoD agencies would be an
increase in their costs. As required by Section 2913(d) of the BRAC statute, the
Department has taken the effect on the costs of these agencies into account when making
this recommendation.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,824 jobs (1,067
direct and 737 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Atlanta Sandy Springs-
Marietta, GA metropolitan statistical area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic
area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes revealed no
significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructures of the local communities to
support missions, forces, and personnel. When moving from Ft. Gillem to Rock I1dland
Arsenal, the following local area capability improved: Cost of Living and Population.
The following capabilities are lessrobust: Housing, Education, Employment, and
Medical. When moving from Ft. Gillemto Ft. Campbell, the following local attributes
are improved: Cost of Living and Population. The following capabilities are not as
robust: Housing, Education, Employment, Medical, Safety and Transportation. When
moving from Ft. Gillem to Redstone Arsenal, the following local attributes are improved:
Cost of Living and Population. The following capabilities are not as robust: Child Care,
Housing, Medical, and Transportation. When moving from Ft. Gillem to Ft. Benning, the
following local capability is improved: Population. The following capabilities are not as
robust: Housing, Employment, Medical, and Safety. When moving from Ft. Gillem to
Pope AFB, the following capabilities are improved: Cost of Living and Population. The
following capabilities are not as robust: Housing, Employment, Medical, Safety and
Transportation. When moving from Ft. Gillem to Shaw AFB, the following local
capabilities are improved: Cost of Living and Population. The following capabilities are
not as robust: Housing, Education, Medical, Transportation and Safety. There are no
known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations
affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Closure of Fort Gillem will necessitate consultations with the
State Historic Preservation Office to ensure that historic properties are continued to be
protected. The closure of ranges at Fort Gillem will require clearance of munitions and
remediation of any munition constituents. The remediation costs for these ranges may be
significant and the time required for completing remediation is uncertain. Groundwater
and surface water resources will require restoration and/or monitoring to prevent further
environmental impacts. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases to impaired
waterways may be required at Rock Island, Fort Campbell, and Fort Benning to reduce
impacts to water quality and achieve USEPA Water Quality Standards. Air Conformity
determination and New Source Review and permitting effort and consultations with
tribes regarding cultural resources will be required at Fort Campbell. This
recommendation has the potential to impact noise and threatened and endangered species
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or critical habitat at Fort Campbell. An Air Conformity Analysis will be required at Fort
Benning. Construction at Pope AFB may have to occur on acreage already constrained
by TES. This recommendation has the potential to impact wetlands at Pope AFB and
Shaw AFB. This recommendation has no impact on dredging; marine mammals,
resources, or sanctuaries; or waste management. This recommendation will require
spending approximately $1.3M for environmental compliance costs. These costs were
included in the payback calculation. Fort Gillem reports $18M in environmental
restoration costs. Because the Department has a legal obligation to perform
environmental restoration regardless of whether aninstallation is closed, realigned, or
remains open, these costs were not included in the payback calculation. This
recommerdation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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Fort M cPherson, GA

Recommendation: Close Ft. McPherson, GA. Relocate the Headquarters US Army
Forces Command (FORSCOM), and the Headquarters US Army Reserve Command
(USARC) to Pope Air Force Base, NC. Relocate the Headquarters 3rd US Army to Shaw
Air Force Base, SC. Relocate the Installation Management Agency Southeastern Region
Headquarters and the US Army Network Enterprise Technology Command (NETCOM)
Southeastern Region Headquarters to Ft. Eustis, VA. Relocate the Army Contracting
Agency Southern Region Headquarters to Ft. Sam Houston.

Justification: This recommendation closes Ft. McPherson, an administrative
installation, and moves the tenant headquarters organizations to Ft. Sam Houston, Ft.
Eudtis, Pope AFB and Shaw AFB. It enhances the Army’s military value, is consistent
with the Army’s Force Structure Plan, and maintains adequate surge capabilities to
address future unforeseen requirements. This closure allows the Army to employ excess
capacities at installations that can accomplish more than administrative missions. The
organization relocations in this recommendation also create multifunctional, multi-
component and multi-Service installations that provide a better level of serviceat a
reduced cost.

The recommended rel ocations also retain or enhance vital linkages between the
relocating organizations and other headquarters activities. FORSCOM HQs is relocated
to Pope AFB where it will be co-located with alarge concentration of operational forces.
The USARC HQs has a mission relationship with FORSCOM that is enhanced by
leaving the two co-located. 3rd Army is relocated to Shaw AFB where it will be
collocated with the Air Force component command of CENTCOM. The IMA and
NETCOM HQs are moved to Ft. Eustis because of recommendations to consolidate the
Northeastern and Southeastern regions of these two commands into one Eastern Region
a Ft. Eustis. The ACA Southern Region HQs is moved to Ft. Sam Houston where it is
recommended to consolidate with the ACA Southern Hemisphere Region HQs, and
where it will co-locate with other Army service providing organizations.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $197.8M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a saving of $111.4M. Annua recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $82.1M with a payback expected in 2
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $895.2M.

This recommendation affects the U.S. Post Office, anon-DoD Federal agency. In the
absence of accessto credible cost and savings information for that agency or knowledge
regarding whether that agency will remain on the installation, the Department assumed
that the non-DoD Federal agency will be required to assume new base operating
responsibilities on the affected installation. The Department further assumed that because
of these new base operating responsibilities, the effect of the recommendation on the non
DoD agency would be an increase in its costs. As required by Section 2913(d) of the
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BRAC statute, the Department has taken the effect on the costs of this agency into
account when making this recommendation.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 7,123 jobs (4,303
direct and 2,820 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Atlanta Sandy Springs-
Marietta, GA metropolitan statistical area, which is 0.26 percent of economic area
employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes revealed no
significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructures of the local communities to
support missions, forces, and personnel. When moving from Ft. McPherson to Pope
AFB, the following local capability isimproved: Cost of Living. The following local area
capabilities are not as robust: Housing, Employment, Medical and Safety. When moving
from Ft. McPherson to Ft. Eustis, the following local capabilities are improved: Cost of
Living and Transportation. The following local area capabilities are not as robust:
Housing, Education, and Medical Health. When moving from Ft. McPherson to Ft. Sam
Houston, the following local capability isimproved: Cost of Living. The following local
area capabilities are not as robust: Employment, Medical and Safety. When moving from
Ft. McPherson to Shaw AFB, the following local capability isimproved: Cost of Living.
The following local area capabilities are not as robust: Housing, Education, Medical and
Safety. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of
all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Closure of Fort McPherson will necessitate consultations with
the State Historic Preservation Office. Closure of operational ranges will likely
necessitate clearance of munitions and remediation of any munition constituents. The
remediation costs for these ranges may be significant and the time required for
completing remediation is uncertain. Fort McPherson has contaminated water resources
that will require restoration and/or monitoring. A new source review will be required at
Fort Sam Houston An Air Conformity determination and New Source Review and
permitting effort will be required at Fort Eustis. A minor air permit revision may be
necessary at Pope AFB. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases to impaired
waterways may be required at Fort Sam Houston and Fort Eustis to reduce impacts to
water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards. Construction at Pope AFB
may have to occur on acreage aready constrained by TES. This recommendation has the
potential to impact wetlands at Pope AFB and Shaw AFB. This recommendation has no
impact on dredging; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and
endangered species or critical habitat; or waste management. This recommendation will
reguire spending approximately $2.5M for environmental compliance activities These
costs were included in the payback calculation. Fort McPherson reports $129.7M in
environmental restoration costs. Because the Department has a legal obligation to
perform environmental restoration regardless of whether an installation is closed,
realigned, or remains open, these costs were not included in the payback calculation. This
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
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impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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Operational Army (IGPBYS)

Recommendation: Realign Fort Bliss, TX by relocating air defense artillery units to
Fort Sill and relocating 1st Armored Division and various echelon above division units
from Germany and Korea to Fort Bliss, TX. Realign Fort Sill by relocating an artillery
(Fires) brigade to Fort Bliss. Realign Fort Hood, TX by relocating maneuver battalions, a
support battalion, and aviation units to Fort Bliss, Texas. Realign Fort Riley, KS by
inactivating various units, activating a Brigade Combat Team (BCT) and relocating 1st
Infantry Division units and various echelons above division units from Germany and
Koreato Fort Riley, KS. Realign Fort Campbell, KY, by relocating an attack aviation
battalion to Fort Riley, KS.

Jugtification: This proposa ensures the Army has sufficient infrastructure, training land
and ranges to meet the requirements to transform the Operational Army as identified in
the Twenty Y ear Force Structure Plan. It also ensures the Army maintains adequate surge
capacity. As part of the modular force transformation, the Army is activating 10 new
combat arms brigades for atotal of 43 active component brigade combat teams (BCTS).
Including the results of the Integrated Global Presence and Basing Strategy (IGPBS), the
number of BCTs stationed in the United States will rise from twenty-six to forty.
Relocating the units listed in this recommendation to Fort Bliss, Fort Riley, and Fort Sill
takes advantage of available infrastructure and training land. Fort Bliss and Fort Riley are
installations capable of training modular formations, both mounted and dismounted, at
home station with sufficient land and facilities to test, smulate, or fire al organic weapon
systems. This recommendation enhances home station training and readiness of the units
a al installations.

Relocating 1st Armored Division units and echelons above division (EAD) units to Fort
Bliss will transform it from an ingtitutional training installation into a major mounted
maneuver training installation. This avoids overcrowding and overuse at other
installations by stationing them at one of the installations with the greatest capacity. It
also creates a potential opportunity for enhanced Operationa Testing due to the close
proximity of Fort Bliss to White Sands Missile Range.

Relocating an Air Defense Artillery (ADA) unit to Fort Sill supports the establishment of
the Net Fires Center, combining the Artillery and ADA schools at Fort Sill and provides a
force stabilization opportunity for soldiers in this unit. Relocating the Artillery (Fires)
Brigade to Fort Bliss collocates the artillery with the maneuver units at Fort Bliss and
vacates space at Fort Sill for the ADA unit.

Realigning Fort Riley by inactivating an Engineer Brigade Headquarters, two other
engineer units, two maneuver battalions and other smaller units beginning in FY 06
directly supports the Army’s modular force transformation. It also facilitates activating a
BCT in FY 06, and relocating 1st Infantry Division Headquarters, the Division Support
Command Headquarters, Aviation Brigade units and other units returning from overseas
to Fort Riley. The relocation of an attack aviation battalion from Fort Campbell to Fort
Riley supports the formation of a multi-functional aviation brigade at Fort Riley.
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The Army obtained approval to temporarily station a BCT at Fort Hood in 2005 and
another BCT at Fort Blissin 2006. This recommendation validates the stationing of that
BCT at Fort Bliss and relocates two maneuver battalions, an armored reconnaissance
squadron and a support battalion from Fort Hood to support the activation at Fort Bliss.
Relocating these battalions will provide the assets necessary to accomplish the activation.
Relocating aviation units from Fort Hood supports the activation of a multi-functional
aviation brigade.

While this recommendation does not in BRAC terms save money, the costs are mitigated
by the non-BRAC savings that will accrue to the Department from the closure or
realignment of the overseas locations from which these units come. Those nonBRAC
savings amount to $4.4B during the 6 year period, and approximately $20.0B of 20 year
net present value savings.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $3,946M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $5,229M. Annual recurring costs
to the Department after implementation are $294.7M, with no payback expected. The net
present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a cost of
$7,826.7M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 748 jobs (434 direct
and 314 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Clarksville, TN-KY
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.58 percent of economic region of influence
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 8,522 jobs (5,136 direct and 3,386 indirect jobs) over the 2006 —
2011 period in the Killeen-Temple-Fort Hood Metropolitan Statistical Area, whichis 4.5
percent of economic region of influence employment. The aggregate economic impact of
all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered and is at
Appendix B of Volumell.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community infrastructure
attributes revealed some issues regarding the ability of the communities to support forces,
missions, and personnel. The City of El Paso, TX (Fort Bliss) and the City of Manhattan,
KS (Fort Riley) must cooperate fully and quickly to assess requirements and implement
them, especialy in the areas of housing and schools. When moving activities from Fort
Hood to Fort Bliss, four attributes improved (Housing, Medical Health, Safety, and
Population Center) and one (Employment) is not as robust. WWhen moving activities from
Fort Campbell to Fort Riley, three attributes improved (Housing, Employment, and
Safety) and two (Child Care and Population Center) are not as robust. WWhen moving
activities from Fort Bliss to Fort Sill, two attributes improved (Cost of Living, and
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Employment) and six (Housing, Education, Medical Health, Safety Population Center
and Utilities) are not as robust. There are no known community infrastructure
impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this
recommendation.

Environmental Impact: An Air Conformity determination and New Source Review and
permitting effort will be required at Fort Bliss. To preserve cultural and archeological
resources, training restrictions may be imposed and increased operational delays and
costs are possible at Fort Bliss and tribal consultations may be required. Tribal
negotiations may be required at Fort Riley to expand use near listed areas. Added
operations at Riley and Sill may impact threatened and endangered species and result in
further restrictions. Development of a Programmatic Agreement, tribal consultations,
and evaluations to determine significance of cultural and historical resources will be
required at Fort Sill. Further analysis will be required to determine the extent of new
noise impacts at Bliss, Riley, and Sill. This recommendation results in significant
additional water demands for the Ft Bliss region and therefore the installation will likely
have to purchase or develop new potable water sources if groundwater sources are not
sufficient. Further analysis will be required to assess long-term regional water impacts.
Significant mitigation measures to limit releases may be required at Fort Sill to reduce
impacts to water quality and achieve USEPA Water Quality Standards. This
recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas;, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries, waste management; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $2.6M for environmental
compliance costs. These costs were included in the payback calculation. This
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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Maneuver Training

Recommendation: Realign Fort Knox, KY/, by relocating the Armor Center and School
to Fort Benning, GA, to accommodate the activation of an Infantry Brigade Combat
Team (BCT) at Fort Knox, KY, and the relocation of engineer, military police, and
combat service support units from Europe and Korea. Realign Fort McCoy, WI, by
relocating the 84th Army Reserve Regional Training Center to Fort Knox, KY'.

