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To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith the report containing the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realign-
ment Commission pursuant to sections 2903 and 2914 of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990, Public Law 101-510, 104 Stat. 1810, as amended. That report includes changes referenced in errata
sheets submitted to me by the Commission, including the enclosed errata sheets dated September 8, Sep-
tember 9, September 12, and September 13, 2005.

I note that I am in receipt of a letter from Chairman Principi, dated September 8, 2005, regarding a district
court injunction then in effect relating to the Bradley International Airport Air Guard Station in Windsor
Locks, Connecticut. Chairman Principi’s letter states that, as a result of that injunction, “you should consider
the portion of Recommendation 85 . . . that recommends realignment of the Connecticut 103rd Fighter Wing
withdrawn from the Commission’s report.” The Chairman’s letter further states that “[ilf the court’s injunction
is later vacated, reversed, stayed, or otherwise withdrawn, it is the intent of the Commission that the entirety
of the recommendation be a part of the Commission’s report.” On September 9, 2005, the United States Court
of Appeals for the Second Circuit granted a stay of the district court’s injunction. Because the injunction is
no longer in effect, Recommendation 85 in its entirety is part of the Commission’s report.

I certify that I approve all the recommendations contained in the Commission’s report.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 15, 2005.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202
Telephone: 703-699-2950

September 8, 2005

The following administrative changes were made to the 2005 Base Closure and
Realignment Report following the printing of the hard bound and CD-ROM versiosns
of the report. The electronic versions of the report on the www.brac. gov web site and
three ring binder versions of the Report reflect the changes detailed below.

- Page 335, chart, 2 row, 2™ column. Changed from “Asmy, 12 major closures,
$170,180,00:” to, “Army, 12 major closures, $170,180,000;”

Page Q-92, line 32. Added the motion number “186.” to precede the wording,
“CREATE AN INTEGRATED WEAPONS & ARMAMENTS SPECIALTY SITE

FOR GUNS AND AMMUNITION (TECH 19)”

Page R-13, paragraph (3). Changed from, “After June 30, 2011, the Commission shall
prompdy provide, upon request, to any Member of Congress information used by the
Comimission in making its recommendations.” to “After June 30, 2015, the
Commission shall promptly provide, upon request, to any Member of Congress
information used by the Cormmission in making its recommmendations.”

Chairman: Anthony ). Principi
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Horlorable Philip E. Coyle HI, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr.,
USN (Re1), The Honorable Jim Hansen. General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lioyd Newton, USAF (Ret). The
Honorable Samue! K. Skinner, Brigadier General Suc Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret)
Executive Director: Charles Bautaglia
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202
Telephone: 708-699-2950

September 9, 2005

The following are corrections to the 2005 Base Closute and Realignment Report. The
electronic versions of the report posted here at www.btac.gov will be corrected to
reflect these changes.

Page 12, line 15, replace “substantially deviated from final selection ctiteria 1, 2 and
5” with “substantially deviated from final selection criteria 1, 2, 3, 4, 5and 7

Page 129, line 24; page Q-38, Recommendation 90, patagtaph a, and; page Q-39
footnote 113, replace “Establish 18 PAA F-16 aircraft at the 183 Fighter Wing, Fort
Wayne International Aitport Air Guard Station, IN” with “Establish 18 PAA F-16
aitcraft at the 122° Fighter Wing, Fort Wayne Intetnational Aitport Air Guard Station,

IN.”

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle I, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr.,
USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) ;
Executive Director: Charles Battaglia



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202
Telephone: 703-699-2950

September 12, 2005

George W. Bush

President of the United States
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

~ Further review of the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Report
transmitted to you on September 8, 2005 has revealed several corrections needed for clarity and
accuracy. The changes, which are to be incorporated into the Report, are administrative and
conforming in nature and serve to ensure correct and complete understanding of the
Commission’s reasoning and intent.

In addition to the corrections contained in the enclosed errata provided earlier, the
following changes have also been made to the Report:

s Page 127, 8% paragraph. Delete “(ANG)” after “57% Fighter Wing”.
® Page 253, line 7. Change PAYBACK PERIOD from “4 YEARS” to “8 YEARS”,

® Page O-7, Appendix O, 2" entry: “Denver-Aurora, CO Metropolitan Statistical Area”.
Change “Air Reserve Personnel Center” to “Air Reserve Personnel Center and Defense
Finance and Accounting Service (Buckley'’Annex)”.

e Page O-21, Appendix O, 8™ entry. “Fayetteville, NC Metropolitan Area”. Replace “I’otxe
Air Force Base/Net Changes for This Economic Area” figures with:

5806 382 132 6320 4234 10,554 -3.8%
1,728 4135 132 41,995 1,321 3316 -1.6%

e Page O-22, Appendix O, 1% entry: “New Bern, NC Metropolitan Statistical Area”. Replace
“Total for North Carolina” figures with:

4,310 721 161 2,192 1424 3,620 -1.7%

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, the Honorable Phitip E. Coyle III, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr.,
USN (Ret), the Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA {Ref), General Lioyd Newton, USAF (Ret), the
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret)
Executive Director: Charles Battaglia
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The electronic version of the Report posted on the 2005 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission website will be corrected to reflect these changes.

Mr. President, I once again note, on behalf of the Commissioners and staff, that it has
been an honor and privilege to setve on the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission. ‘ '

Respectfully yours,

Anthony J. Principi
Chairman

Enclosure
(1) Changes to BRAC Commission Report dtd September 8, 2005
(2) Changes to BRAC Commission Report dtd September 9, 2005



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202
Telephone: 703-699-2950
September 13, 2005
George W. Bush
President of the United States
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

‘Washington, D.C. 20500
- Dear Mr. President;

The need for an additional change to the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report has
been brought to my attention. A motion to amend a recommendation of the Secretary of Defense was
voted down but is reflected in the Report as having passed. As a result of the motion failing and in the
absence of the Commission determining that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force-structure
plan and final selection criteria as required by Section 2903(d{2)(B) of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, the Secretary’s recommendation is approved.

/
Three changes in the Report, described below, are required to correct this error.

‘& Page 170. Delete “Commission Recommendations” and the text that follows.

*  Page 358, Appendix Q. Replace subparagraph a. with the Secretary’s recommendation: “Realign
Fairchild Air Force Base, WA. The 141 Air Refueling Wing (ANG) will associate with the 92*
Air Refueling Wing at Fairchild Air Force Base, and the 141* Air Refueling Wing’s eight KC-135R
aircraft are distributed to the 185" Air Refueling Wing (ANG), Sioux Gateway Airport Air Guard
Station, IA. The 256® Combat Communications Squadron and 242™ Combat Communications
Squadron, which are ANG geographically separated units at Four Lakes and Spokane, are relocated
into available facilities at Fairchild Air Force Base.”

» Pages Q-58 and 59, Appendix Q. Delete footnote 160.

The effect of these changes is limited with results that conform to and reflect the Commission’s
overall purpose and plan. The Secretary’s recommendation largely provides for the distribution of aircraft
as the Commission envisioned. 1am confident that the realignment of Fairchild Air Force Base directed by
the Secretary will be accomplished consistent with the overall KC-135 aircraft laydown plan developed by
the Commission.

Respectfully yours, /

w /S

-

Chairman

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, the Honorable Philip E. Coyle I, Admiral Harold W, Gehman Jr.,
USN (Ret), the Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), the
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turuer, USAF (Ret)
Executive Director: Charles Battaglia






9



10

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
21 Sonitd ; e, Sune 600

Arfingron, VA 22202

Telephone: 7030992930

September 8, 2005

George W. Bush

President of the United States
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is proud to present its
Final Report for your consideration. As required by law, the Commission thoroughly and
objectively reviewed the domestic installation closure and realignment recommendations
proposed by the Secretaty of Defense on May 13, 2005.

In 2005, the Secretary made more recommendations, with more complexity, than all four
previous base closure rounds combined. We held ourselves to a high standard of openness
and transparency in all our activities and deliberations as we assessed these recommendations.
Over the past four months, the Commission conducted 182 site visits, held 20 legislative and
deliberative hearings, hosted 20 regional hearings, and received well over 200,000 written and
electronic communications from the public. We publicly sought, and received, expert analysis
and commentary from a variety of governmental and non-governmental sources to assist our
independent analysis.

We recognize that our final recommendations will have profound effects on many
communities and the people who bring them to life as well as on the uniformed men and
women embodying our Armed Forces. We are confident that the recommendations
contained in our Final Report will positively shape our military for decades to come. The
warfighters securing our way of life will depend on the successful implementation of our
recommendations to shape the infrastructure supporting their current and future missions.

In addition to the Commission’s assessment of the Secretary’s recommendations, we have
addressed issues relevant to future rounds of base realignment and closure.

Commissioners: The Tone
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Mr. President, it has been an honor and privilege for us to serve on the 2005 Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission.

Respectfully Yours,

/Mf /

hony] Principi
Chairman

QMM/%Z«—;

James H. B1lbray

Commissioner

K L. S heomon

ADM Harold ‘@ Gehman Jr., Lé'{\l (Ret)

Commissioner

7L/

WmesT Hill, LJSA (Ret)

Commissioner

/g‘,._atz.éw

Samuel K. Skinner
Commissioner

Apl3 s

Philtb E. Coyle I1I

Commissioner

)

James V. Hansen
Commissioner

> S

Gen Lloyd V. “Fig” Newton, USAF (Ret)

Commissioner

At ftlin e

Brig. Gen. Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret)
Commissioner
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

, The Céﬁn}ission assessed the Department of Defense’s (DoD’s) closure and realignment recommendations for consistency
o with the eigHt statutory selection criteria and the DoD Force Structure Plan. The recommendations announced by Secretary

Rumsfeld on May 13, 2005 comprised, by the Commission’s count, 190 separate DoD recommendations that would
. _produce ds many as 837 distinct and identifiable recommended BRAC “close” or "realign” actions. These 837 distinct actions
also involved an additional 160 installations that would gain missions or resources due to the proposed closutes and
realignments. All told, the 2005 BRAC recommendations exceeded the number considered by all prior BRAC
Commissions combined. In addition to the unprecedented number, many DoD recommendations were extremely complex,
proposing intertwining movements between and among numerous installations. Other DoD proposals consolidated
apparently unrelated actions within the same recommendation.