Justification: This recommendation enhances military value, improves training and
deployment capabilities, better utilizes training resources, and creates significant
efficiencies and cost savings while maintaining sufficient surge capability to address
future unforeseen requirements. It properly locates Operational Army units in support of
the Army’s force structure plans and modular force transformation.

This recommendation supports the consolidation of the Armor and Infantry Centers and
Schools at Fort Benning and creates a Maneuver Center of Excellence for ground forces
training and doctrine development. It consolidates both Infantry and Armor One Station
Unit Training (OSUT), which alows the Army to reduce the total number of Basic
Combat Training locations from five to four.

This recommendation aso relocates the 84th ARRTC to Fort Knox and supports another
recommendation which relocates Army Reserve Command and Control units to Fort
McCoy. These relocations enhance command and control within the Army Reserve, and
promote interaction between the Active and Reserve Components.

This recommendation directly supports the Army’s operational unit stationing and
training requirements by using available facilities, ranges, training land at Fort Knox, KY
(vacated by the Armor Center and School) to effectively and efficiently relocate various
Combat Support and Combat Service Support units returning from overseas, and as the
installation platform for the activation of a new Infantry BCT. These units are a
combination of the relocation of Integrated Globa Presence and Basing Strategy
(IGPBS) — related units returning from overseas and the activation of units as part of the
Army’s modular force transformation.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $773.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $244.1M. Annual recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $123.3M with a payback expected in
5years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis
asavings of $948.1M.

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 8,521 jobs (6,100 direct and 2,421 indirect jobs) over the 2006 —
2011 period in the Elizabethtown, KY Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 12.93
percent of economic area employment.
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 834 jobs (497 direct and 337 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
period in the Monroe County, WI area, which is 3.5 percent of economic area
employment.

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community infrastructure
attributes revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. When moving activities from
Fort McCoy to Fort Knox, five improved (Child Care, Cost of Living, Education,
Population Center and Transportation) and one (Employment) was not as robust. When
moving from Fort Knox to Fort Benning, the following local area capabilities improved:
Employment, Population Center, and Transportation; and the following local area
capabilities are not as robust: Cost of Living, Education, and Safety. There are no known
community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations
affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Tribal consultations may be necessary at Fort Knox and Fort
Benning. An Air Conformity Analysis and New Source Review will be required at Fort
Benning. Noise analysis and monitoring is required at Fort Knox and Fort Benning to
determine the extent of new noise impacts.. Additional operations may impact TES at
Fort Benning, leading to additional restrictions onoperations. Fort Knox range is located
over the recharge zone of a sole-source aquifer, which may result in future regulatory
limitations on training activities. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases may be
required to reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards
at Fort Benning. This recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints
or sengitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries, waste
management; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately
$1.3M for environmental compliance costs. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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U.S. Army Garrison Michigan (Selfridge)

Recommendation: Close United States Army Garrison Michigan at Selfridge, which is
located on Selfridge Air National Guard Base. Retain an enclave to support the Dynamic
Structural Load Simulator (Bridging) Laboratory and the Water Purification Laboratory
on Selfridge.

Justification: This recommendation closes the US Army Garrison Michigan (USAG-M)
at Selfridge, which is located at Selfridge Air National Guard Base. The USAG-M at
Selfridge is federally owned property located on Selfridge Air National Guard Base.
USAG-M at Selfridgeisthe primary provider of housing and other support and services
to certain military personnel and their dependents located in the Detroit area. Thereis
sufficient housing in the Detroit Metropolitan area to support military personnel stationed
inthe area. Closing USAG-Michigan at Selfridge avoids the cost of continued operation
and maintenance of other unnecessary support facilities. A Bridging Lab and Water
Purification Lab located on Selfridge, which are part of the Tank Automotive Army
Research and Development Center at Detroit Arsena will be retained and enclaved. Six
garrison personnel (Garrison Commander and staff) will be relocated to Detroit Arsenal.
This recommendation enhances military value, supports the Army’s force structure plan,
and maintains sufficient surge capability to address future unforeseen requirements.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $9.5M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during
the implementation period is a savings of $91.4M. Annual recurring savings to the
Department after implementation are $18.1M with a payback expected in O years. The
net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of
$260.9M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 601 jobs (376 direct
and 225 indirect) over the 2006-2011 period in the Warren-Farmington Hills-Troy, Ml
Metropolitan Division which is 0.04% of the economic area employment. The aggregate
economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was
considered and is at Appendix B of Volume l.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes revealed no
significant issues regarding the ability of the local community's infrastructure to support
forces, missions and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure
impedimentsto implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this
recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Closure will require consultations with the State Historic
Preservation Office to ensure that the historic sites are protected. Restoration and/or
monitoring of contaminated groundwater will likely be required after closure in order to
prevent significant long-term impacts to the environment. This recommendation has no
impact on air quality; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas, marine
mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critica
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habitat; waste management; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending
approximately $0.65M for environmental compliance costs. These costs were included
in the payback calculation. USAG Michigan at Selfridge reports $13.3M in
environmental restoration costs. Because the Department has a legal obligation to
perform environmental restoration regardless of whether an installation is closed,
realigned, or remains open, these costs were not included in the payback calculation.
This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration,
waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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Fort Monmouth, NJ

Recommendation: Close Ft. Monmouth, NJ. Relocate the US Army Military Academy
Preparatory School to West Point, NY. Relocate the Joint Network Management System
Program Office to Fort Meade, MD. Relocate the Budget/Funding, Contracting,
Cataloging, Requisition Processing, Customer Services, Item Management, Stock
Control, Weapon System Secondary Item Support, Requirements Determination,
Integrated Materiel Management Technical Support Inventory Control Point functions for
Consumable Items to Defense Supply Center Columbus, OH, and reestablish them as
Defense Logistics Agency Inventory Control Point functions; relocate the procurement
management and related support functions for Depot Level Reparables to Aberdeen
Proving Ground, MD, and designate them as Inventory Control Point functions,
detachment of Defense Supply Center Columbus, OH, and rel ocate the remaining
integrated materiel management, user, and related support functions to Aberdeen Proving
Ground, MD. Relocate Information Systems, Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and
Electronics Research and Development & Acquisition (RDA) to Aberdeen Proving
Ground, MD. Relocate the elements of the Program Executive Office for Enterprise
Information Systems and consolidate into the Program Executive Office, Enterprise
Information Systems at Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Ft. Belvoir, VA by relocating and consolidating Sensors, Electronics, and
Electronic Warfare Research, Development and Acquisition activities to Aberdeen
Proving Ground, MD, and by relocating and consolidating I nformation Systems Research
and Development and Acquisition (except for the Program Executive Office, Enterprise
Information Systems) to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.

Realign Army Research Institute, Fort Knox, KY, by relocating Human Systems
Research to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.

Realign Redstone Arsenal, AL, by relocating and consolidating Information Systems
Development and Acquisition to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.

Realign the PM Acquisition, Logistics and Technology Enterprise Systems and Services
(ALTESS) facility at 2511 Jefferson Davis Hwy, Arlington, VA, aleased instalation, by
relocating and consolidating into the Program Executive Office, Enterprise Information
Systems at Fort Belvoir, VA.

Justification: The closure of Ft. Monmouth allows the Army to pursue several
transformational and BRAC objectives. These include: Consolidating training to enhance
coordination, doctrine development, training effectiveness and improve operational and
functional efficiencies, and consolidating RDA and T&E functions on fewer installations.
Retain DoD installations with the most flexible capability to accept new missions.
Consolidate or co-locate common business functions with other agencies to provide

better level of services at areduced cost.
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The recommendation relocates the US Army Military Academy Preparatory School to
West Point, NY and increases training to enhance coordination, doctrine development,
training effectiveness and improve operational and functional efficiencies.

The recommendation establishes a Land C4ISR Lifecycle Management Command
(LCMC) to focus technical activity and accelerate transition. This recommendation
addresses the transformational objective of Network Centric Warfare. The solution of the
significant challenges of realizing the potential of Network Centric Warfare for land
combat forces requires integrated research in C4ISR technologies (engineered networks
of sensors, communications, information processing), and individual and networked
human behavior. The recommendation increases efficiency through consolidation.
Research, Development and Acquisition (RDA), Test and Evaluation (T&E) of Army
Land C4ISR technologies and systems is currently split among three major sites — Ft
Monmouth, NJ, Ft Dix, NJ, Adelphi, MD and Ft Belvoir, VA and several smaller sites,
including Redstone Arsenal and Fort Knox. Consolidation of RDA at fewer sites
achieves efficiency and synergy at alower cost than would be required for multiple sites.
This action preserves the Army’s "commodity" business model by near collocation of
Research, Development, Acquisition, and Logistics functions. Further, combining RDA
and T&E requires test ranges — which cannot be created at Ft Monmouth.

The closure of Ft. Monmouth and relocation of functions which enhance the Army’s
military value, is consistent with the Army’s Force Structure Plan, and maintains
adequate surge capabilities. Ft. Monmouth is an acquisition and research installation
with little capacity to be utilized for other purposes. Military value is enhanced by
relocating the research functions to under- utilized and better equipped facilities; by
relocating the administrative functions to multi-purpose installations with higher military
and administrative value; and by co-locating education activities with the schools they
support. Utilizing existing space and facilities at the gaining installations, maintains both
support to the Army Force Structure Plan, and capabilities for meeting surge
requirements.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $822.3M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $395.6M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $143.7M with a payback expected in 6 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $1,025.8M.

This recommendation affects nonDoD Federal agencies. These include, the U.S. Post
Office, the Department of Justice and the General Services Administration. In the
absence of access to credible cost and savings information for those agencies or
knowledge regarding whether those agencies will remain on the installation, the
Department assumed that the non-DoD Federal Agencies will be required to assume new
base operating responsibilities on the affected installation. The Department further
assumed that because of these new base operating responsibilities, the affect of the
recommendations on the non-DoD agencies would be an increase in cost. As required by
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Section 2913 (d) of the BRAC statute, the Department has taken the effect on the cost of
these agencies into account when making this recommendation.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 9,737 jobs (5,272
direct and 4,465 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 periods in the Edison, NJ
Metropolitan Division, which is 0.8 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 20 jobs (11 direct and 9 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 periods
in the Elizabethtown, KY Metropolitan Division, which is 0.03 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 1,218 jobs (694 direct and 524 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
periods in the Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WYV Metropolitan
Division, which is 0.04 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 63 jobs (37 direct and 26 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
periods in the Huntsville, AL Metropolitan Division, which is 0.03 percent of economic
area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential increase of 9,834 jobs (5,042 direct and 4,792 indirect jobs) over the 2006 —
2011 periods in the Baltimore-Towson, MD Metropolitan Division, which is 0.63 percent
of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential increase of 422 jobs (264 direct and 158 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
periods in the Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY Metropolitan Division, which is
0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential increase of 89 jobs (49 direct and 40 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 periods
in the Columbus, OH Metropolitan Division, which is 0.01 percent of economic area
employment.

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes revealed no
significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of communities to support
forces, missions, and personnel. When moving from Ft. Monmouth to Aberdeen, MD,
the following local area capabilities improve: Cost of Living and Medical Health. The
following attributes decline: Safety and Transportation. When moving from Ft.
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Monmouth to West Point, the following local area capabilities improve: Education and
Employment. The following attribute declines: Housing. When moving from Ft.
Monmouth to Ft. Belvair, the following local area capabilities improve: Employment
and Medical Hedlth. The following attributes decline: Education and Safety. When
moving from Ft. Monmouth to Ft. Meade, the following local area capabilities improve:
Cost of Living and Medical Health. The following attributes decline: Education and
Safety. When moving from Ft. Monmouth to Columbus, OH, the following local area
capabilities improved: Cost of living, Employment, and Medical Health. The following
attribute declines: Safety. When moving from Ft. Belvoir to Aberdeen, MD, the
following local area capabilities improve: Cost of living and Education. The following
attributes decline: Employment, Safety and Transportation. \When moving from Ft. Knox
to Aberdeen, MD, the following local area capabilities improve: Housing, Employment,
and Medical Health. The following attributes decline: Cost of Living, Safety, and
Trangportation. When moving from Redstone Arsenal to Aberdeen, MD, the following
local area capabilitiesimprove: Child Care, Housing, and Medical Health. The following
attributes decline: Employment, Safety, Population Center, and Transportation. When
moving from Arlington, VA to Aberdeen, MD, the following attributes decline:
Population Center, and Transportation.

Environmental Impact: Closure of Fort Monmouth will necessitate consultations with
the State Historic Preservation Office to ensure that sites are continued to be protected.
Fort Monmouth'’s previous missionrelated activities will result in land use
constraints/sensitive resource areaimpacts. An Air Conformity Analysis and a New
Source Review and permitting effort is required at Aberdeen, West Point, and Fort
Belvoir. The extent of the cultural resources on Aberdeen, West Point, and Fort Belvoir
are uncertain. Potential impacts may occur as result of increased times delays and
negotiated restrictions. Additional operations at Aberdeen, West Point, and Fort Belvoir
may further impact threatened/endangered species leading to additional restrictions on
training or operations. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases may be required
to reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards. Due to
the increase in personnel there would be a minimal impact on waste production and water
consumptionat Defense Supply Center Columbus (DSCC), OH. Thisrecommendation
has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine
mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; or wetlands. This recommendation will
require spending approximately $2.95 million for environmental compliance activities.
These costs were included in the payback calculation. Fort Monmouth reports $2.9
million in environmental restoration costs. Because the Department has a legal obligation
to perform environmental restorationregardless of whether an installation is closed,
realigned, or remains open, these costswere not included in the payback calculation. This
recommendation does not impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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Fort Bragg, NC

Recommendation: Realign Fort Bragg, NC, by relocating the 7th Special Forces Group
(SFG) to Eglin AFB, FL, and by activating the 4th Brigade Combat Team (BCT), 82d
Airborne Division and relocating European-based forces to Fort Bragg, NC.

Justification: This recommendation co-locates Army Special Operation Forces with Air
Force Special Operations Forces at Eglin AFB, activates the 4th BCT of the 82nd
Airborne Division and relocates Combat Service Support units to Fort Bragg from
Europe to support the Army modular force transformation. This realignment and
activation of forces enhances military value and training capabilities by locating Special
Operations Forces (SOF) in locations that best support Joint specialized training needs,
and by creating needed space for the additional brigade at Fort Bragg. This
recommendation is consistent with and supports the Army’ s Force Structure Plan
submitted with the FY 06 budget, and provides the necessary capacity and capability,
including surge, to support the units affected by this action.

This recommerdation never pays back. However, the benefits of enhancing Joint training
opportunities coupled with the positive impact of freeing up needed training space and
reducing cost of the new BCT by approximately $54-$148M (with family housing) at
Fort Bragg for the Army's Modular Force transformation, justify the additional costs to
the Department.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $334.8M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department
during the implementation period is a savings of $446.1M. Annual recurring costs to the
Department after implementation is $23.8M, with no payback expected. The net present
value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a cost of $639.2M.

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not result in any job
reductions (direct or indirect) over the 2006-2011 period in the Fayetteville, NC and Fort
Walton Beach-Crestview-Destin, FL metropolitan statistical areas. The aggregate
economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was
considered and is at Appendix B of Volume l.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes revealed no
significant issues regarding the ability of the local community’s infrastructure to support
missions, forces, and personnel. Of the ten attributes evaluated (Child Care, Cost of
Living, Education, Employment, Housing, Medical Health, Population Center, Safety,
Transportation, and Utilities) two levels of support declined (Cost of Living, Education)
when moving activities from Fort Bragg to Eglin AFB. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendationmay result in operational restrictions to

protect cultural or archeological resources at Eglin AFB and Fort Bragg. Tribal
consultations may also be required at both locations. Operations are currently restricted
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by electromagnetic radiation and/or emissions and additional operationg/training may
result in operational restrictions at Eglin AFB. Further analysis may be necessary to
determine the extent of new noise impacts at Eglin and Bragg. Additional waste
production at Eglin may necessitate modifications of hazardous waste program.
Increased water demand at Fort Bragg may lead to further controls and restrictions and
water infrastructure may need upgrades due to incoming population. Additional
operations at Eglin may impact wetlands, resulting in operational restrictions. An
evauation of operationa restrictions for jurisdictional wetlands will likely have to be
conducted at Fort Bragg. Added operations may impact threatened and endangered
species at Fort Bragg and result in further operational and training restrictions. This
recommendation has no impact on air quality; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive
resource areas; or marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries. This recommendation will
require spending approximately $1.0M for environmental compliance costs. These costs
were included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise
impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC
actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are
no known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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Single Drill Sergeant School

Recommendation: Realign Fort Benning, GA, and Fort Leonard Wood, MO, by
relocating the Drill Sergeant School at each location to Fort Jackson SC.

Justification: This recommendation consolidates Drill Sergeant’s Training from three
locations (Fort Benning, Fort Jackson, and Fort Leonard Wood) to one location (Fort
Jackson), which fosters consistency, standardization and training proficiency. It enhances
military value, supports the Army’s force structure plan, and maintains sufficient surge
capability to address future unforeseen requirements. This recommendation supports
Army Transformation by collocating institutional training, MTOE units, RDTE
organizations and other TDA units in large numbers on single installations to support
force stabilization and engage training. It improves training capabilities while eliminating
excess capacity at institutional training installations, and provides the same or better level
of service at areduced cost.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $1.8M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a saving of $7.6M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $2.5M with a payback expected within one
year. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $31.3M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recover, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 171 jobs (121 direct
and 50 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Columbus GA-AL Metropolitan
area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 237 jobs (183 direct and 54 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
period in the Ft. Leonard Wood, MO Metropolitan area, which is 0.9 percent of economic
area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes revealed no
significant issues regarding the ability of the local community’s infrastructure to support
missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure
impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this
recommendation.

Environmental Impact: An Air Conformity determination and New Source Review and
permitting effort will be required at Fort Jackson. This recommendation has no impact
on cultural, archeological, or triba resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive
resource areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and
endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands.
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This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.3M for environmental
compliance costs. These costs were included in the payback calculation. This
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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Fort Hood, TX

Recommendation: Realign Fort Hood, TX, by relocating a Brigade Combat Team
(BCT) and Unit of Employment (UEX) Headquarters to Fort Carson, CO.

Justification: This recommendationensures Army BCTs and support units are located at
installations capable of training modular formations, both mounted and dismounted, at
home station with sufficient land and facilities to test, smulate, or fire al organic weapon
systems. This recommendation enhances the military value of the installations and the
home station training and readiness of the units at the installations by relocating units to
installations that can best support the training and maneuver requirements associated with
the Army’s transformation.

This recommendation relocates to Fort Carson, CO, aHeavy BCT that will be
temporarily stationed at Fort Hood in FY 06, and a Unit of Employment Headquarters.
The Army istemporarily stationing this BCT to Fort Hood in FY 06 due to operational
necessity and to support current operational deployments in support of the Global War on
Terrorism (GWOT). However, based on the BRAC analysis, Fort Hood does not have
sufficient facilities and available maneuver training acreage and ranges to support six
permanent heavy BCTs and numerous other operational units stationed there. Fort
Carson has sufficient capacity to support these units. The Army previously obtained
approval from the Secretary of Defense to temporarily station athird BCT at Fort Carson
in FY05. Due to Fort Carson’s capacity, the BRAC analysis indicates that the Army
should permanently station this third BCT at Fort Carson.

This relocation never pays back because it involves the relocation of a newly activated
unit. No permanent facilities exist to support the unit.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $435.8M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $579.5M. Annual recurring costs
to the Department after implementation are $45.3M. This recommendation never pays
back. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
cost of $980.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential increase of 8,167 jobs (4,945 direct
and 3,222 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Killeen Temple-Fort Hood,
TX metropolitan area, which is4.37 percent of economic area employment. The
aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumell.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community infrastructure
attributes revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the community to support
forces, missions, and personnel. When moving activities from Fort Hood to Fort Carson,
one attribute improved (Population Center) and one (Education) was not as robust. There
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are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of al
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: A New Source Review and permitting effort will be required.
a Fort Carson To preserve archeological/cultural resourcesat Fort Carson, training
restrictions may be imposed and increased operational delays and costs are possible.
Tribal consultations may be required. Further analysis will be required to determine the
extent of new noise impactsat Fort Carson Added operations may impact threatened and
endangered species at Fort Carson and result in further training restrictions. Distribution
of potable water is severely restricted at Fort Carson. Increased missions at the
installation may result in additional restrictions or mitigation requirements. Significant
mitigation measures to limit releases may be required to reduce impacts to water quality
and achieve US EPA water quality standards. This recommendation will require
spending approximately $1.1M for environmental compliance costs. These costs were
included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the
costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions
affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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Red River Army Depot, TX

Recommendation: Close Red River Army Depot, TX. Relocate the storage and
demilitarization functions of the Munitions Center to McAlester Army Ammunition
Pant, OK. Relocate the munitions maintenance functions of the Munitions Center to
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, OK, and Blue Grass Army Depot, KY. Relocate the
depot maintenance of Armament and Structural Components, Combat V ehicles, Depot
Fleet/Field Support, Engines and Transmissions, Fabrication and Manufacturing, Fire
Control Systems and Components, and Other to Anniston Army Depot, AL. Relocate the
depot maintenance of Powertrain Components, and Starters/Generators to Marine Corps
Logistics Base Albany, GA. Relocate the depot maintenance of Construction Equipment
to Anniston Army Depot, AL, and Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany, GA. Relocate
the depot maintenance of Tactical Vehiclesto Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA and
Letterkenny Depot, PA. Relocate the depot maintenance of Tactical Missiles to
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA. Disestablish the supply, storage, and distribution
functions for tires, packaged Petroleum, Oil, and L ubricants, and compressed gases.
Relocate the storage and distribution functions and associated inventories of the Defense
Distribution Depot to the Defense Distribution Depot, Oklahoma City, OK.

Justification: This recommendation supports the strategy of minimizing the number of
industrial base sites performing depot maintenance for ground and missile systems. The
receiving depots have greater maintenance capability, higher facility utilization and
greater opportunities for inter-service workloading. This recommendation reinforces
Anniston's and Letterkenny's roles as Centers of Industrial and Technical Excellence for
Combat Vehicles (Anniston) and Missile Systems (L etterkenny).

This recommendation decreases the cost of depot maintenance operations by
consolidation and elimination of 30 percent of duplicate overhead structures required to
operate multiple depot maintenance activities. This recommendation also increases
opportunities for inter-service workloading by transferring maintenance workload to the
Marine Corps.

This recommendation relocates storage, demilitarization, and munitions maintenance
functions to McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, and thereby reduces redundancy and
removes excess from Red River Munitions Center.

This recommendation alows DaD to create centers of excellence, generate efficiencies,
and create deployment networks servicing all Services.

This recommendation rel ocates the storage and distribution functions and associated
inventories to the Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City at Tinker Air Force Base.
It also contributes to the elimination of unnecessary redundancies and duplication, and
streamlines supply and storage processes.

The disestablishment of the wholesale supply, storage, and distribution functions for all

packaged POL, tires, and compressed gas products supports transformation by privatizing
these functions. Privatization of packaged POL, tires, and compressed gas products will
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eliminate inventories, infrastructure and personnel associated with these functions and
products.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $456.2M. The net present value of al costs and savings to the
Department of Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $216.6M. Annual
recurring savings to the Department after implementation are $76.5M with a payback
expected in 4 years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department
over 20 yearsis a savings of $539.0M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 4,176 jobs (2,500
direct and 1,676 indirect) over the 2006 -2011 period in the Texarkana, TX - Texarkana,
AR Metropolitan Statistical area, which is 6.15 percent of the economic area
employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates
no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to
support missions, forces and personnel. When moving from Red River Army Depot to
Tobyhanna, 5 attributes improve (child care, medical health, safety, population center,
and transportation) and 1 declines (employment). When moving from Red River to
Letterkenny Army Depot, 2 attributes decline (child care and housing) and one improves
(safety). When moving from Red River to Anniston Army Depot, 3 attributes improve
(child care, cost of living and population center) and 1 declines (housing). When moving
from Red River to Tinker, seven attributes improve (population, child care, education,
employment, housing, medical and transportation) and one attribute declines (crime).
There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Closure of Red River Army Depot may require consultations
with the State Historic Preservation Office to ensure that cultural sites are continued to be
protected. Closure of operational ranges at Red River will necessitate clearance of
munitions and remediation of any munitions constituents. The remediation costs for
these ranges may be significant and the time required for completing remediation is
uncertain. Contaminated areas at Red River will require restoration and/or monitoring.
An Air Conformity Anaysisisrequired at Anniston, Tobyhanna, and L etterkenny.
Anniston is located over a sole-source aquifer, which may require additional mitigation
measures/pollution prevention to protect the aquifer from increased depot maintenance
activities. The industrial wastewater treatment plant at Anniston may require upgrades.
Additional operations at Tinker may impact wetlands, which may lead to operational
restrictions. This recommendation has no impact on dredging; marine mammals,
resources, or sanctuaries; noise; or threatened and endangered species or critical habitat.
This recommendation will require spending approximately $4.8M for environmental
compliance costs. These costs were included in the payback calculation. Red River
reports $49.1M in environmental restoration costs. Because the Department has a lecal
obligation to perform environmental restoration regardless of whether an installation is
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closed, realigned, or remains open, these costs were not included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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Fort Monroe, VA

Recommendation: Close Fort Monroe, VA. Relocate the US Army Training & Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) Headquarters, the Installation Management Agency (IMA)
Northeast Region Headquarters, the US Army Network Enterprise Technology Command
(NETCOM) Northeast Region Headquarters and the Army Contracting Agency Northern
Region Office to Fort Eustis, VA. Relocate the US Army Accessions Command and US
Army Cadet Command to Fort Knox, KY.

Justification: This recommendation closes Fort Monroe, an administrative installation,
and moves the tenant Headquarters organizations to Fort Eustis and Fort Knox. It
enhances the Army’s military value, is consistent with the Army’s Force Structure Plan,
and maintains adequate surge capabilities to address future unforeseen requirements. The
closure allows the Army to move administrative headquarters to multi- purpose
installations that provide the Army more flexibility to accept new missions. Both Fort
Eustis and Fort Knox have operational and training capabilities that Fort Monroe lacks
and both have excess capacity that can be used to accept the organizations relocating
from Fort Monroe.

The recommended relocations also retain or enhance vita linkages between them
relocating organizations and other headquarters activities. TRADOC HQs is moved to Ft.
Eustis in order to remain within commuting distance of the Joint Forces Command
(JFCOM) HQsin Norfalk, VA. JFCOM oversees all joint training across the military.
IMA and NETCOM HQs are moved to Ft. Eustis because of recommendations to
consolidate the Northeastern and Southeastern regions of these two commands into one
Eastern Region at Ft. Eustis. The ACA Northern Region is relocated to Ft. Eustis because
its two largest customers are TRADOC and IMA. The Accessions and Cadet Commands
arerelocated to Ft. Knox because of recommendations to locate the Army’sHuman
Resources Command at Ft. Knox. The HRC recommendation includes the collocation of
the Accessions and Cadet Commands with the Recruiting Command, already at Ft. Knox
and creates a Center of Excellence for military personnel and recruiting functions by
improving personnd life-cycle management.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $72.4M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a saving of $146.9M. Annua recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $56.9M with a payback expected in 1
year. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $686.6M.