Secretary Rumsfeld was very clear that his primary goal for the BRAC process was military transformation. And, unlike prior
BRAC rounds, the Commission evaluated DoD's recommendations in the context of a stable or increasing force structure,
an ongoing conflict in Southwest Asia, and the projected redeployment of 70,000 servicemembers and family members from
Europe and Asia to the United States. The 20.year BRAC outlook required the Commission to make allowances for major
uncertainties in the military and strategic environment. While acknowledging the tmportance of savings as a BRAC goal, the
Commission went beyond a business model analysis of DoD'’s recommendations and weighed the strategic environment
within which recommendations would be implemented and their effect on DoD's transformational goals.

NUMBER OF CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

Of the 190 DoD recommendations, the Commission approved 119 with no change and accepred another 45 with
amendments; over 86% of those proposed by DoD. The Commission rejected 13 DoD recommendations in their entirety
and significantly modified another 13.

The Commission has forwarded a total of 182 closures or realignment recommendations, including 177 of the 190
recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense and five closures or realignment recommendations from the eight
installations it considered on its own initiative.

Of DoD’s recommended 33 “major” closures, the Commission approved 21, recommended realignment for seven, and
rejected five. In addition, the Commission recommended closure, rather than realignment, for Naval Air Station Brunswick,
for a total of 22 major closures. Of DoD’s 29 recommended “major” realignments, the Commission approved 25, closed
rather than realigned one (Naval Air Station Brunswick) and rejected three. In addition, it added one major realignment on

its own initiative for a total of 33 major realignments, including realignment of the seven installations proposed for closure
by DoD.

(0STS AND SAVINGS

Over the next 20 years, the total savings of the Commission’s recommendations are estimated at $35.6 billion rather than
$47.8 billion for DoD’s proposals. However, if DoD)’s claimed cost avoidances attributable to military personnel actions are
excluded, as both the Commission and GAO believe necessary, actual savings to the taxpayer are estimated at $15 billion
over 20 years. The Commission estimates that implementation of its recommendations will result in annual savings of $4.2
billion, compared to $5.4 billion for DoD's proposals. Implementation will require onetime up-front costs of $21 billion
compared to the $24.6 billion that would have been required by the DoD proposal.

BRAC AS A VEHICLE FOR JOINTNESS

While the Secretary of Defense described the 2005 BRAC as an opportunity to promote jointness, very few of the hundreds
of proposals increased jointness, and some actually decreased or removed joint and crosssetvice connections. Most of the
DoD proposed consolidations and reorganizations were within the Military Departments, not across the Services.
“Collocation” is not synonymous with “integration”, and “transformation” is not synonymous with “jointness”, While the
Secretary’s recommendations will not move the ball across the jointmess goal line, Commission decisions will help move the

ball down the field.

i
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SAVINGS DUE TO MILITARY PERSONNEL

DoD frequently credited recommendations with creating “savings” derived from the costs of servicemembers who would be
reassigned from a closing or realigning installation to a gaining base or activity. Much of DoD’s claimed “savings” are
attributable to the reassignment of 26,830 military personnel positions that would not be eliminated, although military
effectiveness would increase as servicemembers are reassigned to higher priority missions.

DoD'’s claimed savings (as opposed to cost avoidance) will be significantly reduced by the extent that military personnel costs
are not reduced but ate instead shifted to another installation or mission. DoD claimed its proposals would produce $47.8
billion in savings after investing $24.6 billion in onetime implementation costs. However, if personnel savings are not

realized, DoD’s 2005 BRAC proposal would still incur $24.6 billion in onetime costs while saving only $18.6 billion.

For some Air Force base recommendations, the cost savings due to personnel reductions were over 90% of the total savings.
For example, the DoD projected savings due to personnel reductions at Pope AFB, Grand Forks AFB, and Cannon AFB
were 97.8%, 94.5%, and 92%, respectively of the total savings claimed. In the case of the Air National Guard, roughly
106,000 military personnel assigned before the 2005 BRAC are retained after the 2005 BRAC. Obviously, no savings will be
achieved by moving these positions around the country if the total does not change.

AIR NATIONAL GUARD

DoD proposals to close or tealign Air National Guard bases nationwide represented one of the most difficult issues faced by
the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Thirtyseven of the 42 DoD Air Force proposals involved the
Air National Guard.

As proposed by DoD, 23 Air National Guard units would have lost all their currently assigned aircraft. The proposed
realignments or closures threatened the confidence of many Governors that they would have Air National Guard resources
if needed for emergencies, natural disasters, or homeland defense missions. Several states have filed law suits to block such
moves.

From the outset, the Commission and its staff worked long hours with the U.S. Air Force, with the National Guard Bureau,
and with the Adjutants General to fashion recommendations that would achieve DoD’s objectives, conform to the military
value BRAC selection criteria and respond to the concerns of the states and the Adjutants General. The result of those
efforts was approved unanimously by the Commission during its hearing on August 26, 2005.

COMMISSION PROCESS

In accordance with the BRAC statute, three Commissioners were directly nominated by the President and six nominated by
the President after consultation with majority or minority leaders of the House and Senate. By law, and by Commission
policy, the Commission’s process was open, transparent, apolitical, and fair. In addition to considering certified data
provided by DoD, Commissioners sought input from communities and individuals affected by the DoD recommendations.
Commissioners made 182 site visits to 173 separate installations. They conducted 20 regional hearings to obtain public
input and 20 deliberative hearings for input on, or discussion of, policy issues. Commissioners were accessible to
communities, citizens, and to their advocates without regard to party or agenda. Commissioners participated in hundreds of
meetings with public officials and received well over 200,000 pieces of mail. All documents provided to the Commission
were scanned into an “elibrary” and made available through the internet. The Commission’s web site registered over 25
million “hits.”

The 2005 BRAC Commission assessed closure and realignment recommendations of unprecedented scope and complexity
while setring a new standard for accessibility to the American people and transparency of deliberations.
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STATUTORY BRAC FINAL SELECTION CRITERIA

MILITARY VALUE (GIVEN PRIORITY CONSIDERATION)

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

2. 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.

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

8. The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential environmental restoration, waste

management, and environmental compliance.
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MAJOR CLOSURES:

Army (12)
Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant, CA
Fort Gillem, GA
Fort McPherson, GA

Newport Chemical Deport, IN

Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, KS
Selfridge Army Activity, MI

Mississippi Army Ammunition Plant, MS
Fort Monmouth, NJ

Unmatilla Chemical Deport, OR

Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant, TX
Deseret Chemical Deport, UT

Fort Monroe, VA

Navy (5)
Naval Air Station Atlanta, GA
Naval Station Pascagoula, MS
Naval Air Station Willow Grove, PA
Naval Station Ingleside, TX
Naval Air Station Brunswick, ME

AR Forct (5)

Kulis Air Guard Station, AK
Onizuka Air Force Station, CA
Brooks City Base, TX

General Mitchell ARS, WI
Cannon Air Force Base, NM*

Closure recommendation goes into effect if the Secretary of the Air Force does not designate a new mission for the
installation by December 31, 2009.

vi
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MAJOR REALIGNMENTS:

Ary (6)

Walter Reed National Military Medical Center {at Bethesda), DC

Rock Island Arsenal, IL

Fort Knox, KY

Army Reserve Personnel Center, St. Louis, MO
Ft. Eustis, VA

Red River Army Depot, TX

Navy (13)

Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, CA
Naval Base Ventura City, CA

Naval Base Coranado, CA

Naval Medical Center San Diego, CA
Naval District Washington, DC

NAS Pensacola, FL

Naval Station Great Lakes, IL

Naval Support Activity Crane, IN

NAS Corpus Christi, TX

Naval Medical Center Portsmouth, VA
NAS Oceana, VA

Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, LA
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach Concord Detachment, CA

AR Force (12)

Eielson AFB, AK

Elmendorf AFB, AK

Mountain Home AFB, ID

Pope AFB,NC

Grand Forks AFB, ND

Lackland AFB, TX

Sheppard AFB, TX

McChord AFB, WA

Qtis Air National Guard Base, MA
W.K. Kellogg Airport Guard Station, MI
Niagara Falls International Airport Air Guard Station, NY

vii
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Pittsburg International Airport Air Reserve Station, PA

DEFENSE AGENCIES/MULTIPLE SERVICES (2)

NCR Leased locations, DC
Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) Arlington, VA

PROPOSED CLOSURES REJECTED BY THE COMMISSION:

Hawthorne Army Depot, NV

Naval Support Activity, Corona, CA
Submarine Base New London, CT
Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME
Ellsworth AFB, SD

PROPOSED REALIGNMENTS REJECTED BY THE COMMISSION:

viii

NAS Brunswick, ME**

Maxwell AFB, AL

Portland International Airport Air Guard Seation, OR
DEFAS Cleveland, OH

** Commission recommended closure instead
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CHAPTER 1
COMMISSION STRATEGIC OVERVIEW

America’s servicemembers are supported by, but also constrained by, the physical infrastructure of our nation’s defense
establishment: the bases where they live and train; the facilities where they maintain their weapons and equipment; the
schools where they learn and practice their craft; the laboratories where future weapons and equipment are researched,
developed, and tested; the logistics installations that servicemembers count on for the supplies they need to operate; and the
depots that refurbish and overhaul their equipment. Today's defense infrastructure is the collective and tangible legacy of
decades—even generations—of decisions on defense installations. Today, the armed forces and the Department of Defense
are the stewards of installations ranging from some built originally to defend our harbors during the age of sail to others
defending against intercontinental ballistic missiles.

No institution will remain successful without adapting to its constantly changing environment, Our armed forces must adapt
to changing threats, evolving technology, reconfigured organizational structures, and new strategies and structures. Our
infrastructure must support that progress, not hinder it. Neither DoD, nor the American taxpayer, can afford to support
unneeded infrastructure at the expense of funding for supplies and equipment for our servicemembers. The base closure and
realignment (BRAC) process is a systematic, rational process to bring our nation’s military infrastructure into line with the
needs of our armed forces, not only by reducing costs and closing unneeded installations, but also by facilicating the
transformation of our armed forces to meet the challenges of the new century.

The closure or realignment of a base can have profound effects on the communities hosting our military installations and,
more important, on the people who bring those communities and our military to life. The BRAC process created by
Congress establishes clear criteria for DoD evaluation of, and recommendations for, the closure of military installations, to
be followed by an assessment of those DoD recommendations by an independent commission. The President and then the
Congress have the option of accepting or rejecting the Commission’s report, in its entirety. Under law, neither the President
nor the Congress can pick and choose from the Commission's report.

Prior BRAC rounds occurred at the dusk of the Cold War, when military budgets and force structure were shrinking. The
2005 BRAC round occurred in a post-9/11 environment with our armed forces deployed in combat in Iraq and Afghanistan
with stable or increasing force structure and defense budgets. During the 2005 BRAC implementation period, the armed
forces expect to relocate 70,000 servicemembers from overseas to installations within the United States. Prior BRAC rounds
took place in the context of military doctrine and force structure shaped by the Cold War. The 2005 BRAC round occurred
during the transformation of military doctrine and force structure to meet the needs of an entirely new threat and security
environiment.

The Commission’s assessment of the Secretary's recommendations took numerous factors into account, as discussed below.

THE ROLE OF DEPOTS IN WARTIME AND UNCERTAINTY

In assessing DoD recommendations against the statutory BRAC criteria and the Force Structure Plan, the Commission had
to consider the tradeoff between savings attributable to closure of excess depot capacity and the efficiencies attributable to
consolidated operations against the value of retaining sufficient surge capacity to sustain our military in a time of war and
uncertainty. Scaling back depots and industrial functions reduces the capacity to rapidly increase outputs and could lead to
an unacceptable risk of single-point failures in our nation’s capacity to repair and/or modify certain critical weapons systems
and platforms. Under the 20-year Force Structure Plan, many major weapons systems and platforms are projected to remain
in service for decades. Utilization of these systems in the Global War on Terrorism, including in Afghanistan and Iraq,
subjects many vehicles and aircraft to harsh bartlefield conditions and extensive and unanticipated operational tempo. The

Commission had to assess whether living with slightly higher levels of excess capacity might be preferable than being left with
too little capacity.
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RECONCILING THE PRINCIPLE OF DISPERSION TO BRAC

The Commission had to assess the effect on the statutory BRAC criteria and Force Structure Plan of tradeoffs between
efficiency and affordability and the strategic values of dispersion and defense in depth. Yet the 2005 BRAC Comumission was
asked by DoD, in the form of many BRAC recommendations, to agree to the concentration of some types of facilities and
systems onto fewer large DoD-owned installations.

STRATEGIC PRESENCE IN THE UNITED STATES

The Commission’s assessment of the Secretary’s recommendations’ consistency with the Force Structure Plan and the
BRAC selection criteria took place in the context of changing threats to our national security. During the Cold War, the
domestic U.S. installation infrastructure focused primarily on projecting power across the Arctic Circle and across the
Adantic and Pacific Oceans. In the post-September 11th era when the main threats of the future do not involve Soviet
bombers, submarines, or ballistic missiles, a re-evaluation of facility infrastructure has rarned some Cold War virtues into
vices. But in DoD recommendations for shifting assets and investments, Commissioners were required to assess whether the
result might be insufficient strategic presence in some parts of the United States. In addition, the Commission addressed a
concern about the long-term effects of having little military presence in large regions of the country.

COORDINATING HOMELAND DEFENSE AND HOMELAND SECURITY

In preparing its recommendations, DoD was required by statute to consider the homeland defense implications of its
proposals. Additionally, DoD was to consider the costs that might be incurred by non-DoD agencies as a result of closure
and realignment actions. Many DoD installations host non-DoD federal tenants, including the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) (e.g., the Coast Guard), the FBI, and the Department of Veterans Affairs. These non-DoD tenants reap
significant benefits from their collocation at military bases. In tumn, DoD spreads its base operating support costs (BOS)
across all of its tenants, and thus these non-DoD entities are frequently billpayers that help reduce DoD'’s installation
operating budgets. If DoD proposes to close or downsize these installations, these non-DoD tenants often incur substantial
new costs that were not budgeted or anticipated. In many cases, the Commission learned through its investigations and
analysis that DoD routinely failed to properly account for the added costs to non-DoD tenants and failed to properly
coordinate its decisions with federal tenant organizations. Many tenants learned of DoD’s BRAC recommendations for the
first time on May 13, 2005. As a result, Commissioners were required to assess whether certain DoD closure or realignment
proposals that posed an unanticipated negative impact on federal tenant organizations might rise to a level where the
proposal’s military value and feasibility were cast into doubt.

Compounding this problem has been the combined failure of DoD and DHS to define where DoD)’s responsibilities for
providing homeland defense ends and where DHS’ homeland security functions begin. A gray area of overlap between these
two distinct but related spheres of authority and responsibility persists despite four years' having elapsed since the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. BRAC could have been a prime opportunity to shrink this gray and inherently
nebulous boundary—had DoD and DHS actively chose to coordinate with each other. Sadly, this opportunity was not seized
by either Department. The Commission, on several occasions, solicited input and feedback from DHS on DoD BRAC
recommendations having a direct and immediate impact on DHS’ ability to execute homeland security functions. But in
many cases, these inquiries were met with a level of passivity and reluctance to criticize that was out of proportion to the
seriousness of the issues at stake. This was particularly true of many Air Force Air National Guard recommendations that
stripped units of their flying mission. Commissioners heard numerous protests from governors and state delegations that
DoD’s proposed removal of these air assets, and their conversion into Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) units, could
have a direct and immediate negative impact on their ability to perform homeland security missions. Clearly, the presence or
absence of such assets as C-130 aircraft, which are routinely tasked by governots to rapidly deploy Civil Support Teams
(CSTs) and emergency relief supplies in the event of manmade or natural disasters, was an issue of major significance. DoD
proposed significant reallocation of air assets (notwithstanding their retention of expeditionary combat support units) with a
direct bearing on the national homeland security network, yet DHS provided little or no guidance, input, or assistance to the
Commission on how to objectively evaluate these community homeland security concerns, even when directly asked to do
s0. As a result, the Commission was forced to assess, by itself, the homeland security and homeland defense implications of
many BRAC recommendations.

During the 2005 BRAC process, many Commissioners both heard and expressed concerns about DoD recommendations
that would significantly downsize numerous Air National Guard units and radically change their future missions. In many
cases, ANG units would lose their flying mission but retain their ECS operations. An extensive volume of evidence and
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speculation was presented to Commissioners during their review that the proposed planedess ECS units and enclaves were
not viable over the long term. Commissioners were told by Adjutants General and community representatives that for a
variety of reasons the kind of people historically attracted to ANG units will not join in the future if there are no flying assets
available. Recruitment and retention in ANG units without aircraft would plummet, according to many communities.
Whole regions of the country, it was argued, would be devoid of any significant military or National Guard presence.

TRANSFORMATION VERSUS COST SAVINGS

In previous rounds of BRAC, the explicit goal was to save money and downsize the military in order to reap a “peace
dividend.” It was clear from the Commission's examination of the DoD 2005 BRAC list that the historical goal of achieving
savings through eliminating excess capacity was not always the primary consideration for many recommendations. In fact,
several DoD witnesses at Commission hearings made it clear that the purpose of many 2005 BRAC recommendations was
to advance the goals of transformation, improve capabilities, and enhance military value. In some cases, accomplishing these
new goals meant proposing BRAC scenarios that either never paid off (i.e., resulted in a net increased cost) or had very long
payback periods. The Commission’s assessment of the selection criteria and Force Structure Plan took place in the context of
a balance between the goals of realizing savings and rationalizing our military infrastructure to meet the needs of future
missions.

However, as discussed elsewhere in this Report, the Commission noted in many cases that DoD claimed savings from
proposals on the basis of eliminated military personnel. Yet, because total end strength was not being reduced
proportionately, these so<alled “savings” will not actually reduce total DoD spending levels. Hence, they are not truly savings
in the commonly understood sense of the term. No new equipment or increases in operations could be purchased with these
“reductions” in military personnel. Because these military personnel would not be eliminated, but merely reassigned to
higher-priority tasks, the Commission concluded that DoD’s initial estimates of $49 billion in net savings over a 20-year
period were vastly overestimated, although “military value”—~the primary selection criterion—~might be increased.

COMPLEX AND INTERCONNECTED RECOMMENDATIONS

Among the issues that made the work of the Commissioners more difficult, was the decision by DoD to routinely mingle
unrelated proposals under the title of a single “recommendation.” Unlike prior rounds of BRAC where each base was
handled by a single integrated recommendation, the 2005 DoD recommendations were scattered throughout its report,
often affecting the same facility several times in different proposals. Some installations had ten or more recommendations
that had a direct impact on theit missions and infrastructure. In many instances, Commissioners had to reconcile whether a
substantial deviation in one or more selection criteria and the Force Structure Plan rose to a level that warranted rejecting an
entire package of interconnected moving parts. Commissioners struggled to fully understand the net impact on bases that
were both gaining and losing missions at the same time, and they knew that rejecting one element of a recommendation
could potentially set off a cascade of known and unknown effects rippling across several other proposals. Thus,
Commissioners in 2005 not only had to consider each recommendation’s individual merits, but also how the
recommendation’s pieces fit together as a whole, and how they related to other recommendations that depended on one
another for successful implernentation.
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BRAC COMMISSION FINDINGS
ND RECOMMENDATIONS
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Note: The recommendations appear in this report in the exact same order, and using the exact same titles, as they appeared in the
Department of Defense report submitted May 13, 2005. Paragraphs titled “Secvetary of Defense Recommendations,” and “Secretary of
Defense Justification” are from the May 13, 2005, report submitted by the Secretary to the BRAC Commission. Where bases not originally
listed by DoD have been “added” by the Commission, they will appear at the end of the relevant Report section.