This recommendation affects the U.S. Post Office, a nonDoD Federa agency. In the
absence of accessto credible cost and savings information for that agency or knowledge
regarding whether that agency will remain on the installation, the Department assumed
that the non-DoD Federal agency will be required to assume new base operating
responsibilities on the affected installation. The Department further assumed that because
of these new base operating responsibilities, the effect of the recommendationon the non
DoD agency would be an increase in its costs. As required by Section2913(d) of the
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BRAC statute, the Department has taken the effect on the costs of this agency into
account when making this recommendation.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,275 jobs (1,013
direct and 1,262 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Virginia Beach
Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC metropolitan statistical area, which is 0.23 percent of
economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions
on this economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes revealed no
significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support
missions, forces, and personnel. When moving from Ft. Monroe to Ft. Eustis, the
following local area capabilities improved: Child Care, Population and Transportation.
When moving from Ft. Monroe to Ft. Knox, the following local area capabilities
improved: Child Care, Cost of Living, Educationand Safety. The following capabilities
are not as robust: Employment and Medical. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Closure of Fort Monroe will necessitate consultations with the
State Historic Preservation Office to ensure that historic properties are continued to be
protected. Increased operational delays and costs are likely at Fort Knox inorder to
preserve cultural resources and tribal consultations may be necessary. An Air Conformity
determination and New Source Review and permitting effort will be required at Fort
Eudtis. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases may be required at Fort Eustisto
reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $1.95M for environmental
compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback calculation. Although no
restoration costs were reported, Fort Monroe has a probable Military Munitions Response
Program site that may require some combination of UXO sweeps, clearance, munition
constituent cleanup, remediation, and land use controls. Because the Department has a
legal obligation to perform environmental restoration regardless of whether an

installation is closed, realigned, or remains open no cost for environmental remediate was
included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the
costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions
affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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USAR Command and Control - Southwest

Recommendation: Realign the Joint Force Training Base Los Alamitos, CA by
disestablishing the 63" Regional Readiness Command (RRC) Headquarters, Robinson
Hall, USARC and activating a Southwest Regional Readiness Command headquarters at
Moffett Field, CA in anew AFRC. Realign Camp Pike Reserve Complex, Little Rock,
AR by disestablishing the 90th RRC and activating a Sustainment Brigade. Close the
Major General Harry Twaddle United States Armed Forces Reserve Center, Oklahoma
City, OK, and relocate the 95th DIV (IT) to Fort Sill, OK. Realign Camp Parks Reserve
Forces Training Area, CA, by relocating the 91st Div (TSD) to Fort Hunter Liggett, CA.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities and
command and control structure throughout the Southeast Region of the United States.
The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a nation-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation supports the Army Reserve’'s Command and Control restructuring
initiative to reduce Regional Readiness Commands from ten to four. This
recommendation transforms Army Reserve command and control by eliminating
nondepl oyable command and control headquarters, transforming excess spaces into
deployable units and moving institutional training units onto major training aress. It
supports the Army Reserve’'s Command and Control restructuring initiative to reduce
Regional Readiness Commands from ten to four by disestablishing two major peacetime
administrative headquarters, the 63d Regional Readiness Command in Los Angeles, CA
and the 90th Regional Readiness Command in Little Rock, AR and creating a new
consolidated headquartersin their place at Moffett Field, CA. It supports the
transformation of Army Reserve Operational Force Structure by activating a sustainment
brigade in little Rock, AR in the place of the 90th RRC, which will increase the
deployable capability of the Army Reserve to support the Active Army. The Sustainment
brigade is a new operational capability for the Army Reserve. This proposal transforms
the Army’s training support to the Reserve Component by re-locating the 95th DIV
(Institutional Training) from the Mgjor General Harry Twaddle United States Army
Reserve Center, Oklahoma City, OK to Fort Sill, OK, and relocating the 91st Div
(Training Support) from Camp Parks Reserve Forces Training Area, CA, to Fort Hunter
Liggett, CA which improves operational effectiveness by putting these Training
Divisions at major training sites in their regions.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and

geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best locations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
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recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$16,768,000 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $55.5M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $44.1M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $3.4M with a payback expected in 23 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $9.8M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 270 jobs (170 direct
and 100 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Santa Ana-Anaheim-Irvine, CA
Metropolitan Division, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 335 jobs (177 direct and 158 indirect jobs) over the 2006 —
2011period in the Little Rock-North Little Rock, AR Metropolitan Statistical Area, which
is lessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 69 jobs (43 direct and 26 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Oakland- Fremont-Hayward Metropolitan Statistical Area, which isless than 0.1
percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 109 jobs (53 direct and 56 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
period in the Oklahoma City, OK Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1
percent of economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes

revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
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infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: N umerous archeological and historic resources, coupled with
regional tribal interest, existing restrictions and a lack of a Programmatic Agreement,
may result in increased time delays and negotiated restrictions at Fort Sill. Significant
mitigation measures to limit releases may be required at Fort Sill to reduce impacts to
water quality. Fort Hunter Liggett is over or in the recharge zone of a sole source
aquifer, which may result in future regulatory limitations on training activities. This
recommendation has no impact on air quality, dredging; land use constraints or sensitive
resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and
endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.02M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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USAR Command and Control — Southeast

Recommendation: Realign Birmingham Armed Forces Reserve Center Alabama by
disestablishing the 81% Regional Readiness Command, and establishing the Army
Reserve Southeast Regiona Readiness Command in a new Armed Forces Reserve Center
on Ft. Jackson, SC. Close Louisville United States Army Reserve Center and relocate the
100th DIV(IT) headquartersto Ft. Knox, Kentucky.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities and
command and control structure throughout the Southeast Region of the United States.
The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a nation-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation supports the Army Reserve’'s Command and Control restructuring
initiative to reduce Regional Readiness Commands from ten to four. This
recommendation transforms Army Reserve command and control by relocating one
major headquarters from inadequate facilities in Birmingham, Alabama to Ft. Jackson,
South Carolina. This supports the initiative to consolidate command structure and
responsibilities on Active Army installations, which will in turn increase the support
capabilities of the Army Reserve to the Active Army while establishing a new
operational capability for the Army Reserve. The relocation of the 100th Division
(Institutional Training) to Ft. Knox, Kentucky supports the re-engineering and
streamlining of support delivered by Army Reserve training base units in order to
significantly enhance training in support of mobilization and deployment.

This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by closing one Armed Forces Reserve Center, and moving two major
commands onto Active Army installations thus significantly reducing operating costs and
creating improved business processes. The implementation of this recommendation and
creation of these new command structures will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.
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This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$13.1M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $29.9M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $22.5M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $2.4M with a payback expected in 16 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $1.5M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 499 jobs (305 direct
and 194 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Birmingham-Hoover, AL
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is .08 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 65 jobs (43 direct and 22 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Louisville, KY Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: An Air Conformity determination and New Source Review and
permitting effort will be required at Fort Jackson To preserve historic and archeological
resources at Fort Jackson and Fort Knox, additional training restrictions may be imposed
and increased construction delays and costs are possible. Tribal consultations may be
required at Fort Knox and Fort Jackson. Construction and added operations at Fort
Jackson may impact threatened and endangered species at Fort Jackson and result in
further training restrictions. This recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use
constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise;
waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This recommendation will require
spending approximately $0.2M for waste management and/or environmental compliance
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activities. These costs were included in the payback calculation. This recommendation
does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of al
recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been
reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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USAR Command and Control New England

Recommendation: Close the Westover Armed Forces Reserve Center, Chicopee,
Massachusetts, the MacArthur United States Army Reserve Center, Springfield,
Massachusetts, the United States Army Reserve Area Maintenance Support Activity,
Windsor Locks, Connecticut, and realign the Maony United States Army Reserve Center
on Devens Reserve Forces Training Area by disestablishing the 94th Regional Readiness
Command, and relocate all units from the closed facilities to a new Armed Forces
Reserve Center on Westover Air Reserve Base. Establish an Army Reserve Sustainment
Brigade headquarters in the new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Westover Air Reserve
Base. Realign Devers Reserve Forces Training Area by relocating the 5th JTF, 654th
ASG and the 382nd MP Battalion to the new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Westover
Air Reserve Base. The new Armed Forces Reserve Center shall have the capability to
accommodate Massachusetts Army National Guard units from the Massachusetts Army
National Guard Armory in Agawam Massachusetts, if the state decides to relocate those
National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities and
command and control structure throughout the Southeast Region of the United States.
The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plansand Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a nationrwide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation supports the Army Reserve’'s Command and Control restructuring
initiative to reduce Regiona Readiness Commands from ten to four by disestablishing
one major peacetime administrative headquarters, the 94th Regional Readiness Command
and creating a new deployable headquarters on Westover Air Reserve Base.

This recommendation closes one Armed Forces Reserve Center in Chicopee, one United
States Army Reserve Center in Springfield, Massachusetts, one United States Army
Reserve Area Maintenance Sypport Activity in Windsor Locks, Connecticut and
constructs a multi-component, multi-functional Armed Forces Reserve Center on
Westover Air Reserve Base. The Marine Corps Reserve units located in the Armed
Forces Reserve Center in Chicopee will relocate to the new AFRC on Westover Air
Reserve Base. The Department understands that the State of Massachusetts will close one
Massachusetts Army National Guard Armory in Agawam, Massachusetts. The Armed
Forces Reserve Center will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State
decides to relocate the units from the closed facilities into the new AFRC.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$21,640,584 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
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with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $96.1M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $61.2M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $8.4M with a payback expected in 13 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $21.8M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Cambridge: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 243 jobs (155 direct
and 88 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Cambridge-Newton Framingham
Massachusetts Metropolitan Division, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic regionof influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: A minor air permit revision may be needed at Westover.
Additional operations may impact historic sites and sensitive resource areas and constrain
operations at Westover. The hazardous waste program at Westover may need to be
modified. Additional operations may impact wetlands, which may restrict operations.
This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.6M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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USAR Command and Control —Northeast

Recommendation: Realign Pitt USARC, Coraopolis, PA by disestablishing the HQ 99th
Regional Readiness Command and establishing a Northeast Regional Readiness
Command Headquarters at Ft. Dix, NJ. Close Camp Kilmer, NJ and relocate the HQ
78th Division at Ft. Dix, NJ. Realign Ft. Totten, NY by disestablishing the HQ 77th
Regional Readiness Command and establishing a Maneuver Enhancement Brigade at Ft.
Dix, NJ. Realign Ft. Sheridan IL by relocating the 244th Aviation Brigade to Ft Dix, NJ.
Realign Ft. Dix, NJ by relocating Equipment Concentration Site 27 to the New Jersey
Army National Guard Mobilization and Training Equipment Site joint facility at
Lakehurst, NJ. Close Charles Kelly Support Center and relocate units to Pitt US Army
Reserve Center, PA. Close Carpenter USARC, Poughkeepsie, NY, close McDonald
USARC, Jamaica, NY, close Ft. Tilden USARC, Far Rockaway, NY, close Muller
USARC, Bronx, NY, and

relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center at Ft. Totten, NY. Close the United
States Army Reserve Center on Ft. Hamilton, NY and relocate the New Y ork Recruiting
Battalion Headquarters and Army Reserve units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center
on Ft. Hamilton, NY. The new AFRC shall have the capacity to accommodate units from
the NYARNG 47th Regiment Marcy Armory, Brooklyn and the Brooklyn Bedford
Armory/OMS, Brooklyn NY if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities and
command and control structure throughout the Northeast Region of the United States.
The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a nation-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation transforms Army Reserve command and control by consolidating
four magjor headquarters onto Ft. Dix, NJ; this recommendation supports the Army
Reserve' s nationwide Command and Control restructuring initiative to reduce Regional
Readiness Commands from ten to four. The realignment of Pitt USARC, Coraopolis, PA
by the disestablishment of the 99th Regiona Readiness Command allows for the
establishment of the Northeast Regional Readiness Command Headquarters at Ft. Dix,
New Jersey which will further support the re-engineering and streamlining of the
Command and Control structure of the Army Reserves throughout the United States. This
restructuring will alow for the closure of Camp Kilmer, NJ and the relocation of the HQ
78th Division to Ft. Dix and establishment of one of the new Army Reserve Sustainment
Units of Action which establishes a new capability for the Army Reserve while
increasing the support capabilities of the Army Reserve to the Active Army. To further
support restructuring; the realignment of Ft. Totten and the disestablishment of the HQ
77th RRC will enable the establishment of a Maneuver Enhancement Brigade at Ft. Dix
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resulting in a new operational capability for the Army Reserve. The realignment of Ft.
Sheridan, IL by relocating the 244th Aviation Brigade to Ft. Dix coupled with the
Department of the Navy recommendation to close NAS Willow Grove, PA and relocate
Co A/228th Aviation to Ft. Dix; consolidates Army aviation assets in one location. Other
actions supporting restructuring include realigning maintenance functions on Ft. Dix, the
closure of Charles Kelly Support Center, PA and relocation of multiple subordinate units
to Pitt USARC, PA; and the closure of five US Army Reserve Centers in the greater New
York City areawith relocation of those units to Ft. Totten. These actions will
significantly enhance training, mobilization, equipment readiness and deployment.