FORT WAINWRIGHT, ALASKA

RECOMMENDATION # 1 (ARMY 5)

ONE-TiME COST: S0.05M
ANUAL RECURRING C0S7S/{SAVINGS): {S0.05M)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: {S0.78)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 2YeaRs

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This recommendation relocates CRTC headquarters to Fort Greely to improve efficiency of operations and personnel safety.
Sufficient capacity exists at Fort Greely. This would not affect Force Structure. This recommendation relocates headquarters
closer to the CRTC's test mission execution on the Bolio Lake Range Complex. This complex, although realigned under
Fort Wainwright in BRAC 95, is only 10 miles south of Fort Greely but 100 miles from Fort Wainwright's cantonment area.
This action would improve interoperability and reduce costs by permitting personnel to live closer to their primary work site,
thus avoiding a 200-mile round trip between quarters and work sites. It also decreases the risks associated with the required
yearround travel in extreme weather conditions and results in more efficient and cost effective monitoring and control of

arctic testing of transformational systems. This recommendation did not consider other locations since the CRTC
headquarters manages testing at only one site.

CommuniTy CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that this recommendation would reverse a 1995 BRAC decision realigning Fort Greely by placing
the CRTC headquarters at Fort Wainwright. The original proposal essentially mothballed Fort Greely and moved two major

activities, the Northern Warfare Training Center and the Cold Regions Test Activity {(now the Cold Region Test Center), off
the installation.
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In 2001, Congress, as part of Public Law 107-20, permitted the use of Fort Greely for missile defense, effectively reactivating
the installation. The Commission agrees with DoD’s rationale for moving the CRTC headquarters back to Fort Greely to
reduce harsh weather travel demands on headquarters personnel.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

FoRT GitLEm, GEORGIA

RECOMMENDATION # 2 (ARMY 6)

ONE-TWiE COST: $56.8M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (835.3M)
20-YeaR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S421.5m)
PAYBACK PERICD: 1YER

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close Fort Gillem, GA. Relocate the Headquarters, 1st US Army to Rock Island Arsenal, IL. Relocate the 2nd Recruiting
Brigade to Redstone Assenal, AL. Relocate the 52nd Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Group to Fort Campbell, KY.
Relocate the 81st RRC Equipment Concentration Site to Fort 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) Adlanta 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This recommendation closes Fort Gillem, an Army administrative installation and an AAFES distribution center. The
recommendation moves the major tenant organizations to Rock Island Arsenal, Redstone Arsenal, Fort Benning, and Fort
Campbell, It also moves small 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 sutge capabilities to address unforeseen future requirements. This closure allows the Army to employ excess
capacities at installations that can accomplish more than administrative missions.

The cdosure of Fort 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 missions in the Southeastern United States. The 52nd EOD Group was colocated with operational forces at
Fort Campbell to provide training opportunities. The 2nd Recruiting Brigade is recommended to relocate to Redstone
Assenal because of its central location in 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 Fort Benning, where
there are improved training opportunities with operational forces.

Community CONCERNS

The community emphasized that Fort Gillem and Fort McPherson are linked. They asserted that DoD understated costs,
producing projected savings which appear to be the primary basis for the closure decision. They indicated relocation of three
major headquarters (1st Army, 2nd Recruiting Brigade and 52nd EOD Group) would adversely affect Reserve Component
training readiness, homeland defense, and efficient command and control. They also held that relocation of 1st Army
Headquarters would separate it from the many related capabilities offered by homeland security organizations and Reserve
Components located at Fort Gillem. They argued that cost, command and control obstacles, loss of Reserve Component
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synergies, homeland defense coordination issues, and security challenges for enclaved organizations should persuade the
Commission to vote against closure. The community indicated the economic impact will be great on Clayton County and
the surrounding community which suffers from high unemployment rates and low per-apita income. The community states
that the proposed enclave at Fort Gillem would create security challenges and fragment potential reuse, in addition to
challenges of longterm contamination cleanup.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission’s findings supported DoD’s overall recommendation, although the Commission found that DoD failed to
adequately define its planned enclave at Fort Gillem, contrary to its agreement with the findings of a 2003 study by the
Government Accountability Office (GAQO) of prior BRAC enclaves. GAO recommended that the Secretary of Defense
provide the 2005 BRAC Commission with data clearly specifying the infrastructure needed for any proposed enclaves and
the estimated costs to operate and maintain such enclaves. The Commission found merit in community concerns about the
adverse effect of multiple enclaves on reuse of the remainder of Fort Gillem, and therefore modified the DoD
recommendation to require a contiguous enclave.

The Commission also found that units other than those explicitly stated in the approved recommendation, such as the
Military Entrance Processing Station, may need to remain in the enclave, although the Commission strongly believes that the
size of the enclave needs to be minimized to give the community maximum opportunities for reuse. The Commission found
that the recommendation failed to address the Ammunition Supply Point, the only Army ASP in north Georgia supporting
the Federal Transportation Security Administration, Army Reserves, and National Guard. The Commission was advised by
the Department that the ASP was not part of the enclave recommendation and that disposition of the ASP will be
determined during implementation. The Commission found that DoD designated Fort Gillem as the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) mobilization site for the Southeast United States and that further determinations by FEMA
and DoD are required during implementation. The Commission found DoD’s economic impact analysis failed to consider
significant loss of jobs associated with closing the Army and Air Force Exchange Service Atlanta Distribution Center. The
Commission notes that Fort Gillem borders Forest Park, GA, an Historically Underutilized Business (HUB) Zone and that
the Garrison provides employment opportunities to a number of individuals with severe disabilities. The Commission
strongly urges the Department to proactively work with the community to minimize these economic impacts.

(OMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found that thg Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from final selection criteria 7 and the force
structure plan. Therefore, the Commission recommends the following:

Close Fort Gillem, GA. Relocate the Headquarters, 1st US Army to Rock Island Arsenal, IL. Relocate the 2d Recruiting
Brigade to Redstone Arsenal, AL. Relocate the 52d Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Group to Fort Campbell, KY.
Relocare the 81st RRC Equipment Concentration Site to Fort Benning, GA. Relocate the 3d 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 a contiguous enclave for the
Georgia Army National Guard, the remainder of the 81st RRC units and the Criminal Investigation Division (CID)
Forensics Laboratory.

The Commission found this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent with the final selection criteria and
the Force Structure Plan. The full text of this and all other recommendations can be found in Appendix Q.
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FORT MCPHERSON, GEORGIA

RECOMMENDATION # 3 {ARMY 8)

One-Time CosT: S214.5M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (S82.1M)
20-YeAR NeT PRESENT VALUE: (5878.61)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 2 YeARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close Fort 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 Fort Fustis, VA. Relocate
the Army Contracting Agency Southern Region Headquarters to Fort Sam Houston, TX.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This recommendation closes Fort McPherson, an administrative installation, and moves the tenant headquarters
organizations to Fort Samn Houston, Fort Eustis, 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 unforeseen future
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, multicomponent
and multi-Service installations that provide a better level of service at a reduced cost.

The recommended relocations also retain or enhance vital linkages between the relocating organizations and other
headquarters activities. FORSCOM HQQs is relocated to Pope AFB where it will be colocated with a large 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 Fort Eustis because of recommendations to consolidate the
Northeastern and Southeastern regions of these two commands into one Eastern Region at Fort Eustis. The ACA Southern
Region HQs is moved to Fort Sam Houston where it is recommended to consolidate with the ACA Southern Hemisphere
Region HQs, and where it will colocate with other Army service providing organizations.

CommunITY CONCERNS

The community argued that cost was the overriding factor in DoD’s decision to close this historic installation, and significant
relocation costs were understated. The community maintained that the current colocation of three major Army
headquarters (Forces Command, Reserve Command and Third Army) next to an international airport with unparallel access
and pointtopoint travel is an important synergy for training readiness and operational planning. Loss of a major military
presence in the Atlanta metropolitan area would adversely affect the City of Atlanta, a terrorist target; hinder military
recruitment of African Americans; reduce military support to the Department of homeland security; disadvantage a
significant number of handicapped employees at Fort McPherson; and advetsely affect surtounding communities already
suffering high unemployment rates and low percapita income. It was the community’s judgment that Fort McPherson,
Atlanta’s seventh largest emplover, is ideally located to take advantage of Atlanta’s major transportation and information
technology hubs which they believed will be necessary to meet future military and homeland security command and control
challenges. The community maintained DoD substantially deviated from criteria 3 and 4 by dispersal of headquarters which
limits command and control at additional cost; criterion 1 by dispersing critical synergy; and critetion 5 by understating
COSts.

CommisSIoN FINDINGS

The Commission found that the cost to relocate the Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) regional communications
hub at Fort McPherson was not accounted for in DoD’s analysis. Subsequent DoD certified data revealed relocation of the
hub would cost $17.09M. Moreover, relocating Third Army Headquarters to Shaw Air Force Base could require more
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construction funding than anticipated. The Commission confirmed that Fort McPherson has a large number of historic
facilities requiring maintenance and consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office. Fort McPherson Garrison
supports an 85-acre recreational area at Lake Allatoona, GA, consisting of cabins, boating and outdoor activities, and the
Commission found no plan for the disposition of this Morale, Welfare and Recreational Area. The Commission notes that
Fort McPherson borders East Point, GA, a Historically Underutilized Business (HUB) Zone. The closure of Fort McPherson
will have a negative economic impact on this already economically depressed, predominantly minority community, and
because the Garrison provides employment opportunities to a large number of individuals with severe disabilities, the
Commission strongly urges the Department to proactively work with the community to minimize these impacts. However,
the Commission did not find these issues individually or collectively rose to the level of a substantial deviation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary

FoRT BraG, NORTH CAROLINA
RECOMMENDATION # 4 (ARMY 10)

ONE-Tie CosT: $334.8M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): 523.8M
20-YEAR NeT PRESENT VALUE: $639.2M
PAYBACK PERIOD: NEVER

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This recommendation colocates 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 recommendation 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.

Communiry CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

CommissIon FINDINGS

The Commission found that this recommendation was consistent with DoD’s justification. Specifically, the Commission
views that the relocation of the 7* Special Forces Group to Eglin AFB, FL, provides this unit an opportunity to achieve
outstanding joint training through its collocation with the Air Force Special Operations Command. Also, the Commission
found that this relocation enables the activation of the 4™ Brigade Combat Team, 82D Airborne Division at Fort Bragg, NC,
and it is consistent with the Army's transformation efforts and the Force Structure Plan.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

FORT MONMOUTH, NEW JERSEY
RECOMMENDATION # 5 (Asmy 11)

ONE-TiME CosT: §780.4M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): {S146.0M)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: {61,093.4M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 5 YEARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close Fort 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 repairables to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and designate them as Inventory Control Point functions, detachment
of Defense Supply Center Columbus, OH, and relocate 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 Fort 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
Information 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, a leased installation, by relocating and consolidating into the Program Executive Office,
Enterprise Information Systems at Fort Belvoir, VA.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

10

The closure of Fort 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 consolidaring RDA and T&E functions on fewer installations. Retain DoD installations with the
most flexible capability to accept new missions. Consolidate or collocate common business functions with other agencies to
provide better level of services at a reduced cost.

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
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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—Fort Monmouth, NJ, Fort Dix, NJ, Adelphi, MD, and Fort Belvoir, VA, and several
smaller sites, including Redstone Arsenal and Fort Knox. Consolidation of RDA at fewer sites achieves efficiency and
synetgy at a lower 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 atr Fort
Monmouth.

The closure of Fort Monmouth and relocation of functions that enhance the Army’s military value, is consistent with the
Army's Force Structure Plan, and maintains adequate surge capabilities. Fort 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 underutilized and better equipped facilities; by relocating the administrative functions to multipurpose
installations with higher military and administrative value; and by colocating 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.

CoMMUNITY CONCERNS

The communities surrounding Fort Monmouth, NJ as well as many elected officials, maintained that a significant number of
current civilian employees would not move to Aberdeen Proving Grounds, MD, creating a serious “brain drain” for the
Land CA4ISR mission. They further claim that Aberdeen Proving Grounds has virtually no existing C4ISR mission or
capability. Advocates for Fort Monmouth questioned the availability of qualified personnel for technical jobs at other
locations. They believed a move would have detrimental effects on all of the programs underway at Fort Monmouth, and
could potentially harm soldiers involved in wartime operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. The community disputed DoD)’s
justifications that test and evaluation activities were limited by Fort Monmouth’s small size, and claimed that established and
growing relationships with the nearby Fort Dix-McGuire AFB-Navy Lakehurst complex overcame any constraints on future
mission activities. Some advocates went further and urged the Commission to consider realigning Fort Monmouth,
converting it into an enclave, and merging it with Dix-McGuire Lakehurst. There was also concern that closure would have a
significant negative impact upon the local retiree and veterans’ community, as well as the economy of that portion of NJ.

(OMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that moving the Night Vision and Electronic Sensors Directorate (known as the Night Vision
Laboratory) and the Program Manager Night Vision/Reconnaissance, Surveillance and Target Acquisition (PM NV/RSTA)
at Fort Belvoir would add costs and risks to important ongoing programs.

Next, the Commission found that loss of some intellectual capital is 2 concern and is to be expected in this closure, and
agreed with the Department’s view of this as an implementation challenge that must be managed with careful planning and
sequencing. The Department pointed out that there is a nationally recognized science and technology workforce in
Maryland containing the highest percentage of professional and technical workers (about 24 percent).

The Commission concluded that adverse effects of moving existing programs could be managed over the sixyear
implementation period by properly sequencing the movement of programs to ensure no loss in service, or by providing
temporary redundant or duplicative capabilities as necessary to ensure continuous and uninterrupted program integrity. The
Commission was also told by the Secretary of the Army that under no circumstances would the Army permit the move to
sacrifice or shortchange ongoing C4ISR support and services to warfighters in the field. While the Commission accepted this
pledge, and agreed with the Department’s position, the critically important nature of the missions resulted in the
Commission adding modifying language to ensure that the intent of both the Department and the Commission would be
clearly understood by future Secretaries and other leadership during the implementation period. A reporting requirement
was also added so Congress could exercise the necessary independent oversight to make sure the Commission’s intent was
faithfully implemented by the Department. The Commission also believes Congress’ oversight on this issue may benefit
from review by the Government Accountability Office.

Last, to ensure that all parties correctly understand which organizations remain at Fort Belvoir and which move to Aberdeen
Proving Grounds, the following Unit Identification Code (UIC) level of detail is provided.

11
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1. The following organizations remain at Fort Belvoir under this recommendation as amended:

ulc UIC Description
W4G828 NVESD (Night Vision Lab)
W6DP02 PM NV/RSTA

2. The following organizations move from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Ground under this recommendation as

amended:

UIC UIC Description
WA4FH10 USA SOFTWARE ENG CTR
W4GVT5 OFC HQ CECOM
W27P5A MGR USA AAESA, PEO SOLDIER
W27P8A MGR USA AAESA, PEQO SOLDIER
W4G875 CTR RD&E CTR
W21P26 PEO CT3

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

12

The Commission found that the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final selection criteria 1, 2, and 5 and the
Force Structure Plan. Therefore, the Commission recommends the following:

Close Fort 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 Setvices, Item Management, Stock Control, Weapon System Secondary Item
Suppott, 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 tepairables to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and designate them as Inventory Control Point functions, detachment
of Defense Supply Center Columbus, OH, and relocate 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 Fort Belvoir, VA, by relocating and consolidating Sensors, Electronics, and Electronic Warfare Research,
Development and Acquisition activities to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, except the Night Vision and Electronic Sensors
Directorate (the Night Vision Lab) and the Project Manager Night Vision/Reconnaissance, Surveillance and Target
Acquisition (PM NV/RSTA), and by relocating and consolidating Information Systems Research and Development and
Acquisition {except for the Program Executive Office, Enterprise Information Systems) to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.

Realign Army Research Institute, Forr 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, a leased installation, by relocating and consolidating into the Program Executive Office,
Enterprise Information Systems at Fort Belvoir, VA.

The Secretary of Defense shall submit a report to the Congressional Committees of Jurisdiction that movement of
organizations, functions, or activities from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Ground will be accomplished without
disruption of their support to the Global War on Terrorism or other critical contingency operations and that safeguards exist
to ensure that necessary redundant capabilities are put in place to mitigate potential degradation of such support, and to
ensure maximum retention of critical workforce.

The Commission found that this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent with the final selection criteria
and the Force Structure Plan. The full text of this and all Commission recommendations can be found in Appendix Q.
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Fort Hoo, Texas

RECOMMENDATION # 6 (ARMY 15)

ONE-Time COST: $435.8M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): S45.3M
70-YeAR NET PRESENT VALUE: $980.4M
PAYBACK PERIOD: NEvER

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This recommendation ensures 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, simulate, or fire all
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, a Heavy BCT that will be
temporarily stationed at Fort Hood in FY06, and a Unit of Employment Headquarters. The Army is temporarily stationing
this BCT to Fort Hood in FY06 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 a third 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.

Communiry CONCERNS

The community argued that realignment of Fort Hood would result in a loss of personnel due to the relocation of
approximately 4,100 soldiers to Fort Carson and almost 5,000 personnel to Fort Bliss, based on 2005 data, rather than the
2003 certified data provided to the Commission. The local community has embraced the newly activated BCT and did not
consider this unit as temporarily stationed at Fort Hood. They asserted soldiers have already purchased homes and integrated
into the community. The community fears housing prices will drop and soldiers forced to sell homes will experience
significant financial losses. Also, the community stated that it responded to the so<alled temporary increase in soldiers with
increased housing, police, fire and municipal services. They argued that realigning Fort Hood, leaving only five Brigade
Combat Teams (BCTs) permanently stationed there, would forego important existing training facilities and create 15 percent
excess capacity. The community proposed retention of 6 BCTs at Fort Hood, believing the base has the capacity to train and
support up to 50,000 soldiers and their families.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission’s teview and analysis found that moving a Brigade Combat Team (BCT) and Unit of Employment (UEx)
Headquarters to Fort Carson would enhance military value and improve future mission capabilities. Fort Hood is a model
installation for the Army in terms of its infrastructure, ranges, and power projection capabilities, and its very high overall
quantitative military value score reflects those favorable installation characteristics. However, Fort Hood’s constraining
variable is maneuver acres and, more specifically, its contiguous maneuver acres. The Commission’s independent and
objective analysis showed that, with or without including Pifion Canyon Maneuver Site in the accounting of acreage, Fort

13
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Carson still has more contiguous maneuver acres per brigade combat team than Fort Hood. The Commission views the UEx
headquarters relocation to Fort Carson, CO, as important to provide the four planned BCTs with an appropriatelevel
command and control headquarters. The Commission found in favor of the overall recommendation as providing the
necessary balance to the force structure. The Commission took community concerns into account but found them to be
offset by the increased military value of DoD)'’s recommendation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT, TEXAS
RECOMMENDATION # 7 (ARmy 16)

ONE-Time COST: S150.98

ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (522.54)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S187.7M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 5 YEARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close Red River Army Depot, TX. Relocate the storage and demilitarization functions of the Munitions Center to McAlester
Army Ammunition Plant, 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 Vehicles, 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 Vehicles to 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 Lubricants, 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

14

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 interservice workloading. This recommendation reinforces Anniston’s and
Letterkenny's toles as Centers of Industrial and Technical Excellence for Combat Vehicles (Anniston) and Missile Systems
(Letterkenny).