This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by closing one Camp, five Army Reserve Centers, realigning five
facilities and relocating forces to multiple installations throughout the Northeast Region
of the United States. These actions will also improve business processes. The
implementation of this recommendation and creation of these new command structures
will enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve
training and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.
The Department understands that the State of New Y ork will close NYARNG Armories:
47th Regiment Marcy Armory, Brooklyn and Brooklyn Bedford Armory/OMS 12. The
Armed Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the
State decides to relocate the units from these closed facilities into anew AFRC on Ft.
Hamilton, NY.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best locations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$168,335,000 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidance associated
with meeting Anti Terror / Force Protection construction standards and altering existing
facilities to meet unit training and communication requirements. Consideration of these
avoided costs, would reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of
Defense in the 6-year BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to
caculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is$171.2M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $44.3M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $35.9M with a payback expected in 5 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsisa
savings of $302.1M.
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Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in the maximum potential job reductions (direct and
indirect) over the 2006-2011 period, as follows:

% of Economic
Direct Job Indirect Job | Total Job Area
Economic Area Reductions Reductions | Reductions Employment

Edison, NJ Metropolitan
Division 44 32 76 Less than 0.1%
New Y ork-White Plains,
NY-NJMetropolitan
Statistical Area 149 72 221 Less than 0.1%
L ake County-Kenosha
County, IL-WI
Metropolitan Division 34 53 87 Less than 0.1%
Pittsburgh Metropolitan
Statistical Area 530 317 847 Less than 0.1%
Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-
Middletown Metropolitan
Statistical Area 9 5 14 Less than 0.1%

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation will require Air Conformity
determination and New Source Review analysis and permitting at Fort Hamilton, Fort
Totten, and Fort Dix. If facility demolition is required to enable new constructionat Fort
Hamilton, this may impact historic resources, causing construction delays and increased
costs. Historic resources at Fort Dix and Fort Totten must be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis, possibly causing constructiondelays and increased costs. Closure of Kelly Support
Center will require consultations with the State Historic Preservation Office to ensure that
historic properties are continued to be protected. Significant mitigation measures to limit
releases may be required at Fort Hamilton and Fort Totten to reduce impacts to water
quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards. Restoration and or monitoring of
groundwater is required at Charles Kelly Support Center. This recommendation has no
impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals,
resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critical habitat;
waste management; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending
approximately $1.3M for waste management and/or environmental compliance activities.
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These costs were included in the payback calculation. Although no restoration costs were
reported for Charles Kelly Support Center, future costs are likely. Thisrecommendation
does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been
reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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USAR Command and Control — Northwest

Recommendation: Close Vancouver Barracks and relocate the 104th Division (IT) to
Ft. Lewis, WA. Relocate all other unitsto a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in
Vancouver, WA. Close Ft. Lawton by disestablishing the 70th Regional Readiness
Command, relocate all other units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Ft. Lewis,
WA and establish a Maneuver Enhancement Brigade. Realign Fort Snelling, MN by
disestablishing the 88" Regional Readiness Command and establish the Northwest
Regional Readiness Command Headquarters at Ft. McCoy, WI. Realign the WichitaUS
Army Reserve Center by disestablishing the 89th Regional Readiness Command and
establishing a Sustainment Unit of Action at the Wichita Army Reserve Center in support
of the Northwest Regional Readiness Command at Ft. McCoy, WI. Realign Ft. Douglas,
UT by disestablishing the 96th Regional Readiness Command and establishing a
Sustainment Unit of Action in support of the Northwest Regional Readiness Command at
Ft. McCoy, WI.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities and
command and control structure throughout the Northwest Region of the United States.
The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a nationrwide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regiona Readiness Command.

This recommendation supports the Army Reserve’'s Command and Control restructuring
initiative to reduce Regional Readiness Commands from ten to four. This
recommendation transforms Army Reserve command and control by consolidating two
major headquarters onto Ft. Lewis, Washington. This sets the conditions for establishing
one of three new operationally capable Army Reserve Maneuver Enhancement Brigades
which will increase the support capabilities of the Army Reserve to the Active Army and
isanew operational capability for the Army Reserve. The realignment of Ft. Snelling,
Minnesota by the disestablishment of the 88th Regional Readiness Command allows for
the establishment of the Northwest Regional Readiness Command Headquarters at Ft.
McCoy, Wisconsin which will support the re-engineering and streamlining of the
Command and Control structure of the Army Reserves throughout the United States.

This recommendation aso realigns Ft. Douglas Utah and the Wichita Army Reserve
Center, establishing Sustainment Units of Action in those locations in support of the
Northwest Regional Readiness Command Headquarters. Relocation of multiple
subordinate units from Vancouver Barracks and Ft. Lawton, Washington to new Armed
Forces Reserve Centers contributes significantly to enhanced training, mobilization and
deployment.
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This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by closing two Reserve facilities and relocating the units onto an Active
component installation and thereby significantly reducing operating costs and creating
improved business processes. The implementation of this recommendation and creation
of these new command structures will enhance military value, improve homeland defense
capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create significant
efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’ s force structure plans and
Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$70,740,000 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $80.4M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $43.4M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $11.1M with a payback expected in 9 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsisa
savings of $65.0M.

Economic Impact on Communities. Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 184 jobs (107 direct
and 77 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 409 jobs (254 direct and 155 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
period in the Minneapolis-St. Paul MN-WI Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less
than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 95 jobs (51 direct and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period
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in the Tacoma, WA Metropolitan Division, which is less than 0.1 percent of the
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 154 jobs (78 direct and 76 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
period in the Wichita, KS Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potertial reduction of 95 jobs (53 direct and 42 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Salt Lake City, UT Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: The existence of archeological and historic resources, coupled
with regional tribal interest, existing restrictions and a lack of a Programmatic
Agreement, may result in increased time delays and negotiated restrictions at Fort Lewis
and Fort McCoy. Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service may be required
regarding threatened and endangered species at Fort Lewis.. This recommendation has no
impact on air quality; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas, marine
mammal's, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; waste management; water resources; or
wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.1M for waste
management and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in
the payback calculation. Fort Lawtonreports $2.7M in environmental restoration costs.
Vancouver Barracks reports $18.4M in environmental restoration costs. Because the
Department has alegal obligation to perform environmental restoration regardless of
whether an installation is closed, realigned, or remains open, these costs were not
included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the
costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions
affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Alabama

Recommendation: Realign Birmingham Armed Forces Reserve Center, Birmingham,
Alabama, by relocating Detachment 1, 450th Military Police Company into a new Armed
Forces Reserve Center(AFRC) on or near Birmingham Air National Guard Base,
Birmingham, Alabama, if the Army is able to acquire land suitable for the construction of
the facility. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate the Alabama
National Guard units from the following Alabama ARNG Readiness Centers. Fort
Graham, Fort Hanna and Fort Terhune, Birmingham, Alabama, if the state decides to
relocate those National Guard units.

Close the Wright United States Army Reserve Center, Mobile, Alabama and rel ocate
units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in Mobile, Alabama, if the Army is able to
acquire land suitable for the construction of the facility. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate Alabama National Guard units from the following Alabama
ARNG Readiness Centers. Fort Ganey, and Fort Hardeman, Mobile, Alabama, if the state
decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Close the Faith Wing United States Army Reserve Center on Fort McClellan, Alabama
and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Pelham Rangein
Anniston, Alabama.

Close the Finnell United States Army Reserve Center and the Area Maintenance Support
Activity, Tuscaloosa, Alabama, and the Vicksburg United States Army Reserve Center,
Vicksburg, Mississippi, and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center and
Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA) in Tuscaloosa, Alabama, if the Army is able
to acquire land suitable for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC and AMSA
shall have the capability to accommodate the 31st Chemical Brigade from the Northport
Alabama Army National Guard Readiness Center, and units from the Fort Powell-
Shamblin Alabama Army National Guard Readiness Center, Tuscaloosa, Alabama, if the
state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Close the Screws Army Reserve Center in Montgomery, Alabama; close the Cleveland
Abbot Army Reserve Center, Tuskegee, Alabama; close the Harry Gary, Jr. Army
Reserve Center, in Enterprise, Alabama; close the Quarles-Flowers Army Reserve Center
in Decatur, Alabama; close the Grady Anderson Army Reserve Center, Troy, Alabama;
and relocate all units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) at the Alabama
Army National Guard Joint Forces Headquarters Complex in Montgomery, AL, if the
Army is able to acquire suitable property for the construction of the facilities. The new
AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate ARNG units currently located on the
Alabama Army National Guard Joint Forces Headquarters Complex in Montgomery,
Alabama, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities throughout

the State of Alabama. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
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capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regiona Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes nine Army Reserve Centers and one Area Maintenance
Support Activity throughout the state of Alabama and constructs five multi
component/service, multi functional Armed Forces Reserve Centers, and one Area
Maintenance Support Facility capable of accommodating National Guard and Reserve
units. This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for
maintaining existing facilities by collapsing fifteen geographically separated facilities
into five modern Armed Forces Reserve Centers. The Department understands that the
State of Alabamawill close ALARNG Readiness Centers: Fort Graham, Fort Hanna, Fort
Terhune, Fort Ganey, Fort Hardeman and Fort Powell-Shamblin and realign the
Northport Alabama Army National Guard Readiness Center by relocating the 31%
Chemical Brigade to the new AFRC. The Armed Forces Reserve Certers will have the
capability to accommodate these units if the State decides to relocate the units from these
closed facilities into the new AFRCs.

The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The site selected was
determined as the best location because it optimizes the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$72,832,467 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement

this recommendation is $109.2M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $31.1M. Annual recurring savings
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to the Department after implementation are $17.8M with a payback expected in 6 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $140.3M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 40 jobs (28 direct and
12 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Birmingham Hoover Alabama
metropolitan area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 44 jobs (28 direct and 16 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Vicksburg MS Micropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.15 percent of economic
area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 32 jobs (22 direct and 10 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Mobile, Alabama Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 171 jobs (103 direct and 68 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
period in the Montgomery, Alabama Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1
percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 19 jobs (10 direct and 9 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Enterpise-Ozark, Alabama Micropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1
percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 23 jobs (15 direct and 8 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Troy, Alabama Micropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.15 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 5 jobs (3 direct and 2 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in
the Tuskegee, Alabama Micropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.
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Environmental Impact: Wetlands Survey may need to be conducted at Birmingham
AP to determine impact. This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; or water resources. This recommendation
will require spending approximately $0.4M for waste management and/or environmental
compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback calculation. This
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Arizona

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Allen Hall near
Tucson Arizona and the Area Maintenance Support Activity 18 on Fort Huachuca,
Arizona by relocating all units from the closed facilities to an Armed Forces Reserve
Center and maintenance facility on the Arizona Army National Guard Silverbell Army
Heliport/Pina Air Park in Marana, Arizona, if the Army is able to acquire suitable land
for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the capability to
accommodate the Arizona National Guard 860th MP Company and the 98th Troop
Command from Papago Park Readiness Center, if the State of Arizona decides to relocate
those units.

Close the Deer Valey United States Army Reserve Center (#2) in Phoenix and re-locate
units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on the Arizona Army National Guard
Buckeye Training Site. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate units
from the Army National Guard Phoenix Readiness Center, if the State of Arizona decides
to relocate those units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Arizona. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes two Army Reserve centers, closes an Army Maintenance
Support Activity and constructs two multi component, multi functional Armed Forces
Reserve Centers (AFRCs), in the State of Arizona, capable of accommodating National
Guard and Army Reserve units. This recommendation reduces military manpower and
associated costs for maintaining existing facilities by collapsing units from six
geographically separated facilities into two modern Armed Forces Reserve Centers.
These joint use facilities will significantly reduce operating costs and create improved
business processes. Relocating units to Buckeye will allow them to utilize alarge local
training area while maintaining a reasonably close commuting distance from Phoenix.
The Department understands that the State of Arizonawill close the Army National
Guard Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop Phoenix, Arizona, and
realign the Papago Park Army National Guard Readiness Center by relocating the 860"
Military Police Company and the 98" Troop Command. The Armed Forces Reserve
Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decides to
relocate the units from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs. Thisrecommendation
provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal organizations to partner with
the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security and Homeland Defense at a
reduced cost to those agencies.
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Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$1,842,815 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $31.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $5.3M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $5.9M with a payback expected in 5 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $51.7M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 113 jobs (60 direct
and 53 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Tucson, AZ Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The
aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumell.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands.

This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.06M for waste
management and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in
the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities.
The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the
installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known
environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Arkansas

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Arkadelphia,
Arkansas and re-locate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in Arkadelphia, if
the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new
AFRC shdl have the capability to accommodate Arkansas National Guard units from the
Arkansas Army National Guard Readiness Center, Arkadelphiaif the State of Arkansas
decides to relocate those units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Camden, Arkansas and relocate units into
an Armed Forces Reserve Center by converting the Arkansas Army National Guard
Readiness Center, Camden if the state decides to alter their facility.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, El Dorado, Arkansas and re-locate units
into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in El Dorado, if the Army is able to acquire
suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate Arkansas National Guard units from the Arkansas Army
National Guard Readiness Center, El Dorado if the state decides to relocate those
National Guard units.

Realign the Army Reserve Center, Darby, Arkansas, by relocating the 341st Engineer
Company and elements of the 75th Division (Exercise) from buildings #2552-2560,

2516, and 2519, Fort Chaffee, AR into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center, on Fort
Chaffee, AR. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Arkansas
National Guard units from the following Arkansas National Guard Readiness Centers: the
Arkansas Army National Guard Readiness Center, Charleston, AR, the Arkansas Army
National Guard Readiness Center, Van Buren, AR, and the Arkansas Army National
Guard Readiness Center, Fort Smith, AR, if the state decides to relocate those National
Guard units.

Close the Army Reserve Equipment Concentration Site (ECS), Barling, Arkansas and
relocate units to a new Joint Maintenance Facility on Fort Chaffee, Arkansas. The new
Joint Maintenance Facility shall have the capability to accommodate Arkansas National
Guard units from the Arkansas Army Nationa Guard Combined Support Maintenance
Shop (CSMS) on Fort Chaffee if the State of Arkansas decides to relocate those units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Hot Springs, Arkansas and the United
States Army Reserve Organizational Maintenance Activity (OMS), Mavern, AR and
relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on property located in Hot Springs,
AR, if the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The
new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Arkansas Army National Guard
units from the Arkansas Army National Guard Readiness Center in Hot Springs, AR if
the State of Arkansas decides to rel ocate those units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Jonesboro, Arkansas and relocate units

into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center and Field Maintenance Site in Jonesboro, AR if
the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new
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AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Arkansas National Guard units from the
Arkansas Army National Guard Readiness Center, Jonesboro, AR, the Arkansas Army
National Guard Readiness Center, Paragould, AR and the Field Maintenance Site (FMS),
Jonesboro, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units. Close the Pond
United States Army Reserve Center, Fayetteville, Arkansas and re-locate units into a new
Armed Forces Reserve Center in Northwest Arkansas, if the Army is able to acquire
suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall havethe
capability to accommodate Arkansas National Guard units from the Arkansas Army
National Guard Readiness Centers in Fayetteville, Springdale, Rogers and Bentonville,
Arkansas if the State of Arkansas decides to relocate those units.

Close the Stone United States Army Reserve Center, Pine Bluff, Arkansas and re-locate
units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Pine Bluff Arsenal, Arkansas. The new
AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Arkansas National Guard units from the
Arkansas Army National Guard Readiness Center, Pine Bluff if the state decides to
relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Arkansas. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
congstent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regiona Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes seven Army Reserve centers, one Equipment Concentration
Site and one Organizational Maintenance Site and constructs eight multi-component,
multi-functional Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCs) and one multi-component,
maintenance facility throughout the State of Arkansas, capable of accommodating
National Guard and Reserve units. This recommendation reduces military manpower and
associated costs for maintaining existing facilities by collapsing twenty-six
geographically separated facilities into nine modern, multi-component facilities. These
joint use facilities will significantly reduce operating costs and create improved business
processes. The Department understands that the State of Arkansas will close fifteen
Arkansas Army National Guard Readiness Centers: Charleston, Van Buren, Fort Smith,
Jonesboro, Paragould, El Dorado, Pine Bluff, Arkadelphia, Fayetteville, Springdale,
Rogers, Bentonville, and Hot Springs, the Fort Chaffee Combined Support Maintenance
Shop and the Jonesboro Field Maintenance Shop. The Armed Forces Reserve Centers
will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decides to relocate the
units from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs. This recommendation considered
feasible locations within the demographic and geographic areas of the closing facilities
and affected units. The sites selected were determined as the best |ocations because they
optimize the Reserve Components ability to recruit and retain Reserve Component
soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted by this recommendation

123



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—BRAC 2005—ANALYSES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$63,363,210 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $118.9M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $97.6M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $5.8M with a payback expected in 31 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a cost of
$38.2M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 48 jobs (34 direct and
14 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Pine Bluff Arkansas metropolitan
statistical area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reductionof 37 jobs (24 direct and 13 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the EI Dorado/Union County micropolitan statistical area, which is 0.13 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.1M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
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this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Califor nia

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Moffett Field,
Cdlifornia, the George Richey United States Army Reserve Center, San Jose, California,
and the Jones Hall United States Army Reserve Center, Mountain View, Californiaand
relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center with an Organizational
Maintenance Shop on existing Army Reserve property on Moffett Field, California. The
new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate California National Guard Units
from the following California ARNG Readiness Centers: Sunnyvale, California, San
Lorenzo, California, Redwood City, California, and the Organizational Maintenance
Shop, San Jose, Cdlifornia, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Close the Desiderio United States Army Reserve Center, Pasadena, California, the
Schroeder Hall United States Army Reserve Center, Long Beach, California, the Hazard
Park United States Army Reserve Center, Los Angeles, California, and relocate units to a
new Armed Forces Reserve Center on property being transferred to the Army Reserve
from the Genera Services Administration at Bell, California. The new AFRC shall have
the capability to accommodate California National Guard Units from the following
California ARNG Readiness Cente's: Bell, California, and Montebello, California, if the
state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of California. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, ard the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes six Army Reserve centers, two Naval Reserve Centers, and
one Marine Corps Reserve Center, throughout the State of California, and constructs two
multi component, multi functional Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCs), capable of
accommodating National Guard and Reserve units. This recommendation reduces
military manpower and associated costs for maintaining existing facilities by collapsing
fifteen geographically separated facilities into two modern Armed Forces Reserve
Centers. These joint use facilities will significantly reduce operating costs and create
improved business processes. The Department understands that the State of California
will close five California Army Guard Armories: Sunnyvale, San Lorenzo, Redwood
City, Bell, and Montebello, California, and the Organizational Maintenance Shop, San
Jose, California. The Armed Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to
accommodate these units if the State decides to relocate the units from these closed
facilities into the new AFRCs.
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The implementation of this recommendation and creation of these new AFRCs will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, grestly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$6.3M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $78.7M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $41.3M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $8.9M with a payback expected in 10 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $46.0M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potentia reduction of 4 jobs (3 direct and 1
indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the San Jose-Sunnyvale- Santa Clara
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 106 jobs (72 direct and 34 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011
period in the Los Angles-Long Beach-Glendale Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is
less than 0.1 percent of economic area enployment.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes

revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
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infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and erdangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.3M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. Installation has
no jurisdictional wetlands. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended
BRAC actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed.
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Connecticut

Recommendation: Close Turner US Army Reserve Center, Fairfield, CT, close
Sutcovey US Army Reserve Center, Waterbury, CT; close Danbury US Army Reserve
Center Danbury, CT and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center and
Maintenance Facility in Newtown, CT if the Army is able to acquire land suitable for the
construction of the facilities adjacent to the existing CT Army National Guard Armory in
Newtown, CT. The new AFRC and OMS shall have the capability to accommodate units
from the following facilities: Connecticut Army National Guard Armories in Naugatuck,
Norwak and New Haven, CT if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Close the US Army Reserve Center, Middletown, CT, the Organizational Maintenance
Shop, Middletown, CT; the SGT Libby US Army Reserve Center, New Haven, CT; the
Organizational Maintenance Shop, New Haven, CT; the Army Reserve Area
Maintenance Support Activity #69, Milford, CT and relocate units to a new Armed
Forces Reserve Center, Organizational Maintenance Shop and Army Maintenance
Support Activity in Middletown, Connecticut, if the Army is able to acquire land suitable
for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC, OMS and AMSA shall have the
capability to accommodate units from the following facilities: Connecticut Army
National Guard Armories in Putnam, Manchester, New Britain and the CTARNG facility
in Newington, CT if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Connecticut. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, grestly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes five US Army Reserve Centers, one Army Maintenance
Support Activity and two Organizational Maintenance Shops throughout the state of
Connecticut and constructs two Armed Forces Reserve Centers and collocated
Organizational Maintenance Shops and one Army Maintenance Support Activity capable
of accommodating National Guard and Reserve units. The Department understards that
the State of Connecticut will close seven Connecticut Army National Guard Centers:
Naugatuck, Norwalk, New Haven, Putnam, Manchester, New Berlin and Newington,
Connecticut. The Armed Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to
accommodate these units if the State decides to rel ocate the units from these closed
facilities into the new AFRCs.

The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
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significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$52,080,200 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommerdation is $128.6M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implemertation period is a cost of $107.0M. Annual recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $5.8M with a payback expected in 36
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
cost of $47.5M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 26 jobs (18 direct and
8 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Hartford-West Hartford- East Hartford,
CT metropolitan area, which isless than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 33 jobs (21 direct and 12 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the New Haven-Milford, CT metropolitan area, which is less than 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.
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Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands.

This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.2M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Delawar e

Recommendation: Close the Major Robert Kirkwood United States Army Reserve
Center and its organizational maintenance shop in Newark, Delaware and re-locate units
to anew Armed Forces Reserve Center and organizational maintenance support facility
inNewark, Delaware, if the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of
the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Delaware Army
National Guard units from the William Nelson Armory in Middletown, Delaware, if the
state decided to relocate those units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of Delaware. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’ sforce structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes an Army Reserve Center in Newark, Delaware and relocates
units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center and organizational maintenance support
facility capable of accommodating Delaware Army National Guard units. This
recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by collapsing two facilities into one. The Department understands that
the State of Delaware will close the William Nelson Armory in Middletown, Delaware.
The Armed Forces Reserve Center will have the capability to accommodate these units if
the State decides to relocate the units from the closed facilities into the new AFRC.

The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The site selected was
determined as the best location because it optimized the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers, and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$10.9M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
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meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $13.6M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $9.8M. Annua recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $0.9M with a payback expected in 19 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a cost of
$0.9M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 13 jobs (9 direct and 4
indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Wilmington, DE-MD-NJ metropolitan
division, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate
economic impact of al recommended actions on this economic region of influence was
considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known
community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations
affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.03M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Georgia

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Columbus, Georgia
and relocate and consolidate those units together with Army Reserve Units currently on
Fort Benning into a new United States Army Reserve Center on Fort Benning, Georgia.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of Georgia. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes one United States Army Reserve Center in Columbus, GA
and re-locates units together with United States Army Reserve units currently on Fort
Benning into a new United States Army Reserve Center on Fort Benning, GA. This
recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by reducing the number of separate DoD installations and by relocating
aU.S. Army Reserve Center to an existing base. This recommendation supports the
recommendation to close Fort Gillem by providing arelocation site for the vehicles and
equipment stored at the Army Reserve Equipment Concentration Site (ECS).

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The site selected was
determined as the best location because it optimizes the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers, and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$52.8M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communi cations requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $21.4M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $3.5M. Annua recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $5.0M with a payback expected in 5 years.
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The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $44.8M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potertial reduction of 103 jobs (65 direct
and 38 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Columbus, GA-AL metropolitan
statistical area, which isless than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The
aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation may impact air quality and water quality
at Fort Benning. Due to the increase in personnel and new construction, an Air
Conformity Analysis will be required. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases
may be required to reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality
standards. This recommendation has no impact on cultural, archeological, or tribal
resources, dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas, marine mammals,
resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critical habitat;
waste management; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending
approximately $0.008 for waste management and/or environmental compliance activities.
These costs were included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not
otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. Installation has no jurisdictional wetlands. The
aggregate environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the
installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known
environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Hawaii

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Hilo (SFC Minoru
Kunieda), Hawaii and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Keaukaha
Military Reservation if the Army can acquire suitable land for the construction of the new
facilities. The New AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Hawaii National
Guard units from the following Hawaii ARNG Armories. Keaau and Honokaa if the state
decides to relocate those units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of Hawaii. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army
Reserve Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes one Army Reserve Center in Hilo, Hawaii and constructs a
multi component, multi functional Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) on Keaukaha
Military Reservation, Hawaii. The Department understands that the State of Hawaii will
close two Hawaii Army National Guard Armories. Keaau and Honokaa, Hawaii. The
Armed Forces Reserve Center will have the capability to accommodate these units if the
State decides to relocate the units from the closed facilities into the new AFRC.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$17.4M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement

this recommendation is $56.6M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $26.4M. Annual recurring savings
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to the Department to the Department after implementation are $9.1M with a payback
expected in 7 years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department
over 20 yearsis a savings of $62.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 181 jobs (118 direct
and 63 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Hilo County metropolitan area,
which is 0.2 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of
all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered and is at
Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Keuakaha Military Reservation has potential contamination
from underground storage tanks, and hazardous waste and pesticide storage areas. The
installation reported potential for lead-based paint contaminated soil. Thereisthe
potentia for encountering storm water permitting issues. These conditions may impose
restrictions or delays that impact proposed construction. This recommendation has no
impact on air quality, cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; marine
mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critica
habitat; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.1M
for waste management and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were
included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the
costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions
affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no
known environmental impediments to implementationof this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Illinois

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Marion, Illinois,
and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in Carbondale, Illinais, if the
Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC
shdl have the capability to accommodate Illinois National Guard Units from the
following Army National Guard Readiness Centers: Cairo, Illinois and Carbondale,
llinois, if the State of Illinois decides to rel ocate those units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Centralia, Illinois and the United States
Army Reserve Center in Fairfield, lllinois, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces
Reserve Center in Mt. Vernon, Illinois. The new AFRC shall have the capability to
accommodate Illinois National Guard Units from the following Army National Guard
Readiness Centers. Mt. Vernon (17B75), Illinois, Mt. Vernon (17B73), Illinois, and
Salem (17C65), Illinais, if the State of Illinois decides to relocate those units.

Close the Armed Forces Reserve Center in Waukegan, lllinois and re-locate units into a
new Armed Forces Reserve Center in Lake County, Illinois, if the Army is able to
acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate Illinois National Guard Units from the Army National Guard
Readiness Center in Waukegan, Illinais, if the State of 1llinois decides to rel ocate those
units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of Illinois. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value,
improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes four United States Army Reserve Centers and constructs
three multi-component, multi- functional Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCs),
throughout the State of Illinois, capable of accommodating National Guard, Army
Reserve, Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve units. This recommendation reduces
military marpower and associated costs for maintaining existing facilities by collapsing
ten geographically separated facilities into three modern Armed Forces Reserve Centers.
These joint use facilities will significantly reduce operating costs and create improved
business processes. The Department understands that the State of 1llinois will close six
[llinois Army Guard Armories: Cairo, Illinois, Carbondale, Illinois, Mount Vernon,
[llinois, Mount Vernon, Illinois, Salem, Illinois, and Waukegan, Illinois. The Armed
Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State
decides to relocate the units from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs. The
implementation of this recommendation and creation of these new AFRCs will enhance
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military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and
deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent
with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best locations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$29,847,992 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communi cations requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $42.6M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $28.1M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $3.5M with a payback expected in 14 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $6.5M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 49 jobs (32 direct and
17 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Carbondale, IL micropolitan area,
which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of
all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered and is at
Appendix B of Volumell.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.05M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
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calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Indiana

Recommendation: Close Lafayette United States Army Reserve Center in Lafayette,
Indiana and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) on the site
of the existing Indiana Army Guard Armory (18B75) Lafayette, Indiana, if the Army is
able to acquire land suitable for the construction of the facility. The new AFRC shall
have the capability to accommodate the Indiana National Guard units from the following
Indiana ARNG Readiness Centers: Boswell, Indiana, Attica, Indiana, Delphi, Indiana,
Remington, Indiana, Monticello, Indiana, ad Darlington, Indiang, if the state decidesto
relocate those National Guard units.

Realign Charles H. Seston United States Army Reserve Center by relocating the 402"
Engineer Company and Detachment 1 of the 417th Petroleum Company into a new
Armed Forces Reserve Center in the vicinity of Greenwood and Franklin, Indiana, if the
Army is able to acquire land suitable for the construction of the facility. The new AFRC
shall have the capability to accommodate the Indiana National Guard units from the
Camp Atterbury Army National Guard Readiness Center (building #500), and the 219"
Area Support Group Readiness Center (Building #4), Camp Atterbury, Indiana, if the
state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Indiana. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes one Army Reserve Center in the state of Indiana and
constructs two multi component, multi functional Armed Forces Reserve Centers capable
of accommodating National Guard and Reserve units. This recommendation reduces the
number of separate DoD installations by relocating to an existing base. The Department
understands that the State of Indiana will close the following INARNG Readiness
Centers: Boswell, Indiana, Attica, Indiana, Delphi, Indiana, Remington, Indiana,
Monticello, Indiana, Darlington, Indiana, and Camp Atterbury, Indiana. The Armed
Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State
decides to relocate the units from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The site selected was
determined as the best location because it optimizes the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.
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This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommerdation avoids an estimated
$34.7M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $47.6M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $33.7M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $2.7M with a payback expected in 22 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a cost of
$6.1M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 32 jobs (21 direct and
11 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Lafayette, IN Metropolitan Statistical
Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 16 jobs (12 direct and 4 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Indianapolis, IN Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.02M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
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this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in lowa

Recommendation: Close the Recruiting Battalion Headquarters and Military Entrance
Processing Station (MEPS) leased facilities in Des Moines and relocate units into a new
Armed Forces Reserve Center and MEPS at Camp Dodge, lowa. The new AFRC shall
have the capability to accommodate units from the Army National Guard Readiness
Center located at Camp Dodge, lowa, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard
units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center and the Area Maintenance Support
Activity in Middletown, lowa and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center
(AFRC) with an Organizational Maintenance and Vehicle Storage Facility onlowa Army
Ammunition Plant, lowa. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate units
from the Burlington Army National Guard Readiness Center located in Burlington, lowa,
if the state decides to relocate those Natioral Guard units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Muscatine, lowa and relocate units into
anew Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) in Muscatine, lowa, if the Army isableto
acquire land suitable for the construction of the facility. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate units from the Muscatine Army National Guard Readiness
Center located in Muscatine, lowa, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard
units.

Close the Armed Forces Reserve Center in Cedar Rapids, lowa and relocate unitsinto a
new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) with an Organizational Maintenance Facility
(OMF) in Cedar Rapids, lowa, if the Army is able to acquire land suitable for the
construction of the facility. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate
units from the Cedar Rapids Army National Guard Readiness Center and its
Organizational Maintenance Facility located in Cedar Rapids, lowa, if the state decides to
relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of lowa. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance
military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and
deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent
with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes three Army Reserve Centers, one Area Maintenance
Support Activity, one Recruiting Battalion, and one Military Entrance Processing Station,
throughout the state of lowa and constructs three multi component, multi functional
Armed Forces Reserve Centers, two Organizational Maintenance Facilities, and one
MEPS, capable of accommodating National Guard and Reserve units. This
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recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by collapsing eight geographically separated facilities into four modern
Armed Forces Reserve Centers. This recommendation reduces the number of separate
DoD installations by relocating to an existing base. The Department understands that the
State of lowa will close IAARNG Readiness Centers: Camp Dodge, 1owa, Burlington,
lowa, Muscatine, lowa, and Cedar Rapids, lowa The Armed Forces Reserve Centers will
have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decidesto relocate the units
from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$20.5M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communi cations requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $68.9M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a saving of $16.5M. Annual recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $19.4M with a payback expected in 3
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $201.7M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 303 jobs (218 direct
and 85 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Des Moines lowa metropolitan
statistical area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The
aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.06M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
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restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Kentucky

Recommendation: Close the Richmond US Army Reserve Center, Maysville US Army
Reserve Center and relocate and consolidate those units with Army Reserve units
currently on Bluegrass Army Depot into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC)
and Field Maintenance Facility (FMS) on Blue Grass Army Depot, Kentucky. The new
AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Kentucky National Guard units located
on Bluegrass Army Depot, Kentucky, if the state decides to relocate those National
Guard units.

Close the Paducah Memorial United States Army Reserve Center and the Paducah #2
United States Army Reserve Center and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve
Center (AFRC) and Field Maintenance Shop (FMS) adjacent to the Paducah Airport,
Paducah, Kentucky, if the Army is able to acquire land suitable for the construction of the
facilities. The new AFRC and FMS shall have the capability to accommodate units from
the Paducah Army National Guard Readiness Center and the Kentucky Army National
Guard Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) #2, Paducah, Kentucky, if the state
decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Kentucky. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, grestly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes four Army Reserve Centers throughout the state of
Kentucky and constructs two multi component, multi functional Armed Forces Reserve
Centers, and two Field Maintenance Shops capable of accommodating National Guard
and Reserve units. This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated
costs for maintaining existing facilities by collapsing seven geographically separated
facilities into two modern Armed Forces Reserve Centers. This recommendation reduces
the number of separate DoD installations by relocating to an existing base. The
Department understands that the State of Kentucky will close the Blue Grass Station and
the Paducah Army National Guard Readiness Centers and the Kentucky Army National
Guard Organizational Maintenance Shop, Paducah, Kentucky. The Armed Forces
Reserve Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decides
to relocate the units from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs.

The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.
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This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The site selected was
determined as the best location because it optimizes the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$5,811,563 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $25.3M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $6.9M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $4.2M with a payback expected in 6 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $34.1M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 284 jobs (18 direct
and 106 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Maysville, KY Micropolitan
Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 48 jobs (31 direct and 17 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Paducah, KY-IL metropolitan statistical area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Due to presence of cultural resources and avery limited

portion of the installation having been surveyed, surveys may have to occur at Blue
Grass. Blue Grass Army Depot has a limited ability to accept new missions due to
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threatened and endangered species. This recommendation has no impact on air quality,
dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas, marine mammals, resources, or
sanctuaries, noise; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.04M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. Installation has
no jurisdictional wetlands. The aggregate environmenta impact of all recommended
BRAC actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed.
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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RC Transformation in LouiSana

Recommendation: Close the Roberts United States Army Reserve Center Baton Rouge,
LA and the Navy-Marine Corps Reserve Center, Baton Rouge, LA, and relocate units to
anew Armed Forces Reserve Center and Field Maintenance Shop on suitable state
property adjacent to the Baton Rouge Airport (State Property). The new AFRC shall
have the capability to accommodate Louisiana National Guard Units from the Army
National Guard Readiness Center |located in Baton Rouge, LA and the Army National
Guard Organizational Maintenance Shop #8 located in Baton Rouge, LA if the State of
Louisiana decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Close United States Army Reserve Center, Shreveport, Louisiana, and the United States
Army Reserve Center, Bossier City, Louisiana and relocate al Reserve Component units
to anew Armed Forces Reserve Center that will be constructed on or adjacent to the
Naval-Marine Corps Reserve Center, Shreveport in Bossier City, Louisianaif the Army
is able to acquire suitable property for construction of the facilities.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of Louisiana. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’ sforce structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regiona Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes three Army Reserve centers, one Navy-Marine Corps
Reserve Center and constructs two multi component or joint, multi functional Armed
Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCs), throughout the State of Louisiana, capable of
accommodating National Guard, Army Reserve, Naval Reserve and Marine Corps
Reserve units.

This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by collapsing six separate facilities into two modern Armed Forces
Reserve Centers. These joint use facilities will significantly reduce operating costs and
create improved business processes. The Department understands that the State of
Louisiana will close the Louisiana Army National Guard Readiness Center in Baton
Rouge and Organizational Maintenance Shop # 8 in Baton Rouge. The Armed Forces
Reserve Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decides
to relocate the units from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs.

The implementation of this recommendation and creation of these new AFRCs will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, grestly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.
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This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$20.0M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $30.7M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a saving of $17.7M. Annual recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $13.6M with a payback expected in 2
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $147.6M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 235 jobs (158 direct
and 77 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Baton Rouge, LA Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The
aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.05M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
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this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Maryland (AFRC Frederick, MD)

Recommendation: Close the Flair Memorial Armed Forces Reserve Center and its
organizational maintenance shop in Frederick, Maryland and re-locate US Army Reserve
and US Marine Corps Reserve units to new consolidated Armed Forces Reserve Center
and organizational maintenance support facility on Fort Detrick, Maryland.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of Maryland. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’ sforce structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regiona Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes one Army Reserve Center and one Organizational
Maintenance Shop in Frederick, Maryland and constructs a multi service, multi
functional Armed Forces Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop on Ft.
Detrick, Maryland. This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated
costs for maintaining existing facilities by reducing the number of separate DoD
installatiors by relocating to an existing base.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$10.0M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $6.3M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a savings of $1.4M. Annual recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $1.7M with a payback expected in 3
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsisa
savings of $17.8M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reductionof 38 jobs (22 direct and
16 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Bethesda Frederick-
Gaithersburg,MD metropolitan division, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area
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employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic regionof influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: An Air Conformity determination and a New Source Review
and permitting effort will be required at Fort Detrick. This recommendation has no
impact on cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or
sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened
and endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or
wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.2M for waste
management and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in
the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities.
Installation has no jurisdictional wetlands. The aggregate environmental impact of al
recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been
reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Massachusetts

Recommendation: Close the Army Reserve Equipment Concentration Site 65 Annex,
Ayer, MA and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in Ayer, MA,;
realign the Devens Reserve Forces Training Area, MA, by relocating the 323d
Maintenance Facility, and the Regiona Training Site Maintenance to a new Armed
Forces Reserve Center complex in Ayer, MA; realign Ayer Area 3713 by relocating
storage functions to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center complex in Ayer, MA. Realign
the Marine Corps Reserve Center Ayer, MA, by relocating the 1/25th Marines
Maintenance Facility, Marine Corps Reserve Electronic Maintenance Section, and
Maintenance Company/4th Marine Battalion to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center
complex in Ayer, MA. The new Armed Forces Reserve Center complex shal have the
capability to accommodate all Reserve units affected by this recommendation including
Army National Guard units from the Ayer Armory and Consolidated Support
Maintenance Shop, Ayer, MA, if the state decides to relocate the National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of Massachusetts. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance
military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and
deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent
with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes one Equipment Concentration Site Annex, realigns a
Reserve Forces Training Area and a US Marine Corps Reserve Center, and constructs a
multi component, multi functional Armed Forces Reserve Center in Ayer, Massachusetts.
The Department understands that the State of Massachusetts will close: one
Massachusetts Army National Guard Armory and one Consolidated Support Maintenance
Site, Ayer, Massachusetts. The Armed Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to
accommodate these units if the State decides to relocate the units from the closed
facilities to the new AFRC complex.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The site selected was
determined as the best location because it optimizes the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal

organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.
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Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$28,846,752 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Corsideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $85.5M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $ 79.7M. Annua recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $1.7M with a payback expected in 100+
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
cost of $60.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not result in any job
reductions (direct or indirect) over the 2006-2011 period in the Worchester, MA
metropolitan. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic regionof influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.005M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Michigan

Recommendation: Close the US Army Reserve Center Stanford C. Parisian in Lansing,
Michigan, close the Army Reserve Area Maintenance Support Activity #135 in Battle
Creek, Michigan, and re-locate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Fort
Custer Reserve Training Center, Michigan.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of Michigan. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’ sforce structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Componert
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regiona Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes one Army Reserve Center in Lansing, Michigan and one
Area Maintenance Support Activity in Battle Creek, Michigan and constructs a multi
functional Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) capable of accommodating Reserve
units. This recommendation reduces the number of separate DoD installations by
relocating to a new AFRC.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at areduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$9.0M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $7.9M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a savings of $1.4M. Annual recurring
savings to the Department after implementation are $2.1M with a payback expected in 3
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department after
implementation are asavings of $21.6M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 37 jobs (25 direct and
12 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Lansing — East Lansing Ml
metropolitan statistical area, which is 0.01 percent of economic area employment. The
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aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.03M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
cdculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Minnesota

Recommendation: Close US Army Reserve Center Faribault, MN and relocate units to
anew Armed Forces Reserve Center at Faribault Industrial Park if the Army is able to
acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate units from the Faribault Minnesota Army National Guard
Armory, if the state decides to relocate those units.

Close US Army Reserve Center Cambridge, MN and relocate units to a new Armed
Forces Reserve Center in Cambridge, MN if the Army is able to acquire suitable land for
the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the capability to
accommodate Minnesota ARNG units from the Cambridge Minnesota Army National
Guard Armory, if the state decides to relocate those units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Minnesota. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regiona Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes two US Army Reserve Centers throughout the state of
Minnesota and constructs two Armed Forces Reserve Centers capable of accommodating
National Guard and Reserve units. The Department understands that the State of
Minnesota will close two Minnesota Army National Guard Armories: Faribault and
Cambridge, Minnesota. The Armed Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to
accommodate these units if the State decides to relocate the units from these closed
facilities into the new AFRCs.

This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by collapsing four geographically separated facilities into two modern
Armed Forces Reserve Centers. These joint use facilities will significantly reduce
operating costs and create improved business practices.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$3,000,000 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
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reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $17.3M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $17.8M. Annual recurring costs to
the Department after implementation are $0.006M. This recommendation never pays
back. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
cost of $17.1M.

Economic Impact on Communities. This recommendation will not result in any job
reductions (direct or indirect) over the 2006-2011 period in the Faribault County,
Minnesota or Minneapolis-St Paul-Bloomington, MinnesotaWisconsin area. The
aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.04M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Missouri

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Greentop, Missouri,
and relocate unitsto a new United States Army Reserve Center in Kirksville, Missouri, if
the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities.

Close the Jefferson Barracks United States Army Reserve Center, and re-locate units into
anew consolidated Armed Forces Reserve Center on Jefferson Barracks, Missouri, if the
Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC
shall have the capability to accommodate Missouri Army National Guard Units from the
Readiness Center in Jefferson Barracks if the State of Missouri decides to relocate those
units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Missouri. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functiona experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes two Army Reserve centers and constructs one Armed Forces
Reserve Center (AFRC) and one United States Army Reserve Center, in the State of
Missouri, capable of accommodating National Guard and Army Reserve units. This
recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by collapsing four separate facilities into two modern Reserve Centers.
These facilities will significantly reduce operating costs and create improved business
processes. The Department understands that the State of Missouri will close one Missouri
Army Guard Readiness Centers on Jefferson Barracks. The Armed Forces Reserve
Center will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decides to relocate
the units from these closed facilities into the new AFRC.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best locations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$5.5M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
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meeting AT/FP construction standards and atering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communi cations requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $28.6M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $0.9M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $6.4M with a payback expected in 3 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $61.0M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 121 jobs (67 direct
and 54 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the St. Louis, MO-IL Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The
aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume 1.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Minor revisions to the air permit may be needed at Lambert
IAP AGS (Jefferson Barracks). It may be necessary to build on constrained acreage at
Lambert. A wetlands survey may need to be conducted at Lambert. This recommendation
has no impact cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; marine mammals,
resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critical habitat;
waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This recommendation will require
spending approximately $0.5M for waste management and/or environmental compliance
activities. These costs were included in the payback calculation. This recommendation
does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of al
recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this recommendation has been
reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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RC Transformation in Montana

Recommendation: Close Galt Hall Army Reserve Center in Great Falls, Montana and
relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Mamstrom Air Force Base,
Great Falls, Montana.

Close Army Reserve Center Veuve Hall (building #26) and Area Maintenance Support
Activity #75 on Fort Missoula, Montana, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces
Reserve Center in Missoula, Montanaif the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the
construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate
Montana National Guard units from the Montana Army National Guard Armory in
Missoula, Montana, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Montana. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functiona experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes two US Army Reserve Centers and one Army Maintenance
Support Activity throughout the state of Montana and constructs two Armed Forces
Reserve Centers capable of accommodating National Guard and Reserve units. This
recommendation reduces the number of separate DoD installations by relocating to an
existing base. The Department understands that the State of Montana will close one
Montana Army National Guard Armory in Missoula, Montana. The Armed Forces
Reserve Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decides
to relocate the units from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs.

The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military value, improve
homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment capability, create
significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the Army’ s force structure
plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa

organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.
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Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$19.5M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $26.0M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $19.8M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $1.5M with a payback expected in 23 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a cost of
$4.3M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 27 jobs (17 direct and
10 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Great Falls, MT Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The
aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic regionof
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume l.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Additional operations may impact T& E species and/or critical
habitats and wetlands at Malstrom. This recommendation has no impact on air quality,
cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive
resource areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; waste management; or
water resources. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.09M for
waste management and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were
included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the
costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions
affecting the installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no
known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transfor mation in Nebr aska

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Wymore, Nebraska,
and relocate unitsto a new Armed Forces Reserve Center with an organizationa
maintenance facility in the vicinity of Beatrice, Nebraska, if the Army is able to acquire
land suitable for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate Nebraska National Guard Units from the following Nebraska
ARNG Readiness Centers: Fairbury, Nebraska, Falls City, Nebraska and Troop C, 1-
167th Cavalry in Beatrice, Nebraska, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard
units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Columbus, Nebraska, and relocate units
to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in Columbus, Nebraska, The new AFRC shal
have the capability to accommodate Nebraska National Guard Units from the Nebraska
ARNG Readiness Center, Columbus, Nebraska, if the state decides to relocate those
National Guard units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Hastings, Nebraska, and relocate units to
anew Armed Forces Reserve Center on Greenlief Training Site in Nebraska. The new
AFRC shal have the capability to accommodate Nebraska National Guard Units from the
following Nebraska ARNG Readiness Centers. Grand Island, Nebraska, Crete, Nebraska,
and Hastings, Nebraska, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Kearney, Nebraska, and relocate units to
anew Armed Forces Reserve Center in Kearney, Nebraska if the Army is able to acquire
suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate Nebraska National Guard Units from the Nebraska ARNG
Readiness Center, Kearney, Nebraska, if the state decides to relocate those National
Guard units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in McCook, Nebraska, and relocate units to
anew Armed Forces Reserve Center in McCook, Nebraska, if the Army is able to acquire
suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate Nebraska National Guard Units from the Nebraska ARNG
Readiness Center, McCook, Nebraska, if the state decides to relocate those National
Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of Nebraska. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
congistent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.
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This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regiona Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes five Army Reserve centers, and constructs five
multicomponent, multi- functional Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCS), throughout
the State of Nebraska, capable of accommodating National Guard and Reserve units.

This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by collapsing thirteen geographically separated facilities into five
modern Armed Forces Reserve Centers. These joint use facilities will significantly reduce
operating costs and create improved business processes. The Department understands that
the State of Nebraska will close eight Nebraska Army Guard Armories: Grand Island,
Crete, Hastings, Fairbury, Falls City, Columbus, Kearney, and McCook, Nebraska. The
Armed Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the
State decides to relocate the units from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs.

The implementation of this recommendation and creation of these new AFRCs will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.
This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best locations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$31.4M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communi cations requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, ad in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $33.1M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $6.0M. Annua recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $6.2M with a payback expected in 5 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsisa
savings of $53.7M.
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Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 48 jobs (31 direct and
17 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Columbus, NE Micropolitan
Statistical area, which is 0.21 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 48 jobs (31 direct and 17 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period
in the Grand Island NE Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent of economic
area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 12 jobs (8 direct and 4 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in
the Kearney, NE Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.07M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in New Hampshire

Recommendation: Close Paul Doble Army Reserve Center in Portsmouth, NH; and
relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center and associated training and
maintenance facilities adjacent to Pease Air National Guard Base, NH, if the Army is
able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new AFRC and
complex will have the capability to accommodate New Hampshire National Guard units
from the following New Hampshire ARNG Armories; Rochester, Portsmouth,
Somersworth and Dover, New Hampshire, if the state decides to relocate those National
Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of New Hampshire. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance
military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and
deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent
with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes one Armed Forces Reserve Center in Portsmouth, New
Hampshire and constructs a multi- component, multi- functional Armed Forces Reserve
Center on land adjacent to Pease Air National Guard Base. The Department understards
that the State of New Hampshire will close four New Hampshire Army National Guard
Readiness Centers. Rochester, Portsmouth, Somersworth and Dover. The Armed Forces
Reserve Centers will have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decides
to relocate the units from the closed facilities into the new AFRC.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The site selected was
determined as the best location because it optimizes the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$14.6M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.
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Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $54.2M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $44.6M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $3.1M with a payback expected in 26 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a cost of
$12.9M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 73 jobs (44 direct and
29 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Rockingham County-Strafford
County, NH metropolitan division, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area
employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this
economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volume .

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known
community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations
affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Additional operations at Pease-Newington Air Reserve Base
may impact sensitive resource areas and constrain operations. A wetlands survey may
need to be conducted to determine impact to wetlands at Pease-Newington This
recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural, archeological, or tribal resources,
dredging; marine mammalss, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; or water resources. This recommendation
will require spending approximately $0.2M for waste management and/or environmental
compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback calculation. This
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in New Jer sey

Recommendation: Close the Nelson Brittin Army Reserve Center in Camden, New
Jersey and relocate units to a new consolidated Armed Forces Reserve Center in Camden,
New Jersey, if the Army can acquire suitable land for the construction of the new
facilities. The New AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate units from the New
Jersey ARNG Armory, Burlington, if the state decides to relocate those units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of New Jersey. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes Brittin Army Reserve Center in Camden, New Jersey and
constructs a multi component, multi functional Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) in
Camden, New Jersey. This recommendation reduces costs for maintaining existing
facilities by collapsing two separate facilities into one modern AFRC. The Department
understands that the State of New Jersey will close one National Guard Armory in
Burlington, New Jersey. The Armed Forces Reserve Centers will have the capability to
accommodate these units if the State decides to relocate units to the new multi functional
AFRC in Camden, New Jersey.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation. This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local,
State, or Federal organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance
Homeland Security and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$14.5M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $15.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $2.0M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $3.0M with a payback expected in 5 years.
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The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsisa
savings of $26.6M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 64 jobs (35 direct and
29 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Camden, NJ Metropolitan Division,
which isless than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic
impact of all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered
and isat Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.01 for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.

171



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—BRAC 2005—ANALYSES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

RC Transfor mation in New Mexico

Recommendation: Close the Jenkins Armed Forces Reserve Center located in
Albuquerque, New Mexico and re-locate the units into a new Armed Forces Reserve
Center on Kirtland Air Force Base.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of New Mexico. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance military
value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and deployment
capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent with the
Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by a team of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes an Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) located in
Albuguerque, New Mexico and relocates units to a new multi functional AFRC on
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. This recommendation reduces the number of
separate DoD installations by relocating a geographically separate facility onto an
existing base. Reducing the number of DoD installations also reduces the manpower
costs required to sustain multiple facilities.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$0.8M in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated with
meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit training
and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would reduce
costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year BRAC
implementation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $17.9M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $4.6M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $3.0M with a payback expected in 6 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a
savings of $24.6M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction 65 jobs (36 direct and 29
indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Albuquerque, NM metropolitan area,
which is lessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic
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impact of al recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered
and isat Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: A minor revision to the existing air permits may be necessary at
Kirtland. Kirtland may have to modify their hazardous waste program due to incoming
mission. Additional operations at Kirtland may impact wetlands. This recommendation
has no impact on cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use
constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise;
threatened and endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; or water
resources. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.5M for waste
management and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in
the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities.
The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the
installations in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known
environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in New York

Recommendation: Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Stewart-Newburg,
New York and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Stewart Army
Sub Post adjacent to Stewart Air National Guard Base, New Y ork. The new AFRC shall
have the capability to accommodate New Y ork National Guard units from the Readiness
Center at Newburg, New York, if the State of New Y ork decides to rel ocate those
National Guard units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center and Army Maintenance Support Activity,
Niagara Falls, New Y ork and construct a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on the
existing site in Niagara Falls, New Y ork. The New AFRC shall have the capability to
accommodate the NY National Guard units from the Niagara Falls Readiness Center, if
the state of New Y ork decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Close the BG Theodore Roosevelt United States Army Reserve Center, Uniondale, New
Y ork, the Amityville Armed Forces Reserve Center (Army Reserve and Marine Corps
Reserve), Amityville, New York, and re-locate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve
Center with an Organizational Maintenance Shop on federal property licensed to the New
York Army National Guard in Farmingdale, New Y ork. The new AFRC shall have the
capability to accommodate New Y ork National Guard units from the following New
York Army National Guard Readiness Centers. Bayshore, Freeport, Huntington Station,
Patchogue and Riverhead, and Organizational Maintenance Shop 21, Bayshore, New
York, if the State of New Y ork decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities
throughout the State of New Y ork. The implementation of this recommendation will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
congstent with the Army’s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide anaysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes four Army Reserve centers and constructs three multi-
component, multi-functional Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCs), throughout the
State of New Y ork, capable of accommodating National Guard and Reserve units. This
recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining
existing facilities by collapsing three geographically separated facilities into three modern
Armed Forces Reserve Centers. These joint use facilities will significantly reduce
operating costs and create improved business processes. The Department understands that
the State of New Y ork will close six New York Army Guard Armories. Niagara Falls,
Bayshore, Freeport, Huntington Station, Patchogue and Riverhead, and Organizational
Maintenance Shop 21 Bayshore, New Y ork. The Armed Forces Reserve Centers will
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have the capability to accommodate these units if the State decides to relocate the units
from these closed facilities into the new AFRCs.

The implementation of this recommendation and creation of these new AFRCs will
enhance military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training
and deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is
consistent with the Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation considered feasible locations within the demographic and
geographic areas of the closing facilities and affected units. The sites selected were
determined as the best |ocations because they optimize the Reserve Components ability to
recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units impacted
by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federa
organizations to partner with the Reserve Components to enhance Homeland Security
and Homeland Defense at a reduced cost to those agencies.

Although not captured in the COBRA analysis, this recommendation avoids an estimated
$81,550,856 in mission facility renovation costs and procurement avoidances associated
with meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing facilities to meet unit
training and communications requirements. Consideration of these avoided costs would
reduce costs and increase the net savings to the Department of Defense in the 6-year
BRAC implemertation period, and in the 20-year period used to calculate NPV.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement
this recommendation is $103.8M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of
Defense during the implementation period is a cost of $88.5M. Annual recurring savings
to the Department after implementation are $4.0M with a payback expected in 47 years.
The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a cost of
$46.5M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 37 jobs (28 direct and
9 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in the Nassau- Suffolk County metropolitan
area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reductionof 1 job (1 direct and O indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 period in
the Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY metropolitan area, which isless than 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions on these economic regions
of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes
revealed no significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the
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communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality, cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.1M for waste management
and/or environmental compliance activities. These costs were included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of al recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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RC Transformation in North Carolina

Recommendation: Close the Army Reserve Adrian B. Rhodes Armed Forces Reserve
Center in Wilmington, North Carolina, close the Rock Hill Armed Forces Reserve Center
in Rock Hill, South Carolina, close the Niven Armed Forces Reserve Center in
Albermarle, North Carolina and relocate all Army and Navy units to a new Armed Forces
Reserve Center (AFRC) and Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) in Wilmington,
North Caroling, if the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the
facilities.

Justification: This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities in the
State of North Carolina. The implementation of this recommendation will enhance
military value, improve homeland defense capability, greatly improve training and
deployment capability, create significant efficiencies and cost savings, and is consistent
with the Army’ s force structure plans and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a state-wide analysis of Reserve Component
installations and facilities conducted by ateam of functional experts from Headquarters,
Department of the Army, the Office of the State Adjutant General, and the Army Reserve
Regional Readiness Command.

This recommendation closes two Army Reserve Centers inthe state of North Carolina
and one Army Reserve Center in the state of South Carolina and constructs a multi
component, multi functional, Armed Forces Reserve Center capable of accommodating
Navy and Army Reserve units. This recommendation reduces military manpower and
associated costs for maintaining exis