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 reconumendation also increases
opportunities for interservice 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 allows DoD to create centers of excellence, generate efficiencies, and create deployment networks
servicing all Services.

This recommendation relocates 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.
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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 eliminate inventories, infrastructure and personnel associated with these functions and
products.

Community CONCERNS

The community stated that the Army must retain all depots to support the warfighter and combatant commanders, disputed
DoD's assertion of excess capacity, and claimed the recommendation deviated substantially from the military value criteria.
The community focused on the Industrial Joint Cross Service Group’s creation of 2.6 million direct labor hours of capacity
at Anniston and Letterkenny Army Depots to justify closure of the Red River Army Depot (RRAD) over Army objections,
and the artificial use of a 60-hour work week instead of the DoD 40-hour standard for determining capacity. Also highlighted
was the disestablishment of the topranked Defense Distribution Red River, TX, center due to the potential closure of the
RRAD. The community emphasized that there was no excess capacity to eliminate because Red River was running at twice
its 2003 level of effort and pointed to a major backlog of Bradley Fighting Vehicles and High Mobility Multipurpose
Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWYV) awaiting repair at the depot. They also highlighted that RRAD is the only facility that strips
and replaces track pads and manufactures M1 road wheels. The community proposed leaving the Red River Army Depot,
Munitions Center, and Defense Distribution Center intact. The community argued that the economic impact from closure
would be devastating, creating a projected unemployment rate exceeding 14 percent of the total employment in the seven
surrounding rural towns.

(OMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that many vehicle and weapons systems repaired at Red River are critical to ongoing realtime efforts
in Operations Iraqi Freedom/Enduring Freedom, and was unwilling to take the risk of closing a ground vehicle depot-level
maintenance facility during a time of war and uncertainty. The Army is already surging its industrial base capacity with the
execution of 12 million direct labor hours (DLH) in fiscal year 2004, and goals of 19 million DLH in fiscal year 2005 and 25
million DLH in fiscal year 2006 at the Army's five maintenance depots. The Commission found that Red River is operating
at twice its fiscal year 2003 level (when BRAC data<alls were issued) and that there is no current excess capacity within the
Army's maintenance depots. The Army’s depot level maintenance workload has and continues to increase to respond to
several critical Army efforts. Ongoing business process reengineering efforts have also successfully resulted in significant
process improvements at each of the maintenance depots. In response to community concerns, the Commission recalculated
the economic impact to incorporate increased staffing, and if closure had been approved, it would have resulted in a negative
economic impact of 8.3 percent of area jobs. The Commission’s analysis determined that the amended realignment
recommendation would best meet the military's future needs and requirements.

(COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final selection criteria 1, 2, 3 and 6 and the
Force Structure Plan. Therefore, the Commission recommends the following:

Realign Red River Army Depot, TX. Relocate the storage and demilitarization functions of the Munitions Center to
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, 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 Tactical
Meissiles to Letterkenny Army Depot, PA. Disestablish the supply, storage, and distribution functions for tires, packaged
Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants, and compressed gases.

The Commission found that this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent with the final selection criteria
and the Force Structure Plan. The full text of this and all other recommendations can be found in Appendix Q.
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FORT MONROE, VIRGINIA

RECOMMENDATION # 8 (ARMy 19)

ONE-TE COST: ST2.4M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): {S56.90)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: {S686.6M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 1YeAR

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 unforeseen future 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 1o accept the organizations relocating from Fort Monroe.

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

CommuniTy CONCERNS

The community offered a partnership with the Army through the Hampton Industrial Development Agency to construct an
office complex and lease-back arrangement with the Army. It was concerned that the BRAC process precluded the Army
from talking to the Community about viable alternatives to closure of Fort Monroe. The Community believed that the
history and unique nature of the installation necessitates its continued use. This argument was further supported by what the
Community believes will be ordnance cleanup costs greatly exceeding any of the Army's estimates. The Community
reminded the Army that the main portion of Fort Monroe’s property contains a reversion provision and must be returned to
the State of Virginia in an environmentally clean condition. It contended that property boundaries are now encumbered
with historic facilities that will complicate the reversion and will likely lead to litigation. The Community concluded that
because of the large number of historic facilities, historic events, cost of cleanup and title issues, Fort Monroe is most suited
for continued military use. If these issues could be resolved, the community concedes that Fort Monroe has a very high reuse
potential.

COoMMISSION FINDINGS

16

The Commission found no reason to disagree with DoD’s overall recommendation but noted that the Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) move to Fort Eustis in Newport News, VA, is based on a construction cost estimate that
anticipates utilizing facilities to be vacated by the Transportation School. Accordingly, construction of Headquarters,
TRADOC at any other location such as Fort Story is not in keeping with the intent of the recommendation. The
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Commission found that Fort Monroe is a National Historical Landmark and that some or all of the real property of the
landmark contains a reversion to the State of Virginia. The State advised the Commission that property boundaries are now
encumbered with facilities in the historic district, complicating the reversion. The Commission urges the Army to begin early
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office and other State officials to ensure preservation of these historic
assets. The Commission found that the Secretary of Defense reported to the Commission that a Military Munitions
Response Program would likely be required at Fort Monroe but reported no estimate of cost. However, the Commission
notes that DoD’s Defense Environmental Programs annual report to Congress for fiscal year 2004 showed an estimated cost
of $201 million for cleanup at Fort Monroe. The Commission found that the Joint Task Force-Civil Support, a new major
tenant on Fort Monroe, was not identified in the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations and will require relocation during
the implementation period.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

MANEUVER TRAINING

RECOMMENDATION # 9 (Army 20)

ONE-Time CosT: STT3. 1M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (3123.31)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S948.1M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: SYEARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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
setvice support units from Europe and Korea. Realign Fort McCoy, W1, by relocating the 84th Army Reserve Regional
Training Center to Fort Knox, KY.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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

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 allows the Army to reduce the total number of Basic Combat
Training locations from five to four.

This recommendation also relocates the 84th ARRTC to Fort Knox and suppotts another recommendation that 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 Global

Presence and Basing Strategy (IGPBS}related units returning from overseas and the activation of units as part of the Army’s
modular force transformation.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Fort Knox, KY, community reluctantly supported the loss of Ft. Knox's Armor Center and School and the related
armor tradition because of offsetting gains at Fork Knox from other DoD BRAC recommendations. However, it questioned
whether the same quality of Armor training could be reconstituted at Fort Benning due to its concern that insufficient
training land and facilities are available at Fort Benning. Both Fort Knox and Forr Benning communities requested
clarification of which Armor Center and School-related activities will relocate to Fort Benning. Fort Knox wanted to retain a
museum to preserve its Armor legacy.

The Columbus, GA, and Fort Benning community welcomed the relocation of the Armor Center and School, and
indicated full support for this portion of DoD’s recommendation. However, the Fort Benning community was concerned
that an additional brigade combat team (BCT), previously planned for Fort Benning, is instead now identified in this
recommendation for stationing at Fort Knox. The Fort Benning community felt the Army ought to station additional units
at Fort Benning to more fully use its available capacity.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

Although the Fort Benning community was concerned that the Army BRAC proposal revised a pre BRAC plan to activate a
brigade at Fort Benning but did not identify substitute units to be based at Fort Benning, the Commission found that the
Army does not curtently plan to add major units to Fort Benning as part of BRAC but may do so outside of BRAC. Both
the Fort Benning and Fort Knox communities requested clarification from the Army about which specific units would
relocate under BRAC from Fort Knox to Fort Benning, and the Commission obtained the needed Army clarification. Last,
the Fort Knox community expressed concern that the Armor Center and School functions might not be readily
accommodated at Fort Benning, but the Commission found the Army would implement the transfer only as the moves are
fully supportable and that Armor student training will not be degraded by BRAC moves. The Commission found that Army
BRAC plans relocate the museum portion on the Armor school manning document, and remaining museum issue
resolutions can be addressed during implementation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

OPERATIONAL ARMY (IGPBS)
RECOMMENDATION # 10 (ARmy 22)

ONE-Time COsT: §3,946.0M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): S294.7M
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: $7,826.7M
PAYBACK PERIOD: NEVER

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Realign Fort Bliss, TX, by relocating air defense artillery units to Fort Sill and relocating 1st Armored Division and various
echelons 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, TX. 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 Korea to Fort Riley, KS. Realign
Fort Campbell, KY, by relocating an attack aviation battalion to Fort Riley, KS.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This proposal ensures the Army has sufficient infrastructure, training land and ranges to meet the requirements to rransform
the Operational Army as identified in the Twenty Year Force Structure Plan. It also ensures the Army maintains adequate
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surge capacity. As part of the modular force transformation, the Army is activating 10 new combat arms brigades for a rotal
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 twentysix 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, simulate, or fire all organic weapon systems. This recommendation
enhances home station training and readiness of the units at all installations.

Relocating 1st Armored Division units and echelons above division (EAD) units to Fort Bliss will transform it from an
institutional 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 Operational 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
Siil 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 st 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 multifunctional aviation brigade at Fort
Riley.

The Army obtained approval to temporarily station a BCT at Fort Hood in 2005 and another BCT at Fort Bliss in 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 multifunctional 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

non-BRAC savings amount to $4,400M during the 6-year period and approximately $20,000M of 20year net present value
savings.

Communiry CONCERNS

Fort Bliss, TX was the only installation to express community issues to the Commission concerning the relocation of an
operational air defense artillery (ADA) brigade to Fort Sill, OK. The Fort Bliss community argued relocating an operational
ADA brigade to Fort Sill does not sufficiently consider the brigade’s strategic deployment and training requirements. The
community also believed that the certified data undervalued the airspace capacity at Fort Bliss. They urged the Commission
to retain the ADA missile brigade at Fort Bliss and reject this DoD recommendation.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that realignments associated with this recommendation were consistent with the DoD justification.

The Commission conducted an independent and indepth review of the requirements for training and livefire of these
systems. Fort Sill has 42,000 maneuver acres compared with 992,000 maneuver acres at Fort Bliss. While Fort Sill ranges
cannot support live fire, and they are not compatible with tank or mechanized infantry unit maneuver requirements, they are
compatible with the movement and positioning of artillery units. Field artillery units have trained at Fort Sill successfully for
years, and the air defense artillery brigade will be able to accomplish its maneuver training at Fort Sill as well. The
Commission’s analysis confirmed that ADA units at Fort Sill will have to deploy to Fort Bliss to livefire. The Avenger system
requirement is to livefire one missile per platoon every six months. Therefore, this will require additional simulation and
deployments to Fort Bliss to meet the requirement. However, the Patriot system livefire requirement is infrequent, with one
missile launch per battery every other year, and only if missiles are available. This can be satisfied through simulation and
deployments to Fort Bliss in conjunction with other joint exercises, to include Roving Sands.
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The Commission found that relocating this brigade was not optimal, but it was suitable and did not rise to the level of a
substantial deviation. It enabled the Net Fires center and concepts at Fort Sill through the collocation of an operational
ADA brigade with an institutional ADA brigade, thus creating synergies and force stabilization opportunities between the
units.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RC TRANSFORMATION IN ALABAMA
RECOMMENDATION # 17 (ARMY 25)

ONE-TIME COST: $109.2
ANNUAL RECURRING CoSTS/{SAvINGS): (S17.8M)
20-YeAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (5140.3m)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 6 YEARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Realign Birmingham Armed Forces Reserve Center, Birmingham, AL, 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, AL, 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, AL, if the state decides to relocate thosé National Guard units.

Close the Wright United States Army Reserve Center, Mobile, AL, and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve
Center in Mobile, AL, if the Army is able ro 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, AL, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

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

Close the Finnell United States Army Reserve Center and the Area Maintenance Support Activity, Tuscaloosa, AL, and the
Vicksburg United States Army Reserve Center, Vicksburg, MS, and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center
and Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA) in Tuscaloosa, AL, 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 PowellShamblin
Alabama Army National Guard Readiness Center, Tuscaloosa, AL, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard
units.

Close the Screws Army Reserve Center in Montgomery, AL; close the Cleveland Abbot Army Reserve Center, Tuskegee, AL;
close the Harry Gary, Jr. Army Reserve Center, in Enterprise, AL; close the QuarlesFlowers Army Reserve Center in
Decatur, AL; close the Grady Anderson Army Reserve Center, Troy, AL; 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, AL, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 traiming 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 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 nine Army Reserve Centers and one Area Maintenance Support Activity throughout the state
of Alabama and constructs five multicomponent/service, multifunctional 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 Fotces Reserve Centers. The Department understands that the State of Alabama will 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 31st Chemical
Brigade to the new AFRC. 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 affected 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 $72.8M 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 G-year BRAC implementation period and in the 20year
period used to calculate NPV.

CommUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State. :

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN ARIZONA
RECOMMENDATION # 12 {ARMY 28)

ONE-TIME COST: S3LIM
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): {S5.9M)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S51.7M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 5 YeARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Allen Hall near Tucson, AZ, and the Area Maintenance Support Activity 18
on Fort Huachuca, AZ 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/Pinal Air Park in Marana, AZ, 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
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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 Valley United States Army Reserve Center (#2) in Phoenix and relocate 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 stateawide analysis of Reserve Component installations and facilities conducted by a
tearmn 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
multicomponent, multifunctional 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 jointuse facilities will significantly reduce operating costs and create improved business
processes. Relocating units to Buckeye will allow them to utilize a large local training area while maintaining a reasonably
close commuting distance from Phoenix. The Department understands that the State of Arizona will close the Army
National Guard Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop Phoenix, AZ, and realign the Papago Park Army
National Guard Readiness Center by relocating the 860th Military Police Company and the 98th 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. 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 $1.8M 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.

CommunTy CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

CommissIon FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the

Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
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The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.
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RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN ARKANSAS
RECOMMENDATION # 13 (Army 30)

ONe-Time CosT: $118.9M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SavINGS): {S5.8M)
20-YeAR NET PRESENT VALUE: $38.2M
PAYBACK PERIOD: 31 Years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Arkadelphia, AR, and relocate units into 2 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 shall
have the capability to accommodate Arkansas National Guard units from the Arkansas Army National Guard Readiness
Center, Arkadelphia if the state of Arkansas decides to relocate those units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Camden, AR, 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, AR, and relocate 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, AR, 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
Axkansas 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, AR, and relocate units to a new Joint Maintenance
Facility on Fort Chaffee, AR. The new Joint Maintenance Facility shall have the capability to accommodate Arkansas
National Guard units from the Arkansas Army National 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, AR, and the United States Army Reserve Organizational
Maintenance Activity (OMS), Malvern, 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 relocate those units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Jonesboro, AR, 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 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, AR, and relocate 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
have the capability to accommodate Arkansas National Guard units from the Arkansas Army National Guard Readiness
Centers in Fayetteville, Springdale, Rogers and Bentonville, AR, if the state of Arkansas decides to relocate those units.

Close the Stone United States Army Reserve Center, Pine Bluff, AR, and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve
Center on Pine Bluff Arsenal, AR. 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
umnits,
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 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 seven Army Reserve centers, one Equipment Concentration Site and one Organizational
Maintenance Site. It also constructs eight multicomponent, multifunctional Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCs) and
one multicomponent, 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 twentysix geographically separated facilities into nine modemn, multicomponent 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 locations because
they optimize the Reserve Components’ ability to recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize
units affected by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal organizations to partner with the Reserve
Coraponents 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 $63.3M 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 20year
period used to calculate NPV.

ComMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
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The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.
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RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN CALIFORNIA
RECOMMENDATION # 14 (ARMY 33)

ONE-Time CosT: S78.7M
ANNUAL ReCURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (58.9M)
20-YeAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S46.0M)
PAYBACK PeRIOD: 10 Years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

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

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 statevide 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 six Army Reserve centers, two Naval Reserve Centers, and one Marine Corps Reserve Center
throughout the State of California and constructs two multicomponent, multifunctional 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 jointuse 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, and the Organizational Maintenance Shop, San
Jose. 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 affected 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
tenovation 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
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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,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no teason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

(OMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the-final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN CONNECTICUT
RECOMMENDATION # 15 (ARMy 35)

ONE-TiME COST: S128.6M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): {S5.8M)
20-YeaR NET PRESENT VALUE: $47.5M
PAYBACK PERIOD: 36 YeARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 Connecticut 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, Norwalk 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, CT, 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 Armoties in Putnam, Manchester, New
Britain and the CTARNG facility in Newington, CT, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

26

This recommendation transforms Reserve Component facilities throughout the State of Connecticut. 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.
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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 understands that the State of Connecticut will close six Connecticut
Army National Guard Centers: Naugaruck, Norwalk, Pumam, Manchester, New Berlin and Newington, CT. The
Connecticut Army National Guard will realign New Haven Armory, moving the 192nd Chemical Battalion to the facility.
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 locations because they optimize the Reserve Components’
ability to recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units affected 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 $52.1IM 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,

CoMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN DELAWARE
RECOMMENDATION # 16 (ARwy 37)

ONE-TIME COST: S13.6M
ANNUAL ReCURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (S0.9M)
20-YeAR NET PRESENT VALUE: SO.9M

PAYBACK PERIOD: 19 Years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the Major Robert Kirkwood United States Army Reserve Center and its organizational maintenance shop in Newark,
DE, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center and organizational maintenance support facility in Newark,
DE, 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, DE, if the state
decided to relocate those units.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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’s force structure plans
and Army transformational objectives.

This recommendation is the result of a statewide 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, DE 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, DE. 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 affected by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal organizations to partmer 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 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 6year BRAC implementation period and in the 20year
period used to calculate NPV.

CommunITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
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The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.
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RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN GEORGIA
RECOMMENDATION # 17 (ARMY 39)

Ong-Time Cost: $21.4M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): {S5.0M)
20-YeAR NET PRESENT VALUE: {544 .8M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 5 YeARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Columbus, GA, 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, GA.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 relocates 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 a US Army Reserve Center to an existing base. This
recommendation supports the recommendation to close Fort Gillem by providing a relocation 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 affected by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal organizations to parter 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 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 20year
period used to calculate NPV.

CoMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

Commission FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the

Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN HAWAII
RECOMMENDATION # 18 (ARmy 40)

OnE-Time CosT: S56.6M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (59.14)
20-YeaR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S62.4M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 7 YerRs

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Hilo (SFC Minoru Kunieda), HI, and relocate units to 2 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 stateavide 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, HI, and constructs a multicomponent, multifunctional
Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) on Keaukaha Military Reservation, HI. The Department understands that the State
of Hawaii will close two Hawaii Army National Guard Armories: Keaau and Honokaa, HI. The Armed Forces Reserve
Center will have the capability to accommodate these units if the stare 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 locations because they optimize the Reserve Components’
ability to recruit and retain Reserve Component soldiers and to train and mobilize units affected by this recommendation.

This tecommendation 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 6year BRAC implementation period and in the 20-year
period used to calculate NPV.

Communiry CONCERNS
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There were no formal expressions from the community.
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COMAISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN [LLINOIS
RECOMMENDATION # 19 (ARmY 42)

One-Time Cost: S42.6M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): {53.5M)
20-YeAR NET PRESENT VALUE: {56.5M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: T4 YEARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Marion, IL, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in
Carbondale, IL, 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 following Army National Guard Readiness Centers:
Cairo, IL, and Carbondale, IL, if the state of Illinois decides to relocate those units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Centralia, IL, and the United States Army Reserve Center in Fairfield, 1L,
and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in Mt. Vernon, IL. The new AFRC shall have the capability to
accommodate Ilinois National Guard Units from the following Army National Guard Readiness Centers: Mt. Vernon
(17B75), IL, Mt. Vernon (17B73), IL, and Salem (17C65), IL, if the state of lllinois decides to relocate those units.

Close the Armed Forces Reserve Center in Waukegan, IL, and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in
Lake County, IL, 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, IL, if the state of Illinois decides to relocate those units.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 statewide 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 United States Army Reserve Centers and constructs three multicomponent,
multifunctional Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCs) throughout the State of Illinois capable of accommodating
National Guard, Army Resetve, Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve units. This recommendation reduces military
manpower and associated costs for maintaining existing facilities by collapsing ten geographically separated facilities into
three modern Armed Forces Reserve Centers. These jointuse facilities will significantly reduce operating costs and create
improved business processes. The Department understands that the State of Illinois will close six Hlinois Army Guard
Armories: Cairo, IL, Carbondale, IL, Mount Vemon, 1L, Mount Vernon, IL, Salem, 1L, and Waukegan, IL. 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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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 affected 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 $29.8M 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.

Communmy CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

(CommISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN INDIANA
ReECOMMENDATION # 20 (ArmY 44)

ONE-Time CosT: SA7.6M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/{SAVINGS): {S2.7M)
20-YeAR NET PRESENT VALLE: S6.1M

PAYBACK PERIOD: 22 YeARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close Lafayette United States Army Reserve Center in Lafayette, IN, and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve
Center (AFRC) on the site of the existing Indiana Army Guard Armory (18B75) Lafayette, IN, 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, IN, Attica, IN, Delphi, IN,
Remington, IN, Monticello, IN, and Darlington, IN, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Realign Charles H. Seston United States Army Reserve Center by relocating the 402nd Engineer Company and
Detachment 1 of the 417th Petroleum Company into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in the vicinity of Greenwood and
Franklin, IN, 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 219th Area Support Group Readiness Center (Building #4), Camp Atterbury, IN, if the
state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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
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deployment capability, create significant efficienicies 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 the state of Indiana and constructs two multicomponent,
multifunctional 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, IN, Artica, IN, Delphi,
IN, Remington, IN, Monticello, IN, Darlington, IN, and Camp Atterbury, IN. 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 affected 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 $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 6year BRAC implementation period and in the 20-year
period used to calculate NPV.

Community CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

CommisSion FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

ReSERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN lowa
RECOMMENDATION # 21 {Army 46)

ONE-TIME COST: $68.9M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/{SAVINGS): (819.4M)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (5201.78)
PavBAcK PerioD: 3 YEARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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, IA. The new AFRC shall
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have the capability to accommodate units from the Army National Guard Readiness Center located at Camp Dodge, 1A, 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, 1A, and relocate
units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) with an Organizational Maintenance and Vehicle Storage Facility on
Towa Army Ammunition Plant, IA. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate units from the Butlington
Army National Guard Readiness Center located in Burlington, 1A, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard
units.

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Muscatine, IA, and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center
(AFRC) in Muscatine, IA, 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 Muscatine Army National Guard Readiness Center located in
Muscatine, 1A, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units.

Close the Armed Forces Reserve Center in Cedar Rapids, 1A, and relocate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center
(AFRC) with an Organizational Maintenance Facility (OMF) in Cedar Rapids, 1A, if the Army is able to acquire land suitable
for the construction of the facility. The new AFRC shall bave the capability to accommodate units from the Cedar Rapids
Army National Guard Readiness Center and its Organizational Maintenance Facility located in Cedar Rapids, IA, if the state
decides to relocate those National Guard units.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 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 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 multicomponent,
multifunctional Armed Forces Reserve Centers, two Organizational Maintenance Facilities, and one MEPS capable of
accommodating National Guard and Reserve units. This 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, A, Butlington,
1A, Muscatine, 1A, and Cedar Rapids, 1A. 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 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 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.

CoMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

34

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

ReSERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN KENTUCKY
RECOMMENDATION # 22 (Army 48)

ONE-TiMe CosT: $25.3M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (S4.2M)
20-YeAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S34.1m)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 6 YEARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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, KY. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate
Kentucky National Guard units located on Bluegrass Army Depot, KY, 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, KY, 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, KY, if the state decides to
relocate those National Guard units.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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, 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 four Army Reserve Centers throughout the state of Kentucky and constructs two mult-
component, multifunctional 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 modermn 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, KXY, 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 affected by this recommendation.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal organizations to partmer 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 $5.8M 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 G-year BRAC implementation period and in the 20-year
period used to calculate NPV,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Only one community comment was received for all of the 39 RC Transformation recommendations. A political leader
argued that the Maysville USAR Center in Maysville, KY, should not be closed on the grounds that closure would increase
commuting time and distance for soldiers assigned to that unit.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Community concerns were carefully weighed and considered, but the Commission found they did not rise to the level of a
substantial deviation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN LOUISIANA
RECOMMENDATION # 23 (ARMY 50)

ONe-Time CoST: S30.7M
AnnUAL RecURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (S13.6M)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S147.6M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: , AT

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 a new 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, LA, and the United States Army Reserve Center, Bossier City, LA,
and relocate all Reserve Component units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center that will be constructed on or adjacent to
the NavalMarine Corps Reserve Center, Shreveport in Bossier City, LA, if the Army is able to acquire suitable property for
construction of the facilities.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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’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 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 three Army Reserve centers, one NavyMarine Corps Reserve Center and constructs two
multicomponent or joint, multifunctional 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 jointuse 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.

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 affected 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 6year BRAC implementation period and in the 20-year
period used to calculate NPV.

Community CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

CoMmISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the

Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN MARYLAND
RECOMMENDATION # 24 (ARMY 52)

ONE-TIME COST: $6.3M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/{SAVINGS): (S1.71)
20-YeaR NET PRESENT VALUE: (517.83M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 3 Years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the Flair Memorial Armed Forces Reserve Center and its organizational maintenance shop in Frederick, MD, and re-
locate US Army Reserve and US Marine Corps Reserve units to a new consolidated Armed Forces Reserve Center and
organizational maintenance support facility on Fort Detrick, MD.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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’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 and one Organizational Maintenance Shop in Frederick, MD, and
constructs a multiservice, multifunctional Armed Forces Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop on Fort
Detrick, MD. This recommendation reduces military manpower and associated costs for maintaining existing facilities by
reducing the number of separate DoD installations by relocating to an existing base.

This recommendation provides the opportunity for other Local, State, or Federal organizations to parter 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.

CommuniTy CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army's process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

(OMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN MASSACHUSETTS
RECOMMENDATION # 25 (ARMY 54}

ONE-TIME COST: $85.5M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/{SAVINGS): (S1.7M)
20-YeaR NET PRESENT VALUE: S60.4M
PAYBACK PERIOD: 100+ YeARS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 Regional Training Site Maintenance to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center complex in Ayer, MA; realign
Aver 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
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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 shall 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 statewide 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 multicomponent, multifunctional Armed Forces Reserve Center in Aver,
MA. The Department understands that the State of Massachusetts will close: one Massachusetts Army National Guard
Armory and one Consolidated Support Maintenance Site, Ayer, MA. 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 affected 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 $28.8M 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 20year
period used to calculate NPV.

Communiry CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

Commission FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army's process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.
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RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN MICHIGAN
RECOMMENDATION # 26 (ARMY 55)

ONe-Time CosT: ST9M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): (S2.m)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: (S21.6M)
PAYBACK PERIQD: 3 Yeas

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the US Army Reserve Center Stanford C. Parisian in Lansing, M, and the Army Reserve Area Maintenance Support
Activity #135 in Battle Creek, MI, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Fort Custer Reserve
Training Center, ML

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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'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 Lansing, MI, and one Area Maintenance Support Activity in
Battle Creek, MI, and constructs a multifunctional 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 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 $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.

CoMmUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recornmendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army's process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.
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RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN MINNESOTA
RECOMMENDATION # 27 (ARMy 57}

OnE-Time CoST: S17.3M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/{SAVINGS): SO0TM
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: SI7. 1M
PAYBACK PERIOD: NEVER

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close US Army Reserve Center Faribault, MN, and relocate units to a new 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 Army National Guard Armory if the state decides to relocate
those units.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 statewide 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 US Army Reserve Centers in 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, MN. 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 jointuse facilities will significantly
reduce operating costs and create improved business practices.

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 $3.0M 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 6year BRAC implementation period and in the 20-year
period used to calculate NPV.

CoMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army's process was well thought-out and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan.
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN MISSOURI
RECOMMENDATION # 28 {ARmY 58)

ONE-TiME CosT: S28.6M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): {56.4M)
20-Year NET PRESENT VALUE: (S61.0M)
PAYBACK PERIOD: 3 YRS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Greentop, MO, and relocate units to a new United States Army Reserve
Center in Kirksville, MO, 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 relocate units into a new consolidated Armed Forces Reserve Center on
Jefferson Barracks, MO, 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

42

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 stateawide 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 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 stare 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 affected 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 meeting AT/FP construction standards and altering existing
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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.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

(OMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommendation consistent with the final selection criteria and force structure plan,
Therefore, the Commission approved the recommendation of the Secretary.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRANSFORMATION IN MONTANA
RECOMMENDATION # 29 (Army 60}

ONE-TiE CosT: S26.0M
ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS/(SAVINGS): {S1.58)
20-YEAR NET PRESENT VALUE: S4.3M

PayBACK PERIOD: 23 YERS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Close Galt Hall Army Reserve Center in Great Falls, MT, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center on
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls, MT.

Close Army Reserve Center Veuve Hall (building #26) and Area Maintenance Support Activity #75 on Fort Missoula, MT,
and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in Missoula, MT, if 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, MT, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard
units.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 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 statewide 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 US Army Reserve Centers and one Army Maintenance Support Activity in the State of
Montana and constructs two Armed Forces Reserve Centers capable of accommodating National Guard and Resetve 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, MT. 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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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 affected 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 $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 6year BRAC implementation period and in the 20year
period used to calculate NPV.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the community.

Commission FINDINGS

The Commission found no reason to disagree with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the
Commission notes that the Army’s process was well thoughtout and inclusive of the leadership of the Reserve Components
and the State.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION