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Executive Summary 

The 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) recommendations on leased 
space so substantially deviate from the criteria established by Congress that the 
BRAC Commission should completely remove leased space from consideration. 
Such an action would retain the authority and ability of the Department of 
Defense (DOD) to address issues of co-location, consolidation, and anti-terrorism 
involving leased space. 

Working with the Commonwealth of Virginia and the private sector, we are able 
to develop solutions that did not emerge within the strictures of the BRAC 
process. Our alternatives demonstrate conclusively that leased space can fully 
comply with anti-terrorismlforce protection (ATIFP) standards and do so at a 
significantly lower cost than recommendations presented by the Department of 
Defense. 

Most importantly, the alternatives uphold high military value as the key criterion, 
in contrast to the assessment by DOD's Technical Joint-Cross Service Group 
that concluded: 

"Military Value analysis is irrelevant as this 
scenario strives to get out of leased space. " 
(DOD TJCSG)' 

Backgyround. On May 13'~, DOD announced its 2005 BRAC recommendations, 
which include the proposal to transfer over 26,000 personnel nationwide from 
twelve million square feet of existing leased commercial space onto DOD military 
installations. With over 23,000 personnel located in Northern Virginia, it is one of 
the most severely impacted communities of this BRAC round. 

By statute, DOD's BRAC recommendations were to be based on eight Selecti~n 
Criteria. This structure provides for a process by which military value is analyzed 
by data collected for the past several years, and from which realignment and 
closure "scenarios," are developed, costed, and selected. 

Regarding leased space, the process collapsed in the following ways: 

The scenarios were drafted before data existed, prejudicing all 
subsequent thinking; 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) established three 
imperatives above and beyond the statutory selection criteria, one of 
which called for the elimination of all leased space; 

TJCSG Meeting Minutes 19 January 2005 



Data was displaced by arbitrary assumptions on leasing and force 
protection that were, regardless of the facts, heavily biased and often 
times based on flawed information. 

The breakdown in the process is amply demonstrated in the records DOD 
released and is documented explicitly and extensively in the minutes of the two 
Joint-Cross Service Groups, Headquarters and Support Activities and Technical 
Joint-Cross Service Group (HSA JCSGTTJCSG). DOD material makes it clear 
that evaluating leased space had not been done in previous BRAC rounds, that 
there was no existing methodology, and that the rules evolved throughout the 
process. Detailed documentation reveals that the process was simply 
manipulated to achieve pre-determined outcomes. 

Among the examples of misapplication of the process is the automatic down- 
scoring of leased space on factors where leased space is equal to or clearly 
superior to space on military bases: 

Availability of communications and IT infrastructure 
Percent of the area population with a bachelor's degree or higher 
Access to civilian airports 
Condition and quality of space 
Survivability from a terrorist attack 

In each instance above, leased space was arbitrarily given values lower than the 
worst space on military installations, even in instances where the leased space 
was clearly superior by any objective measure. By default, leased space in the 
immediate proximity of a military base was literally given different scores for 
factors that are identical, such as the education of the population in the 
community. 

These failures indicate a significant and fatal deviation from the BRAC Selection 
Criteria. 



Extramural Research A ctivifies and Arlington Alternatives 

Representative of the fatally flawed analysis are the recommendations for the 
extramural research functions of the Department of Defense: 

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), 
Office of Naval Research (ONR), 
Air Force Office of Scientific Research (AFOSR), and 
Army Research Office (ARO). 

The current DOD BRAC recommendations will have unintended consequences 
of mission disruption and degradation on these agencies by breaking their 
synergy with other research organizations, such as the National Science 
Foundation (NSF). By DOD's own analysis, moving these agencies would harm 
mission effectiveness. At this critical time, when the nation is at war, the risk is 
simply too great to accept. 

We propose alternatives that demonstrate conclusively there are options with 
greater military value at significantly less cost consistent with the BRAC criteria. 

The only real reasons given by DOD for proposing changes to the extramural 
research functions are to (1 ) get out of leased space and (2) achieve greater anti- 
terrorismlforce protection. The former is not a BRAC criterion, but rather a 
justification; the latter is fully achieved in the Arlington alternatives without the 
disruption or degradation of military value: 

The Ballston Site .- a new state-of-the-art facility in an urban area that 
achieves the quality of life essential to the scientific community; and 

The Arlington Hall Site - a new state-of-the-art facility on a federally 
secured campus that is literally down the street from the current location. 

Our alternatives preserve the scientific and research synergy of the current 
locations, achieve much greater military value, fulfill force protection objectives, 
and do all of this at a substantially lower cost than the DOD recommendation: 

$122 million additional savings to U.S. taxpayers in immediate costs; 

$58 million to $52 million additional savings over the BRAC 
implementation period; 

$25 million to $4 million additional NPV savings over a 20-year period. 

These savings are achieved even though the cost data used for the DOD 
recommendations are incorrect: 



DOD underestimates one-time costs by $1 6.3 million; 

DOD overestimates lease savings by over $30 million a year; 

DOD underestimates sustainment costs by approximately 48%. 

Actions Requested of the Commission 

The attached analysis and alternatives demonstrate how DOD substantially 
deviated from the BRAC criteria in making its recommendations, and how its 
inaccurate and inconsistent approach risks a significant adverse impact on vital 
DOD missions-calling into question the assessment of military value and cost 
savings. We recommend that the Commission take one of the following actions: 

Option I. Set aside all leased space recommendations in the BRAC 
report. This option preserves the extensive discretion that DOD currently 
has to reduce, expand, or reallocate leased space as it deems 
appropriate. DOD is in no way dependent upon the BRAC process to 
make such decisions. In cases where DOD determines that activities in 
leased space should be re-located to military installations, there are 
opportunities to do so as part of the annual authorization and 
appropriations processes. More importantly, this option would provide the 
Secretary of Defense a means to address concerns regarding assets and 
capabilities that only state and local governments can offer in partnership 
with the private sector to achieve the best possible DOD outcomes. 

Option 2. If the Commission determines that leased space should remain 
part of the BRAC process, the recommendations should be modified to 
permit the exploration of better alternatives. The appropriate alternative 
language already exists in DOD's BRAG report under "Relocate 
Miscellaneous Department of Navy Leased Locations ~ecommendation."~ 
In addition to identifying the "most likely relocation sites" on military 
installations, the text states: 

However, the recommendation is written broadly enough to relocate 
Navy organizations currently in leased space to any other DOD 
leased space in the NCR. (Emphasis added.) 

Similar language applied to other leased space recommendations would 
permit DOD the ability to explore alternatives with greater military value 
and reduced costs, such as the ones we offer. 

Final BRAC Report, Volume VII, HSA JCSG, p. 70. 



Option 3. Modify the language specifically regarding extramural research 
managers to permit exploration of the Arlington Alternatives. This 
narrowly focused option enables DOD to at least consider the compelling 
case that has been presented to achieve greater military value at 
substantial cost savings for the science and technology functions. 

Conclusion 

We urge the Commission to provide sufficient flexibility in formulating its 
recommendations to ensure that whatever actions it takes affecting installations 
in leased space, are solutions that are in the best interest of national security and 
accurately and objectively assess military value. They must also be in full 
compliance with the BRAC criteria. The BRAC process is intended as an 
objective, data-driven way to achieve the greatest military value for the nation at 
the lowest cost. We are confident that if this process is used, as intended by 
Congress, that superior solutions, such those we have offered, can achieve 
DOD's goals and enhance the nation's military value. 

The White House, Pentagon and Congress are all centered in a metropolitan 
area. Their locations fully demonstrate that the military should not, and does not, 
need to abandon America's urban areas to safely and effectively achieve its 
mission. By using urban leased space options for headquarters, administrative, 
and technical activities, the Department of Defense preserves its military 
installation assets to truly meet the military objectives for which they are 
designed. 
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Section 1: 
DOD Process Substantially Deviated 

from - Congressional Criteria 

On May DOD announced its 2005 BRAC recommendations, which include 
the proposal to transfer over 26,000 personnel nationwide from twelve million 
square feet of existing leased commercial space onto DOD military installations. 
With over 23,000 personnel located in Northern Virginia, it is one of the most 
severely impacted comniunities during this BRAC round. 

By statute, DOD's BRAC recommendations were to be based on eight Selection 
Criteria, approved by Congress. This structure provides for a process by which 
military value is analyzed by data that have been collected for the past several 
years, and from which alternative realignment and closure options, "Scenarios," 
are developed, costed, and selected. 

DOD substantially deviated from the mandated criteria in the following ways: 

Process violated DOD procedures (Section 1 .I); 

Leased space analysis ignored military value (Section 1.2); 

Military value scores deviated from BRAC Criteria (Section 1.3) in the 
following ways: 

o Employed attributes and metrics that had little to do with mission 
capabilities; 

o Assigned leased space a value of zero in Military Value due to 
non-DOD ownership alone, resulting in leased space receiving a 
lower score than DOD's most dilapidated facilities; 

o Weighted metrics for modular buildings to score greater than 
any leased space; 

o Denied activities housed in leased space the opportunity to 
provide information on the quality of their own facilities; 

o Perfornied no analysis on any leased space for compliance with 
ATIFP standards and automatically assumed failure. 

Even after conducting a flawed process, designed to achieve pre-determined 
outcomes, recommendations related to the extramural research functions 
(TECH-0040) were changed just a week before issuing its Final Report due to 
after-the-fact rationalizations (Section 1.4). 



Furthermore, the cost analysis of DOD's recommendation would undermine the 
mission-effectiveness of critical DOD war-fighting research due to the following 
(Section 1 5): 

The recapitalization rate for facilities violated established DOD policy; 

Sustainment costs are underfunded, which would undoubtedly lead to 
accelerated deterioration; 

The schedule for implementation is unrealistically aggressive; 

ATIFP improvements costs are inappropriately assessed; 

Government overhead costs are shifted to assume savings. 

The substantial deviation applies across all of the headquarters and 
administrative services activities. It also heavily impacts extramural research 
activities. 

1.1 Process Violated DOD Procedures 

The process used by DOD to develop its BRAC recommendations began with a 
well-considered approach, in which the Selection Criteria that were established 
pursuant to law and regulation would provide the structure for a data-driven 
analysis of military value, from which alternative realignment and closure options 
("Scenarios") would be developed, costed and selected. As the process 
progressed, however, the process fell apart in several inter-related ways: 

In violation of DOD's defined process, realignment and closure Scenarios 
were drafted before data existed, prejudicing all subsequent thinking; 

The statutory Selection Criteria were displaced by other considerations, 
such as OSD Imperatives, one of which was "Eliminate leased space"; 

Data was displaced by arbitrary assumptions that frequently were 
erroneous and were heavily biased against all leased space regardless of 
the facts of a particular case. 

This is amply demonstrated within the records of the Headquarters and Support 
Activities Joint Cross-Service Group (HSA JCSG) and the Technical Joint Cross- 
Service Group (TJCSG), the two JCSGs that addressed the DOD extramural 
research agencies: DARPA, ONR, AFOSR, and ARO. 

The premature drafting of Scenarios before data was collected resulted in OSD 
Imperatives driving the development of Scenarios involving leased space based 
on assumptions that often were inaccurate, but which were adhered to despite 



contradicting data. As documented in the TJCSG meeting minutes, TJCSG was 
to follow OSD BRAC direction "regardless of what the data might indicate" and 
"the Military Value analysis is irrelevant as this scenario strives to get out 
of leased space per the OSD imperative."3 (Emphasis in original.) 

Particularly with regard to leased space and the extramural research agencies, 
these failures in the process constitute significant deviation from the BRAC 
Selection Criteria. 

Scenarios Before Data or Analysis: Answers First, Questions Later. With 
regard to leased space, DOD's BRAC process quickly moved from what was 
conceived as an objective assessment to a justification of a predetermined 
outcome. As documented within the TJCSG in November 2004: 

Not one scenario is the output of the Linear Optimization Model, not one is 
driven by data on excess capacity, and not one reflects data-derived 
military value. In short, not one scenario is the result of quantitative 
analysis. 

The process was designed to be data-driven, but it has drifted into one 
that will be, at best, data-validated, and at worst, data-rationalized. 
Without proactive measures, the scenarios will be difficult to defend before 
the BRAC   om mission.^ (Emphasis in original. The recommended 
proactive measures were not taken.) 

Under the DOD BRAC process, scenario development was to occur only after 
capacity analysis and then military value analysis had been performed based on 
certified data. 

As reflected in the BRAC Process overview slide, there are several steps 
in the BRAC analytical process. T h e  first major step is a capacity 
analysis to establish the baseline for rationalizing infrastructure across 
the Department. The capacity analysis is followed by a military value 
analysis in which measures of merit will quantify facility attributes and 
provide a means to rank order facilities. These two steps, in turn, are 
the foundation of the final step, scenario development, in which the 
JCSG will array alternative configurations to arrive at closure and 
realignment  recommendation^.^ (Emphasis added.) 

TJCSG Meeting Minutes, 13 December 2004 and 19 January 2005. 
4 "Military Judgment: Necessary - But Not Sufficient. Issue #I 1-15-04-01" 14 November 2004, p. 
1 

USD (AT&L) memoranda "BRAC 2005 Guidance for the Headquarters and Support Activities 
Joint Cross-Service Group" and "BRAC 2005 Guidance for the Technical Joint Cross-Service 
Group," 16 July 2003 



The BRAC Process overview slide referred to by the Under Secretary AT&L is as 
follows: 

@ 
BRAC 05 Process O v e r v i t w  

This data-driven methodical approach continued to be held forth as the DOD 
BRAC process moved into 2004, as reflected in a 29 January 2004 briefing 
chart6, which is essentially identical to the chart above. 

However, this methodical process began to fall apart in multiple ways. In 
November 2004, the TJCSG documents how the development of Scenarios, i.e., 
the actual options for realignment and closing of facilities, was accelerated in the 
process prior to the conducting of capacity analysis or military analysis: 

The drift away from a data-driven process began on 23 July (2004) 
with the request for notional scenarios by the Infrastructure Steering 
Group (ISG). The issue paper, "Notional Scenarios" (dated 28 July) 
argued that the ISG1s request would risk fueling perceptions that the 
Department created the answers before the data was in. In our 30 
July TJCSG meeting, the OSD BRAC Office ... asserted that scenario 
development is "the front-end of the analytical process,"7 which was 
a departure from its guidance, issued a year ago that called it "the final 
step." The moment we produced our first scenarios without the 

"Military Value Modeling in Support of the Joint Cross Service Group for Headquarters and 
Support Activities," 29 January 2004, slide 4 
' TJCSG Meeting Minutes, 30 July 2004 



benefit of  capacity and military value data, we lost the right to call 
the TJCSG process data-driven? (Emphasis added.) 

By forcing the development of Scenarios to the front of the process, Scenarios 
were built on pre-existing notions and prejudices (such as prejudices against 
leased space), which could have been precluded by following the originally 
prescribed process of developing Scenarios based on actual data (such as data 
on the condition, cost and protectability of leased space). Once Scenarios were 
developed, the process became one of choosing among the prematurely drafted 
options for realignment and closure, and selective use of data as it became 
available to justify the choices. 

This was recognized by the TJCSG in October 2004 and again in November 
2004, where worries were expressed about the "superficial" rationalizations the 
Group was adopting for its 'answers first, questions later' approach: 

Lately, our process has been described as "~trateg~-driven,'~~ because the 
scenarios generated by that process conform to the TJCSG's overarching 
strategy. The epithet, "strategy-driven," while technically correct at a 
superficial level, is hard to support. For one, we have not proven there is 
any excess capacity to reduce, which is one of the objectives of the 
strategy. The other is to reduce the number of sites in a way that aligned 
them for efficiency and synergy, but how does one align them successfully 
without objective data on their military value?I0 

Given these facts, in November 2004, concerns were strongly expressed within 
the TJCSG that the TJCSG's candidate recommendations would be seen not 
only as invalid, but also as cooked, and with good reason: 

Defensibility problems will almost certainly result from the belated use of 
data because our judgment-driven scenarios now have two sub-optimal 
futures. The best case has them data-validated; and in the worst case, 
data-rationalized. In either case, without corrective action, notions that 
we marshaled data to support ?re-existing judgments, or preferred 
outcomes, will be difficult to dispel.' (Emphasis in original.) 

This was not viewed merely as a problem of perception. Rather, the 
recommended realignments and closures were viewed as being simply wrong as 
a result of this 'answers first, questions later' approach, and "the integrity of the 
BRAC process" was viewed as being jeopardized: 

8 "Military Judgment: Necessary - But Not Sufficient. lssue #11-15-04-01" 14 November 2004, p. 
1-2 
TJCSG Meeting Minutes, 26 October 2004 

10 "Military Judgment: Necessary - But Not Sufficient. lssue #11-15-04-01" 14 November 2004, 

Pi "Military Judgment: Necessary - But Not Sufficient. lssue #11-15-04-01" 14 November 2004, 
P. 3 



OSD policy, established by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, directs us to: 
"...determine military value through the exercise of military judgment built 
upon a quantitative analytical foundation." Deriving scenarios without 
the foundation of quantitative analysis causes problems. First, it ignores 
the DEPSECDEF's policy and risks compromising the integrity of the 
BRAC process. The second problem is that accurate MV scores are 
essential if we are to avoid closing, or realigning work from, sites 
that have greater value than the ones we have selected to be the 
gainers. Again, this situation was caused by developing scenarios before 
the MV scores were available to inform our selection of gainers and 
losers.'* (Emphasis added) 

Given that the integrity of the BRAC process was viewed as being compromised, 
the 'answers first, questions later' process was reported to the DOD lnspector 
~enera1. l~ 

Of far greater concern was that the 'answers first, questions later' approach 
places at risk the Nation's security: 

There is an enormous difference between a closure process that is data- 
driven & validated by judgment and one that is judgment-driven & 
rationalized by data. The first approach, after proving that excess 
capacity does indeed exist, can yield fair outcomes that reduce 
infrastructure and preserves an in-house system that meets long-term 
national interests. The second approach can heighten the risk to 
America's security.14 (Italics in original.) 

These concerns led one TCSG member (Navy), who had considerable prior 
BRAC experience, to make several recommendations to try to mitigate the 
problems of the 'answers first, questions later' approach and to produce valid 
recommendations. While Army and Air Force TJCSG members did not concur in 
those specific recommendations, the available documentation indicates that none 
of them disputed his description of the inverted process and its consequences. 

In fact, the TJCSG as a  hole fully understood that the process they had 
pursued turned the originally prescribed process on its head, basing 
recommended realignments and closures on prejudgments and preferred 
outcomes rather than on a data-driven analysis of Military Value. This is 
reflected in the Meeting Minutes for the TJCSG meeting of December 13, 2004: 

12 "Military Judgment: Necessary - But Not Sufficient. lssue # I  1-1 5-04-01 " 14 November 2004, 

:eYoung memo to DOD Inspector General, "Decision to Abstain from Scenario Prioritization," 
4 November 2004 
14 "Military Judgment: Necessary - But Not Sufficient. lssue # I  1-1 5-04-01 " 14 November 2004, 
P. 6 



OSD BRAC directed the TJCSG to apply Expert Military Judgment 
whenever it makes sense regardless of what the data might indicate.'= 
(Emphasis in original.) 

The practical meaning of this OSD BRAC Office direction to substitute "judgment" 
for data was captured in the Meeting Minutes for the TJCSG meeting on January 
19, 2005, which discusses the Scenario TECH-0040 to move extramural 
research program managers from Northern Virginia to across the Potomac River: 

The TJCSG must submit the Military Value analysis for TECH-0040 prior 
to submitting it as a candidate recommendation. However, the Military 
Value analysis is irrelevant as this scenario strives to get out of 
leased space per the OSD imperative and there is currently no Military 
Value for Research at ~nac0s t ia . l~  (Emphasis added.) 

As discussed below, the "justify the arbitrary answer" mentality was painfully 
evident when, less than a week before its Final Report and recommendations 
were submitted, the TJCSG changed the receiving location for the extramural 
research agencies from the Anacostia Annex to the National Naval Medical 
Center (Bethesda) and significantly altered the justification and military value 
"analysis" it had previously adopted. 

1.2 DOD Analvsis of Leased Space: Imperatives Trump Military Value 

General Approach. Early in the process, before data was in hand, the DOD 
BRAC teams' consideration of leased space moved from an objective 
assessment to a presumed outcome: "Eliminate leased space." From this 
presumed outcome, it crafted "analysis" and substituted assumptions for data in 
order to justify the answer with which it started. 

Initially, the HSA JCSG staff sought out opinions about leased space. During 
2003, the HSA JCSG staff interviewed HSA JCSG Members, Military Department 
BRAC Chiefs, the OSD BRAC Chief and the former HSA JCSG chairman 
regarding matters within the JCSG's domain, including leased space. Among the 
questions it posed was "Can leases (in or out of NCR) have inherent military 
value and warrant retention?" Five out of the six responses recorded in the 
Group's memorandum reflect an understanding that different leased properties 
have different characteristics and therefore must be examined individually. 

"Not all leases are bad, but you have to approach it from a business 
perspective. Leasing is outsourcing. If it's cheaper to lease than to build 

j5 TJCSG Meeting Minutes, 13 December 2004 
TJCSG Meeting Minutes, 19 January 2005 



and maintain yourself then you should lease. It needs to be done on a 
case-by-case basis." 

"My experience has proven that even though an organization may be in an 
old lease that may not be the best, if it's critical or important for them to be 
in a certain location, then we have to carefully measure the rationale for 
our decisions. We privatize housing because it's too expensive to 
operate." 

"Have to look at two things. First is location and second is time. A lease 
is good if it put a HQ in a location where you need them, but how long do 
you keep them there? Generally, leases are bad. There must be an 
overarching issue to justify a lease. An example would be someone 
needing to be close to [a non-DOD research organization]. Then it may 
make sense to have a lease for that partnership." 

"Not all leases are bad. It's a fact of life sometimes and there can be 
value in location but we can't buy." 

"Not all are bad ... we don't have enough land to do what is smart ... co- 
locating research activities in Ballston facilities to be near the National 
Science Foundation .... Real weakness is the security side, being able to 
maintain security."17 

The sixth respondent, however, reflected the 'answer first, questions later' 
mindset, stating: "No, there is no leased space that meets the ATIFP. They are 
not survivable." This is a factually inaccurate assumption and flawed mindset of 
asserting facts before data was obtained. It quickly came to characterize the 
HSA JCSG's approach to leased space as a result of guidance from elsewhere in 
DOD. 

In June 2003, the Army Deputy Chief of Staff (G-8) articulated the working 
assumptions being used by the HSA JCSG as a basis for Transformational 
Options, including "Moving from leased space to military installations will 
contribute to security of those functions and can lower sustainment (O&M) costs. 
It was emphasized that these were assumptions and that additional guidance 
was being sought. But based on these assumptions, it was proposed that a 
Transformational Option could be "Elimination of all leased space in  the 
N C R . " ~ ~  

By late January 2004, the HSA JCSG was working with a series of 
"lmperatives,"'g among which was "Reduce Leased Space in  NCR; relocate 
activities to operational bases."20 

17 BRAC 2005 Military Value Interview Questionnaire, p. 12 
G-8 Memo to USD (AT&L), "Transformational Options for BRAC 2005", 23 June 2003 

l9 HSA JCSG Meeting Minutes, 22 January 2004 



The HSA JCSG's Military Value Analysis Report opens by stating, "The Military 
Value Analysis phase of the Base Realignment & Closure (BRAC) process 
begins with development of a quantitative method for assessing the military 
value. ..." But two paragraphs later, the Report informs us that, in developing 
models for military value, one of the HSA JCSG's "foundational objectives" for 
its "overarching guiding principles" was the "movement of headquarters in 
leased space onto  installation^."^' 

These DOD lmperatives became embedded in the Transformational Options 
guiding the work of the JCSGs and developed in response to OSD Guidance. 
According to a 22 June 2004 briefing, Transformation Options being pursued in 
response to OSD Guidance included22: 

Replace DOD leased space with owned space by creating secure, 
enclaved campuses 
Eliminate 70% of leased space within I00  miles of the Pentagon 
Eliminate XX% (stet) of leased space within the statutory NCR 

In its Final Report on May 10, 2005, the HSA JCSG candidly reports that a key 
element of its "overarching strategy" was to "eliminate leased space" and states 
that this "helped to guide the HSA JCSG's scenario development, deliberation 
and declaration of Candidate ~ecommendations."~~ 

This substitution of OSD lmperatives for the statutory BRAC Selection 
Criteria constitutes a significant deviation from the Selection Criteria. 

Arbitrary Assumptions Trump Data. In performing its Military Value "analysis," 
the HSA JCSG attributed scores to organizations and facilities within its domain 
using a hierarchy of goals, attributes, and metrics. As discussed in the 
Antiterrorism & Force Protection section, the goals (and therefore the 
subordinate attributes and metric) used often were established in significant 
deviation from the actual BRAC Selection Criteria. 

Beyond that, however, in conducting this scoring against these goals, the HSA 
JCSG acted with extreme arbitrariness in addressing activities not on a military 
installation, and most especially activities located in leased space. As a general 
matter, the HSA JCSG assigned a score of zero, or a score equal to the worst 
military installation, to activities in leased space, even when data existed or was 
easily obtainable to provide an objective measure. In the case of leased space, 

20 HSA JCSG Draft Imperatives, 29 January 2004. See also Military Value Modeling in Support of 
the Joint Cross Service Group for Headquarters & Support Activities, slide 9, 29 January 2004 
21 Military Value Analysis Report, HSA JCSG, p. 2 
22 Draft Transformational Options, 22 June 2004 
23 Volume VII, Final BRAC 2005 Report, HSA JCSG, 10 May 2005, p. 16 



with few exceptions, the objective measure could only have increased the score 
of the activity occupying leased space. 

In the case of the extramural research agencies, the HSA JCSG scoring 
methodology automatically and arbitrarily reduced their military value by 
more than 67%. Much of that arbitrarily reduced score could be regained if 
an objective analysis using real data were employed. The situation is even 
worse for certain other types of activities in leased space, such as personnel 
centers, whose military value was automatically and arbitrarily reduced by 90% 
and by 80% for military and civilian personnel centers in leased space, 
respectively.24 

Conversely, military installations are automatically and arbitrarily awarded 
maximum scores on numerous metrics even though an objective analysis based 
on actual data would in many instances justify a lower score. 

Given OSD's extremely strong prejudice (Imperative) to move activities from 
leased space to military installations, these arbitrary scoring reductions to leased 
space, and additions to military instalEtions, served to rationalize OSD's 
predetermined answer through the false appearance of data-based analysis. 

To put it plainly: the HSA JCSG manipulated data to create military value 
scores that supported its predetermined answer; in contrast, the TJCSG 
developed meaningful quantitative military value scores, but ignored them 
because they contradicted their predetermined answer. 

The subsections below review scoring done by the HSA JCSG for selected 
Attributes and Metrics. 

1.3 Military Value Scores 

Criterion 1 is "current and future mission capabilities." The Technical JCSG 
developed quantitative military value scores for the extramural research 
agencies, e.g., scoring DARPA and ONR high quantitative military value scores, 
due to the co-location of research program managers at the different defense 
agencies to each other, and to non-DOD research program managers, notably 
those of the National Science Foundation (NSF) in the Ballston area of Arlington, 
VA. The Technical JCSG analysis of military value was directly related to the 
mission of the defense research agencies and what factors contributed to 
mission effectiveness, notably: 

The aforementioned co-location with each other and with NSF; 

Accessibility to the Pentagon and Capitol Hill for the agencies' personnel; 

24 Based on ibid., Appendix: Military Value Analysis Results Report, pp. 6-1 to B-12 



Accessibility to the defense research agencies for non-DOD and non- 
government researchers who might not ever have dealt with the defense 
research agencies; 

Close proximity to the defense research agencies' contractor experts, who 
constitute nearly three quarters of DARPA's "internal" staff and over 85% 
of DARPA's internallexternal combined team; 

Quality of life to attract highly trained, high quality technical experts, who 
have many other career options at much higher pay. They are the 
ultimate Low-Density, High-Demand (LDHD) Asset. 

In contrast, and in significant deviation from the BRAC Selection Criteria, the 
Attributes and Metrics used by the HSA JCSG under the heading "Criterion 1 : 
Current & Future Mission Capabilities" sometimes have little to do with mission 
capabilities. Together, the six Attributes and ten Metrics used constitute over 
40% of the possible score an installation or activity under the HSA JCSG could 
earn. Yet, the HSA JCSG simply defined by fiat that activities, including all 
organizations located at leased facilities, would not be eligible for the majority of 
these points. The only points for which activities at leased facilities were eligible 
were if they are required by law to remain in the National Capitol Region (NCR) 
or if they provide security & defense to, or direct administrative support of, NCR. 
These Metrics obviously have nothing to do with the mission capabilities of DOD- 
extramural research agencies and provide no basis for measuring these research 
agencies' current and future mission capabilities. (These Metrics are also not 
inherently related to all military installations, yet every military installation was 
assigned the highest possible score for them regardless of the facts.) 

Other Metrics used by HSA JCSG for measuring Criterion 1 are relevant for the 
defense research agencies, but of course they were not eligible to participate in 
these, and were arbitrarily assigned a score of zero, or equal to the worst military 
installation. A review of these Metrics makes obvious the irrational and arbitrary 
basis for HSA JCSG's treatment of activities at leased faci~it ies:~~ 

Percentage of the (organization's) network backbone is fiber optic? 
Percentage of the organization's buildings will be connected to the 
network via fiber? 
Special communication capabilities, e.g., NIPRNET, SIPRNET, VTC, 
VOlP switch 
Frequency of presidential declaration of disaster 
Quality of Life as measured by owner-occupied housing in area 
Percentage of bachelor's degrees or higher in the area 
Distance to a major airport 

25 ibid., pp. B-5 to B-8 



Many of these Metrics are quite relevant to the mission capabilities of defense 
research agencies - notably IT bandwidth, special communications capabilities, 
education levels of the local workforce, and quality of life - and the defense 
research agencies would generally score very well on them, if they were 
allowed to participate. Instead, they were not even queried on the facts 
regarding these matters and were assigned scores equal to the worst military 
installation, or zero. 

Beyond this, the assignment of scores equal to the worst military installation flies 
in the face of all reason. In evaluating whether to move the defense extramural 
research agencies across the Potomac to Anacostia Annex or NNMC, the current 
Ballston site in Arlington should be directly compared to those proposed 
receiving locations. Given that Ballston, Anacostia and NNMC are all in the 
same metropolitan area, it would be sensible if they all scored the same on such 
Metrics as owner-occupied housing in the area, percentage of bachelor's 
degrees or higher in the area and distance to a major airport. Yet, under HSA 
JCSG's irrational and arbitrary scoring system, Ballston is scored equal to the 
installation in the country with the lowest percentage of owner-occupied housing, 
equal to the installation in the country with the least educated local population 
and equal to the military installation located the farthest in the country from a 
major airport. 

This is absurd and absolutely unnecessary since the data was and is available, 
and obviously designed for the purpose of tilting the scales away from leased 
facilities and toward military installations. 

Finally, HSA JCSG failed to consider certain factors that are critical to the 
mission effectiveness of the defense extramural research agencies. 

Close proximity to contractor base; 

Close proximity to non-DOD research program managers; 

Accessibility of the extramural research agencies to non-DOD, non-USG 
researchers who might never have dealt with DOD or USG before. 



Ownership. Ownership constitutes "the most important attribute in this model" to 
measure military value, and is given a higher scoring weight (14.6%) than any 
other factor.26 Leased space was scored a zero in this Metric, while DOD-owned 
space was scored a 1 .O, the highest possible score. The explanation is 
grounded in the HSA JCSG's listed Assumptions, the first of which is "All leased 
and temporary locations are ranked as less desirable than owned space." The 
rationale for this Assumption is merely further Assumptions contained in the 9 
October 2003 Capacity Analysis Report, namely "realignments from leased 
space to military installations contribut(e) to enhanced security for DOD activities" 
and existing leased space is generally more expensive in the long run.27 

The ATIFP Assumption, while often true, as a blanket generalization is 
contradicted by DOD's Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings (UFC 4- 
01 0-01 ). The cost Assumption is much less likely to be true, particularly when 
proper accounting is made for the cost of maintaining DOD-owned facilities, as 
well as the costs that result when, inevitably, DOD fails to properly maintain its 
facilities. In addition, proper accounting needs to be made of the personnel cost 
involved in DOD-owned facilities, even when contractors are providing facilities 
maintenance service, and the burden this imposes as DOD struggles to shift 
personnel resources from administrative and support functions to combat and 
other operational functions. 

These Assumptions are addressed in greater detail below (see Condition Scores 
and the AntiterrorismIForce Protection Scores). 

Modular Buildings. Within the Metric of "Leased, Temporary or Owned," the 
HSA JCSG Military Value Analysis Report states that modular buildings are 
"viewed as only slightly better than leased space and given a relatively high 
priority for realignment." Accordingly, activities in modular buildings are scored 
0.25 out of a possible 1.0 on this heavily weighted metric. Yet despite the 
purported importance of this consideration, military installations are automatically 
given the highest possible score regardless of the facts involved. In fact, leased 
and modular (and leased modular) buildings are regularly used on military 
installations. Locally, one of the Army's largest Major Commands has its 
headquarters in a leased modular building on Fort Belvoir. By objective 
measures, it is a new and efficient building. By the HSA JCSG's hierarchy of 
values, however, it should score 0.25. Yet due to HSA JCSG's arbitrary 
"analyticai" methodology, it scores 1 .O, the maximum possible. 

Moreover, DOD's recommended BRAC actions would result in a massive influx 
of activities and personnel onto military installations. It is unrealistic that this 
influx could be accommodated within the timeframe required through the 
construction of permanent buildings. (This also is likely to be exacerbated by the 
movement of tens of thousands of soldiers from overseas to military installations 

26 ibid., p. B-9 
27 . ibid., p. B-9 



in the U.S.) Instead, a significant portion of the activities and personnel relocated 
by BRAC to military installations likely would be housed in modular or other 
"temporary" buildings. Furthermore, a significant portion of these modular 
buildings is likely to be leased. Although DOD hopes to meet the aggressive 
schedule of building new permanent structures on military installations, as 
implied in DOD's BRAC recommendations, it probably will have to pursue a 
military building privatization initiative analogous to the Military Housing 
Privatization Initiative. This initiative uses not only private capital, but also private 
sector expertise to accelerate the construction of military housing compared to 
what is possible under ordinary Military Construction processes. 

In other words, in order to get people out of leased and/or modularltemporary 
buildings, DOD will move them to leased andlor modularltemporary buildings - 
all at great expense and mission disruption - thanks to arbitrary and irrational 
scoring rules and an "analytical" approach that steadfastly refuses to consider 
factual data. 

Condition Scores. Availability and condition is one of the BRAC Military Value 
Selection Criteria established through law and regulation. In scoring the 
condition and quality of space, the HSA JCSG scored military installations 
according to their condition code; e.g., the Naval National Medical Center in 
NNMC has a facility condition code of C3 ("marginally meets mission demands 
with major difficulty") and accordingly was scored 0.25 out of a possible 1.00. 
Activities, however, were not asked to respond to any question regarding the 
condition and quality of their space and instead were "assigned a score of C4" 
("does not meet vital demands of the mission"), scoring zero. 

No explanation is given why activities, which include all organizations in leased 
space, were denied an opportunity to provide information on the condition and 
quality of their space. There are well-established, standard measures used to 
categorize commercial office real estate by condition and quality (e.g., Class A, 
Class B, etc.) that are as objective as facility condition codes. 

Moreover, no explanation is offered why all activities, without exception and 
without justification, were assumed to be in buildings that "do not meet vital 
demands of the mission," i.e., in C4 condition. 

A general assumption that leased space is of inferior condition and quality than 
DOD-owned space is belied both by extensive DOD experience and by DOD 
policies that aggressively pursue leased space in the housing arena because of 
its higher quality and faster time to field. 

The condition of DOD facilities is linked to the recapitalization rate to replace 
those facilities, which is the standard measure for how well DOD is keeping up 
with its large and aging facilities asset base. Up until the recent rapid increase in 
the defense budget, the recapitalization rate for DOD facilities was well over two 



centuries. Since this is well beyond the useful life of these facilities, the 
consequence was that the condition of facilities was steadily and often rapidly 
declining. This was a result of the historically recurring practice of tapping real 
property maintenance accounts to pay for other Operations & Support and 
modernization needs whenever defense budgets flatten out. 

With the large spike in defense spending during the last five years, the 
recapitalization rate has been cut in half, although it is still well above the mark of 
67 years, which is deemed the rate that would "halt obsolescence'' of DOD's 
facilities overall. Moreover, with defense budgets appearing to plateau, even at 
historically high levels, new strains are already appearing in MilCon budgets. 

The President's FY-2005 budget had forecast an improvement in the 
recapitalization rate for defense facilities from 104 years in FY-2005 to 78 years 
in FY-2006. Instead, we are now losing ground, with the President's FY- 
2006 budget saying that recapitalization rates will get worse, lengthening to 
110 years in FY-2006 rather than declining to 78 years as he had projected 
just a year ago.28 

Given these realities, and the recurring history of tapping real property 
maintenance accounts when the defense budget flattens (as is now occurring 
again), we should be skeptical of assertions that facilities on military installations 
will be properly maintained and kept in good condition. In contrast to leased 
property, where incentive structures can encourage appropriate facility 
maintenance, the incentives embedded in DOD budget processes work against 
proper maintenance of DOD-owned facilities. The fact that the progress made in 
recent years has required sustained senior-level attention attests to this natural 
incentive structure within DOD to not properly maintain the condition of DOD- 
owned facilities. 

Because of the significant negative effect this natural DOD incentive structure 
was having on the morale of troops and their families living in substandard 
military housing, DOD undertook a decade ago to break out of the MilCon trap by 
exploiting the private sector capital, expertise and initiative. Prior to the Military 
Housing Privatization Initiative, two-thirds of military housing on-base was in 
need of repair (compared to 15% off base). Military Construction was deemed 
incapable of addressing the problem both because of competing MilCon 
demands and because MilCon processes require so much time. 

In contradiction to DOD's successful effort to partner with the private sector in 
providing high quality leased housing to our troops and their families at a lower 
cost than DOD could do on its own, DOD in its BRAC recommendations, 
declares without factual basis that leased facilities inherently are inferior in 
condition and more costly compared to government-owned facilities. This not 
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only contradicts the facts, it contradicts DOD7s decade-long policy that is being 
aggressively pursued by the current Administration. 

Antiterrorism/Force Protection-related Scores. The HSA JCSG's Military 
Value Analysis Results Report claims that "Each leased building will be analyzed 
for compliance with ATIFP standards for buildings" and, more specifically, that 
"Each location occupied by an activity will be assessed for compliance with UFC 
4-010-01 ." In fact, not a single leased building was analyzed, not a single 
location was assessed. Instead, all leased space was assumed to fail to meet 
the conditions of UFC 4-01 0-01 and scored zero.29 

This assumption that UFC 4-01 0-01 standards cannot be met by leased buildings 
appears to be based on assumptions of the stand-off distance achievable by 
leased buildings. In some cases, such stand-off does exist; a local example 
involves USJFCOM-leased buildings on a leased property in Suffolk, VA. 

Moreover, UFC 4-01 0-01 clearly states that for existing buildings "lesser stand-off 
distances (i.e., less than 25 meters) may be allowed where the required level of 
protection can be shown to be achieved through analysis or can be achieved 
through building hardening or other mitigating construction or retrofit."30 Of note 
in this regard is that one of the extramural research organizations, ONR, recently 
moved into an office building in Ballston section of Arlington, VA, that was 
specifically engineered with a blast resistant design and construction upgrade 
directed by DOD, which cost DOD $7.75 million (plus additional security 
upgrades from GSA funds). Nonetheless, the HSA JCSG's assumption-driven, 
data-free military value analysis treats this blast-resistant ONR building as the 
equivalent of a canvas tent. On this absurd basis, HSA JCSG recommends 
moving ONR onto a military installation primarily for reasons of force protection. 

In contrast, the HSA JCSG's assumption-driven, data-free military value analysis 
automatically gives military installations the highest possible score for 
antiterrorismlforce protection, even when that is demonstrably in error. In fact, 
there are a number of examples of DOD buildings on military installations that do 
not meet the UFC 4-010-01 ATJFP criteria and yet were scored as full ATIFP 
compliant. A few prominent examples follow: 

29 Exception was made for activities occupying less than 25% of a building, in which case UFC 4- 
010-01 does not apply as such activities are deemed to be at less risk. HSA JCSG's Military 
Value Analysis Results Report, p. B-5. 
30 DOD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings, UFC 4-010-01, 31 July 2002, p. 2-5 and 
p. B-I 



The Washinaton Navy Yard. Locally, at the Washington Navy Yard, a 
significant number of buildings appear to not meet the UFC 4-01 0-01 ATIFP 
standards, in particular the 25-meter stand-off for conventionally constructed 
buildings within a controlled perimeter.31 

The aerial photo below shows the core of the Washington NavyYard, its many 
administrative buildings, and the surrounding road network (north is to the bottom 
of the photo). It is clear from the photo, that several buildings on the east side of 
the property (left of photo) abut the local, uncontrolled street network and do not 
have the necessary setbacks. Worse, these same buildings also abut an 
elevated roadway from which the blast from a terrorist bomb would be even 
greater. To the north of the property (bottom of photo), a number of buildings 
face the uncontrolled public street. 

According to the BRAC 2005 assessment, these buildings would all be scored as 
100% ATIFP compliant, despite the fact that these buildings do not meet DOD's 
own ATIFP minimum standards. 

- w- I WASHINGTON NAVY YARD = =_ 

31 In reviewing these aerial photographs, note that UFC 4-010-01 states, p. 2-3: "Waterborne 
Vessel Bombs. For the purpose of these standards, waterborne vessels will also be assumed to 
contain quantities of explosives associated with explosive weight I. (The same as vehicle bombs.) 
That weight was selected because areas beyond the shoreline are assumed not to be controlled 
perimeters." 



U.S. Marine Corm Barracks. Similarly, the U.S. Marine Corps barracks at 8' 8 
I Streets, SE, do not appear to meet the UFC 4-010-01 standards. As illustrated 
below, the barracks encompass an entire block but are surrounded on all four 
sides by uncontrolled, public access streets without the required 25-meter 
setbacks. However, the BRAC 2005 process scored these properties as fully 
ATlFP compliant. 

- 1Q'-R 

MARINE BARRACKS - - ~ ~ L u m Y I C  =-IYU 

Curiously, DOD's BRAC process did not recommend the closure and relocation 
to a military installation with appropriate setbacks of the functions operating 
there, even though it is a Primary Gathering Building [and Billeting location]. 



Los Angeles Air Force Base. The Los Angeles Air Force Base, depicted below 
and outlined in green, is located in a heavily built-up area just south of the Los 
Angeles International Airport. In the lower right area, it is clear that at least two 
of the buildings at the lower edge of the property do not meet the DOD ATIFP 
standards and yet were scored by the BRAC process as 100% compliant. 

- 
L.A. AIR FORCE BASE - - 

Even more relevant for the extramural research agencies, a number of buildings 
at the Navy's Anacostia Annex appear to not meet this same UFC 4-010-01 
ATIFP standard. This includes the installation commander's headquarters and 
other "Primary Gathering Buildings" (as defined in UFC 4-01 0-01 ) such as the 
large Media Center and the Enlisted Club. Ironically, the Anacostia Annex was 
DOD's intended relocation site for the extramural research agencies until a week 
before DOD's completion of the Final Report, at which point the receiving site 
was abruptly changed to NNMC for reasons unrelated to ATIFP protection. 



1.4 Development of Recommendations 

After-the-Fact Rationalization. Late in 2004, there was concern within the 
TJCSG that its actions would be seen as an after-the-fact rationalization of 
preferred outcomes that were predetermined. The Group's behavior in early 
2005 offers further evidence that this is precisely what occurred. 

Just a week before producing its Final Report in May 2005, the TJCSG changed 
its recommended action regarding the defense extramural research agencies 
from relocating them to Anacostia Annex to relocating them to NNMC. The 
evolution of the Scenario Quad Charts traces the final effort to match 
rationalization to arbitrary decision: 

Consistently for several months, the Quad Charts reflect the planned 
recommendation to move the research agencies to Anacostia Annex. The 
Military Value summary asserts: "Anacostia provides highest overall MV because 
of enhanced force protection, accessibility to Pentagon and Capitol Hill by metro, 
and quality of buildings." 

Then when the late change to NNMC is made, a simple swap accomplishes the 
deed: "Bethesda provides the highest overall MV because of enhanced force 
protection, accessibility to Pentagon and Capitol Hill by metro." Apparently, 
Bethesda cannot be said to have higher quality buildings, but nonetheless 
somehow edges out Anacostia without any explanation. 

Also of note is the change made to explain why DARPA and ONR lose out even 
though they have a higher quantitative Military Value (MV). The original 
explanation, carried in several iterations of the "Anacostia wins" version, notes 
that "DARPA and ONR had higher quantitative MV than Anacostia, but both are 
in unprotected lease space." By the time TJCSG acts in May 2005 to swap 
NNMC for Anacostia just before the Final Report is released, ONR has moved 
into its blast-resistant offices, undermining the rationale used heretofore. The 
"Bethesda wins" Quad Chart therefore simply says, "DARPA and ONR had 
higher quantitative MV scores than Bethesda". No attempt at explanation is even 
offered for why the higher quantitative MV should lose. 

Even more curious is the explanation of why DARPA and ONR have a higher 
MV. The "Anacostia wins" quad consistently stated that "military judgment said 
quantitative scores high because of research managers co-location," consistent 
with TJCSG's recognition of synergy among the DOD and non-DOD research 
agencies as critical to the agencies' mission effectiveness. The "Bethesda wins" 
Quad, however, no longer can trump mission effectiveness with force protection 
as Anacostia had claimed to do. So the commentary on DARPA and ONR's high 
MV is altered to state: "military judgment said quantitative scores high because of 
research managers, not location." This appears to be a feeble attempt to finagle 
the prior words to make them assert that the effectiveness of the research 



managers is unrelated to their location, which contradicts two years of TJCSG 
statements and documents. 

Finally, the "Anacostia wins" Quad Charts in their various iterations are 
consistent in listing as a Justification "Vacate Leased Space in the NCR," along 
with "Enhance Force Protection." Cleaning up the Quad Chart to make it ready 
for presentation to the public and Commission, the TJCSG in its final version 
drops any reference to vacating leased space in order to promote the belief that 
eliminating leased space was not an objective in and of itself, but merely a 
byproduct of enhancing force protection. 



Dcllhe~anw D o r ~ s r n l  Tor TJtrcunlon F U ~ D K I  O ~ l y  ilo Nut Kdenrc Undn t O l A  

#TECH 0040Rv2: Co-locate Extramural Research 
Program Managers to Bethesda 

Candidate Recon~mentlation (summary): Close the Office of Naval Research fac~ltty, Arl~ngton, 
VA, the Air Force Ofice of Sc~ent~fic Kesearch facil~ty, Arl~ngton, V4.  the Army Research Office 
facilities, Durham, YC, 1;ort Helvoir, VA, and Arllngton, VA, and the Defense Advanced Research 
Projcct Agcncy factl~ty, Arllngton, VA. Relocate all functmns to Bethesda MD. Real~gn the Defense 
Threat Reduct~on Agency Telegraph Road rac~lily, Alexandria, VA, by relocat~ng the Extramural 
Research Program Management function (except conventional armaments and chemxal biolog~cal 
defense research) to Bethesda. MD. r- 

Justification 

Foster coordination among extramural 
research activities 
Enhance force protection 

Favback 

One-tme cost: $154M 
Net implementation savings, S108M 
Annual recurring savings: S49M 
Payback time: 2 years 

4 KPV (savings): $574M 

,Military Value 

DARPA and OKR had hlgher quantitative MV scores 
than Bethesda. 

Military judgment said quantitative scores high bccause 
of research managers, not location. Bethesda provides 
highcst overall MV because of enhanced force protection, 
accessibility to Pentagon and Capital Hill by metro. 

Impacts 

m Criteria 6: -193 jobs (122 direct, 7 1 indirect); <0.1 %I 

m Criteria 7: No tssues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 

Also, the TJCSG Final Report purposefully misrepresents the current situation in 
order to justify the recommended action. Currently, DARPA, ONR, AFOSR and 
an element of ARO are c;o-located within close proximity (walking distance) in the 
Ballston area of Arlington, VA; other elements of ARO are in Fort Belvoir, VA, 
and Durham, NC, while an element of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency 
(DTRA) proposed to be moved is in Alexandria, VA. This technically constitutes 
four distinct locations in which defense extramural research managers are 
located, although in reality, it is far more accurate to characterize it as two 
locations since the ARO office in Fort Belvoir and the DTRA office are 
exceedingly small. 

The TJCSG Final Report, however, deceptively states that: 

Justification: Currently, these program managers are at seven separate 
locations. The relocation allows technical synergy by bringing research 
managers from disparate locations together to one place. The end 
state will be co-location of the named organizations at a single location in 
a single facility, or a cluster of facilities. This "Co-Located Center of 



Excellence" will foster additional coordination among the extramural 
research activities of OSD and the Military ~ e ~ a r t m e n t s ~ ~ .  

By the TJCSG's definition of "separate locations" and "disparate locations" to 
describe the defense agency cluster in Ballston, the TJCSG's proposed end- 
state of a cluster of facilities would constitute "separate" and "disparate" 
locations. The reality is that DOD already has a "Co-Located Center of 
Excellence" for extramural research: it is the existing cluster in Ballston. Moving 
the ARO office from Durham would enhance the synergy among the defense 
extramural research agencies, but this could much more sensibly be 
accomplished at the existing cluster in Ballston - at much less cost and with 
much less mission disruption than DOD's recommendations to move of all the 
agencies to NNMC. 

It is worth noting that the deliberately deceptive Justification differs from that 
which appeared in an earlier draft of the TJCSG recommendations, which more 
accurately described the current situation. The weakness of the justification for 
the recommended action, which as TCJSG documents clearly reveal, was an 
after-the-fact rationalization for a predetermined preferred outcome, combined 
with the swap of receiving locations in the last week of the process. This 
appears to have driven the TJCSG writers to feel the need to mislead in order to 
justify their actions. 

Finally, the TJCSG Justification fails to address the reduction in Military Value 
that would result from the relocation of the defense extramural research agencies 
from their present Ballston cluster due to the loss of the critical synergy with other 
non-DOD and non-USG research organizations such as the National Science 
Foundation, among others. 

Likewise, the TJCSG justification fails to address the reduction in Military Value 
that would result f rom the  loss of critical synergy with contractors of these 
agencies. There is serious question as to how many contractors will relocate to 
Bethesda. But even with regard to those who do relocate to Bethesda, there will 
be a significant decline of synergy since the contractors will not be able to 
relocate to the NNMC military installation. 

As was emphasized to the Red Team in March 2005, as it performed its review, 
"leveraging capabilities of other government activities or the private sector" is an 
important factor for these agencies.33 

~- - 

32 TJCSG Final Report, May 2005 
33 Red Team Briefing, 22 March 2005 



TECH-0040: Comparison of Ballston, Anacostia & NNMC. The TJCSG Quad 
Chart for the version of TECH-0040 recommended by DOD (TECH-0040Rv2) 
states that even though DARPA and ONR had higher quantitative Military Value 
scores, "Bethesda provides highest overall Military Value because of enhanced 
force protection, accessibility to Pentagon and Capital (sic) Hill by metro." 

Of course, the credibility of this comparison of what TJCSG must have 
considered qualitative Military Value measures (force protection; accessibility to 
Pentagon & Capitol Hill) to justify a higher "overall Military Value" is undermined 
by several factors: 

Exactly the same thing was said just weeks earlier with regard to 
Anacostia Annex: "Anacostia provides highest overall Military Value 
because of enhancement of force protection, accessibility to Pentagon 
and Capital (sic) Hill, and quality of buildings." This assessment of 
Anacostia Annex as having the highest overall MV occurred at a time that 
the NNMC option was under consideration at the instruction of the 
Infrastructure Steering Group. In fact, this "Anacostia wins" assessment 
was at a time when the TJCSG erroneously believed the one-time cost to 
move the defense agencies to NNMC was only $28M, far less than the 
$106M cost to move to Anacostia ~ n n e x . ~ ~  Note that the one-time cost to 
move to NNMC was later adjusted upward to $1 54M. 

Accessibility to the Pentagon and Capitol Hill are quantifiable 
measures. When one uses objective measures, whether travel time by 
Metro or by automobile, the BallstonlArlington locations are notably 
more accessible to the Pentagon and to Capitol ~ i 1 1 . ~ ~  That TJCSG 
missed this not-at-all-surprising result is due to the fact that TJCSG at 
times had difficulty keeping track of where the defense extramural 
research agencies are locating, misplacing them for a time in Alexandria, 
V A . ~ ~  

The BallstonlArlington alternative scenarios being offered by Arlington 
County provide even greater co-location synergy than the current Ballston 
cluster. 

TJCSG  document:^, themselves, warn us to mistrust the credibility of the 
TJCSG recommended actions, since they were formulated before data 
was gathered, much less analyzed. Recall the earlier concerns within 
TJCSG regarding the integrity of the BRAC process being undermined 
and the TJCSG meeting minutes that reported: "the Military Value 

34 Technical Joint Cross Service Group Candidate Recommendations, 8 February 2005 
35 Metro Trip Planner, www.wmata.com; and A M  Mid-Atlantic Drive Times, 
www.aaamidatlantic.com 
36 TJCSG Meeting Minutes, 1 February 2005 



analysis is irrelevant as this scenario strives to get out of leased 
space per the OSD irnperati~e."~~ 

1.5 Cost Analvsis 

The costing of DOD's recommendation, "Co-Location of Extramural Research 
Program Mangers" to a new facility, the NNMC, does not comply with its own 
established DOD policy and would likely result in improperly maintained facilities 
that would undermine the mission effectiveness of critical DOD warfighting 
research. Important recurring costs, critical to maintaining the quality of the 
proposed facility, are underestimated by almost 50%. In addition, the one-time 
implementation costs of the recommendation are underestimated as a result of 
an unrealistically aggressive timeline for design, construction and population of 
the new proposed 500,000 sq. ft. facility. Further, assumed savings from BRAC 
actions are significantly overestimated. 

BRAC Costing Violates DOD Polic_v: Recapitalization Rate. Secretary 
Rumsfeld has set a clear policy of 67 years for the recapitalization rate for DOD 
facilities. (The recapitalization rate is the rate at which DOD renews or rebuilds 
its physical infrastructure, to include its administrative office buildings.) In 
testimony before the House Armed Services Committee (HASC), June 28 
20013', Secretary Rumsfeld noted, "in the private sector the standard for overall 
facility replacement is 57 years. DOD's target is 67 years.. ." This DOD standard 
was codified in the Department's Report to Congress, ldentification of the 
Requirements to Reduce the Backlog of Maintenance and Repair of Defense 
Facilities, April 2001 .39 

Analysis of the COBRA data for the proposed new facility at the NNMC indicates 
that the COBRA analysis was done using a recapitalization rate of 114 years. 
This information is not plainly visible in the COBRA reports provided by the 
BRAC 2005 team. On page 41 of the COBRA report for TECH 0040,Z May 
2005, the plant replacement value for the new building at the NNMC is valued at 
$1 17,066,842. On the same page, the funds allocated to NNMC for 
recapitalization of this new building on an annual basis are $1,026,902. This 
indicates a recapitalization rate of 114 years and not the 67 years directed by the 
~ e c r e t a r y . ~ ~  

The importance of first-rate facilities to the DOD mission and the reason for 
setting the 67-year target was articulated clearly by Raymond DuBois, then 
Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Installations and Environment in testimony 

37 

38 
TJCSG Meeting Minutes, 19 January 2005 
Secretary Rumsfeld Testimony to House Armed Services Committee, June 28, 2001 

39 This DOD standard was codified in the Department's Report to Congress, "ldentification of the 
~e~u i remen ts  to Reduce the Backlog of Maintenance and Repair of Defense Facilities", April 
2001. 
40 COBRA for TECH 0040,2 May 2005, p 41 



to the Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC). He stated that DOD's goal is 
to "provide facilities that possess the qualities needed to support military 
operations, training, maintenance, housing and community support, which in turn 
enable readine~s."~' 

Secretary Rumsfeld's Front End Assessment of Facility Recapitalization (August 
2002) provides a useful graphic on the importance of recapitalization. 

Average Performance Curve 
'.. ., / for an Inventory 

0 

$ Inadequate 

"',< with Full Sustalnment 
IAclequate (C-112) '..., I ................................... 
. . 'k-------- 

(C-314) I '.. .. 

Time 67 Years 

Figure: Facilities Restoration and ~odern iza t ion~~  

In DOD's own assessment, at the 67-year point, the condition on average of a 
reasonably well-maintained facility drops from "adequate" to "inadequate". 
Applying the proposed reduced level of recapitalization funding would result in a 
shortfall to requirements over 67 years on this building alone of over $48M. This 
underfunding would shorten the expected life of the building by some 40% before 
its condition dropped to "inadequate". The insufficient funding provided by the 
BRAC 2005 Team would result in early deterioration of the buildings to a 
condition of "inadequate" and degradation of mission effectiveness for the high- 
tech researchers who populate the building. 

BRAC 2005 Costing Violated DOD Policy: Sustainment Funding. DOD 
employs a highly-detailed and specific set of cost factors to determine the 
required level of sustainrnent funding for its facilities. The DOD Facilities Cost 
Factor Handbook details that for a "General Administrative Building", facility code 
6100, the sustainment cost factor is $3.471s~ft~~. 

41 Subcommittee on Readiness and Management Support, SASC, August 2,2001 - Testimony of 
Ray DuBois 
42 Facilities Recapitalization Front-End Assessment, Department of Defense, August 
2002, p 6. 
43 The DOD Facilities Cost Factor Handbook. 



The importance of high quality, well-maintained facilities to DOD's ability to 
accomplish its mission effectively has been discussed above. Nevertheless, at 
the same time DOD is proposing to underfund the recapitalization of the new 
building by over 40%, it is also proposing to underfund the sustainment costs. 

The sustainment rate is not easily evident in the COBRA analysis provided by 
DOD. On page 40, sustainment funding added to support the new building is 
$885,713/year. For the proposed building, this equates to a sustainment cost 
factor of only $1.80/sqft. On an annual basis, the BRAC 2005 Team is 
underfunding the sustainment of the proposed building by $819,705, or 
approximately 48%. 

The severe impact on DOD's mission effectiveness of the underfunding is difficult 
to quantify. It is clear, however, that significant underfunding of recapitalization 
costs (over 40%), combined with even greater underfunding of sustainment costs 
(over 48%), would lead to significantly accelerated deterioration of the proposed 
new facility at NNMC. In turn this would negatively impact mission effectiveness 
at DOD's leading edge warfighting research agencies proposed for re-location at 
the site. 

DOD Underestimates Costs for Recapitalization and Sustainment. 
Secretary Rumsfeld admitted to the SASC that even his policy of 67-year 
recapitalization for facilities was at least 10 years longer than the commercial rate 
of 57 years. Fully funding the proposed DOD facility in Bethesda on a 
commercial basis would require the BRAC 2005 team to double proposed 
funding to over $2M per year. 

Commercial rates for spending on sustainment of buildings also exceed DOD 
rates. According to the National Research Council (NRC), annual spending on 
facility maintenance and repair should be in the range of 2-4% of the current 
replacement value of the building44. The comparable rate proposed by DOD is 
0.76%. While this difference may appear to be small, for the NNMC building, 
valued at $1 17M, the difference in proposed upkeep costs on an annual basis is 
significant. 

DOD proposes to spend an inadequate $885,713 per year, while the 
recommended totals for comparable commercial grade buildings ranges from 
$2,341 , I  37 to $4,682,674 per year. If we take the average of these figures, 
$3,512,005 per year, it would appear that DOD is proposing to underfund the 
upkeep on the new NNMC building on an annual basis by no less than 
approximately $2.3M per year. 

If the underfunding of the recapitalization costs is combined with the 
underfunding of the sustainment costs, DOD is proposing to underfund the new 

44 Committee on Advanced Maintenance Concepts for Buildings; Building Research Board, 
National Research Council, National Academy of Sciences. 1990. 



NNMC building by approximately $3.3M per year, or by 74%, when compared to 
a commercial grade building than the organizations currently occupy. 

BRAC 2005 Assumes an Unrealisticall_y Aggressive Schedule for 
Implementation. The implementation plan for co-locating the extramural 
resource agencies at the NNMC site is unrealistically aggressive and unlikely to 
be accomplished. The BRAC proposal assumes 12 months for design of the 
building and 12 months for construction and outfitting to allow the research 
organizations to move in by 2008. This unrealistically aggressive schedule 
allows the BRAC 2005 Team to assume book savings quickly and estimate a 
complete payback on the project within two years. 

A reasonably rapid schedule for completing a 500,000 sq. ft. building on-time 
would require a total of 32-54 months, including 12-1 8 months for design and site 
approval, and 20-24 months for constr~ction~~. The BRAC recommendation also 
does not appear to include the time necessary for the required Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). The EIS process could proceed in parallel with the 
design effort but is likely to last 18-30 months, depending on findings and local 
involvement in the issue.. A construction contract cannot be issued until the EIS 
is completed and approved. The longer timelines would decrease the projected 
savings by $50-1 00M and extended the implementation period to over 4 years. 

BRA C 2005 Does Not Appropriatelv Assess Costs for A T/FP Improvements. 
The BRAC Team in its data call states that each facility will be assessed on the 
degree to which it complies with ATIFP standards. As discussed in the section 
regarding ATIFP Analysis, DOD did not, in fact, seek to assess compliance with 
ATIFP standards, but resorted to scoring directed on the basis of whether a 
building was leased or on a military installation. Similarly, the HAS JCSG 
decided to compound error with error by assuming that all leased facilities would 
require a full upgrade for ATIFP costing at $28.28 per sq. ft.46 The Memorandum 
makes clear that there is an assumption that all current lease space is fully non- 
ATIFP compliant. This assumption is clearly false and results in overestimating 
the savings gleaned from the co-location of the offices to NNMC. 

The building occupied by the Office of Naval Research in Arlington, VA is a newly 
built leased property that received $6.5 million in DOD-directed ATIFP upgrades 
as recently as 200415. In fact, ONR could not occupy the building until several 
DOD-directed ATIFP upgrades were completed. The upgrades were completed 
and ONR occupied the building on May 14, 2005, the day after DOD released its 
recommendations. The HSA JCSG, however, in its data call on military value 
uses directed scoring to assign this building with its recent, substantial ATIFP 
upgrades an ATIFP value of zero. HAS JCSG improperly assumed a savings of 
$28.28 per sq. ft. for this facility and books one-time savings of over $1.5 million. 

45 Standard timelines in Montgomery County, MD and Arlington, VA. 
46 Memorandum for Chairman, Infrastructure Steering Group; from Chairman, HSA JCSG, 
December 22,2004. 



U.S. Government Overhead and Cost Shifting Account for +30% of Lease 
Costs. The HSA team worked under the invalidated assumption that lease 
space was more expensive than DOD-owned facilities. A memorandum to the 
Chairman of the HSA from the Director of Washington Headquarter Services 
(WHS) makes clear that DOD leased properties in the National Capital Region 
must pay a huge 30.8% premium.47 

GSA charges an Administrative Fee of 8% on all leases; 

Pentagon Force Protection Agency (PFPA) charges a 15% fee on 
all leases; 

WHS charges a 6.8% fee on leases above the GSA cost. 

These premiums contribute significantly to the cost of leased space and, by 
extension, to the assumed savings taken by the BRAC 2005 Team. In fact, the 
Government pays these fees to itself and in the case of the PFPA and WHS, the 
Department of Defense is paying itself. 

DOD appears to assume that the full cost of the leases vacated by the move to 
the NNMC property is money saved by the Government. In DOD included the 
overhead costs in the COBRA model, no more than 69% of the lease's costs are 
recoverable to the Government as a whole since 31 % of the costs are paid to the 
Government itself already. 

1.6 Conclusion 

The Department of Defense substantially deviated from the Congressional 
criteria in several ways. First, DOD did not follow well-established processes by 
drafting scenarios before data existed. This caused all subsequent thinking to be 
biased in order to conform to the scenarios. In addition, criteria were displaced 
by other considerations, such as the OSD Imperatives that called for the 
elimination of all leased space. Next, DOD replaced data with arbitrary 
assumptions on issues such as leasing and force protection that were, despite 
the facts, heavily biased and often times based on flawed data. 

Furthermore, the recommendation, "Co-Location of Extramural Research 
Program Mangers" to a new facility the NNMC, does not comply with established 
DOD policy. The processes that were used by DOD violated established 
procedures, and would result in improperly maintained facilities that would 
undermine the mission effectiveness of critical DOD watfighting research. 
Important recurring costs, critical to maintaining the qualities of the proposed 

47 Memorandum for Chairman, HSA-JCSG, from Director, Washington Headquarters Services, 
27 December 2004. 



facility, are underestimated by almost 50%. In addition, the one-time costs of 
implementing the recommendation are underestimated as a result of an 
unrealistically aggressive timeline for design, construction and population of the 
new proposed 500,000 sq. ft. facility. Further, assumed savings from BRAC 
actions are over-estimated. 

Taken together, the wildly inaccurate, inconsistent, and unrealistically aggressive 
approach taken by the BRAC 2005 Team to the costing of this proposal for 
realignment, risking significant negative impact on vital DOD missions, must call 
into question the assessment of cost and savings on this realignment as a whole. 



Section 2: 
Arlington Alternatives - 

Safe, Better, Cheaper Solutions for Extramural Research 

The Arlington Alternatives have been developed to demonstrate that there are 
better options available if communities are given the opportunity to work with 
DOD -- solutions that achieve greater military value, at lower cost, with less 
disruption, and that meet anti-terrorismlforce protection standards. The Arlington 
Alternatives focus specifically on one set of DOD functions, as described below, 
but they can also be considered prototypical for dealing with challenges of leased 
space. The BRAC process was never designed to deal with leased space and, 
as shown, does so very poorly and with negative results. The Arlington 
Alternatives have the potential to achieve more positive results for DOD for a 
number of functions that have gravitated to leased space in the past quarter 
century to meet their military needs. 

2. I Extramural Research - 
Preserving the Current "Center of Excellence" 

The Arlington Alternatives focus on the extramural scientific research agencies: 
the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), the Office of Naval 
Research (ONR), the Air Force Office of Scientific Research (AFOSR), and the 
Army Ofice of Research (AOR). These four agencies (along with the research 
contract functions of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency currently located in 
Alexandria, VA and Durham, NC) are proposed for relocation to the National 
Naval Medical Center in Bethesda, MD. The current location of these agencies 
within two buildings is only five blocks apart and proximate to the locations of the 
National Science Foundation (NSF), as well as the Pentagon, the White House, 
and Capitol Hill. The current location maximizes military value through proximity, 
synergy, and the density of private contractors serving the multiple agencies. 
Relocation from their current "Center of Excellence" would significantly and 
unnecessarily disrupt and decrease their military effectiveness. 



plans, it will be important to fully involve the existing users of the site to ensure 
that everyone's long-term needs can be met. Preliminary cost estimates are 
included on the Supplemental CD. 

Arlington Hall Force Protection and Anti-terrorism. The proposals for new 
office development on this site would fully meet the more rigorous DOD UFC 
Standards. Not only would the operations be behind a federal fence line, but 
would achieve setbacks exceeding 148 feet around the perimeter - something 
not achieved on a number of federal installations. 

Arlington Hall Cost Savings. This alternative is structured similarly to the 
Ballston alternative as a privately constructed lease-back on public land. The 
lack of land cost, coupled with state and local contributions, results in reduced 
construction costs of $95 million, making the Arlington Hall alternative the lowest 
cost option. 

The Arlington Hall alternative can also be structured as a lease purchase, with 
the building reverting to federal ownership after the lease period. Additionally, 
DOD could develop at Arlington Hall the same way proposed at NNMC, using 
MilCon funding to construct the facility. 

COBRA analysis indicates that the Arlington Hall site developed privately and 
leased back to DOD represents the most cost effective option, saving $165 
million during the six-year BRAC period and $598 million over the 20 year cycle. 
This alternative beats the NNMC proposal by $58 million over six years and $25 
million over the 20-year period. The complete COBRA analysis is included on 
the Supplemental CD. 

Arlington Hall Communitv Infrastructure and Environmental 
Considerations. The Arlington Hall site is located along Arlington Boulevard 
between George Mason Drive and South Oakland Street. It is currently 
designated on the General Land Use Plan as "Public" and is zoned "S-3A 
consistent with current and proposed uses. The height limit in the zoning 
category of "S-3A" is 45 feet, which would accommodate 4 story structures as a 
matter of right. There are no known regulatory, environmental, or infrastructure 
restrictions that would prevent the development proposed. 

2.5 Other Alternatives in Arlington 

As explained at the beginning of this section, the two alternatives presented 
above serve two purposes: 

They are both realistic, achievable options for the extramural research 
functions, that provide better and cheaper alternatives to NNMC; 





These are prototypes of what can be achieved if DOD works 
collaboratively with local and state officials to provide solutions to evolving 
military needs in its leased space. 

In developing these proposals, the Arlington County team reviewed several 
potential sites that either met, or could be modified or developed to meet, the 
new force protection standards. To make sure that all options were considered, 
the team went further and held extensive meetings with individuals and groups of 
DOD personnel, area property owners and developers. As a result of these 
interactions, more than a dozen potential installations in Arlington County were 
investigated as possible alternatives for DOD personnel. The list of potential 
installations included existing DOD property in Arlington County, existing office 
locations, vacant land, property which was known to be coming available and 
even sites for which extensive development plans had been formed and/or 
received preliminarily approval. These additional sites also represent cost 
effective alternatives that meet force protection standards and potentially 
enhance military value not only for the extramural research agencies, but for 
other DOD commands as well. 

DOD's UFC standards make specific provisions for leased space that allow cost 
effective solutions to force protection, outside of the BRAC process and within 
the full discretion of DOD. 

Arlington, Virginia has served as a resource for DOD for many years. 
Development in the County has provided DOD with flexible office space to meet 
its needs and requirements in the past and well into the future. Arlington County 
remains committed to providing essential community services, infrastructure, and 
an environment in which the Pentagon, DOD personnel and contractors can 
thrive. In fact, upon release of the UFC Standards, Arlington County elected 
officials and staff initiated a process to fully evaluate and develop plans for sites 
that would meet the new standards and requirements. This was done to enable 
DOD to continue to take advantage of the existing workforce, contractor and 
institutional relations, convenience, security and variety that Arlington's unique 
environment and location have created for and been attractive to DOD personnel 
over the last 50+ years. This long history of a mutually successful relationship, 
spanning numerous administrations, should not be aborted through the BRAC 
process. 





Section 3: 
Militaw Value Analysis of Arlington Alternatives 

The Commonwealth of Virginia and Arlington have developed two concrete 
options for the proposed re-location of the DOD Extramural Research Programs 
within the immediate proximity of their current locations. The two options in 
Arlington -- Ballston and Arlington Hall -- were not previously considered by the 
Department of Defense. Both options have a higher military value and a lower 
cost than the proposed re-location of the research activities to the NNMC (or, as 
also discussed, to Anacostia Naval Annex), while also meeting the Department's 
force protection objectives. 

These options were culled from over a dozen possibilities reviewed by Arlington 
during a rapid, two-month process. It is important for the Commission to note 
that the DOD BRAC review process did not consider these options during its 
almost 24-month investigation. During a rapid, two-month effort, Arlington's 
leadership brought to bear its extensive knowledge of the County and experience 
with public, private and joint public-private development together the leadership 
and resources of the Commonwealth of Virginia to rapidly develop these two 
options for consideration by the Commission. 

Arlington sees these options, not only as concrete, stand-alone possibilities, but 
also as evidence that, given additional time further, creative options could be 
developed through a joint effort by DOD, Arlington and the Commonwealth of 
Virginia. The specific alternatives are prototypical of possible solutions with 
greater military value and lower costs for a number of the activities currently is 
leased space in Northern Virginia. 

3.1 Military Value Comparison 

To provide an "apples to apples" basis on which to demonstratepthe higher 
military value of the Ballston and Arlington Hall sites, when compared either to 
the NNMC site or to the Anacostia Naval Annex site, this analysis will follow the 
HSA's framework for military value. Included is discussion of each of the HSA's 
four criteria and their associated metrics and an open comparison of the four 
siting options based upon the objective facts and data concerning each of the 
sites as applied to the HSA's criteria and metrics. 

It should be noted that the HSA JCSG, as discussed in detail in Section 1.2, 
prepared its assessment of military value with the express objective of removing 
DOD activities from leased space. Rather than follow its own process to 
evaluate each property on its own merits, the HSA assumed, but did not 
substantiate, that leased space was in all cases both more expensive and offered 
less protection from terrorist attack than buildings on military facilities. To ensure 
that the military value assessment substantiated this assumption, the HSA used 
directed-scoring. For the large majority of the metrics assessed, the HSA 





arbitrarily assigned all leased properties, regardless of specifications, a score 
equal to the worst military installation. The net effect of HSA's directed-scoring 
was to immediately reduce the military value of leased properties by at least 
67%. 

In addition to the work of the HSA, the Technical Joint-Cross Service Group also 
undertook a military value assessment of the DOD research establishment. 
However, the TJCSG determined that, regarding the specific recommendation for 
re-location of the extramural research organizations, its "Military Value analysis 
is irrelevant as this scenario strives to get out of leased space per the OSD 
imperative." While the TJCSG maintained copious notes for the record, the 
TJCSG did not fully and transparently document its work. Therefore, it is not 
possible to replicate the TJCSG's assessment of military value and apply it in an 
open and data-based approach to new options not previously considered by 
DOD. 

Before a detailed discussion of the criteria and metrics the HSA deemed 
important enough for military value, it is necessary to note the core, mission- 
related issues for the DOD extramural research organizations that the HSA did 
not address. Both the HSA and TJCSG addressed the need of the DOD 
research organizations for synergy with other researchers. In fact, a primary 
DOD justification for the re-location of the DOD research organizations is to 
enhance synergy within the DOD research community (synergy already evident 
by the co-location of DARPA, ONR, AOR and AFOSR in the Ballston area). Both 
the HSA and TJCSG, however, appear to have missed that the primary mission 
of the DOD extramural research organizations is to work with the non-DOD 
civilian research community, as well as the DOD research community. 

The National Science Foundation (NSF), the leading national institution for the 
non-defense funding of extramural research, is currently located within walking 
distance of the defense extramural research agencies in Ballston. The 
operations of the NSF and the defense agencies are highly integrated in 
appropriate ways. Relocating the defense agencies would break this connection 
and eliminate a significant synergy that is critical to the mission effectiveness of 
the defense extramural research agencies. Unlike other local defense research 
agencies such as Naval Research Laboratory, the extramural agencies are by 
their very mission charged with intense interaction with non-DOD and non-USG 
researchers and institutions. 

For this same reason, moving the extramural research agencies onto a military 
installation could have a significant negative impact on their mission 
effectiveness, which depends on the ease with which they can interact with 
outside researchers, particularly those who have little or no experience with 
DOD. Just as military recruiting stations need to have a high degree of 
interaction with the public in order to perform their mission, the extramural 
research agencies cannot perform their mission without such ease of access. 





(The Arlington Hall alternative discussed above addresses this issue by placing 
the defense research agencies on a campus that has an effective security 
perimeter, and is not a military installation but an educational campus.) 

Criteria 1: "The current and future mission capabilities and impact on 
operational readiness of the Department of Defense's total force, including 
the impact on joint warfighting, training and readiness." 

The HSA, for the purposes of evaluating headquarters and administrative 
functions, developed six attributes for review: communications/lT infrastructure; 
vulnerability to natural disasters due to geographic location; whether the activity 
was required to be in a specific location; whether the activity has a mission in 
direct support to Washington-based organizations; quality of life; and access to 
commercial and military air fields. Each will be discussed as it applies to the four 
options under discussion. 

Communications/lT Infrastructure. Assessed on a factual basis, the NNMC, 
Anacostia, Ballston and Arlington Hall options would all have the same military 
value regarding their communications and IT infrastructure. Each would require 
new construction that would be built with the most up-to-date communications 
and IT infrastructure. The special, secure networks identified by the HAS -- such 
as the Defense Red Switch Network, SIPRNET, DlSN Video Global Service -- do 
not require that the facility be DOD-owned and on a military installation and 
would be installed in any new DOD facility, should it be determined that the 
mission of the organization required the capability. The recently completed 
building hosting ONR, ARO and AFOSR in Arlington, has a state-of-the-art 
communications and IT infrastructure, including a full fibre-optic network, access 
to DOD secure internet (SIPRNET) and a full suite of secure communications 
capabilities. 

NOTE: HSA directed-scoring of this attribute assumed that all leased space -- 
including the recently completed ONR building, and DARPA's facility -- has a 
communications/lT infrastructure no better than the worst military installation. 
Given DOD's extremely poor record of maintaining and updating DOD-owned 
facilities (as discussed above in Section 1.3), the HSA assumption appears to 
contradict a reasonable assessment of the facts. 

Geographic Location. The HSA requested information regarding a military 
installation's susceptibility to natural disasters, specifically hurricane, flooding, 
tornado, wild fire and earthquake. The NNMC, Anacostia, Ballston and Arlington 
Hall options all occupy the same geographic area and therefore would all have 
the same military value regarding the vulnerability to the natural disasters 
identified by the HSA. 

NOTE: HSA directed-scoring assumed that all lease space would be as 
vulnerable to natural disasters-regardless of the actual location-as the most 





vulnerable military installation. In this case, HSA would equate Arlington with 
military installations in hurricane-prone locations, such as Florida, earthquake 
zones, such as Los Angeles, and tornado zones, such as Kansas. Records for 
Arlington show no recent incidents of wild fires. 

Statutory Requirement for Location. The HSA requested that all activities 
indicate whether they had a statutory requirement to be located in the 
Washington, DC area. None of the extramural research organizations have such 
a requirement in law. Nevertheless, all four of the siting options are within 100 
miles of Washington, DC and therefore are equally eligible sites for activities with 
a statutory requirement to be in the Washington area. 

NOTE: HSA directed-scoring assumes that all activities on military installations 
have a statutory requirement for their current location. Only activities in leased 
spaces were required to prove their requirement to be in their current location. 
Given the purposes of the BRAC endeavor, which includes identification of 
opportunities for realignment, the HSA's direction on this attribute appears to run 
contrary to the BRAC objectives and likely obscures important opportunities for 
realignment. 

Mission in Relation to the DC Area. All four siting options are within the 
Washington, DC area and therefore are equally eligible to host activities that 
would have a supporting mission in the Washington, DC area. 

NOTE: HSA directed-scoring assumes that all activities on military installations 
have a mission related to the DC area. Again, given the purposes of BRAC, to 
identify opportunities for realignment, the HSA's direction on this attribute is 
counterproductive and likely hides important opportunities for realignment. 

Quality of Life. Applying the specific quality of life metrics requested by HSA to 
all locations equally -- value of owner occupied housing and percentage of 
population with a Bachelor's degree or higher -- the locations in Arlington would 
score higher than NNMC or Anacostia. 

According to US Census data for 2000, the median value of owner-occupied 
housing in Arlington is $262,400, compared with $221,800 for Montgomery 
County (NNMC) and $1 57,000 for Washington, DC. Similarly, according to the 
2002 Census, 60.2% of Arlington's population has a Bachelor's degree or higher, 
compared with 54.6% for Montgomery County and 39.1 O/O for Washington, DC. 

NOTE: Seemingly setting aside the readily available Census data, HSA directed- 
scoring for quality of life assumes that activities in leased properties are also in 
communities with a low quality of life, equal to that of the worst military 
installation. This would have the perverse effect of scoring Arlington, VA -- with a 
high quality of life and one of the most highly educated populations -- as 





equivalent to the most economically deprived and educationally underserved 
communities in the nation. 

Air Field Access. The HSA1s application of this attribute to the issue of siting 
DOD's extramural research demonstrates the difficulty of a one-size-fits-all 
approach to assessing military value. This attribute includes two parts: access to 
a commercial air field, and access to a military air field. For the activities under 
discussion -- DARPA, ONR, etc -- easy access to a well-served commercial 
airport is essential to sustaining the substantial and regular flow of researchers 
from around the nation who are integral to mission of the organizations. At the 
same time, there is no obvious requirement for these research organizations to 
have access to a nearby military airfield to support their mission. 

Using the HSA's metrics for distance in miles to the nearest commercial airport, 
the Ballston, Arlington Hall and Anacostia options would score essentially equal 
as all are quite close to Reagan National Airport in Washington, DC. By contrast, 
the NNMC site is three times further away. The estimated times for each of the 
distances shown below are "best estimates" and clearly do not take account of 
the substantial traffic on the Washington Beltway (Interstate 495) that a traveler 
going to-and-from NNMC and the airport would encounter at all hours and 
especially during morning and afternoon rush hours. 

Reagan National Airport Pentanon 
Ballston 6.4 m.113 min 3.3ml8min 
Arlington Hall 5.6 m.110 min 2.8ml5min 
NNMC 12.1 m.132 min 10.5ml28min 
Anacostia NS 4.6 m.18 min 9.4mIl7min. 

More relevant for the DOD extramural research organizations than access to a 
military air field is access to the Pentagon and the ability to interact quickly and 
easily with DOD leadership. Again, the Ballston and Arlington Hall sites have a 
significant location advantage over NNMC for access to the Pentagon. Bethesda 
is over three times as distant and requires at least (not including regular traffic) 
three to four times as distant by time. 

NOTE: HSA directed scoring of airfield access would assess leased facilities in 
Arlington as having air field access--commercial and military--equal to the most 
remotely located military facilities in the United States. 

Criteria 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 for the use 
of the Armed Forces in homeland defense missions) at both potential 
existing and potential receiving locations." 





HSA developed three attributes for the purposes of evaluating Criteria 2: 
conditionlquality of space; ownershipltype of space; and, survivability, as defined 
by compliance with DOD Minimum Antiterrorist Standards for Buildings (UFC 4- 
010-01). HAS'S arbitrary and unsupportable scoring of these attributes will be 
addressed here in detail. 

Condition/Qualitv of Space. Availability and condition of space is one of the 
BRAC Military Value Selection Criteria established through law and regulation. 
In scoring the condition and quality of space, the HSA JCSG scored military 
installations according to their condition code; e.g., the Naval National Medical 
Center in Bethesda has a facility condition code of C3 ("marginally meets mission 
demands with major difficulty") and accordingly was scored 0.25 out of a possible 
1.00. Activities, however, were not asked to respond to any question regarding 
the condition and quality of their space and instead were "assigned a score of 
C 4  ("does not meet vital demands of the mission"), scoring zero. 

No explanation is given why activities, which include all organizations in leased 
space, were denied an opportunity to provide information on the condition and 
quality of their space. There are well-established, standard measures used to 
categorize commercial office real estate by condition and quality (e.g., Class A, 
Class B, etc.) that are as objective as facility condition codes. 

Moreover, no explanation is offered why all activities without exception and 
without justification were assumed to be in buildings that "do not meet vital 
demands of the mission," i.e., in C4 condition. 

A general assumption that leased space is of inferior condition and quality than 
DOD-owned space is belied both by extensive DOD experience and by DOD 
policies that aggressively pursue leased space in the housing arena because of 
its higher quality and faster time to field. 

In the case of the Arlington Alternatives, both Ballston and Arlington Hall would 
be new state-of-the-art facilities. 

NOTE: The net affect of the HSA's directed-scoring of leased space as C4, 
"do[es] not meet vital demands of the mission", is to declare without factual basis 
that leased facilities inherently are inferior in condition and more costly compared 
to government-owned facilities. This not only contradicts the facts, it contradicts 
DOD's decade-long policy that is being aggressively pursued by the current 
Administration. 

Ownership/Tvpe of Space. Ownership constitutes "the most important attribute 
in this model" to measure military value, and is given a higher scoring weight 
(14.6%) than any other factor.49 Leased space was scored as zero in this metric, 
while DOD-owned space was scored as 1.0, the'highest possible score. The 

49 ibid., p. 6-9 
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explanation rests on the HSA JCSG's Assumptions, the first of which is "All 
leased and temporary locations are ranked as less desirable than owned space." 
The rationale for this Assumption is merely further assumptions contained in the 
9 October 2003 Capacity Analysis Report, namely "realignments from leased 
space to military installations contribut(e) to enhanced security for DOD activities" 
and existing leased space is generally more expensive in the long run.50 

The ATIFP assumption, while often true, as a blanket generalization is 
contradicted by DOD's Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings (UFC 4- 
010-01). The cost assumption is much less likely to be true, particularly when 
proper accounting is made for the cost of maintaining DOD-owned facilities, as 
well as the costs that result when, inevitably, DOD fails to properly maintain its 
facilities. In addition, proper accounting needs to be made of the personnel cost 
involved in DOD-owned facilities, even when contractors are providing facilities 
maintenance service, and the burden this imposes as DOD struggles to shift 
personnel resources from administrative and support functions to combat and 
other operational functions. 

Within the Metric of "Leased, Temporary or Owned," the HSA JCSG Military 
Value Analysis Report states that modular buildings are "viewed as only slightly 
better than leased space and given a relatively high priority for realignment." In 
fact, leased and modular (and leased modular) buildings are regularly used on 
military installations. Locally, one of the Army's largest Major Commands, Army 
Materiel Command, has its headquarters in a leased modular building on Ft. 
Belvoir, VA. By objective measures, it is a new and efficient building that, 
according to the HSA JCSG's should score a low 0.25. Yet due to HSA JCSG's 
arbitrary "analytical" methodology and its location on a military installation, it 
scores 1 .O, the maximum possible. 

With regard to the Arlington Alternatives, Ballston and Arlington Hall are 
proposed as leased facilities -- which would be ensure their sustainability over 
time; however, either alternative could be developed for DOD ownership. 

NOTE: As a result of HAS'S irrational and analytically unsound directed scoring 
of building types, DOD BRAC recommendations are likely to result in moving 
people out of leased andlor modularltemporary buildings, in order to move them 
to leased andlor modularltemporary buildings -- all at great expense and mission 
disruption - thanks to an "analytical" approach that steadfastly refuses to 
consider factual data. 

Survivability. The HSA JCSG's Military Value Analysis Results Report claims 
that "Each leased building will be analyzed for compliance with ATIFP standards 
for buildings" and, more specifically, "Each location occupied by an activity will be 
assessed for compliance with UFC 4-010-01 ." In fact, not a single leased 
building was analyzed, not a single location was assessed. Instead, all leased 

50 ibid., p. 6-9 





space was assumed to fail to meet the conditions of UFC 4-010-01 and scored 
zero.51 

This assumption, that UFC 4-010-01 standards cannot be met by leased 
buildings, appears to be based on assumptions of the stand-off distance 
achievable by leased buildings. In some cases, such stand-off does exist; a 
nearby example involves USJFCOM-leased buildings on a leased property in 
Suffolk, VA. Moreover, UFC 4-01 0-01 clearly states that for existing buildings 
"lesser standoff distances (i.e., less than 25 meters) may be allowed where the 
required level of protection can be shown to be achieved through analysis or can 
be achieved through building hardening or other mitigating construction or 
retrofit."52 Of note in this regard is that one of the extramural research 
organizations, ONR, recently moved into an office building in Ballston section of 
Arlington, that was specifically engineered with a blast resistant design and 
construction upgrade directed by DOD. The design and construction of this 
blast-resistant upgrade cost DOD $6.5 million. Nonetheless, the HSA JCSG's 
assumption-driven, data-free military value analysis treats this blast-resistant 
ONR building as the equivalent of a canvas tent. On this absurd basis, HSA 
JCSG recommends moving ONR onto a military installation primarily for reasons 
of force protection. 

Both Arlington Alternatives fully comply with UFC 4-010-01. Ballston employs an 
82-foot setback with building hardening and parking off-site. Arlington Hall is 
both behind a fence line and has 148-foot setback. 

NOTE: The HSA JCSG's assumption-driven, data-free military value analysis 
automatically gives military installations the highest possible score for anti- 
terrorismlforce protection, even when that is demonstrably in error. In fact, there 
are a number of examples of DOD buildings on military installations that do not 
meet the UFC 4-01 0-01 anti-terrorismlforce protection criteria and yet were 
scored as full ATIFP compliant, t o  include a t  the Washington Navy Yard, L o s  
Angeles Air Force Base, and the Marine Corps Barracks in Washington, DC (See 
Section 1 for graphics). 

Criteria 3: "The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at both existing and potential receiving 
locations to support operations and training." 

Criteria 3 is designed to elicit from large military installations important 
information regarding the installation's ability to support surge requirements and 
training of military units -- such as buildable parcels of land, communications/lT 

- - 

51 Exception was made for activities occupying less than 25% of a building, in which case UFC 4- 
010-01 does not apply as such activities are deemed to be at less risk. HSA JCSG's Military 
Value Analysis Results Report. p. 0-5. 
'* DOD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings, UFC 4-010-01, 31 July 2002, p. 2-5 and 
p. 0-1 





infrastructure and currently vacant administrative space. The HSA's wholly 
irrelevant application of these criteria to DOD's extramural research community 
again demonstrates the difficulty in a one-size-fits-all approach to assessing 
military value of specific sites. None of the DOD activities-such as DARPA and 
ONR-are involved in supporting contingency or mobilization requirements for 
operational military units. This criteria as drafted is not relevant to determining 
the military value of a site to locate extramural research programmers and should 
not be used to differentiate between Ballston, Arlington Hall, NNMC or Anacostia 
options. 

Both of the Arlington Alternatives can be scaled to meeting current and future 
needs. Ballston offers extensive options because of the large inventory of 
commercial office space. Arlington Hall can be master-planned to meet future 
needs. 

NOTE: It is important to note that regarding assessment of "vacant 
administrative space" the HSA, likely inadvertently, has given appropriate credit 
to the use by DOD activities of leased space. HSA directed-scoring assigns a 
value to leased space equal to the worst military installation, i.e. a military 
installation with no vacant administrative space. In fact, one of the most 
important qualities of leased space is its flexibility. DOD activities in leased 
space are highly unlikely to have any vacant space because this is space they 
have to pay for directly. Conversely, should a DOD activity require additional 
space, leasing allows for rapid and flexible access to suitable space to support 
the activity's DOD mission. 

Criteria 4: "The cost of operations and manpower implications" 
The HSA developed two attributes to assess costs and manpower: estimated 
cost of location and workforce pay factors. 

Estimated Cost of Location. HSA uses DOD's Basic Allowance for Housing 
(BAH) for an 0-3 (Major or Commander) with dependents as a metric to 
determine the relative cost of maintaining military personnel in various locations 
around the country. In fact, DOD BAH regulations have a single rate for the 
entire Washington, DC metro area of $2,012/mo for an 0-3 with dependents. 

This means that the cost to DO0 for BAH for military personnel to support the 
four siting options is identical. 

NOTE: In spite of DOD's own regulations governing an identical BAH for all 
personnel in the Washington, DC area, the HSA's directed scoring assigns 
activities in leased space with a score equal to the worst, in this case expensive, 
military installation. According to DOD, the highest BAH rates are for San 
Francisco, $3,135/rno~~. Using HSA's arbitrarily negative approach to leased 





properties, the DOD extramural research activities would be assessed, 
incorrectly, as costing DOD 36% more for BAH. 

Workforce Pay Factors. HSA uses DOD locality pay as a measure of the cost 
to DOD of a employee staff at a specific location. Locality pay is the added 
amount that the Federal Government pays to its civilian employees who live in 
areas with a high cost of living. In fact, locality pay cannot be reasonably used to 
distinguish among the options under discussion as all are in the Washington, DC 
area and by Federal regulation there is a single rate for locality pay for the entire 
Washington, DC of 1 4.63%.54 

There is no difference in pay, and therefore no difference in cost to DOD, 
whether the researchers are in Arlington, NNMC, or Anacostia. 

NOTE: By using the HSA's directed scoring, however, all activities in leased 
space are arbitrarily assigned a score equivalent to the worst military installation, 
i.e., the military installation in the most expensive area. In this case, the highest 
locality pay, 24.21%, is for DOD in the San Francisco area. Through its 
assessment, the HSA would inaccurately calculate that the cost differential in 
locality pay to DOD to have employees in Arlington, VA is almost 40% greater 
than the cost of those same employees at a military installation in Bethesda, MD. 

3.2 Conclusion 

A summary assessment of the attributes developed by the HSA show a 
demonstrably higher military value for the Ballston and Arlington Hall sites than 
for NNMC or Anacostia. While for many of the attributes the four sites should be 
considered essentially equivalent, there are important mission-related metrics 
regarding greater accessibility to commercial airports, higher quality of life and 
better quality facilities that weigh in favor of the Ballston and Arlington Hall sites. 

54 Source: Office of Personnel Management, website: 
http://www.oprn.gov/oca/04tables/indexGS.asp. 





Section 4: 
COBRA Analysis of Arlington Alternatives 

4.1 Explanation of the COBRA Analyses 
Applied to the Arlington Alternatives 

The Arlington County Alternatives have been analyzed for cost effectiveness 
using the COBRA analytical model with the assumptions comparing existing 
leased space and the NNMC unchanged. This is an "apples to apples" 
comparison. Inputs were derived for the alternatives matching all of the cost and 
expenditure parameters included for the baseline sites. The fully detailed 
COBRA runs and notes are included on the supplemental CD. 

I Arlington 
WMATA 

1 Immediate 1 -577 m 1 31 m 1 -159 m ] y m l  

Scenario 

Each Arlington Alternative provides greater cost savings than the NNMC 
recommendation. The payback period is immediate versus two years at NNMC. 

The 20-year NPV savings are greater. The one-time costs of both Arlington 
Alternatives are significantly lower. The Total Net lmplementation savings are 
greater for the Arlington Alternatives. And, the Annual Total Recurring Costs are 
lower than the NNMC option. Both Arlington Alternatives provide DOD with 
better choices than the DOD Recommendation. 

Payback 
Time Period 

(Years) 

I I I I I 

COBRA Model Excursions - Arlington Lease Space 

Arlington Hall 

COBRA Excursions were completed by modifying the DOD Recommendation 
COBRA for the Technical Joint-Cross Service Group (TJCSG) recommendation 
to consolidate activities from leased space in Northern Virginia and North 
Carolina in Bethesda, MD. The Excursions modified the TJCSG COBRA File: J 
- TECH-0040R NNMC 28 APR 05 (Mod MAY 02). CBR, as follows: 

20-year NPV 
Savings 

Immediate 

One-Time 
Cost Implementation Total Net 1 """""""1 Recurring 

Savings 
2006-201 1 

-598 m 31 m -165 m -45 m 





Added new leased space location - either Arlington Hall or WMATA facility - 
depending upon Excursion. 

Set distance to new lease space location at 3 miles to force movement of 
equipment. 

Used Base Operating Support (BOS) Cost of $273,846 and Sustainment Cost of 
$885,713 based on the change programmed for NNMC rates used in the 
Baseline COBRA analysis for Excursions Arlington Hall 1 & 2 and Arlington 
WMATA. 

Added 31 % to lease rates to replace BOS and Sustainment Costs based on 
NNMC increase from baseline to reflect notional Government Services 
Administration (GSA) surcharge on leases for management, O&M, etc. These 
Excursions are labeled Arlington Hall and Arlington WMATA. 

Deleted all costs and savings at NNMC that were associated with 
recommendation with exception of $22.556 Million required for specialized 
security, HVAC Controls, Uninterruptible Power Supply (UPS) system, enhanced 
fiber, etc. reported as required by TJCSG per email from SASC staff. 

Used 446,708 square feet (SF) as the net requirement for each action and priced 
it at rates provided by Arlington County reflected in the summary table that 
follows. 

Deleted all military construction (MILCON) to support the beddown of 
activities at NNMC. 

Challenges to DOD Assumptions in the COBRA Model. There are a series of 
apparent inaccuracies and inconsistencies in the application of assumptions and 
inputs in the baseline cases of leased space and the NNMC. These raise a 
series of questions regarding the resulting projections of cost savings as follows: 

Are Sustainment Costs underestimated? BRAC uses an estimate of 
$1.80 per sq. ft. while the DOD facility cost factor standard should be 
$3.47 per sq. ft. The possible error would reduce cost savings by 
$809,950 annually or by more than $1 6 million over 20 years. 

Are the Recapitalization Costs over-estimated? BRAC uses 114 years in 
spite of the official DOD objective of 67 years. 

If the lease costs for DARPA are only $5.6 million a year (based on a 
review of the lease terms and conditions), why does BRAC use a factor of 
$38.6 million? The BRAC rent factor in the model is $8.9 million, and the 
remainder of the $38 million is comprised of force protection, IT, and other 
facility support and maintenance that would be required in any new facility. 
These cannot legitimately be construed as savings if they would continue 
to recur on an annual basis. Cost savings could be overstated by as much 
as $658 million over 20 years. 





Are parking costs in the COBRA model for NNMC substantially 
underestimated? The model assumption for parking is estimated at $1.5 
million, which would require five to six acres of surface parking. There 
does not appear to be sufficient surface space at the NNMC to park the 
required number of cars once the buildings are complete. Structured 
parking is estimated to cost $17.8 million or $1 6.3 million more than is 
included in the assumptions. 

Since the lease on Liberty Center runs through 2012, and remains a 
liability to the U.S. Government through that period. How can DOD take 
cost savings on the lease liability from 2008 through 2012? Savings could 
be overstated by some $35 million. 

If the DOD agencies can reduce their contractor load and expenses by 
relocating, as implied in COBRA, why could they not do the same in their 
current locations? How can this factor be included in any cost savings 
,calculation when it is totally unrelated to BRAC or relocation? 

If DOD were to substitute a recommendation for the Anacostia site for the 
NNMC, are the COBRA numbers from 28 December 04, which show a 16- 
year payback and no net savings over the status quo, the appropriate 
comparator? 

Financial Impact of COBRA Challenges on NNMC. If the above documented 
challenges were applied to the NNMC option, they would represent a more 
accurate picture of the financial impact of this alternative: 

The payback period would take 6 years not 2 years; 

The costs to construct the proposed facility would be $16 million 
greater; 

In the first six years, the relocation would cost an additional $170 
million. 

4.2 Conclusion 

The Arlington Alternatives represent very realistic, researched, cost-effective 
options that had not been considered during the DOD analysis in the BREAC 
process. The BRAC Commission must perform an independent analysis of the 
calculations of military value and cost savings in a fair and unbiased review of the 
DOD recommendations. The resulting commission recommendation should 
require DOD to thoroughly investigate and negotiate the feasibility and cost of the 
alternatives presented by Arlington County before any BRAC relocation or 
realignment of leased space becomes final. 
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December 1 3,2004 BRAC FOUO 

BRAC 2005 
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of 13 December 2004 

Mr. S M e r  chaired the meeting until Dr. Sega's later arrival. The agenda is 
enclosed in attachment 1. The list of attendees is enclosed in attachment 2. Read ahead 
materials for the meeting are enclosed in attachment 3. The primary objective for the 
meeting was to review the CIT's draft Scenario Packages. The agenda topics are listed 
below in the order in which they were covered. The key points, decisions and action 
items from the meeting are as follows: 

Scenario Data Call Status - Mr. Shaffer 

Key Points: 

The services reported their scenario data calls are in progress. 

Recommendation Packages - Mr. Shaffer 

Key Points: 

Only three of the six charts existed for those scenarios posted thus far. 
OSD BRAC directed the TJCSG to apply Expert Military Judgment whenever it 
makes sense regardless of what the data may indicate. 
Chart #2 will include in the CIT recommendations to the TJCSG in the comment 
block. The Subgroup Leads can also post recommended changes or additional 
considerations. 
The TJCSG will go forward with recommendations after each associated scenario is 
analyzed and not based on whichever scenarios are completed at the time of 
submission. 

TECH-0009 Defense Research Service Led Laboratories 

Key Points: 

The TJCSG expressed uncertainty as to how viable Tyndall AFB was as a player 
in this scenario. 
The CIT recommended the following changes: 

1. Delete Tyndall as a receiving site due to the potential difficulty involved 
in acquiring the necessary licenses/permits. 

2. Delete WSMR from the list of donor sites since it is important that their 
work be co-located with the T&E user. 

3. Change NRL-Monterey to NRLStennis. 
4. Delete the action to move NRL-Stennis to NRL-DC. 

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



December 13,2004 BRAC FOUO 

Decisions: 

The scenario will be analyzed as registered. 
The CIT recommendations will be addressed after the analysis is complete. 
AFRL Brooks, AFRL Rome and AFRL Mesa will be added to chart #3 as 
potential closure sites. 

Dr. Sega arrived and began chairing the meeting at this point. 

TECH-001 0 Consolidate Extramural Research Program Managers (Aldelpli, MD) 
TECH-0038 - Consolidate Extramural Research P r o m  Managers (NREDC) 
TECH-0039 Consolidate Extramural Research Program Managers W-Chesapeake 
Beach) 
TECH-0040 Consolidate Extramural Research P r o m  Managers (NRL-Anacostia) 
TECH-0041 Consolidate Extramural Research Promam Managers (Bollin& 
TECH-0046 Consolidate Extramural Research Promam Managers (Ft. Belvoir) 

Key Points: 

The Subgroup included all respondents whose extramural research workload 
reported is greater then 75% of all of their Research workload. 
Concern was expressed that the COBRA analysis might not be sufficient to 
differentiate among the six competing sites, and that there are other considerations 
that need to be addressed. 

II 

Decisions: 

Chart #1 will add reference to other five related scenarios. 
AFRL Arlington, ARL Durham, ARZI Belvoir, and ARL Ballston will be added as 
potential closure sites on Chart #3. 
The Innovative Systems Subgroup will develop a list of factors to be used to 
assess the six competing locations and report back to the TJCSG before the end of 
the week. 

TECH-0019 Re-locate RD&A Energetic Capability fiom Crane and Yorktown to 
Indian Head 
TECH-0043 Re-locate RD&A Energetic Ca~ability fiom Crane and Yorktown to 
Indian Head 

Decisions: 

These scenarios will be analyzed as registered. 
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Scenario Packages Metrics 

The Analysis Team needs to update the spreadsheet to include the multiple nodal 
points discussed at the previous meeting regarding the 2-step process and present 
again at tomorrow's TJCSG Meeting. 

Closinn Remarks 

The CIT needs to meet tomorrow to frnalize seven of the Decision Factor 
Worksheets. 
The Analysis Team will have all six pages of the scenario packages for tomorrow's 
meeting, including any incomplete slides. 
TJCSG will meet again on Tuesday, 14 December 2004, from 1400 to 1800 hrs (or 
until finished) hrs EST in Crystal City, PT-1, Rm 4600. 

Action Items: 

1. The Analysis Team will update the Scenario Package Metrics spreadsheet to include 
the multiple nodal points discussed at the 9 December 2004 TJCSG Meeting 
regarding the 2-step process and present again at the 14 December 2004 TJCSG 
Meeting. 

r .  2. The Innovative Systems Subgroup will develop a list of factors to be used to assess . ' 

I$ the six competing locations and report back to the TJCSG before the end of the week ' " " --' 

Chairman, Capabilities Integration Team 

Attachments: 

1. Outline -Agenda 
2. List of Attendees 
3. Read Ahead Materials 
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Crystal City, PT-1, Rm 4600 

Scenario Data Call Status 

Recommendation Packages 
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Attachment 2 
Technical JCSG Meeting 

December 13,2004 
Attendees 

Members: 
Dr. Ron Sega, TJCSG Chairman 
Dr. Dan Stewart, Air Force Alternate for Mr. Blaise Durante, Air Force 
Mr. Brian Simmons, Army 
Mr. George Ryan, Navy Alternate for RADM Jay Cohen, Navy 
COL Walt Harnm, Marines Alternate for Dr. Barry Dillon, Marines 

Other: 

Mr. A1 Shaffer, CIT Chairman 
B Fred Castle, OSD 
Mr. Pete Potochney, OSD 
Mr. Pete Cahill, Army 
Dr. Bob Rohde, Army CIT Rep 
Mr. Gary Strack, OSD 
Ms. Marie Felix, OSD 

.r2 h 
Mr. Don DeYoung, Navy 

. f  E 
Mr. Roger Florence, DoD IG .. ,+ 

Y Mr. Jeny Schieffer, OSD BRAG 
Mr. Doug Nation, Air Force " " 
Dr. Jim Short, OSD kR, .g 

Mr. Thorn Mathes, ALSS Subgroflg Lead 
Mr. Larry Schuette, innovative Technologies Subgroup Lead 
Mr. Bob Arnold, Weapons & Armaments Subgroup Rep 
Col Eileen Walling, Air Force 
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Candidate # TECH-001 0 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign and co-locate OSD and 
MilDep Extramural Research Program Managers at a single site: 
ARL Adelphi, MD. 

COBRA Military Value Analysis I Data Verification Criteria 6-8 Analysis 

Justification 6 

Foster coordination among extramural research activities 
Enhance Force Protection posture of organizations involved 

Payback 

1 / 412005 
Legal Review 

.,- ?,. " . %  .? + Militarv Value 

Impacts 

IE3 Strategy Capacity Analysis 1 Data Verification JCSGMlDep Recommended Deconflicted wIJCSGs 



m t 4 

SCENARIO: Consolidate Extramural Research Program Managers to ARL 
Adelphi TECH- 0010 

DECISION FACTORS I mwING I COMMENT 

2 Buildable Land 

6 Reduces Infrastructure Redundancy 



CANDIDATE SCENARIO ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
SCENARIO: Consolidate Extramural Research-Program Managers to ARL Adelphi 

TECH- 0010 

X I  ._ . If this scenario is enacted: 
I ,  - - ,  

1. The following technical installations could fully close: 
CNR Arlington - leased space 

DARPA - leased space 

2. All technical capability may be moved from this location: 
ARL Durham 

3. Some technical activities may be realigned: 
DTRA Belvoir 

AFRL Arlington 

ARL Belvoir 

ARL Ballston 
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BRAC 2005 
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of 19 January 2005 

Dr. Sega chaired the meeting. The agenda is encfosad in attachment 1. The list of 
attendees i s  enclosed in attncbalt 2. Read ahead materials for* the meeting are endosed 
in attachlent 3, The primary objective for the meeting was to provide a TJCSG High 
Level Overview briefing to the TJCSG Priacipals. The key paints, decisions and action 
items from the meeting are as follows: 

TJCSC Hi& Level Overview Briefinn. Mr. Shaffer 

Key Points: 

This briefing was primarily for the 1'JCSG Principals ta capture the TJCSG 
overarching framework and candidate recommendations, A version of this briefing 
will be used lo show the ISG the TJCSG" first set of candidate recammendatiatls. 
Ît was noted the briefing initially mentions F"KEs and docs not address Capacity and 

Military Value. 
The number of FTEs incfudcs Govcmment personnel and on-site contractors. 
On Chat  $14, Scenario Families, Emgetic Materials workioad is accomplished 
primarify at the product or wrtrfare centers. The TJCSCI believes it will be too 
disruptive to look at consalidaring this any furtlwr than it is today, 

Decisions: 

On slide #3, "PsoductfIn-Scrvjce Lik-Cycle Support'' .will be chaiged to "Praductlln- 
Senice Engineering Life-Cyctcle Support"', 
On Slide #3. the Cantsacking field will he captured in the Development and 
Acquisition function. 
A DoD Life Cycle ~ n a g e m e n l  Tiineline Chart wilt be used for Ch&3 to show 
where each of these functions fit in &is timeline. 
On Chart #5, the Budget Appropriation Authorities will be shown for the three 
knctions. 
Qn Chart iC5, the total number of technical instajlatians will he shown as a subset of 
thc 11 3 lvtal number of instdltitions. 
The carnplete set of TJCSG Guiding Principles will be added to die briefing 2ts well 
as exan~ples of haw the TJCSG applied these in our particular scenarios. 
The assurance af pravidiig effective systems far the ~xwfighter for both now and in 
the fumc will bc included in the TJCSG Guiding Yrinciplcs chart. 
Charts $8 m d  8,25 Largest InstallationsfF~ilities by FTE, will be moved to be 
shown as a back-up slides. 
On Chart $1 1, the total lnu~nbcr of anticipated recommendations as well as the 
expcctcd dcliwry dates will be added. 
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* On Chart #13, it needs to be noted that T&E was addressed in every strategic block 
on this slides as were Research and D&A. Also, negative excess capacity was found 
for T&E, Finally, the ranges we already co-focatd with the Research and/or D&A 
functions. 

* On Cl~sirc # 14, the "Prefe~red" notes will be deleted, 
On Chart # 16, TJCSG Trmsfmationtil Framework, the Combined Defense 
Research L&osatoty box needs to be modified to hc consistent with Uic associated 
"I'JCSG scenario and the mszrlting end state. 
On Chart # 17, fl~e Bt;tsrtmcnt, "Leavm 3 Major Lab Facilities not Colf ocilted with 
Platform Centen"', in the last. bullet, will be deleted. 

Clssinrr Remarks 

* The IG recornend& having the subpups tighten up their ratiotxde for their various 
d o n s  associated with their respective scenarios. 

The next TJCSG Meeting will take place on Thursday, 20 January 2005, Erom 1400- I 600 
hrs EST, in Crystal City, PT-1, k114600, 

Action hems: 

1 .  Mr. Strack will ~carc11 tlw archives to find the TJCSG Guiding Principles so these c a i ~  
be added to the briefing. This  will be con~plet& by COB today. 

2. The Analysis Team will look at how many technical facilities have been impacted by 
the TJCSG active scmarios md add this number to the: briefing, 

3. COL DeSrtlvu will check on rile availability of Room 9200 for the Thursday, 20 
Janumy 2005, TJCSG Meeting, so the A m y  and Marine Principals ~ l r c  able to utilirc 
the VTC capability. 

Ch;tim~an, Capabilities Integration Tcam 

1. Outline -Agenda 
2. List of Attendees 

PY 3. Read Ahead Materials 

Draft Deliberative Dacurnent - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Eat Release Under FQTA 



Attachment 2 
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A#cndees 

Memtters: 
Dr. Ron Sqy,  Chairman 
Dr. Dan Stewart, Air Force Altmate for Mr, Blajsc Durmtc, Air Force 
Mr. Brian Simmons, Army 
Dr. Barry Dillon, Marines 
RADM Jay Cohm, Navy 
Mr. Jay Erb, JCS (via tel~phone) 

Other: 
Mr. Al Shaffer, GIT Chairman 
BG Fred Castle, 05D 
Mr. Gary Strack, OSD 
COI, Bob Buckstad, OSD 
Mr, Andy Boa, OSD BlRAC 
Mr. Roger Florence DoD IG 
Dr. Jim Short, QSD 
COL Pete D&alva, Marines 

Dmft Delibs"r&ivc Documcnt - For Discusion Ptrrposes Only - Do Not Release Under POIA 



TJCSG Agenda 
19 Jan 05,1000-1200 hrs EST 

Pentagon, Rrn 3E1014 

TJCSC High Level Overview Briefing - Mr. Shaffer 



Presented to TJCSG 

By Mr. Shaver 

Bf?AC f;OCIO 

Purpose and Outline 

Purpose 
High Level view of TJCSG Review 
activities Scenarios 

- Defense Research Lab 
- C4ISR 
- Ground 
- Maritime 
- Space 
- Air 
- Weapons 

2 
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Technical Functions 

* Research 
- Basic Research 
- Exploratory Development 
- Advanced Development 

Development and Acquisition 
- Systems Development & Demonstration 
- System Modifications 
- Experimentation and Concept DemonsVation 
- Pruductfln-service Life-Cycle Support 

Test and Evaluation 
- Deveioprnental Test and Evaluation (DT&E) 
- Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E) 

3 
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Definitions and Terms 

Technical Facility - a collection of people and 
physical infrastructure that performs technical 
Function in a specific technical capability area at a 
specific location. 
Family of Scenarios - Scenarios that address t h e  
same technical end state at different locations. 
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) - based on 2087 hour 
work year 
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DoD Technical Universe Demographics 

Number of Installations: 1 13 

Number of Faciiities > 30 FTEs: X X X  

Total FTEs: 157,315 

- Professional and Technical FTEs: 913,730 

Total Annual Funding: $136.2 billion; About right- 
R&D funding is -$688; Procurement funding -$608 

Current Physical Capacity: 46,271,086 Sq Ft 

Excess Physical Capacity: - 4,559,287 Sq Ft 

BRAG mu0 

Scenario Development Guidelines 
a- 

1. DoD will maintain responsive technolo Ical superiority by B retaining sufficient technical infrastruc ure and intellectual 
resourciis while leveraging comrnereiat, international, academic 
and other (U.S.) government technology efforts. 

2. Retain sufficient redundant o anlc capability within the 
Department's technical capa t to conduct and manage research 

S K to enable and ronrote the growt of intellectual capital, enhan~cb 
innovation an promote the competition of ideas in technology 
areas relevant to warfighting rcbquirsments or opportunities. 

3. Retain sufficient organic capability within the Department tci 
perform and manage the performance of development, acquisition, 
and in-service engineering of weapon systems and su art 
systems for the classes and types of systems required)py the 
military departments. 

4. Retain sufficient organic capability within the Department to 
perform and manags the pe'rforrnance of test and evaluation of the 
classes and types of wlaapons systems and 

e of terrain and climatic conditions, 
a military capability (often 

, i ) ~  $8 vt PURP09E4 O W  - DO NOT RFUASE UNDER FOlA 
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TJCSG Guiding Principles 

Transfczrm the Da artment R&D, Acquisition, and T&E 
communities to a g etter state 
Strive to improve the Efficiency and Effectiveness of the 
DoD 
Consider the People aspects of' Mission throughout all 
efforts 
trnprove the a'Jointness" of the R$D, Acquisition, and T&E 
functional areaslcommunities 
Make the best decision recommendations possible based 
on sound analysis, management and leadership principles 
Balance performance, schedule, cost, supportability, 
security, and risk in all work efforts and decision 
recommendations 
Enable Department of Defense Transformation 

BRAG FOUO 

4 -  NAWC PAX Rivsr 14. Wirshlngton Navy Yard 
2. Redstone Arsenal 15. Naval Research Lab Washingtan 
3. Wright-Patterson AFB DC 
4. Egfirt AFB 16. DISA Development land Acquisition 
5. Aberdesn Proving Orcrund 17, Hartscom AFB 

Edwards AFB 
NAWC China Lake 
MSWC Dahtgrcbn VA 
White Sands Missile Range 
Far# Monmauth 
NUWC Mewport 
Los Angeles AF6 
SPAWARSYSCEN San Oiego 

NSWC Crane lndiana 
Picatinny Arsenal 
NAWC Paint Mugu 
Detroit Arsenal 
SPAWARSYSCEN Charleston SC 
Kirtland AFB 
NSWC Port Wueneme 
MDA NCR 

FTE = full time %qu~valenis 
8 
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TJCSG Strategy 

* Maintain Integrated RDAT&E Centers for those Technical Areas 
that Could By ACAT I (YDAP); consoildate a r o ~ d  famest FTE 
iucatr'ons - Ground Platfwms 
- Air Platfarms 
- Sea Platiams 
- Space Platfoms 
- - p 51~1f~nm Prnarams 
- C4ISR 
Maintain Cross Technicat Area Centers for Enabling Technology 

(not MDAPs;) 
- Matetrials, Etectronics, Battlsspaw Environmerrts, Human System, 

Madeling and Simulation, RPbotiosfAutonomous Systems 
Develop Combined Center for Udramural Research 

a Not char wket our story Is an T&E 

10 
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Defense Research Lab Scenarios 

BRAC HIUO 

TJCSG Transfunnational Framework 
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Defense Research Service Led Labs 

Objective: Realigns the service corporate laboratories to a smaller number of 
geegraphic locations; establishes physical framework for management 
structure leading to Defense Research Lab 
Draft Rmmmendation: Co-locatin the service corporate intramural labs % function to Aberdeen, WPAFB, and lue Plains 
Retain Weapons Affiliated Labs at: Eglin AFB, Wanscorn AFB, Kirtland AFB, 
Ft. Belvoir 

* Potential Closure(s): Rome AFB, Mesa AFS, Brooks City Base, Adeiphi; Navy 
Resear~h Monterey (Scenario 20) 
Other 
- 8illets Eliminated: 
- Biilets Moved: 
- Total Milcon Costs: 
- Rot (yrs): 

* Desired End State - Establishes a Framework to consolidate and 
focus remaining work; Leaves 3 Major Lab Facilities not 
Collocated with Platform Centers 

BRAG fQU0 
Consolidate Extramural Research 

Objective: Realign the Extramural Research Managsrs at an NCR 
Military Base as part of the Defense Research Lab Construct 
Draft Recommendation: Co-locating functions to Anacostia 
Annex. 

* Potential Clcrsure(s): ONR Arlington - leased space, DARPA - 
leased space, ARL Durham - leased space, AFRL Arlington - 
leased space, & ARL Ballston - leased space 
Other 
- Billets Eliminated: 51 ; Billets Moved: 1,053 
- Tatai Military Construction (MILCON) Costs: $72,063K 
- ROl (yrs): t 

a Desired End State: All ROD Extramural and University Research 
Located on 1 Cam 

J s  illl Vf 
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Joint Battlespace Environments Center 

Objective: Joint: Research Development & Acquisition, (RD&A) Battiespace 
Environments Center (meteordogy, oceanography, terrain, and space 
environment) 

Draft Recornrnendatiun: Consolidating the Battlespace Environments function 
to Stennis Space Center; Single DoD Center for Oceanography f Meteorology 
Research 

Potential Closure(s): Navy Research Lab Monterey; Enables Navy to Close 
Monterey Activity 

Other - 
- Blllets Eliminated: 
- Billets Moved: 
- Total MILCON  cost^: 
- F?Ol (yrs); 

Desired End State: Joint Environmental Effects Center 
for DoD, with chance to colocate with customer 

21 
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Consolidate Combatant Commander 

C41SR DAT&E 

Objective: Establish a Joint C41SR Development, Acquisition, Test and 
Evaluation (DAT&EJ Center for Network Centric Operations 
Probable Draft Recommendation: Consolidating Combatant Crndr 
C41SR DAT&E function to Petemon AFB. 
Potential Closure(s): DlSA Bailey's Crossroads - leased space, and 
Army PEOC3T Combatant Commander Crystal City - leased space 
Other 
- Billets Eliminated: 
- Billets Moved: 
- Total Milcon Costs: 
- RUI {YR): 

Desired End State: All DoD Combatant Commander C41SR OAT&€ at 
one location 

BRAC mu0 

C4ISR Scenarios 
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Objective: Consolidate Ground Vehicle RDAT&E into a single 
core site 
Probable Draft Recommendation: Consolidating the Ground 
Vehicle RDAT&E function to DetroitlSelfridge. 
Potential Closure@): None 
Other (All To be determined by COBRA) 
- Billets Eliminated: 
- Billets Moved: 
- Total Milcon Costs: 
- R01 (yrs): 

Desired End State: Centralize all DoD Ground Vehicle RISAT&E 

Maritime Scenarios 
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Establish Space RD&A 

at a Minimum Number of Core Sitas 
Sl 

Objective: Consolidate Space RD&A at a minimum number of 
core sites 

* Probable Draft Recommendation: Consolidating the Space 
RD&A function ta Kirtland, NRL and Peterson AFB, 

* Potential Closure(s): 
Other 
- Billets Eliminated: 
- Billets Moved: 
- Total Milcon Costs: 
- ROI (yrs): 

* Desired End State: Centralize all DoD Space RD&A 

Air Scenarios 

36 
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TJCSG Transformational Framework 

BRAC FOUO 

Objective: Consolidate ail Rotary Wing Air Platform RDAT&E to 
two principal sites while retaining several specialty sites. 

* Probable Draft Recommendation: Consolidating the Rotary Wing 
Air Platform RDAT&E to PAX River & Redstone. 
Potential Closure(s): 

* Other (pending COBRA results) 
- Billets Eliminated: 
- Billets Moved: 
- Total Milcan Costs: 
- ROl (yrs): 

Desired End State: Centralize all DoD Rotary Wing Air Platform 
RDAT&E 
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Relocate Weapons & Armaments RDAT8tE 
to 3 Primary & 2 Specialty 

w 
Objective: Relocate W&A RDAT&E including associated 
pro ram management functions to three (3) primary locations 
an 8 two (2) specialty capability locations 

* Probable Draft Recommendation: Relocating W&A RDAT&E to 
China Lake, Eglin, and Redstone Arsenal and gunsfammo to 
Picatinny Arsenal and ship weapon systems integration @ 
Da higren 

a Potential Closu re@): 
Other 
- Billets Eliminated: 
- Billets Moved: 
- Total Milcan Costs: 
- ROl (yrs): 
Desired End State: Robust full spectrum capabilities preserves 
options for future jointness; Joint site fur guns and ammo 

I 
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Objective: Relocate Underwater Weapons RDAT&E to one 
location 
Probable Draft Recommendation: Relocate all RDAT&E for 
underwater weapons and underwater weapons/piafform 
inte ration, including mines, and unmanned underwater vehicles 8 to ewport. (Remanded to Navy) 

* Potential Closure(s): 
Other 
- Billets Eliminated: 
- Billets Moved: 
- Total Milcon Costs: 
- ROI (yrs): 

Desired End State: Centralize all DoD Underwater Weapons 
RPAT&E 



BRAC N)UO 

TJCSG Transformational Framework 

Objective: Consolidating the Services, Defense Agencies and 
acquisition program oRces for medical chemical defense, medical 
biological defense, and non-medical chemical and biological 
defense RDA to two (2) sites in the NCR. 
Draft Recommendation: Consolidating medical and nun-medical 
chemical & biological defense functions to Ft. Detrick and 
Aberdeen. 

* Potential Clcrsure(s): 
* Other 

- Billets Eliminated: 86 
- Billets Moved: 469 
- Total Miicon Costs: $89,7063( 
- ROl (yrs): 14 

46 
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25 Largest InstallationsIFacilities by FTE l 

I. NAWC PAX River 
2. Redstone Arsenai 
3. Wright-Pafterson AFB 
4. Eglin AFB 
5.Aberdeen Proving Ground 
6, Edwards AFB 
7. NAWC China Lake 
8. NSWC Dahlgren VA 
9. White Sands Missile Range 
70.Forf Monmoufh 
I 1  .NUWC Newport 
f2.Los Angeles AFB 
13.SPAWAR6YSCEN San Diego 

'l4,Washington Navy Yard 
15.Naval Research Lab Washington DC 
1 B.DISA Development and Acquisition 
I7.Hanscorn AFB 
f8.NS WC Crane Indiana 
19.Picatinny Arsenal 
20. NA WC Point Mugu 
21 .Detroit Arsenal 
22. SPA WARSYSCEN Charl&on SC 
23,Kirttand AFB 
24.NSWC Port Huenerne 
25.MDA - NCR 

l l ics  == potential for C l o s u r e  
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Enabler Scenarios for the Services 
--"# wmws4 

Tech 14 enables USAF 13 
* Tech 2,18,54,55 or 56 enables DON 162 
* Tech 2 or 18 enables DON 161 
a Tech 5 enables E&T 21 or 51 

Tech 40 enables HAS 13 
a Tech 18 or 19 enables IND 40,42, or 121 

Tech 2 or 17 enables USA 38 
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Physicat Capacity 
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Backup 
by Capability Capacity 

Crrr rkL! 
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Function and Technical Capability Associations 

Techniwi Capability Areas 



BRAC 2005 
Tect~ntcal Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) 

Daily Conference Call 
Meeting Minutes of 19 January 2005 

Mr. Shaffw chaired the meeting. The agenda is enclosed in attachment 1 .  The list 
o f  attendees is enclosed in attachnacnt 2. Read ahcad materials tbr the meeting are 
enclosed in attachment 3. The primary objective for the meeting was to review RFC and 
Scenario Data Call Status and to review any proposed subgroup scenario data 
assumptions. The agenda topics are listed below in the order in which they were covered. 
The key points, decisions and action items $om the meeting are as follows: 

Key Points: 

* The Axmy is making progress with their mnmio data. They anticipate having all of 
their initial data by tomomw, 20 Janu~sy 2005. 

* The Navy is making progress with their data as well and sfiould have a11 initial data 
certified md submitted by the end of this week. 
The Air Farce has submitted all initid scenario data with the exception of P a t  3 of 
TECH-0006, which will be submitted by the end of this week. 

Decisions: 

Criteria 8 Data Call Stam 

Key Points: 

The Navy has completed TECH-OW0 a i d  pasled it to the poplal. 
* The TJCSG must submit the Military Value analysis for TECH-0040 prior to 

submitting it as a candidate recommendation. However, the Military Value analysis 
is irretevlmt as this scenario strivcs ta gct out of'lcnscd space pcr the OSD imperative 
and there is currently no Military Value fur Research at hnacostia. 

Decisions: 

* The TJCSG will provide the Military Value scores for the losing bins and then 
explain the rationale lor moving the workload to Anncostia. Dr. Short will work this 
with Ms. Nicole Bayert of the Geneml Cotinsel to amre we mc an track. 

Draft Deliberative Ihcutttent - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do No1 Release Under FOIA 



Subarou2 Scenario Data Assumptions 

Key Pofnb: 

* No COBRA assumptions were presented. 
* C4ISR will be ready to review COBRA runs for TECH-BOOS, 'TECH-0042, TECH- 

0030, TECH-0847, TECW-OQ54, TECH-0055 and TECH-0056. 
* ALSS will provide COBRA assumptions bbr TECH401 4 at t~nrorrow's TJCSC 

Meeting. Also, tjrc basehe COBM run will be perfumed on the existing data with 
no assumpti-ions. 

(I W&A wifl provide CODA assumptions for TECH-0017 a d  TECH-0044 at 
tomorrow's TJCSG Meeting. 

* 8mbling Tmhnolggies will be ready to review the COBRA run for TECH-0020. 

1 .. The TJCSC will provide the Military Value scares .Ear the fosinp; bins and then 
explain the rationale for moving the wo&load to Anacu&ia, Dr. Short will work this 
with Ma Nicole Behr of the G e n d  Counsel to ensum we we on track. 

Cfiairmiln, Capabilities Irztcgration Team 

I .  Outline -Agenda 
2 ,  List of Attendees 
3. Read Ahcad hkterials 
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OUTSTANDING RFG STATUS 

Material RFC Status 

1 Army Capacity (FTE) RFC Remaining 
- Army (Fort Rucker, AL) 
- 4277 
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MILITARY JUDGMENT: NECESSARY - BUT NOT SUFFZCZENT 
Issue # 11-15-04-01 

Issue: The Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG) has registered 29 closure 1 realignment - 
scenarios on the Department's Scenario Tracking ~ool . '  But 20 months afier the TJCSG's first 
deliberations in March 2003, and with the Cost of Base Closure and Realignment (COBRA) data calls set 
to launch in a matter of days - not one scenario is the output of the Linear Optimization Model (LOM), 
not one is driven by data on excess capacity, and not one reflects dataderived military value. In short, 
not one scenario is the result of quantitative analysis. All are instead the product of "military judgment." 

Military judgment is a critical part of our process, but it is subjective by nature and strongly dependent on 
the mix of individuals within the TJCSG. The process was designed to be data-driven for those very 
reasons, but it has drifted into one that will be, at best, data-validated, and at worst, data-rationalized. 
Without proactive measures, the scenarios will be difficult to defend before the BRAC Commission. 

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

Issue Summary 

1. Background 

Military judgment is a filter through which all closure /realignment proposals must pass in order to 
gauge their practicality and prudence. An extreme hypothetical example would be a scenario that 
would close Pearl Harbor. Military judgment would doubtless reject it on the grounds of strategic and 
tactical interests. Strictly speaking, however, military judgment is not the province of the TJCSG, 
whose considerations are different from those that focus on force structure and basing requirements. 
The TJCSG's area of competence is, instead, technical judgment. For simplicity, the phrase "expert 
judgment" will be used hereafter. 

2. Drifting Away From a ~ata-  riven Process 

After 20 months, we have not accomplished two critical requirements: (a) confirming the assertion 
that there is excess capacity within the DoD's in-house system (and if so, where and to what extent), 
and (b) determining a score for each sites' military value. Both sets of data are needed for the LOM. 

As described in the issue paper, "Decision Criteria for Scenario Proposals," (dated 8 September), the 
LOM has two advantages. The first is as a decision-aid that limits the number of options produced 
from a very large universe of potential options. For example, given any 10 sites, there are 175 
possible alternatives that close 1,2, or 3 of them.2 The second advantage is that the LOMprovides an 
objective means by which to defend our chosen fav scenarios when so many otherpossibilities 
existed but were never considered. 

The drift away from a datadriven process began on 23 July with the request for notional scenarios by 
the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG). The issue paper, "Notional Scenarios," (dated 28 July) 
argued that the ISGYs request would risk heling perceptions that the Department created the answers 
before the data was in. In fact, at that time, the field sites were still in the process of responding to the 

' The Infrastructure Steering Group set 1 November as the deadline for the "vast majority of scenarios declared by JCSGs and 
MilDeps" (reE USD(AT&L) memo, subj: "BRAC 2005 Scenario Data Calls and Revised BRAC Timeline", 23 September 2004). 

DON IAT Briefing, "Proposed Optimization Methodology: Generating Alternatives." 
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military value and capacity data calls. In our 30 July TJCSG meeting, the OSD BRAC Office gave 
clarifymg guidance that these scenarios were to be notional, but nevertheless "useful," a somewhat 
mixed message. OSD also asserted that scenario development is "the front-end of the analytical 
process,'J which was a departure from its guidance, issued a year ago, that called it "the final step.'* 

One month after the BG's request, the JCSGs began providing scenarios that identified "gainers" and 
"10sers."~ The TJCSG initially kept its scenarios at a general level, specifying only the impacted 
sites: but soon followed suit when the ISG: (a) required that all JCSGs begin registering scenario 
proposals into the Scenario Tracking Tool by 20 ~eptember' and, (b) scheduled the TJCSG to brief its 
scenarios (with "gainers" and "losers") to the ISG on 1 0ctober.B 

The moment we produced our first scenarios without the benefit of capacity and military value data, 
we lost the right to call the TJCSG process data-driven. It instead became judgment-driven, 

3. Not Mission Impossible 

It is difficult to measure capacity and assign military values, and do it in time to run the LOM -but 
not impossible, especially in 20 months time. In fact, during BRAC-95, the Navy derived the 
necessary data and used the LOM to generate scenarios in 10 months' time: in a process that was 
data-driven fiom start to finish. As a member of the Navy's BRAC-95 Base Structure Analysis 
Team, I can attest to that fact. The following items give more evidence of the sound, analytical nature 
of that process: 

During BRAC-95, the General Accounting Office (GAO) examined the closure process and decisions 
of each Service, including their capacity and military value analyses, and found that the Navy's data- 
driven process and recommendations were sound.'0 

The DoD honored C. P. Nemfakos, the architect of the Navy process, as a "Defense Career Civilian of 
Distinction." Hi plaque, featured in the Pentagon's A-Ring exhiiit, "Career Civil Servants in the 
Nation's Defense," states that he "oversaw the department's base closure process so effectively that his 
methodologies were adopted1' by the GAO and the Base Realignment and Closure Commission." 

Even BRAC-95's much criticized Laboratory and T&E cross-service studies took only 9 months to 
produce capacity data and military value rankings (though the military value scoring was flawed by 
some bizarre results in the T&E arena). The two studies even ran the LOM. 

To be fair, ten years later, some profoundly different circumstances have had a significant effect on 
our current process. First and foremost, the Pentagon is fighting a war. There are three other causes 
for progress' glacial pace, of even greater effect than the first, but they lie outside the scope of this 
Paper- 

TJCSG Meeting Minutes of 30 July ZOO4 
' USD(AT&L) memo, subj: "BRAC 2005 Guidance for the Technical Joint Cross-Service Group", 16 July 2003. 

Briefing to the Infiwtructure Steering Group, 27 August 2004 
DDR&E memo, subj: "Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG) Notional Training Scenarios", 4 August 2004. ' USD(AT&L) memo, subj: "BRAC 2005 Scenario Data Calls and Revised BRAC Timeline", 23 September 2004. 
uSD(AT&L) memo, subj: "Template and Briefing Schedule for BRAC 2005 Scenarios", 17 September 2004. 
BSAT memo RP-0445-F8, subj: "Report of BSEC Deliberations on 16 November 1994," 16 November 1994. 

'O GAO, "Military Bases: Analysis of DoD's 1995 Process and Recommendations for Closure and ReaIig~lent"~ p.87. 
" Use of the word "adopted" is probably inaccurate, since neither the GAO of the Commission would have the occasion to 
employ these closure methodologies. Perhaps the word meant here was "endorsed." 
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4.  The Problem - Defmibility of Our Recommendations 

Lately, our process has been described as "strategy-driven,'"2 because the scenarios generated by that 
process conform to the TJCSG's overarching strategy. That strategy is to: 

"Reduce excess capacity and reduce the number of technical sites through combined Research, 
Development & Acquisition, Test & Evaluation Centers aligned for functional and technical efficiency and 
synergy."'3 

The epithet, "strategy-driven," while technically correct at a superficial level, is hard to support. For 
one, we have not proven there is any excess capacity to reduce, which is one objective of the strategy. 
The other is to reduce the number of sites in a way that aligns them for efficiency and synergy, but 
how does one align them successfully without objective data on their military value? 

A strategy-driven process would be if we were reducing proven excess capacity while enhancing 
vertically integrated platform work, or co-locating a broad range of multidisciplinary sciences, at sites 
shown by data to possess the best people, state-of-the-art facilities, and an established record of 
success in making scientific advances and creating new warfghting capabilities. By contrast, 
realigning work to sites that merely have the most people working in what are large, wide-ranging 
technology areas (e.g., Sensors) is not strategy. It is expedience, at best. 

Defensibility problems will almost certainly result from the belated use of data because our judgrnent- 
driven scenarios now have two sub-optimal futures. The best-case has them data-validated; and in 
the worst-case, data-rationalized. In either case, without corrective action, notions that we marshaled 
data to support preexisting judgments, or preferred outcomes, will be difficult to dispel. 

5 .  A Remedial Plan of Action 

(a) Consult Other DoD Studies 

The TJCSG does not have a monopoly on expert judgment, so it will be difficult to explain why 
we did not calibrate with the findings of high-level expert panels - especially those that, unlike 
our study, actually examinetiprojects at the sites. Fortunately, there is still time to use the expert 
judgment of other DoD panels as a solution to our problem. 

The issue paper, "Decision Criteria for Scenario Proposals," proposed that we, where possible, 
assess each scenario for whether it conforms or conflicts with any judgrnent(s) of a DoD study, 
like those of the Service Science Boards, Tri-Service RDT&E Panels, or any other DoDEederal 
board of scientific and engineering experts. Conformance to other panel findings would enhance 
the credibility of our judgmentdriven scenarios. Conflicts with other findings, while not a show- 
stopper, should be cause for re-examination. 

Some may claim this approach compromises objectivity because such studies can be biased (a 
legitimate concern), or that such information is not certifiable because it draws fiom sources 
outside the closure process. These arguments are not convincing for the following reasons: 

l2 TJCSG Meeting Minutes of 25 October 2004. 

v " DDRLkE Briefing to the Infrastructure Steering Group, "Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG): Strategy / Initial 
Scenarios," 1 October 2004. 
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Other studies are unlikely to be any more subjective than our judgmentdriven process. The more 
objective studies will be those that examined the R&D work itself, which we have not done. 

r These would be official reports, authorized and approved by the DoD I Services. Ifthis 
information cannot be considered authoritative and certzjkble, then why does the DoD continue 
to charter such studies - at considerable public expense - andprovide them to Congress? 

BRAC-05 will use - for the fmt time in five rounds - closure ideas proposed by private groups 
outside the Government, such as the Business Executives for National Security. Surely, ifprivate 
sector opinions can be usedfor generating scenarios, then the officialfindings of DoD chartered 
and approved studies, must be acceptable and certifiable. 

The DoD IG determined, after our 2 December 2003 off-site, when we fist began our work on 
military value, that the use of DoD studies would be auditable, and therefore defensible. 

If we can show that other DoD studies made similar judgments to our own, then the credibility, 
and defensibility, of our proposals are improved. One study of potential use is the Tri-Service 
"Fixed-Wing Aircraft T&E Reliance Study." Another is the study by the National Defense 
University (NDU) on S&T in the areas of sensors, IT, and weapons (three areas we are 
examining). The NDU team included experts with impressive credentials: former Service Vice 
Chiefs (one was later appointed Chair of the Columbia Accident Investigation Board), former 
Commanders-in-Chiefs (one was later appointed as the President's Special Envoy to the Middle 
East), a former DDR&E and Secretary of the Air Force, experts fiom academia, former lab 
directors, and a former National Security Council Special Assistant to the President. 

In short, what rationale could be ofleredjor why OSD entertained ideasfiom theprivate sector, 
even as the TJCSG ignored expert judgments made in DoD's own studies - many of which have 
been provided to Congress and the Secretary of Defense? 

(b) Derive Valid Militarv Value Scores -ASAP 

Even if we decide to consult other DoD studies, the fact remains that judgment alone camot 
substitute for the objective data necessary for deriving military value. In fact, OSD policy, 
established by the Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF), directs us to: 

". ..determine military value through the exercise of military judgment built upon a quantitative 
analyticalfoundation (emphasis added)."14 

Deriving scenarios, without the foundation of quantitative analysis, causes problems. First, it 
ignores the DEPSECDEFYs policy and risks compromising the integrity of the BRACprocess. It 
was for this reason, at the 3 November CIT meeting that I abstained from ranking the 3 1 proposed 
scenarios by their order of importance.ls How can one make such determinations, in an objective 
way, without the analytical foundation provided by military value (MV) scores or capacity data? 

The second problem is that accurate MVscores are essential ifwe are to avoid closing, or 
realigning workfiom, sites that have greater value than ones we have selected to be the gainers. 
Again, this situation was caused by developing scenarios before the MV scores were available to 
inform our selection of gainers and losers. The key task after deriving the scores will be to 
modify any defective scenarios as quickly as possible. 

l4 DEPSECDEF memo, subj: "BRAC 2005 Military Value Principles", 3 September 2004. 
'' D. DeYoung, Memo to DoD IG, subj: "Decision to Abstain from Scenario Prioritization", 4 November 2004. 
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Complicating matters is the fact that the COBRA calls will be launched soon, well before the MV 
scores are finalized. This is likely to waste dollars, time, and effort. Each defective COBRA 
squanders resources in the following ways. 

COBRA calls are ex~ensive. Based on the cost of an actual BRAC-95 COBRA call, my estimated 
cost of a BRAC-05 TJCSG COBRA call, affecting 7 sites, might be roughly $495,000.'~ 
Assuming 20-30 COBRA calls, the total price tag could range between 10 and 15 million dollars. 

0 COBRA calls are labor intensive. Based on an actual BRAC-95 COBRA call, a BRAC-05 TJCSG 
COBRA call, affecting 7 sites, may generate 375 pages of data." Assuming 20-30 COBRA calls, 
the sub-groups may be swamped with between 7,500 and 12,000 pages of data. Analyzing this 
data and resolving the likely conflicts between "gainers" and "losers", especially the inter-service 
conflicts, will take time that is in short supply. Ofallphases in ourprocess, thh is the most likely 
to be a "showstopper" (see issue paper, ''Scenario Conflict Adjudication," dakd 13 September). 

0 COBRA calls disru~t important work. Labs and centers perform critical missions, many in direct 
support of our armed forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as the global war on terrorism. 
COBRA calls are major distractions and divert resources away &om mission needs. The fact that 
we are risking the launch of unnecessary and/or defctive COBRA calls, due to a lack of objective 
data, ajkr 20 months of work, is more than unfortunate. It is inexcusable. 

One last issue regarding military value is the question of, "what gets assigned a score?" - i.e., 
will it be a bin, a group of bins, or an organization? Conftning the scores to individual bins 
makes the least sense because it does not conform to the synergistic nature of how good R&D is 
conducted. Moreover, our 39 bins do not have clean, mutually exclusive borders - both people 
and facilities are shared across multiple bins. A bin-to-bin analysis will lead to realignments of 
workload packets, which will sever the connectivity of critical multidisciplinary projects and 
vertically integratedprograms. The way out of this box is to assign MV to groups of bins, or to 
more meaninghl organizational units, such as an activity (e.g., laboratory or center). 

(c) Simnlifv the Ca~acitv Analysis 

Every dollar spent on excess infrastructure robs our treasury and burdens our armed forces. Our 
first task was to determine whether that excess exists, and if it does, where it is and how much 
there is of it. As with military value, this task must be accomplished objectively and accurately, 
and should have been completedprior to the generation of any closure scenarios. 

Reliable capacity data is still needed to confirm assertions made about the exttence of excess 
capacity. After all, this was the primary reason given to justifl another round of closures. 
Conventional wisdom after the 1995 closures held that substantial excess capacity remained. 
However the circumstances supporting that contention were profoundly altered by a foreign 

l6 The BRAC-95 COBRA call expended 1-2 WYs of effort in 48 hours (plus a weekend) at the "losing" site. Assume the level to 
be 1.5 WYs, at a filly-burdened compensation rate of a GS-13, and then the "losing" site spent approximately S225K to respond. 
Then assume the "gaining" site expended I15 the effort, which is probably conservative, and the cost for that site was roughly 
345 K, making the total for the COBRA call approximalely $270 K. But, that was a scenario that involved only 2 sites. Our three 
"notional" scenarios would have affected 7,9,  and 9 sites respectively. Let us assume that our COBRA calls affect an average of 
7 sites, with a conservative ratio of 1 "loser" and 6 "gainers" for each. By applying the response costs of $225 K for the "loser" 
and $45 K for each "gainer", the estimated cost for each scenario might be $495 K. 
" The BRAC-95 COBRA call generated 165 pages of data from the "losing" site. Again, assuming the "gaining" site expended 
115 of the effort, about 35 pages may have been produced for a total data call response of 200 pages. Again, assuming the 
TJCSG data calls affect an average of 7 sites, with a ratio of 1 "loser" to 6 "gainers", and the total amount of information might 
be roughly 375 pages. 
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attack on our homeland. As a result, (a) the nation's defense budget has risen (with an 
accompanying increase in DoD lablcenter w~rkload),'~ (b) serious Congressional consideration is 
being given to increasing the size of the force structure, and (c) there are urgent wartime 
challenges that require extensive levels of RDT&E, such as finding reliable ways to detect, from 
a distance, everything fiom conventional explosives, to bio-agents, to nuclear material. 

The TJCSG 's approach to determining capacity is overly complicated. It uses too many metrics 
of dubious value. One is square footage, which has problems best addressed in the issue paper, 
"Notional Scenarios." A second, Force Structure Adjustment (FSA), is especially relevant here 
because of its total reliance on judgment. As explained in the issue paper, "Proposed 
Contingency Plan" (dated 4 August 2004), the FSA is intended to account for any current 
capacity that may not be necessary in 2025. Our individual judgments were merged into a 
collective judgment by means of a Delphi session, but it is unclear how to defend pure 
speculation about the world 20 years from now. Needless to say, the FSA is not certified data. 

To be blunt, the third metric - extramural fimding - is absurd. First, dollars given to external 
organizations is not a measure of on-site capacity. If it were, DARPA, with nearly $2.7 billion in 
FY03, should have a sprawling infrastructure, but it occupies an office building.19 Second, it 
injects private sector infkastructure into an analysis of the public sector's capacity. Funding that 
goes outside of an installation's fence-line is immaterial to BRAC. Third, the issue paper, 
"Proposed Contingency Plan," predicted that we would risk multiple counts of the same dollar as 
it is passed around different organizations at the same location. The prediction was right. At the 
1 November ClT meeting, the Analytic Team reported that a roll-up of capacity measures was 
necessary in order to compare apples-to-apples, but that this will also ensure doublecounting (or 
worse). The Team's proposal to use only intramural hd ing ,  which would eliminate both the 
multiplecounting and private sector issues, was not adopted. 

A fourth metric, ACATs (both count and funding), is analytically unsound. ACAT programs 
exhibit large variances in cost and complexity. This leads to big differences in personnel, 
funding, and infrastructure requirements between programs - even at the same ACAT level. 
ACATs are much too imprecise as a means for measuring capacity. As a diagnostic tool, it is not 
unlike using an oven thermometer to decide whether your child has a fever. 

We need to simplify our analysis. Work-years and test hours were sufficient in BRAC-95's Lab 
and T&E cross-service analyses. And, work-years alone got the job done in the Navy's BRAC- 
95 process; a process that the GAO endorsed. The solution is clear. Instead, we are proceeding 
with COBRA calls - even though no excess capacity has been proven to exist. We owe it to the 
field sites and to our nation's security to determine whether there is in fact any excess capacity, 
and if so, where and by how much, If we fail to meet that obligation, then we owe it to ourselves 
to start working on some plausible explanations for the Commission. 

Conclusion 

There is an enormous difference between a closure process that is data-driven & validated by judgment 
and one that is judgment-driven & rationalized by data. The first approach, after proving excess capacity 
does indeed exist, can yield fair outcomes that reduces infkastructure and p r e w e s  an in-house system 
that meets long-term national interests. The second approach can heighten the risk to America's security. 

'* Navy Laboratory Community Coordinating Group data show a 10% increase in the one year from FYOl to FY02 in 
reimbursable funding, and direct cites (including non-Navy funding sources). 
http:llwww.darpamivbodylpdVFYO3BudEst.pdf 
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CI 
While we no longer have a data-driven approach, we may be able to avoid the pitfalls of the latter one. 
To do this we must first calibrate our judgmentderived scenarios against the findings of other defense 
studies. This will minimize the risk of errors in judgment and give our proposals more credibility. Then 
we need to validate those scenarios in two steps: use valid capacity data, derived through a simplified and 
more analytically sound process, to verifL that there is excess capacity within the Department's system of 
labs and centers, and if such excess is proven, then use accurate MV scores, at a meaningful level of 
aggregation (e.g., organizations vice the artificial 39 bins) to make the best choices regarding "gainers" 
and "losers." Accomplishing less than those three steps will create unacceptable risks. 

Much has been said about this BRAC being about transforming the Department for future threats. Much 
less is said about the fact that the very mission of the Department's laboratories and centers is one of 
constant transformation - both incremental and radical. Whatever we do in this BRAC, their ability to 
make technical contributions to national security must bepreserved. One example is the contribution 
made by worldclass chemists with the Navy's laboratory at Indian Head, Maryland, who developed and 
fielded the thennobaric weapon in only 67 days for use against a1 Qaeda and Taliban forces holed up in 
Afghanistan's mountain caves and tunnels. Another is that made by engineers with the Army's laboratory 
and test center at Aberdeen, Maryland and its Tank Automotive R&D center in Warren, Michigan, who 
developed and fielded, within two months, the Armor Survivability Kits that are now being rushed into 
Iraq to better protect U.S. ground forces.20 

Another in-house ability that must be preserved is its role as ayar&tick:' a term referring to the standard 
that it sets by providing authoritative, objective advice to governmental decisionmakers. This is critical to 
good government. The Federal Government must be able to choose among competing options offered by 
industrial producers. The need for profit makes each company an advocate of its own product, so, given 

@ 
those natural tendencies, the Government "requires internal technical capability of sufficient breadth, 
depth, and continuity to assure that the public interest is s e ~ e d . " ~  

A lot rides on our actions, much more so than ten years ago. America is engaged in a prolonged struggle 
with an opportunistic, fanatical enemy who has unlimited apocalyptic goals and is not deterred by 
traditional means. We need to identi@ and collect any potential BRAC savings - and our country needs 
all of the technological options it can get. 

Recommendations: The TJCSG should require that the sub-groups: (a) calibrate the proposed scenarios 
against the findings of other DoD studies; @) use capacity data, derived through a simplified and more 
analyhcally sound process, to verify that there is excess capacity within the DoD in-house system, and if 
so, then (c) use MV scores, at a meaningful level of aggregation, to validate the scenarios and make the 
best choices regarding "gainers" and "losers.'* 

- 

" RDECOM Magazine, "Vehicles in Iraq Go From Workhorse to Warrior with New Kits," February 2004. 
H. L. Nieburg, In the Name ofscience (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1%6). 

" William J. Perry, Required In-Home Capabilities for Department of Defense Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 

v' (Washington, DC: Department of Defense, 1980). 
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Army Position: Non-Concur 

AF Position: 

a) Non-Concur Calibrating against findings of other DoD Studies not required by the BRAC 
Law nor appropriate based on context and circumstances operative when those studies 
were conducted. 

b) Non-Concur Use the existing capacity methodology approved by the ISG 
c) Non-Concur Used Military Value to analyze TJCSG recommendations consistent with Mr. 

Wynne's guidance as opposed to using MiUtary Value to validate TJCSG scenarios. 

Issue Paper #07-28-04-01 Notional Scenarios - AF Non-Concurs as this has been overcome by 
events. 

Issue Paper #0&06-0442 Proposed Contingency Plan - AF Non-Concurs as this has been 
overcome by events. 

Issue Paper #07-30-04-05 Decision Criteria for Scenario Proposals AF Non-Concurs Use 
TJCSG Decision Factors instead of Decision Criteria proposed in the issue paper. 

Issue Paper #07-16-04-05 Scenario Conflict Adjudication AF Non-Concurs The TJCSG 
Chairman should adjudicate TJCSG scenario conflicts not the Service Vice Chiefs. 

Navy Position: 
Marine Corps Position: 
JCS Position: 

Final Resolution: 

POC Signature: Date: 

ClT Chair: Date: 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

30 1 0  DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 2030 t -30 1 0  

JUL 1 6 2 0 3  
ACQUISITION. 
TECHNOLOGY 

AND LOGISTICS 

MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING CHAIRMAN, HEADQUARTERS AND SUPPORT 
ACTIVITIES JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

SUBJECT: BRAC 2005 Guidance for the Headquarters and Support Activities Joint 
Cross-Service Group (JCSG) 

The Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) reviewed the functions and notional 
rnetrics for BRAC analysis proposed in your report and recommended approval, with two 
modifications and three clarifications. The ISG recommended limiting the'analysis of 
"Reserve Component Facilities" to reserve component administration and headquarters 
activities, with the remaining reserve component functions to be analyzed by the Military 
Departments. Accordingly, the "Reserve Component Facilities" function becomes a 
subordinate function under the "Administration and C2 Headquarters" function. The ISG 
also endorsed changing the name of your JCSG from "Administration" to "Headquarters 
and Support Activities." 

The recommended clarifications involved narrowing the scope of the following 
activities: 1) the Communication and Information Technology function will be limited to 
base level communication and information technology with both the Defense Information 
System Agency and the Technical JCSG participating in the analysis of this function; 2) 
the Contracting function will be limited to installation level service contracts; 3) the 
Mobilization function will be analyzed by a separate subgroup instead of being part of the 
proposed "Major Administration HeadquarterdNationaI Capital Region" subgroup and 
will include members from the operational community. While the hfiastructure 
Executive Council (IEC) concurred in the ISG's recommendations, the Air Force IEC 
members expressed concern about how audit functions would be analyzed, The Air 
Force stated, "auditing services must be responsive to the needs and requirements of the 
Service Secretary." To  address this concern, your group should consider the Air Force 
views by focusing on the utilization of administrative space for audit functions. Service 
sensitivities for retaining the auditing function within their organization should receive 
full consideration. On June 24,2003, the Secretary of Defense approved the functions 
and metsics contained in your report, as recommended, with comment, by the EC.  

As reflected in the attached BRAC Process Overview slide, there are several steps 
in the BRAC analytical process. The ISG must approve your approach to each of these 
steps before you proceed. The first major step is a capacity analysis to establish the base 
line for rationalizing infrastructure across the Department. The capacity analysis is 
followed by a military value analysis in which measures of merit will quantify facility 

q 
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attributes and provide a means to rank order facilities. These two steps, in turn, are the 
foundation of the final step, scenario development, in which the JCSG will array 
alternative configurations to arrive at closure and realignment recommendations. The 
ISG has directed that the JCSGs must complete final closure and realignment 
recommendations by the middle of the fust quarter of Fiscal Year 2005. 

You should be prepared to present your approach to conducting a capacity analysis 
to the ISG for its approval in late August 2003. The approach must include common 
definitions for the functions that fall within the JCSG's responsibility, common metrics 
that wiU measure throughput capacity, and a methodology for determining surge 
requirements. Upon approval of the ISG, these common definitions, metrics, and 
methodology for surge requirements will be used to generate a data call that will provide 
the information necessary for your JCSG to conduct the actual analysis. 

The capacity analysis must answer these questions: 

What is the inventory of facilities currently performing the functions defined 
as falling within your responsibility for cross-service analysis? 
What percent of the throughput capacity of these facilities is being utilized 
for current and surge workloads? 
What percentage, if any, currently exists in excess of current workload plus 
surge requiremen ts7 

Aside from developing metrics and definitions appropriate for determining the 
capacity of your functions, you should also develop the fust draft of the questions that 
will be used to obtain the certified data necessary to complete your capacity analysis. 
The Military Departments (and Defense Agencies) will issue these questions as a data 
caIl to all installations within the U.S. after the ISG has approved your approach. Finally, 
your presentations to the ISG should also include an overview of the staffing, contract 
support, and organization of your JCSG. 

The capacity analysis will provide a DoD-wide baseline of capacity and facilty 
usage for each of the functions within your portfolio as they are currently configured and 
as they are currently being utilized. You should start your capacity design effort by 
refining and, if required, adding to the list of notional metrics provided in your initial 
report. Cross-service policy differences impacting your capacity analysis will be 
adjudicated within your group to the maximum extent possible, and at the ISG when 
necessary. 

The OSD BRAC Office has personnel with experience in conducting these 
analyses to assist you with the design of your capacity analysis. The specifics of the 
schedule for making presentations to the ISG and the format for your capacity analysis 
presentations will be provided in the near future. 
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Develop quantitative method for 
assessing the military value of 
performing the functions under 
consideration of the Joint Cross Service 
Group for Headquarters and Support 
Activities at current and/or potential 
locations. 
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PROJECT PURPOSE. Provide military value 
analysis across HSA JCSG functions. 

- Develop methodology 
- Build frameworklscoring plan 
- Complete models & analysis 
- Provide rankings from models 
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Scope-Military Selection Criteria 

O I-The current and future mission requirements and impacts on 
operational readiness of the Department of Defense's total force, 
including impacts on joint warfighting, training, and readiness. 

O 2-The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated 
airspace, including training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, 
naval, or air forces throughd~ti&'div6rsity of climate and terrain areas 
and staging areas for use of the Armed Forces in homeland defense 
missions, at both existing and potential receiving locations. 

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

O 4-The cost and manpower implications. 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure 
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Assum~tions 

DoD Imperatives 
- Improve Jointness 
- Eliminate Redundancy 
- Eliminate Duplication and Excess Capacity 
- Exploit Best Business Practices 
- Other DoD Level ~ u i d a 6 c ~ - ~ o c u m e n t s  , a ,  L. - .. , 

Other Imperatives 
. * - Move outside of NCR . . I t  , 

..r . - - Move onto installations 
- Integration of function and locations 

Credit of installations who have function 
Credit for "best practices" 

Model Specific Assumptions 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure = 
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Studv:iischeduIe 

Member Brief-29 Jan, .5*.Feb, and possibly other dates 
Written Report to ISG-13 Feb 04 
ISG Brief-23 Feb 04 
Return of CDC data-5 Apr 04 
Data Call-Mid April 04 
Model Runs Begin-Late May to June 04 
Results feed scenario generation 
Final BRAC Recommendations-November 04 
Sensitivity Analysis-UTC 

~ransformin~ Through Base Realignment and Closure = 
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Decision Analysis 2 t . f , A d L . z ~  4 # < .  l a ,  -- 

- Multi Attribute Value Theory 
- Logical Decisions 

Development Process 
- Iterative Cycle for Development 

Created goals and attributes 
Refine and created metrics 
Revisit and created weights 
ConsoIidation/standardization 

- Senior level interviews 
Used as guidance, imperative definition, issue identification 
All members 
Service BRAC Chiefs (College, ,USA; Aimone, USAF; Davis, USN), 
DoD BRAC Chief (~otochn&jj John McDonald . - .  

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure ,= 
HSA JCSG/703.998.1685 
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14 separate models'.'" : 
Approximately 75 metrics 
- Mean is 12 per model 
- Approximately 17 "common" 

Examples 
- Specific Examples 

Military Personnel Center Model 
Finance and Accounting (Geo Cluster) 

- Generic Descriptions 

lCllll Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure - 
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Scope: Active and Reserve Military Personnel Centers 
Intent is to assist the decision maker in deciding where to 
place organizations-assigning military value to potential 
receiving locations .*. r . . 5 

" - .  
- *  {.! ; 8 ;  ; Assumptions : b e  -,. 

**% ;-, ; { , & { 

- Considers only installations With-lnthtary .-a personnel centers 
- Potential for infeasible solutioris~' .' 

- Move centers to installations 
- Total ForceICo-location is better 
- Functional analysis defines move candidates 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure - 
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Financial Management Study Focuses 

Modeling effort includes: 
-The Defense Finance and Accounting Services (DFAS) 
organization - Headquarters and 24 primary or corporate 
field sites located within the-United States. 

- 7  .,. 
* S f "  - , - a -  

d Activities performing finance'and , - , -  .. accounting functions 
locally for DoD organizatioris within the United States, 
including local DFAS entities. 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure , ,  
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Local Finance and Accounting Military Value 

Criteria 1 - Operational Readiness - 35% 
-Attribute 1 : Customer Service - 20% 

>) Metric: Number of Customers (organizations) - 12% 
)) Metric: Unique CustomerIDFAS Corporate Application - 8% 

-Attribute 2: Secure Facility/Survivability -- 15% 
Metric: On an Active DoD Installation - 

Criteria 2 - Facilities - 20% I s  '.. I - - 

-Attribute 1 : Facility Condition - 1 1 % 
)> Metric: Facility Condition Code for Admin Bldgs 

-Attribute 2: Operating Space - 9% . 

B Metric: Excess spal~&kbntiguous to exiting F&A activity 

,-'% 2 "> , . . 
'-$ lb+.- . 2. 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure 
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Criteria 3 - Mobilization/Future Force Support - 35% 
-Attribute 1 : Customer Service - 20% 

)) Metric: Number of Customers (organizations) - 12% 
)) Metric: Unique CustomerIDFAS Corporate Application - 8% 

-Attribute 2: Secure FacilityISurvivability -- 15% 
)) Metric: On an Active'DoD Installation 

Criteria 4 - Cost of Operations - 10% 
-Attribute 1: Operating Cost 

)) Metric: Operati 

.t .*;4:4:*- '.c,;' 

~ r a n s  forming Through Base Realignment and Closure -- 
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i ' . ) I  
' -2; ! * - 5 , j t  .- - 2  J i d m - $  

Defense Agencies , -, s i s >  

- Functional & Footprint: Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service (DFAS), Defense Security Service (DSS), Defense 
Commissary Agency (DeCA), Defense Contract Audit 
Agency (DCAA), Defense Legal Services Agency (DLSA), 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA), and 
Pentagon Force Protection Agency (PFPA) 

- Footprint: 6 others 
- Fall under other models 

Tran ugh Base Realignment and Closure = 
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* I , . . .  , 1 

Report and scoring plan to ISG 
tinal report on recommended rankings 

> .  

Validation and QA activities 
- DoD IG overwatch 
- Sensitivity analysis 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure II" 
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. ; <  

Military Value Modeling 
in Support T c -  E-f. ! s  . -  - .  : of the 

Joint Cross~Bewice Group 
for Headquartsrs and Support 

Activities 

LTC Christopher M. Hill 
703.806.5649 
Christopher.Hill@caa.army.mil 
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Value Functions 
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BFUC 2005 
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of 30 July 2004 

Dr. Ron Sega, Director, Defense Research and Engineering chaired the meeting. 
'fbe list of attendees is enclosed in attachment 1. Agenda is enclosed in attachment 2. 
Pre-meeting issue papers are enclosed in attachment 3. The primary objective for the 
meeting was to provide the TJCSG principals with three proposed notional scenarios to 
be presented at the 6 Aug 04 ISG Meeting. The key points, decisions and action items 
fi-om the meeting are as follows: 

Pronosed Scenarios for 6 Aug 2004 ISG 

Key Points: 

For the benefit of the TJCSG, Mr. Pcter Potochney (OSD, Director, Base 
Realignment and Closure) clarified the ISG's instruction (made on 23 July) 
regarding the submittal of scenarios in time for its consideration on 6 
August. Mr. Potochney expressed the point that the scenarios were to be 
site-specific, i.e., they were not to be of the notionai general nature 
that the TJCSG was preparing to send forward. Calling closure and 
realignment scenarios, "the fkont-end of the analytical process," he 
stated that Mr. Wyme "wants useful scenarios." 

During the ensuing discussions, it was noted that even notional scenarios 
were causing concern among the JCSGs. One significant conccrn mentioned 
was the danger that such sensitive infannation bc: lcakcd, which might 
cause the work ofthe TJCSG up to th is p i n t  to be lost (is.,  lost). 
One Service principal reported that some JCSG were preparing 
site-specific scer~arias for the ISG's use. Tt was offered that if the 
TJCSG decided to identi& sites for each of its three notional scenarios, 
it would not take much time to do so. 

Dr. Dan Stewart. Air Force Principal, asked if the TSG would be issuing 
its request in writing. He noted that there seemed to be differing ideas 
as to what was tasked and why, so written guidance might be beneficial to 
a satisfactory response. Mr. Potochney responded that he was not aware of 
a tasking letter being in the works and did not know if one would be 
forihcoming. 

* Wicn polled, the TJCSG Service principals each expressed concern about 
identifying sitcs at th is stage in the analytical process. The matter was 
resolved with Mr. Putochney saying tk i t  the TJCSG should proceed with what 
it was comfortable doing. The unanimous decision was ma& to provide 
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three notional scenarios that did not specify sites. 

The Navy and AF Principals questioned whether this verbal request From the ISG 
would be followed tvi& a funnai W n g  per the BRAC process. They requested 
a copy of the TSG minutes to see if it was documented. They also asked the XG 
for their interpretation. The TJCSG decided to rcspond to the ISG with the three 
scenarios woufd be "notional7' and not identify any specifics 

* These scenarios are being developed as a training exercise in order to begin 
developing the integration process which will be necessary later to integrate 
scenarios between ihe JCSGs, Services and KG. CIT praposed the first three 
listed below and suggested using the fourth as a backup. 

1. (Presented by Mx. Ryan) Consalidntt: selected technical BRAC Edcilities (while 
maintaining redundancy where required) for joint RL)AT&E technicd centers 
for seiwted DTAP (capabilities) areas, when supported by ow anal@kd 
process. e-g. CLZISR, .4nnaments, Rotary and Fixed Wing Aircaf2, and 
Satellites 

2. (Presented by Mr. GoXdstayn) Joint Research Facilities -- Consolidate selectled 
IN- - technical BRAC research facilities (while maintaining redundancy where 

required) to joi~zt rcsearcb facilities for non-platform spsific research, whm 
supported by our analytical process, e.g. material science, human systems, 

Q 
ched io ,  senmrdelecmicslelectronic warfare, battlespace environments, and 
information system 

3. (Presented by Mr. Simmons) Integrated Test and Training Centers - "Realign 
training a d o r  operational units- and move the force structure to a technical 
facility location (particularly Opm Air Ranges) " 

Dedsions: 

TJCSG decided to revise Scenario #I to: Consolidate selected technical BRAC 
facilities (while maintaining redundancy where required) for joint RDAT&E 
technical centers far a selected DTAP (capability) area, when supported by our 
analytical process. 
TJCSG decided to revise Scenario #2 to: Joint Research Facilities -- Consolidate 
selected technical R M G  research facilities (while maintaining redundancy where 
required) to joint research facilities for non-platform specific research, when 
supported by our analytical process. 
TJCSC decided to have Scenario #3 modified ta cantain more detail. 
TJCSG will provide three scenarios to OSD BRAC by COB, Wednesday, 4 Aug 
04. 
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30 Jul04 Interim Capacity PInafvsis Report 

Key Points: 

* fntr:& Capacity Repart requires additicmil work. 
Some parameters remain in the report which were previously discussed and were 
agreed to be changed, Repon n& to reflect TJCSG agreed-to capacity 
F e t e =  to be used in the capacity malysis. 

* TJCSG agreed &at if additional significant changes are required to submit the 
Interim Capacity Repot, then the oment version will be submitted and the next 
hterir~ Report, due in 2 weeks, will rcflect thew changes 

* TJCSC decided to slip the suspense for the Interim Capacity Analysis Report to 
"I'usdaly; 3 Aug M. 

. . 
Capacity Measures for LUM Runs 

c Time did not permit. 

Time did not pennit. 

- Time did not permit. 

Field Question and h m v e r  Status Report 

Time did not permit. 

* OSD BR AC ,mnaunced TJCSG Military Value Report is overdue. 
Next TJCSG Meeting (VTC) is scheduled for 5 Aug 2004,0900-I000 hrs EDT, 
Pc~~tagon Rm 4E987. 

Acdon Items: 
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1. Modify Scenario ff3 to contain more detail and will provide a &aft rewrite at the 
Monday, 2 Aug 2004, CIT VTC. (Action Officer: Mr. Brian Simmons) 

2. TJCSG to submit aH three scenarios ta OSD BRAC by COB, Wednesday, 4 A~tg 
2004. (Action Officer: Mr. Shaffer) 

3. Analysis Team will update the Interim Capacity Analysis Report to reflect conect 
parameters to be used in measuring capacity. Need to coordinate with CIT and 
TJCSG Principals and complete for Dr. Sega's signature by Tuesday, 3 Aug 2004. 
(Action Officer: COL Steve Evans) 

4. Coordinate Military Value Analysis Report with Cl'f and TJCSG Principals and 
submit to OSD BRAC by 6 Aug 2004. (Action Officer: Dr. Schuette) 

Chairman, Capabilities Integration Team 

Attachments: 
. 

1. List of Attendees 
2. Agenda 
3. Issue Papers 
4. Contingency Plan 
5. Schedule 
6. Q&A Process 
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Technical JCSG Meeting 
July 30,2004 

Attendm 
Members: 
Dr. Ron Sega (Chair) 
Dr. Dan Stmart, Air Farce (via telecon) 
Dr. John Foulkes, Army 
W M  Jay Cohen, Navy (via tclecon) 

Othm 
Mr. Al S M a ,  CCfT Chair 
Mr. Andy Porth, OSD BlRAC Office 
Mr. A1 Goldstym, AF CIT Rep (via tdecon) 
Col Eileen Walling, AF CIT Rep (via tekcon) 
Mr. Roger Florence, DOD IG 
Mr. Msrtt Mleziva, AF (via teiecon) 
Mr. Brim Simmom, h y  CIT Alternate (via telecon) 
Mr. E)on DeYomg Navy CIT Alternate 
COL Bob Buckstad, OSD 
Mr. Gary SQ&, 0SD 
Dr. lbany Schuette, Navy 

w COL Steve E v a ,  Marines 
Mr, P&e CaXtitX, Amy 
Cat Joe Kennedy, Marines 
LCDR Jim Melone, Navy 
Mr. Steve Kraltzmeier, A m y  
Mr. Pete Potochney, OSD BRaC 
Mr. John Miner, AF 



Technical Joint Cross Service Team (TJCSG) Meeting 
30 July 2004,1530 - 1630 Hrs EST 

Pentagon, Room 3E1014 
Agenda 

* Pruposed Scenarios far Training (Fresenters: Mr. Ryan, Mr. S i m m ,  
Mr. Goldstap, COL H a m )  
Key Discussion Point: Level of detail in naming DTAP areas (Shown in 
red in the issue paper) 
Expected Results: TJCSG approve 3 scenarios for submission to the ISG 

* TJCSG Approval of thr: 30 JulW Interim Capacity Analysis Reprt - 
(Presenter: COL Evans) Expected Results: TJCSG recommend approval 
and TJCSC': Chair sign 

* Issue Paper for Capacity Measures for LOM Runs, (Presenter: Mr. 
MXeziva) 
Expected Results: TJCSG approve FTE's for D&A & T&E Capacity 
Calcutations 

* Contingency Plan (Presenter: Mr. Goldstap) 
Expected Results: TJCSG provide recommendations 

Schedule Recommendation (Presenter: Dr. Sc buette, Mr. ShaEa) 
Expected Results: TJCSG provide recommendations 

* Field Question and Answer Status Repcrrt (Presenter: Ms. Felix) 
Expected Results: TJCSG awareness 

Other Business, Open Discussion (Time Permitting) 

Closing Remarks (Dr. Sega) 
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CIT Issue Papers for 
TJCSG Meeting 30 Jaly 2003 

ISSUE # W-30-4-61: Proposed motional TJCSG scenarios for $he 6 Aug ISG. 

POINT OF CONTACT: Mr. A1 Shaffer 

- At fie 33 July meeting of the Zrtfkatn~cture Steaing Group (IS(;), the 1SG tasked each of the 
Joint Cross Service Gmups to develop 3 notional scenarios so the IISG could begin to address 
how they will attack the pmblan of teeing up recommendations 

- The CIT principals were tasked to come up with notionad scenarios. The CIT decided to try 
to have one scenario that is largely within TJCSG purview, one that will force interaction 
with at~ther JCSG, and one additional. I3ey are listed below 

- Under no ciremstances will the notional scenarios be site specific 

w 1 .  (Ryan) Consolidate selected technical B M C  facilities (while main@ining reditndmcy 
where r e q W )  for joint RDAT&E technbl centers for selected DTAP (capabilities) areas, 
when supported by our analytical process. e.g, C4ISR, Amamenb, R o t q  and F i x 4  Wing 
Air~mfi, and Satellites 

2. (Goldstayn) Joint Research Facilities -- Cansol i&te selected technical i3R AC research 
facilities (~l&ik maintaining redtmdancy where required) to joint research faciliiities for non- 
platforn~ specific reseahcfi, when supported by our analytical process, c.g. material scie3fce> 
human systems, cherm%io, smsa&elec&onicslefmtronic wdare, battlespace envimmem, 
and information systems 

3. (Simmons) Integrated Test and Training Centers - '%align tmining andfor operational 
units- and move the force structure to a technical facility location @anicularfy Open Air 
fianges) " 

4. (Backup) (Harnm) Establish "City" Bases - "Close base ___ and retain the technical 
mission ififrastruchire: in place with outsourced supp~rP 

@IT RECOmIY1)ATION: TJCSG concur with the first 3 proposed scenarios and the 4& as 
a backup. 

AF Position: Concur 
Army Position: Concur 
N a q  Pasition: flvncur 

Y M~rEne Corps Position: Concur 
Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Only - Do Not Release under FOiA 
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BRAG FQUO 30 Jul 04 

ISSUE # 07-30-0403: 30 July 2004 Interim Capacity Analysis ReporWpdates 
w 

ISSUE: The TJCSG Interim Capacity Analysis Report and several updates are required to be 
P 

fornulate4 md subsequently forwarded to the Wmtructutc Steering Group (ISG-) on a periodic 
basis. 

POINT OF CONTACT: COL Steve Evans 

r This Report is comprised of the initial Interim. Capacity Analysis Report that was 
submitted in June as well its the first update to that Report. 

* This updated hport is due to the liSG on 30 July 2004. 
* The submission of this Report to the ISG is mandatory. 

CIT RJEC0mENI)ATION: That the Service Leads approve the Capacity Analysis Report in 
order for Dr. Sega to sign it, 

Ammy Pasftion: Concur 
-4.F Position: Concur 
Navy Position: Concur 
Marine Corps PrrsItion: Concur 
JCS Position: N/A 

Draft DelibeMive Document - For Discussion Only - Do Not Retease under FOIA 
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ISSUE # 07-38.04-02: CAPACITY MEASUBES for LINEAR OFTII\.IIZGTXON MODEL 
RUNS 

ISSUE: ?he TJCSG previously adopted a set of Linear Optimization Model (LOM) Capacity 
Measures for each Function (e-g., FTEs and Funding for Research) - the Off-Site group that 
dc.cteloped the Timeline (Best Case) recommends FTEs be added as a Capacity Measme to the 
D&A and T&E Functions to facilitate cross-Function analysis. 

POINT OF CONTACT: Matt Mleziva 

ISSUE SUMMARY: 

o The TJCSG has to approve any changes to the Capacity Measms used in the 
Linear Optimization Model (LOW 

CIT WACOMMENDATION: Add FTEs to the Capacity Measures for D&A and T&E in the 
LOM. 

AF Position: Concur 
Army Pusition: Concur 
Navy Position: Concur 
Marine Corps Position: Concur 
JCS Position: N/A 

Draft Deliberative Document - Far Discussion Only -- Do Not Release under FOlA 
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CONTINGENCY PLAN 
1. Use the reported capacity data to place target facilities into "bins" 

I. CIT will rapidly develop scenario strategi~s 
I, Unique to a bin - needed?/rnovable?lcity base potential? 

2. Major (FTEs & $s) competing facilities - emss capacity?/joint center of excellence 
potential? 

3. Refine competing facilities list using expert military judgment (Subgroups/ClT) 
2. Appiy expert military judgment to isolate significant comparisons within and across 

bins 
I. By function: ResearchlD&ATT&E 
2. By capability area: ALSSlArm & WeaponslC4ISRJEnabling Tectlnologies 
3. CIT recommend LOM use or not for scenarios generatad in step 2 

3. Use the Linear Optimization Model (LOM) to identify/evaluate a reduced or modified 
number of sites for a scenario 

4. Apply expert military judgment 
I. Modify scenarioslRerun LOM 

5. iterate results with other JCSGs 
1. Modify scenarioslRentn LOM 

6. Iterate results with Service BRAC Offices 
1. Modify scenariosJRerun LOM 

7. Make TSCSG BRAC Recommendations 







5 2 2 5  CK Appr~a l  (VTC) 

5 2 2 6  Develop Notienal Deta 

5 2.3 Build LOM backbone [AT) 

5 7  3 1 Oly Runs wnh notlml Ma and werghts 

5 2.1 F~naHze LOM Inputs 

5 2.5 CampJet~ Data Exhadm utwl M I L  VAtXapnrnV Meai;ure Camp 

5 2 8 Progress check on Cornputallon tools and LOM modal per &at%{ 

5.2 7 Hun t)ia LOM !&ltc!ics (scc nolc) 

5 2  8 Analyza LOM wns by subgnn~p 

5 7  Q Srlbgmup Integration of data and LOM oulpul 

6 Sconario and Data Call Alralysis 

6 1  Plannlnp & Proparatton 

8 1.2 Generate ?otcnthl Scenarsos 

6.1 2.1 rlgar C;rotrp devotop Strawman fcr atrale~ysnd Wtal 

-. - - 
I >a@ 

1 day? 

16 days7 

5 days7 

5 days7 

1 day? 
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1 day' 

1 d a p  
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October 26,2004 

BRAC 2005 
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of 26 October 2004 

BRAC FOUO 

Mr. Shaffer chaired the meeting. The agenda is enclosed in attachment 1. The list 
of attendees is enclosed in attachment 2. Read ahead materials for the meeting are 
enclosed in attachment 3. The primary objective for the meeting was to review the E&T 
Ranges Subgroup's potential scenarios, preliminary Military Value Scores, and 
scenarioIC0BR.A data call questions. The agenda topics are listed below in the order in 
which they were covered. The key points, decisions and action items from the meeting 
are as follows: 

Introduction - Mr. Shaffer 

Key Points: 

Mr. Shaffer reminded everyone of our responsibility not to leak information to people 
outside the TJCSG. 

Data and Analysis Metrics Review - CDR Melone 

Key Points: 

Organizational codes have been corrected. 
DISA has not responded to the TJCSG WCs. 
A1 Shaffer will call Pete Potochney, BRAC Director, to discuss status of Army Corps 
of Engineer data call request1 100 RFCs have gone out. 
The ALSS Subgroup has examined the capacity and military value data and 
determined that data is still missing and has identified the data that the TJCSG needs 
to obtain. Other subgroups are evaluating the data as well. 

Schedule - COL DeSalva 

Key Points: 

The schedule was not discussed. 

T&E Scenarios - Dr. Foulkes 

Key Points: 

The T&E Ideas covered were: 
Geographically-centered T&E OAR Complex 
Geographically-centered Aerial Systems T&E OAR Complex 
Consolidate Air Vehicle T&E OAR footprint 
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October 26,2004 BRAC FOUO 

Consolidate Air-Launched Munitions T&E footprint 
The TJCSG will invite the E&T JCSG Ranges Subgroup to the Tuesday, 2 Nov 
2004 TJCSG Meeting to discuss their scenarios in further detail. 

Establish Western T&E OAR Comvlex 

Key Points: 

This scenario has been registered with the ISG. 

Consolidate Rotary  win^ Air Vehicle T&E OAR Footprint 

Key Points: 

This scenario has been registered with the ISG. 

Consolidate Fixed Wing Air Vehicle T&E to a Westem-Centered T&E OAR Footprint 

Key Points: 

This scenario has not been registered with the ISG. 

Consolidate Fixed Wing Air Vehicle T&E OAR Footprint to an Eastern-Centered T&E 
OAR Footmint 

Key Points: 

This scenario has not been registered with the ISG. 

Consolidate Air Launched Munitions T&E to a Westemcentered T&E OAR Footprint 

Key Points: 

This scenario has not been registered with the ISG. 

Consolidate Air Launched Munitions T&E OAR Footprint to an Eastem-Centered T&E 
OAR Foobrint 

Key Points: 

This scenario has not been registered with the ISG. 
This scenario shows several of the same gaining locations as shown in the Western- 
Centered version. 
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C 

BRAC FOUO 

Military Value Scores - COL Evans 

Key Points: 

Mr. Shaffer requested to have the Analysis Team run the Military Value calculations 
to determine if it could actually be accomplished with the existing data and to see if 
the calculations are discriminating. 

The Analysis Team concluded the calculations can be performed using the 
existing data and the results are discriminating. 

0 The specific numbers were not addressed. 

Review of ScenarioICOBRA Data Call Ouestions - COL DeSalva 

Key Points: 

Time did not permit discussion of the Scenario/COBRA Data Call Questions. 

Action Items: 
1. Marie Felix will post the registered TJCSG scenarios including the E&T JCSG 
Ranges Subgroup's registered scenarios on the TJCSG Web Portal by COB Thursday, 28 
Oct 2004. 

The next TJCSG Meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 28 October 2004,0900-1200 hrs 
EDT, Pentagon VTC Rrn 4E987. 

Approved: 
Mr. A1 Shaffer 
Acting Chairman 
Technical Joint Cross Service Group 

Attachments: 

1. Outline -Agenda 
2. List of Attendees 
3. Read Ahead Materials 
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TJCSG Agenda 
26 Oct 04,0900-1000 hrs EDT 

Pentagon, Rm 43987 

Data and Analysis Metrics review (data quality and 
analysis progress) - Col DeSalva 
Schedule (planned vs actual graphic plot and event 
chart with dates) - Col DeSalva 
T&E Scenarios - Dr.Foulkes 
MIL Val Scores, review - COL Evans (information 
session) 
Review of ScenarioICOBRA data call questions - COL 
DeSalva 

DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY - DO NOT RELEASE UNDER FOlA 



October 26,2004 

w 
BRAC FOUO 

Attachment 2 
Technical JCSG Meeting 

October 26,2004 
Attendees 

Members: 
Mr. A1 Shaffer, Alternate TJCSG Chairman 
Mr. Blaise Durante, Air Force 
Dr. John Foulkes, Army 
Mr. George Ryan, Alternate for RADM Jay Cohen, Navy 
Dr. Barry Dillon, Marines 
Mr. Jay Erb, JCS 

Other: 
COL Walt Hamm, Marines 
Dr. Dan Stewart, Air Force (Via Telephone) 
Dr. Jim Short, OSD 
Mr. Pete Cahill, Army 
Ms. Marie Felix, OSD 
Mr. Andy P o r t .  OSD BRAC 
Col Eileen Walling, Air Force 
CDR Jim Melone, Navy 
Dr. Bob Rohde, Army 
Mr. Roger Florence, DoD IG 
Dr. Karen Higgins, W&A Subgroup 
Mr. Don DeYoung, Navy 
Mr. A1 Goldstayn, AF CIT (Via VTC) 
BG Castle, OSD 
Ms. Eileen Shibley, Marines 
Dr. Bob Foster, OSD 
COL Steve Evans, Marines 
Mr. Gary Strack, OSD 
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Test and Evaluation Ideas 
sal Title: Establish Geographically-Centered T&E OAR Complex for air, sea, land space, 

'arrnaments/munitions, C~ISR, EW and CB Defense. 
Wes tern-Centered (Selected Scenario) 
Eastern-Centered 

Proposal Title: Establish Geographically-Centered Aerial Systems T&E OAR Complex for manned 
and unmanned air vehicles, air delivered weapons, airborne sensors and EW. 

Westem-Centered 
o FW and RW; FW only; RW only 

Eastern-Centered 
o FW and RW; FW only; RW only 

Proposal Title: Consolidate Air Vehicle T&E OAR footprint for manned and unmanned air vehicles and 
associated avionics, propulsion and airframes. 

FW, RW, and UA ve hides 
o Westem-Centered 
P Eastem-Centered 

FW and UA vehicles 
o Westem-Centered 
o Eastern-Centered 

RW 
o Westem-Centered 
o Eastem-Centered 

Proposal Title: Consolidate Air-Launched Munitions T&E footprint for air-to-surface and air-to-air 
guided and unguided weapons. 

Westem-Centered 
Eastern-Centered 
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Establish Western T&E OAR Complex 

2 Consolidate T&E capabilities and workload requiring 
open-air ranges for T&E to a western US. complex of 
ranges for air, sea and land combat, 
armamentlmunitions, C41SR, EC, and CB Defense. 

D Gaininn Locations: Edwards AFB, China Lake, Pt Mugu, 
PMRF, Vandenberg AFB, Nellis AFB, UlTR (Hill AFB), 
DPG, YPG, Ft. Huachuca, WSMR. 

0 Losina Locations: Patuxent River, Eglin AFB, Redstone 
Arsenal, Ft. Rucker, Aberdeen Proving Ground, 
Ellsworth AFB, Shaw AF B, McConnell AFB, Buckley 
AFB, Luke AFB, Selfridge ANGB, Tucson IAP AGS, Ft. 
A.P. Hill, Ft. Belvoir, Ft. Bragg, Ft. Eustis, Ft. Hood, Ft. 
Knox, Ft. Leonard Wood, Ft. Sill, NSWC Dahlgren. 

Justificationllm pact 
0 Enhances systemof-system test capability in a joint 

environment. 

0 Reduces T&E footprint to provide increased training 
utilization opportunity. 

0 Minimizes duplication of OAR equipment, manning and 
instrumentation. 

O Fosters interoperability while providing capabilities required 
for T&E reliance area(s). 

O (D) Operate as a joint capability under executive agent 
or multi-service management. 

O (D) Promote and support systems "born joint." 

0 (D) Support "cross-Service utilization" and "joint 
management" transformation initiatives for T&E OARS. 

0 (A) Difficultlexpensive to replacelunique capabilities at 
existing sites should be retained. 

0 (A) Complex should provide sufficient access to air, 
land and sea space with associated characteristics for 
requisite T&E reliance area OAR needs. 

O (A) Workload from sites with minimum 
worklinstrumentation may be subsumed by the 
complex. 

Potential Conflicts 
0 Associated technical activities should be collocated. 

Coordination wKJCSG required. 

0 Movement of T&E capacitylusage will affect training 
ca acitylusage. Coordination wltraining range 
su g group required. 

P May need to retain geographically separated specialty 
capabilities for mission andlor chmat~c test capability. 

0 Noncollocation of operational units for operational 
testing. 

nmenf aria blosu - 
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Consolidate Rotarv Wing Air Vehicle T&E OAR Footprint 

Proposal 
2 Consolidate T&E OAR capabilities and workload for 

manned and unmanned rotary wing air vehicle (including 
tilt rotor) and associated avionics, propulsion, airframes 
at a single site or contiguouslnear contiguous sites. 

13 Gainina Locations: Patuxent River, Redstone Arsenal 

O Losing Locations: Edwards AFB, Ft Rucker, Ft. Eustis 

Justificationllmpact 
0 Minimizes duplication of OAR equipment, manning and 

instrumentation. 

0 Fosters interoperability while providing capabilities 
required for Rotary Wing Air Vehicle T&E. 

0 Enhances synergy of T&E OAR rotary wing aircraft work 
with the associated rotary wing development and 
acquisition work. 

Transforming 
11/19/2004 306 PM DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT-FOR Dl 

U (D) Operate as a joint capability under executive agent 
or multi-service management. 

O (0) Promote and support systems "born joint." 

O (D) Support "crossSewice utilization" and "joint 
management" transformation initiatives for T&E OARS. 

0 (A) Difficult/expensive to replacelunique capabilities at 
existing sites should be retained. 

P (A) Gaining locations provide sufficient access to air, 
land and sea space with associated characteristics for 
requisite T&E OAR needs. 

0 (A) Workload from sites with minimum 
worklinstrurnentation may be subsumed by the gaining 
locations. 

Potential Conflicts 
0 Associated technical activities should be collocated. 

Coordination with TJCSG required. 

0 Movement of T&E capacitylusage will affect training 
capacitylusage. Coordination with E&T JCSG requ~red. 

'hrough Base Realignment and Closure =- 
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Consolidate Fixed Wing Air Vehicle T&E to a 

Western-Centered T&E OAR Footprint 

Proposal 
0 Consolidate T&E OAR capabilities and workload for 

manned and unmanned fixed wing air vehicle and 
associated avionics, propulsion, airframes at a single 
western site or contiguouslnear contiguous set of 
western-centered set of sites. 

0 Gaininn Locations: Edwards AFB, China Lake, Pt Mugu, 
Nellis AFB, Vandenberg AFB, Tucson IAP AGS, Ft. 
Huachuca 

0 Losinn Locations: Patuxent River, Eglin AFB 

I Justificationllmpact 
O Reduces T&E footprint to provide increased training 

utilization opportunity. 

0 Minimizes duplication of OAR equipment, manning and 
instrumentation. 

0 Fosters interoperability while providing capabilities 
required for Fixed Wing Air Vehicle T&E. 

0 (D) Operate as a joint capability under executive agent 
or multi-service management. 

0 (D) Promote and support systems "born joint." 

0 (D) Support "cross-Service utilization" and "joint 
management" transformation initiatives for T&E OARS. 

P (A) Difficult/expensive to replacelunique capabilities at 
existing sites should be retained. 

0 (A) Gaining locations provide sufficient access to air, 
land and sea space with associated characteristics for 
requisite T&E OAR needs. 

0 (A) Workload from sites with minimum 
work/instrumentation may be subsumed by the gaining 
locations. 

Potential Conflicts 
0 Associated technical activities should be collocated. 

Coordination with TJCSG required. 

0 Movement of T&E capacitylusage will affect training 
capacitylusage. Coordination with E&T JCSG requ~red. 

0 May need to retain geographically separated specialty 
capabilities for mission andlor chmatic test capability. 

0 Tucson IAP AGS is a National Guard base. 

'hrough Base Realignment and Closure 
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Consolidate Fixed Wing Air Vehicle T&E to an 
Eastern-Centered T&E OAR Footprint 

Proposal I 
O Consolidate T&E OAR capabilities and workload for 

manned and unmanned fixed wing air vehicle and 
associated avionics, propulsion, airframes at a single 
eastern site or contiguouslnear contiguous eastern- 
centered set of sites. 

I 0 Gaininn Locations: Patuxent River, Eglin AFB 

0 Losina Locations: Edwards AFB, China Lake, Pt Mugu, I Nellis AFB, Vandenberg AFB, Tucson IAP AGS, Ft. I 
Huachuca 

Justificationllm pact 

I Reduces T&E footprint at losing locations to provide 
increased training utilization opportunity. 

I 0 Minimizes duplication of OAR equipment, manning and 
instrumentation. 

0 Fosters interoperability while providing capabilities 
required for Fixed Wing Air Vehicle T&E. 

I Transforming 

Cl (D) Operate as a joint capability under executive agent 
or multi-service management. 

P (D) Promote and support systems "born joint." 

O (D) Support "crossService utilization" and "joint 
management" transformation initiatives for T&E OARS. 

0 (A) Difficultlexpensive to replacelunique capabilities at 
existing sites should be retained. 

0 (A) Gaining locations provide sufficient access to air, 
land and sea space with associated characteristics for 
requisite T&E OAR needs. 

0 (A) Workload from sites with minimum 
wotWinstrumentation may be subsumed by the gaining 
locations. 

Potential Conflicts 
D Associated technical activities should be collocated. 

Coordination with TJCSG required. 

P Movement of T&E capacitylusage will affect training 
capacitylusage. Coordination with E&T JCSG requ~red. 

0 May need to retain geographicall separated specialty r capabilities for mission andlor cl mat~c test capability. 

Tucson IAP AGS is a National Guard base. 

'hrough Base Realignment and Closure m, 
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I Proposal 
0 Consolidate T&E OAR capabilities and workload for air 

to surface and air to air, guided and unguided weapons, 
and associated seekers, warheads, guidance and 
control, propulsion and airframes at a single western 
site or contiguouslnear contiguous Western sites. 
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Consolidate Air-Launched Munitions T& E to a 
a ,  

Western-Centered T& E OAR Footprint 

0 Gainincl Locations: China Lake, Pt Mugu, Hill AFB, I Vandenberg AFB, WSMR, YPO, Luke AFB, Tucson IAP 

0 Losinn Locations: Eglin AFB, Patuxent River 

JustificationAmpact 
0 Reduces T&E footprint at losing locations to provide 

increased training utilization opportunity. 

0 Minimizes duplication of OAR equipment, manning and 
instrumentation. 

O Fosters interoperability while providing capabilities 
required for Air-launched Munitions T&E. 

P (D) Operate as a joint capability under executive agent 
or multilsewice management. 

0 (D) Promote and support systems "born joint." 

0 (D) Support "crossSewice utilization" and "joint 
management" transformation initiatives for T&E OARS. 

0 (A) Difficultlexpensive to replacelunique capabilities at 
existing sites should be retained. 

0 (A) Gaining locations provide sufficient access to air, 
land and sea space with associated characteristics for 
requisite T&E OAR needs. 

0 (A) Workload from sites with minimum 
worWinstrumentation may be subsumed by the gaining 
locations. 

Potential Conflicts 
O Associated technical activities should be collocated. 

Coordination with TJCSG required. 

0 Movement of T&E capacitylusage will affect training 
capacitylusage. Coordination with E&T JCSG requ~red. 

0 May need to retain geographically separated specialty 
capabilities for mission andlor chmattc test capability. 

0 Tucson IAP AGS is a National Guard base. 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure - 
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Consolidate Air-Launched Munitions T& E to an 
Eastern-Centered T&E OAR Footprint 

Proposal 
O Consolidate T&E OAR capabilities and workload for air 

to surface and air to air, guided and unguided weapons, 
and associated seekers, warheads, guidance and 
control, propulsion and airframes at a single eastern 
site or contiguouslnear contiguous set of eastern- 
centered set of sites. 

0 Gaininn Locations: Eglin AFB, Patuxent River, China 
Lake, Hill AFB, WSMR, Luke AFB 

O Losina Locations: Pt Mugu, Vandenberg AFB, YPG, 
Tucson IAP AGS 

0 Reduces T&E footprint to provide increased training 
utilization opportunity. 

0 Minimizes duplication of OAR equipment, manning and 
instrumentation. 

0 Fosters interoperability while providing capabilities 
required for Air-launched Munitions T&E. 

0 (D) Operate as a joint capability under executive agent 
or multi-service management. 

0 (D) Promote and support systems "born joint." 

0 (D) Support "cross-Service utilization" and "joint 
management" transformation initiatives for T&E OARS. 

O (A) Difficultlexpensive to replacelunique capabilities at 
existing sites should be retained. 

Q (A) Gaining locations provide sufficient access to air, 
land and sea space with associated characteristics for 
requisite T&E OAR needs. 

0 (A) Workload from sites with minimum 
worklinstrumentation may be subsumed by the gaining 
locations. 

Potential Conflicts 
O Associated technical activities should be collocated. 

Coordination with TJCSG required. 

0 Movement of T&E capacitylusage will affect training 
capacityhsage. Coordination with E&T JCSG requ~red. 

0 May need to retain geographically se arated specialty T capabilities for mission andlor chmat c test capability. 

0 Tucson IAP AGS is  a National Guard base. 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure ,- - 
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BRAC 2005 MILITARY VALUE INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 

I .  Overall Process Questions. 

a. When you think about the BRAC tOOSprocess, what are your major concerns, or 
what keeps you awake at night? 

"The 20 year Force Structure focus this BRAC round is a concern. I don't think many 
people in the Senices' leadership know where their Service will be in 20 years. The 
force level will drive Services in the hture. It will be interesting to see howlif it works." 

'The number one concern is the fact that the process is evolving. We haven't always 
known where we're headed. That may be because we don't have a BRAC history as a 
JCSG." 

'The whole process gives me a headache. I look at it as how to improve the process 
(business processes). A lot of reorganization work has been done in OSD and the 
(Services). Don't know the processes (BRAC) working with. Look at the process 
(business process), then the Installation and not vice versa. What can we do in the joint 
process that improves the Installation?" 

"What are the ground rules? The guidelines they are making are murky and keep 
changing. People say that we have to look at all or none, but I say we should use solid 
criteria to exclude those that we don't need to look at. Maybe things are unclear because 
what we're doing is new in this BRAC round. The other concern 1 have is that we're 
making the process more difficult than need be. We should keep the number of 
objectives limited and do them well rather than trying to take a global look and not doing 
any of the analysis well." 

"No, there is a lot happening simultaneously. There are changes in global posturing that 
have BRAC implications and there are transformation issues, which BRAC carries. 
Because of that, we may be getting fbrther away fiom the traditional BRAC rounds, ie., 
business process reengineering. We need to be careful that we don't take on more than 
we can address within the BRAC time conkraints." 

"Concerning the process, we need to watch (by specific service) how to determine 
military value. Capacity analysis was challenging but more simple than military value. I 
worry about how we get a handle on military value and educate ourselves. There is no 
good modelhistory on military value to follow and learn fbm. Broadly speaking, how 
can the HSA JCSG link/work with the other JCSGs, the Defense Agencies and the 
Services? 
There are other issueshreas of concern that will come up during the process. An example 
is the DoD IT Enterprise that Frank Higgins brought up concerning which JCSG would 
look at the enterprise as a whole (HSA or Technical). I don't believe the dynamics are in 
place - that we're working closely with the other JCSGs. The 0-6 level meeting is good. 
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We need to think about how to interface with the MILDEPS. Some areas will be 
sensitive and are really Title 10. There is no history or pretext from BRAC 95 for us to 
follow. OSD is not structured well enough to give us the guidance we need. They're not 
bad, just dynamic. We haven't seen the process run yet. Capacity is not an emotional 
topic, but military value will be over the next six months. It will be a big challenge. We 
need to develop a good military value assessment and then work across the JCSGs. One 
final thing is the end game. How do you have a debate? I think they want this interaction 
within JCSGs. Will there be harmony and consensus? I don't think we'll get that. There 
will be a perception of win/loose in the Services. For example, if there is a solution to 
close an organization and move them to a regional installation, it will not work. Going to 
have these (service specific issues). This is the crux of the JCSGs. The JCSG process 
has not worked before. But it will work better now because of Service evolution. We 
have the strength of the current SECDEF. If he wants to continue to push change, we'll 
have a good opportunity to make a difference." 

2. Our JCSG owns no installations, and there are several resulting 
implications. One is a lack of visibility of the intent of the services that 
really own installations with respect to their individual BRAC analyses. 

Another is that the recommendations tied to functions and organizations 
under our consideration w'Il not likely lead to the closure of an 

installation by themselves. 

a. What are the implications of these issues with respect to the level of resolution of 
our recommendations to the ISG? 

"It's not the level. The JCSG's have to finish their recommendations 45 days prior to the 
Services to give them time to review and comment. In the mean time, the JCSGs need to 
communicate with the Services so that they will know what we're doing before the last 
minute to avoid a crash at the end." 

"We probably do have some strictly administrative installations with no operational or 
tactical (aspects). We have never done this before and it will get very emotional. We 
have to be as objective and straightforward as we can. Capacity and value, cost should be 
a factor, be objective and unemotional. We will receive pressure fiom our parent 
services." 

"I have the same concerns within the functional p u p  at large and the subgroup 
microcosm. There is no specific, dedicated facility at which to perform our fbnction 
(integratioxdcoordination with other services). I'm concerned that they don't know 
exactly how to handle cross-pollination with the services. (With respect to the results of 
analysis and our recommendation.. .) the qualitative location may be the seemingly 
logical choice, but it may not be the most quantitative choice. We will figure it out but 
don't know how yet. It relates to the (evolving process of BRAC) issue." 
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"It's simple -just recognize this up front. The ISG resolves issues. That's why they 
exist." 

"Pre-resolution in advance? Consensus and address the issue? Yes, there are advantages 
to both. Should weigh some of the risk before we throw it over -tie up for ISG also. 
How is it analyzed by the Services? We can't give the idea entirely at the final ISG, 
need to tee-up the impacts on the services for the ISG. Cross talk is crucial to find these 
issues. If we do analyze how it affects, say, the Army where it causes too much pain, 
then alternative B may be better. Will get harder when it gets to that -putting the 
scenarios together. Other hat as Service representative - will get that input also. Which 
is more valuable? Will have to decide." 

b. Will the current process of providing the sewices with 45 days to respond to detailed 
recommendations sulfiently account for these issues? 

"Other issues with the JCSGs and Services is the need to discover how we communicate 
and work together or we'll have a mess. How do we do that and stay healthy without 
becoming subservient? We'll most likely end up with a series of alliances such as the AF 
and Navy with three of the JCSGs are aligned on a recommendation and the Army is 
falling on their sword. Will have splits and alliances. I think this will be done in scenario 
development. The Services may not want to let the JCSGs in. It is the best way to trash 
JCSGs, but I don't think OSD will let that happen." 

"Forty-five days is enough. You don't want to give them much more time. We've 
already seen some emotion from the Services so we don't want to give them too much 
time to think about our recommendations. The Services need to be clear, concise, and 
objective. They need to decide quickly. We have a chain of command (the JCSG 
members, the ISG and the IEC) to resolve issues. If there were an opportunity for the 
Services to reclama, we would never make our time line. I'm concerned that none of the 
JCSG members are 111-time. As we move forward, this process will demand more and 
more time if we're going to do it right. The staff is great and does an excellent job, but 
the members have the leadership experience and knowledge to make the decisions. It is 
(becoming) more and more time demanding. The services have not acknowledged the 
importance. AD hoc is probably not the right approach. Ultimately, decisions need to be 
with the people with the right background and knowledge." 

"The ISG process is o k  We are an idea shop - someone else makes the decision. 
(Service) has once a week meetings and therefore knowledgeable of direction going in. 
Knowledge of Service representatives knowing what we are actually doing. Constant 
interface is good but we don't want to over influence." 

c. How should we integrate military value of functiondorganizations to military value 
of instaUations? Who should own the role of assignment of functions to specific 

locations, the JCSG or the services? 
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"The HQ and Support Activities Subgroup will be looking at all of the headquarters 
administrative hctions. They will look strictly at administrative functions rather than 
any tactical aspect. Those functions all have a flagpole attached to them and it will be 
very sensitive. How do we compensate for that? We all have to work hard to be 
objective and unemotional and 1 am sure that we will all get pressure fkom our Services 
afterward. We have to ensure that our recommendations are defendable and make 
sense." 

d. Is the concept of recommendations via rules, guiding principles, imperatives, or 
policy valid? An example is "defense agencies must move outside of NCR " 

"We have to look at them and figure out the impact on operations. Some organizations 
can't operate outside due to the cross nature of  dealing with each other and the synergy 
gained therehm. Which are critical and which aren't? Had thought of moving all out of 
the NCR. There was a 1970's study that did this and moved some organizations out of 
the NCR and they became ineffective and out of date with process. Others like 
personnel - no reason it can't be moved out of town. Can start with a premise. Look out 
and prove your way back in - rationalize why they have to stay in town." 

"Certainly, if some of them apply. I cannot think what that overarching guideline or 
imperative should be. The problem with overarching imperatives is that for some 
organizations, location is very important/critical and for others it is not important. The 
Defense Agencies may have the potential to all move out of the DC area, but we need to 
make sure that were shaping apples for apples." 

"The question of inside vs. outside the Washington DC area is in some ways simpler to 
deal with. It is binominal- inside or outside. Should be asking where would you put 
them if you move them? There are two things here. 1) We are moving toward the 
campus style installation that is owned by one Service but the other Services reside there 
as well and 2) Omnibus Service based installation where training and operations are 
combined. Could collapse bases-take a HQ and move it." 

"If you have a precedent then you can say this function will work for this Service outside 
the NCR and this FA is similar so it doesn't have to be here. Don't think you can make 
global imperatives like "all Defense Agencies have to move outside of the NCR." You 
can make a better argument for some Defense Agencies remaining in the NCR than you 
can for others. Some don't have to be here but you gain something by leaving them here 
with respect to the others." 

"There is no good answer for this question. By Congressional legislation via military 
value.. . The entire department hangs its hat on one issue. Is it transformation as in the 
SECDEF's kick-off memo? There may be good reason why the Defense Agencies are 
located inside the NCR. No blankets at the lower levels, it may not make sense at the 
high end. AT&L has already done the broad strokes." 
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3. How do the aspects of DoD transformation affect the BRACprocess? 
How should we account for them? 

"What they're doing will impact us. Golden nugget - piece of BRAC value - it will be 
law which tends to force us to complete the decision (not to just outlast the current 
Administration) - some charm to putting in our process. This one has never been done 
before." 

"I can sum it up in one word - speed. Take it to any Service or activity (ability to 
enhance speed, i.e. deployability, operational response, etc.). I am mainly referring to 
teeth (operational forces), but also tail (support forces), speed of response. SDTE or 
lesser contingency. Swift is the key. All Services are doing a lot now to make it 
happen." 

4. Given the general guiding concepts of improving eficiency, reducing 
redundancy, improving jointness, what are some potential adverse risks of 

implementing these goals? (What are the type N errors?) 

"(Eventual resolution of the) funding stream is the biggest concern. With pure jointness 
don't have to worry about peeling dollars off, and you can't play with it as much. Risk is 
trying to consolidate (fimding decentralized to an executive agent who has tenants fiom 
other services). (Also,) be careful to not get incompatible missions or put too many 
people to (exceed the ability to) care for them. In order to save space you jam so many 
folks that operations won't work. If consolidating facilities, what capability of training 
are we infringing on? Don't want to lose training capacitykapability. What are we 
encroaching on?" 

"Even though I am an advocate of jointness, 1 fear that moving at the BRAC process pace 
may be too quick. There are incredible differences in how the Services are run. IT 
software should be standard but there are other things that need to be left separate and 
different. Make sure process re-engineering is done and we can merge and consolidate. 
It will require an up-fiont investment before we reap any savings, but that is expected. 
The Services have begun recently to value business sawy type leaders and are now 
sending officers to business type training. Before we were just warfighters and MBAs 
weren't valued. Our commitment and work ethic will enable us to do it. It will be 
painful, but we can and will get there." 

"Watch customer service. Any time you give an organization to a third party, the 
organization looses control. Have to look at customer service otherwise your customers 
become captive customers." 

"Redundancy - cannot have a single point of failure. It has to be there, we need a safety 
net. Cannot build it in. Main concern is with overarching guidelines." 
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5. Homeland securiw issues. 

a There are beneficial impacis of consoCrdatr*on and reorganization for both 
effiencies and securi@, but b there a level where too much may introduce new ATFP 

issues? What is better, or what is the balance between dispersal and consolidation? 

"Anywhere you've got people, you've got a potential problem. You are a target and have 
a high level of force protection requirements or are a profile if there are at least 300-500 
people at a site. Consolidation won't make much more difference unless you add a 
critical or symbolic organization. I don't think it's really problematic. There are a lot of 
other variables that you have to look at such as the NCR variable. We tend to easily 
think about communications, but we have to think about the impact on families and 
communities. Wherever the Soldier is the family will most likely be close by. What 
impact will that have on the community and the schools?" 

"Look at leased vs. owned space. If leasin& should they be moved to an enclave? How 
many enclaves are owned? It would be interesting to map the DC area and mark owned 
vs. leased space. Then decide on the number of enclaves and what to move out of the DC 
area. The centralization versus distribution issue is the real issue-issues far beyond 
security will drive it. This will play mostly with the leases. The efficiency of combining 
HQs will have military value issues and I believe leases may drive decisions more than 
threats." 

"I understand that most people believe that where you have more organizationdpeople at 
one installation you increase risk. Need to do a risk analysis. My preference is to put 
more things at one installation so I can better protect them behind walls and fences. 
Recently, it's been popular to open installations up to the public, but since 9-1 1 we're 
closing them and increasing security. Commanders want their organizationdpeople 
together because it's easier to protect behind walls. The risk of division is higher. There 
is too much in the DC area, especially leadership for command and control and it's 
dangerous. I hope BRAC moves some of them out of the area. The SECDEF has that 
new policy that no organizations can move into the area without his approval. That is so 
he can have some control over who is moving in an out of the area and it's good. I think 
the joint aspect on installations is good. As a taxpayer, I want the best return on 
investment (ROI). It's ridiculous that we have different Service installations side-by-side 
and we're just beginning to talk to one another. The Services still think parochially and 
separately. We can't afford to do that any more. The two important issues are 1) cost 
drivers and 2) Force protection. Since 9-1 1, we've been struggling with identifying 
critical infrastructure (piers, warehousing, ammo storage, airfields). What loss causes us 
to loose our warfighting capability? We can't afford to protect an exchange for example. 
If a senior leader is killed, it's a tragedy, but I would be willing to bet that the Vice would 
have someone else step in and take over. If we start protecting family quarters, where do 
we draw the line? I say we just don't get started doing that." 
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"Security process - consolidate group - The trade-off is bigger risk if you consolidate on 
campus. Reach peak security and efficiency; don't want to put all the eggs in one basket 
like communications (all centers and nodes like DISA in one location) - should be put in 
formula when looking at clusters. Pearl Harbor we learned this lesson. Others have 
instead worked this issue and have come up with formulas. What are the threats? DTRA 
will have to add identifjl and evaluate." 

"We have Andrews, Ft. Myer, Ft. Meade, Ft. Belvoir and the Washington Navy Yard 
inside the NCR. These are all places that we can consolidate agencies and still be 
scattered. The ATFP security standards are not met at any of the leased facilities in the 
NCR. We can look at leasing a campus and we have some campuses in the area. We 
could build to lease and meet the ATFP standards that way." 

b. Are there any other considerations of homeland securi@? 

"No overarching guidance. I would take the recommendations of professionals. There'll 
be capacity analysis and then military value. Have to take the force structure plan and 
also take the advice of professionals." 

"Yes, how we do joint basing. For training and operations - Navy is the current host for 
homeland security office. What are base implications? The National Law Conference 
Center in the south - some like things occumng more and more. The Coast Guard 
helicopters on other installations sometimes, why can't we co-locate? Some factors need 
to be taken into account, such as how excess infrastructure will be used, particularly 
locally. Have NORTHCOM brief on CONOPS. They will be the force utilizers. How 
do they plan to use forces before we make these decisions? May be an overarching 
concern. How does BRAC affect homeland security and visa-versa?" 

"Consider where synergy exists. Where missions fit well and there are complimentary 
actions. Especially, where synergy exists along with Cabinet level Dept of Homeland 
Security. Also, in headquarters in general, look at complimentary functions. One 
location may not work for all recruiting command headquarters. Consider why you are 
consolidating - is it a DoD requirement? Consider Title 10 law. Why were three distinct 
Services created? Must look at the variables. Is it beneficial because it complements, 
not just to do it?" 

"Command and control. Who is in charge now? We now have NORTHCOM, Homeland 
Security, and are standing up the Joint HQ Forces. Who, in an emergency/crisis do we 
turn to for leadership? We haven't defined CONOPS well. Does the commander of an 
installation have the authority to ask for help fiom another Service or even another state? 
We need to clarify the chain of command." 

"It is not so much how we draw behind a security perimeter, look at DoD activities, 
FAs.. ., quite a few don't have to be in the NCR (Tri-Care, DoD Education). Can reduce 
the magnitude of the target and perhaps leased costs!' 
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"Issues beyond Defense - look at homeland and FEMA type alignments!' 

- 6. Pushback Issues. 

a. What are the most sensitive political issues or high visibilig issues, specifiallj 
within DoD, that the group needs to be aware ofP How should we account for these 

issues? 

"HQs are very (setvice specific), not HQs per se, but component commands underneath 
the HQs. Look at the number of HQs in the Pacific and look holistically across. Do we 
have too many HQs? How many (Flag Officer) billets? Question: How far down in the 
command structure does that go? Will 06 billets go away?" 

"It's difficult to explain the changes within the Pentagon vs. the changes to business 
practice (as opposed to capacity). The ISG has made remarks that BRAC has strayed 
outside of the traditional lane. If that gets to Capitol Hill, it's not good for our credibility. 
We need to have concrete rationale behind our recommendations to keep the SECDEF on 
sound footing. Recommend the no-brainers and stay away from the other issues. Provide 
the SECDEF a list of the gray issues we may not want to send to Congress and let him 
decide on those. I think we'll have a lot of gray issues." 

"I think we have encountered sensitive political issues and will continue to encounter 
them. There are built in ''rubs" between the JCSGs and the Service views. We're going 
to have overlaps and we may have to agree to disagree. We just have to keep the 
communication open and I think we're attempting to do that. The Services are working 
to keep the lines of communication open with all of the JCSGs. On a large and small 
scale, BRAC will have a political aspect and there is nothing we can do about that." 

"Moving anything out of the NCR will get significant pushback from the head of the 
organization and their allies. I am not aware of any established political groups per se. 
OSD leadership and congressional staffers may be allies." 

"The various subgroups will get into very emotional territory, especially the HQ & 
Support Activities group because they are questioning the value of flagpoles. We will get 
pushback. Can we overcome it? Ultimately DoD and the President will make the 
decisions. Our responsibility is to make sound recommendations and see where they go. 
We should not be hesitant to voice our opinions!' 

"(Paraphrased response--Services are structured to support many of these functions, 
(like installation management differently.) It's a different philosophy that comes up." 
(As a result it will cause pushback.) 

b. M a t  are the issues ourside of DoD? 
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"No, what next will come in is the localities - it will affect the next level. It hasn't gotten 
out to industry yet what is going on. They aren't focused on it. It could come into play 
with consolidations - may reduce the numbers in the game." 

7. Is there a limit to the goodness of jointness? Do any of our functions 
involve areas where jointness may not be good? 

"Forming one personnel system and DIMHERS makes sense, but as long as we are 
expecting different missions h m  the different Services there is a line (Title 10). Have to 
look at policy, procedures, rotation policies, etc. If there is only one personnel center, 
you loose a lot of that. I am surprised we've not seen a DoD (combined) civilian 
personnel center; we could probably do that." 

"No, there is always goodness in jointness. Need to determine what is the cost and 
payback over time? BRAC will cost us short term but will have long term gains. What is 
the payback period. It's difficult to define jointness in a quantitative way. It's good for 
younger officers to be stationed at a joint base with joint interaction." 

8. Many of the organizations and functions we are required to analyze are 
oriented towards business process reengineering types of activities. In 

many cases, clear standards on defining success may not exist U%at is 
the best way to define a "old standard" in these situations? 

"Only way to know is how the function works with the process. Tie it into mission 
accomplishment /operational mission. In the local area, it may make sense to lump 
together in DC but not necessarily elsewhere, Missions can be so dissimilar in business 
process that they don't match up. Look at independently and as a whole." 

"The best way is to look at benchmark, (or) which Servicelagency is utilizing the best 
business process. We don't want to do any harm, or at least if we do, explain why. You 
may find information in past BRAC rounds. There are also some commercial 
benchmarks in terns of value quotients. Take quality of life standards in the Services. 
The warfighter assessment is overused. We may be thrown a trump card such as, "When 
it starts to be a threat, Soldiers will die." We must have an analytical way to handle and 
approach this type of remark. This will be a challenge from the metrics standpoint." 

"That will be the most difficult thing that we will do and I'm not sure we will be able to 
do that. Without Service cooperation, I do not see the ability to define a "gold standard." 
I understand and agree with the concept of business process reengineering, but I have a 
hard time seeing how we will be successfil at it. We can get underlying assumptions at 
the macro level. Some recommendations will be based purely on capacity." 
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"All things are not equal. Consolidating the motor pools is not the same as consolidating 
personnel service centers. You can consolidate the motor pools, but personnel centers 
require Service specific training. Each organization has to be analyzed separately. 
Reduction of footprint is the focus of BRAC. Consolidating logistics support or civilian 
personnel servicing organizations for the NCR may not reduce footprint. My guess is 
savings would be marginal. The effect on the business processes they support would be 
more important." 

"DoD is doing this wrong and we're going to make mistakes. I believe there are 
benchmarks that exist in big business and we should be looking at those. General Motors 
(GM) and other large businesses have merged personnel systems and consolidated at one 
location successfully. The Services all have their own, separate and different promotion 
systems and evaluation reports. Why? Is it equal but different? How can an 06 from one 
Service write the evaluation report for an 05 from another Service? Would he know how 
and would the promotion board take the evaluation report seriously? We are ripe for 
improvement. IT and information management is another area where we need to 
improve. Look at Caterpillar and Boeing. How they move parts is incredible. Why do 
we want to reinvent this? GM runs an operation that is similar to the military in how and 
what they run. They are worldwide and they have merged and consolidated different 
companies and run it all from one location - Detroit. They have a single command and 
control and they know in Detroit if a sink is broken in Singapore via IT and without 
leaving their desks. Detroit leases their administrative facility because building, owning 
and operating facilities is not their core business. They let the experts in that business 
handle that and they concentrate on their core business. It's cost effective and efficient. 
DoD needs a permanent "Skunk Works.'' Every office gets a two-year tour there. They 
sniff out how other businesses do something and study what works and does not." 

9. A significant issue in our analysis will be the determination of whether 
an organization needs to remain in the NCR area. 

a. How can military value be used as a basis for deciding whether an organization 
stays In the NCR areal 

"The Joint Chiefs of Staff meet two to three times a week in the afternoon. They often 
make decisions affecting combatant commands and the combatant commanders are not 
present at the meetings. It's hard to know the combatant commander's intent and there is 
value in knowing their intent. If there is an isolated entity that relates to all services, 
there is no better place (for it) than the pentagon." 

"It's uncertain how we will define military value. Is it warfighting capability? We have 
to think about security in the DC area. The Service leadership and Congress is here and 
you have to test@ in person. You can't do that via VTC. There are a lot of things we 
can do anywhere though. Get IT up to snuff and standardized. Some Defense Agencies 
come to mind. We have to ask why they need to be in the DC area. But first, each 
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MILDEP needs to go through this process themselves. I can make these determinations 
for my own Service but not for others and for Defense Agencies." 

"It will have to be based on the function of (i.e. the number and type of) the interactions. 
When, how often and how many interactions does an organization have or need to have 
with an organization inside the NCR. Leadership will want to remain in the NCR. If you 
are talking about the staff, that's another thing." 

"If military value is a wash and doesn't impact operations and support, then move it. 
Does it adversely affect an agency's missions and ability to support the requirement?" 

"The Navy BRAC history is number one. How we can apply that history? From the 
value standpoint national command authority, HQs in the Pentagon. That said, who else 
needs to be here? What's their purpose/ why do they need to be here? Why are they 
inside DC? If a HQ is already on a government enclave, what is the value add to move 
them? This is the low hanging h i t . "  

"The best way is to look at it is what is the other interconnectivity in DoD that has to 
play. And what other, non-DoD have to play. That is why Intelligence is this way - we 
have figured out how to do it with in the intel side (of warfighting). Collection and 
analysis is not coming through the Pentagon and going to the warfighter; it avoids the 
guys in the basement fiom running the war." 

b. How do we address the issue of the perceived need for headquarters to be near the 
jlagpole, ie. pentagon, congress, etc? 

"Look at which organization works with which other organization and how often they 
interact? If an organization needs to be in the NCR, how much and who do they need to 
interact with i.e., Capitol Hill, Secretaries of Serivces. If Combatant Commanders can be 
scattered around the world, it's hard to argue that Defense Agencies cannot be outside the 
NCR." 

c Are precepts like keeping a headquarters sectiotdiaison section, but evewhing 
else moves d i d  as a basis for eventual recommendations? 

'The combatant commanders have a liaison office in the NCR and that is good. If I were 
a combatant commander, I would want all of my people in one place. Everyone inside 
the NCR or just the LNOs." 

"It's a model. A liaison office is not as good as being in the Pentagon. It causes people 
to travel. It may not be the best solution. An example might be the personnel servicing 
groups. If you have half of the organization inside and half out the NCR, could that be a 
reason why the organization is successful or not? Look at peer groups, what are the other 
services doing? Is there a reason they are different?" 
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"Yes, personnel shops make sense - 90% are (outside NCR) and it works. FOA with 
adjunct duties. The staff here (should not be) not day-to-day but covers the political 
operations with two people in the liaison shop." 

"Yes, the HQs could have a ready-room, but we would have to be judicious about it. Get 
a VTC so that you can have meetings face-to-face. If I ask you to do something eye-to- 
eye, you'll do what I ask. Look at cost benefits. Take the combatant commanders' role, 
NORTHCOM vs. JFCOM. Explore the overlap with the Joint Staff. How do you 
rationalize that and what is the value in that. If we go in that direction, what 
infrastructure do you need." 

d. Can leases (in or out of NCR) have inherent military value and wurrant retention? 

"No, not all are bad. Most leases are. Without building, we don't have enough land to do 
what is smart. Years ago we looked at co-locating research activities in Ballston facilities 
to be near the National Science Foundation - no space on the Installations to do that 
[consolidate]. Would have same effect if space to build. We found, however, that they 
kept growing and growing but regulated the growth via a regulation. Real weakness is 
the security side, being able to maintain security." 

"Not all leases are bad, but you have to approach it fkom a business perspective. Leasing 
is outsourcing. If it's cheaper to lease than to build and maintain yourself then you 
should lease. Critical things need to be moved on installations to protect them. If it's 
cheaper to convert an old warehouse into office space then we should, especially in this 
area where leasing is so costly. We have to ask if the organization can operate as well 
out of state (NCR). It needs to be done on a case-by-case basis." 

"No, there is no leased space that meets the ATFP. They are not survivable." 

"My experience has proven that even though an organization may be in an old lease that 
may not be the best, if it's critical or important for them to be in a certain location, then 
we have to carellly measure the rationale for our decisions. Make the organizations 
defend why they are in leased space. I would like to see a reclama, but 1 don't think the 
process allows for that. We privatize housing because it's too expensive to operate. As 
long as we believe it is cheaper on an installation it should be the norm. Force Protection 
is better." 

"Have to look at two things. First is location and the second is time. A lease is good if it 
puts a HQs in a location where you need them, but how long do you keep them there? It 
should be transitory. The history will help when looking at long-standing leases. Are 
they too hard to move? Do they have the money to build a facility to house them? In this 
case BRAC is good. Generally, leases are bad. There must be an overarching issue to 
justify a lease. An example would be someone needing to be close to NIH. Then it may 
make sense to have a lease for that partnership." 

DELlBERATWE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY--W NOT RELEASE UNDER FOlA 



DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY-DO NOT RELEASE UNDER FOIA 

"Not all leases are bad. It's a fact of life sometimes and there can be value in location but 
we can't buy." 

10. Selection Criteria. 

a. The DoD Interim Selection Criteria, andparticularly the Military Value related 
criteria, are not clearly aligned to the functions under our consideration. How should 

we use these criteria to guide our military value process? 

"JCSGs broadly are institutional support to operations. What would be useful to explore 
is given an institutional understanding of how they relate to operational characteristics? 
We need to get smarter on how to set this up. IDA has been doing this kind of work for 
years. Mobilization is a good one. It is good that we are looking at this now. We can see 
surge capacity. We're shipping (National Guard Forces). I don't think we've done this 
large a mobilization since Korea. Work that to get a good value assessment. 
Costlmanpower helpful and linked to Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). This is 
longitudinal but budget years are not. It allows you to look at 1992-2009, which is a 
good stream." 

"They are good because they are general enough that they don't handcuff us. They are 
not tremendously helpful in getting us where we need to be either, but they don't 
preclude us from getting there.. As things evolve over the next year and we develop 
weights and measures for military value, we'll have a better idea where we need to go." 

"The lSt criteria -joint warfighting is what we're talking about. If moving an 
organization doesn't impact that, move them. The 2* criteria - Enclaveslmilitary 
installations on a leased campus environment. The 3* criteria - No fit. Need the ability 
to flex the workforce. If you move an organization to Ft. Belvoir, there's no room to 
expand, but you can put up a better building that meets ATFP security standards. 4 is 
always good. Have to look at the cost of leasing vs. the cost of construction. My guess is 
that the cost of leases or construction is cheaper elsewhere than here (NCR)." 

"Number one is relevant. Once looked at then roll back into operational impact. Number 
two becomes harder. When building scenarios we have to think harder than the other 
folks. Number three only applies to one area - Mobilization Number 4 applies in the 
process on when reducing manpower by reducing the process. Also reduces footprint 
and cost. The hardest is number two. Taking results and applying to a given facility. 
Cluster and the DC area could do this. But others like DIS, where reduce?" 

"First is operational readiness. Capacity analysis provides quantitative value of some 
sort, but military value produces qualitative results. Obviously, number four is valuable. 
Numbers two and three belong to another JCSG more directly." 

"To a degree we are. Criteria number 1 is current warfighting capability, number 2 is to 
some degree future warfighting capability, number 3 is surge requirements and number 4 
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is cost/ROI. I'm comfortable with the criteria and it should be part of our military value 
process. Although we may not ask questions concerning criteria number one because it 
doesn't fall under our JCSG's purview. I think the cost that DoD incurs to lease and stay 
in the area will "water our eyes." It will be millions of dollars. We need to orient ow 
military value questions to those criteria." 

b. With respect to the military value DoD Interim Selection Criteria, are there any 
specific criteria that are more important for our group, or how the criteria compare? 

"As long as we're saying that an organization should stay on a base or installation, the 
second criteria is good. Number one and four should be drivers and are effective and 
more cost effective as well. The problem with the first criteria is that we know the 
overarching mission and in what direction we're headed. The first criteria are the most 
important, but we don't know, no kidding, what these requirements are. It is important 
for us to figure it out." 

"1,2,4, and 3 assuming 4 (the cost and manpower implications) is relatively marginal." 

"It would be interesting to ask Mike McAndrew if any thought was given to this when the 
selection criteria were written. Can each of the military value selection criteria stand- 
alone and if so, then what happens when they are added back together? If so, the f i ~ t  
selection criterion has the greatest weight. How can the DPGISPG help looking at risk 
construct fiarnework. See how DPGs have changed over time. Cost and manpower are 
overarching." 

"Number one - if not increasing our capability for the warfighter or at least not hurting it 
then we're doing it right. If we don't help that then it's of no value - if not added value 
then no more than moving admin troops to combat arms. Process review, no value if not 
making change. Return on Investment (ROI) is fairly easy. Group of scenarios." 

11. success* 

a. What defines success for this JCSG? 

"The quality of the product we deliver will determine our success. Is it objective, 
unbiased and thorough? Success is not defined by how many of our recommendations 
are adopted. We want them to be understandable, articulate, sensible, thorough, well 
thought out, but it will be decided above us. The leadership will make the decisions. 
Don't be offended if they don't adopt (our recommendations). The recommendations 
need to be able to stand up to scrutiny and be defendable. IF so, we have done a good 
job. We have excess infrastructure and the military can't afford to cany that weight 
(cost). We need to intelligently and non-politically reduce the excess infrastructure to 
what we actually need." 
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"I have two points. Number one we can't impact or degrade the mission of the 
organization. Number two minimizing fhcilities. All else is nice to have, saving money, 
footprint (Reduction), but if the first point is ok, then you have success." 

"I am a big believer in accepting small victories. It sets the stage for bigger victories 
down the road. During the last BRAC it was inconceivable for one of the Services to 
look at consolidating themselves service-wide rather than command-wide. Now the 
Services are looking at joint basing. We just need to go through the process and get a 
handhl of successes. Good ideas being adopted is good enough. There are enough easy 
targets to do that. Success is not moving everything out of the area that should be moved. 
There is an NCR plan. The results of the HSA JCSG analysis should be de-conflicted 
and adopted into the master plan's long range view. The master plan sets leasing and 
construction plans for approximately 15-20 years or until the plan is revised." 

"Short tenn qualitative and quantitatively give the list of recommendations, no-brainers, 
to the SECDEF that are easily defended and let him decide on the gray list. The 
recommendations should be easily defined, easily justified macro level judgments on 
improving DoD's ability to transform (speed) or improve efficiency." 

"Recommendations that would be accepted by the Commission." 

"Yes - completion! (Without killing each other.) Visions of different pieces, not a solid. 
Broad vision to come up with assets (financial or other) that are better invested for war 
fighting side of the house. I'm not womed about the Third floor [of Pentagon]. Once 
funds got tight enough then jointness becomes more important. I see this avenue getting 
rid of support activities traditionally near and dear to services instead of to give 
warfighters more capability. Breaking cultural lines down is getting better. Last desert 
operations (getting better is) happening on a day-today basis. As long as elements work 
together to accomplish the mission. My vision is to get out of businesses and facilities 
that we don't need to be in. Get rid of Installations dragging the ground. Do it smart 
enough to not impact mission. Time is right. Everyone is eager to do this." 

b. Are there any specific thresholds in terms of numbers of consolidations, dollar 
savings, leases closed, etc that will signal success? 

"No, that would be presumptive. Scenarios will tell and then we'll go fiom there. Saying 
25% forces you into an answer that may not be right. For manpower management - look 
at current and cut by (X%) and therefore it becomes more efficient. What doesn't need 
to get done goes away." 

"NO. Move one or two dramatic, reasonable large and a number of smallerAess dramatic 
(recommendations or) agencies and it sends a message for the hture. Attainable is the 
objective." 

"The SECDEF made a general statement that our inhtructure is about 25 percent over 
what it needs to be, but I don't know if that's been quantified out." 
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"No there are no specific threshoIds for consolidations, etc. the SECDEF made the 
statement that we need to cut by 20-25 percent but I don't know what analysis that came 
from. Personally, I don't think we should give up any more water front, air space or huge 
tracts of maneuverable land because once we give it up we won't be able to get it back 
because of cost and environmental issues. But we need to make the facilities joint and 
operate them at capacity.'' 

"The simple metric is recommendations that result in a 20-30 percent savings on the 
baseline. Twenty percent is passing and 30 percent is an A. A general idea is we have 20 
percent excess capacity." 

"No. There should not be a percentage of reduction of capacity. Leave it open and use 
the criteria to get our recommendations." 

12. Subgroup Recommendations. There is potential for interaction of 
conclusions and recommendations between our subgroups. 

a. D o  any of the subgroup recommendations merit more weight than others? Should 
we prioritize their recommendations? 

"We should bounce issues up the chain to the HSA JCSG members, much like the 
briefing and report that we did for the ISG for the capacity data call. We should come up 
with the best one or two points of an issue or a combination." 

"1 hope the different subgroups and JCSGs talk to each other. I would not want to see the 
different subgroups going in totally different directions with their recommendations. 
Rather than weighting one subgroup more than another we should defer to the ISG after 
we have vetted it first to make sure we can defend the issue." 

"No. Have primarily three groups thrown into one group way of approach -they should 
feed each other. The most highly politically charged is the in-town group. Functions will 
have most long term for "good" impact. Could figure out DC. Could say to make a 100 
mile radius now falls under WHS [Washington Headquarters Services (WHS)], with 
central contracting, and DTRA. Do-able but just need to break down walls. 
AnacostialSolling AFB. Andrews AFB - half is serviced by Navy and the other half by 
AF. A lot of joint basing is occurring around downtown, What is level Service is 
agreeable to everybodp Will run into philosophical differences - AF vs Navy. Give 
Bolling AFB to Navy - both a charm and necessity by having support services. Have 
gotten good competition and come up with some good ideas. A caution-watch putting 
it all together and watch it fail. In the DC area, there is a need for a flagpole for all 
Services and the rest should be fair game. Andrews for AF, Navy for Anacostia, and 
Myers for Army. The rest could be joint bases under WHS." 
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"Have to vet each issue the same way. If an objective analysis is done, this shouldn't be 
an issue. The recommendations go to a higher review authority (the ISG) so we 
shouldn't squash any disparate views at the working group level. The JCSGs need to 
communicate so that they understand each other's conclusions." 

"That is too finite to answer. There should be synergy across the Services and JCSGs. 
We have been broadly charged by the SECDEF to look at leases inside the 100-mile 
radius of the Pentagon. All things equal it will take precedence. Must look at overlap 
areas. Given that how do we move so it works. Mobilization is good because of the 
timing and ability to see actual surge." 

"It's the same as the JCSG recommendations bubbling up and the Services don't find out 
until later in the process. We need workers to present ow recommendations to the 
members of the JCSG and let them decide. No blanket statement -maybe different 
rationale." 

b. Recommendations for consolidation that form new joint organizations may be 
indepndent between our subgroups How can we ensure equity among services as we 

develop recommendations for which service should gain these types of joint 
organizations? 

"We've faced this before and that's why we have so many Defense Agencies. Take 
medical for example. None of the Services trusted each other so we set up Tri-Care. 
Also Defense Mapping Agency - each Service had a geo-spatial activity. They needed a 
trusted third party other than the MILDEPS to handle this. There has to be a mutual 
agreement on the responsibilities. The Services don't want to perform some of the tasks 
that are not core mission tasks. The FAs fall under OSD. If OSD focuses on other areas, 
sometimes these Defense Agencies become free agents." 

"The way we're structured with the service components. How do we have that quiet 
discussion? Co-locating is less painfbl than combininglmerging. Do co-location first, 
combining is harder, Use the AF model. Gets back to benchmarking, find best value or 
best model and go from there. The chips fall and then look at equities. The quality of the 
data will determine how to get around equities and set standards." 

"No. We're talking hostltenant relationships and there will be natural conclusions that 
come from that. It should be based on good business decisions. W h y  maintain parallel 
organizations on installations that are right next to another Service? It's too expensive. 
The organization with the smaller footprint should move to the one with the larger 
footprint. Need to determine where we need to be Service unique and where we can 
blend. The leadership of the smaller footprint organization should negotiate with the 
other Service to provide that parallel service. Take money to the table though. I hope the 
Service mentality has matured enough to know that they can trust another Service. No 
installation commander would neglect a tenant facility but take care of their own. If they 
did, they should be fired." 
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"I don't concern myself with that much. Let the criteria drive, let the analysis produce the 
results. If the analysis causes more pain for one Service than another, that is just the 
result of the analysis. We have to be able to explain why the decisions were made. No 
cookie cutter answers." 

"Gut feeling is to look at mission and determine who should be in charge. Others 
determined by mission and what they do. (In some cases it ) doesn't make sense for 
someone else to come in. Equity - comes in funding process with agreements - locally 
made decisions. Funding and decision trail need to continue to meet evervone's needs. 
With communication coming up with same solution - came up with fee by square footage 
including force protection, communication, and utilities provided by seat = seat 
management Doing this piecemeal. As Installation Commander, knowing how much 
money is coming in then can take care of forces regardless of color [which Service]. 
How make sure fbnding trail is there from an analysis viewpoint." 

"I assume that everyone is making mental notes because we have to go back to our day 
jobs and explain how we got to a recommendation.'' 

13. Should we consider qualify of life and well-being issues, and i f  so, 
how should we account for them? 

"Very important, especially for the Army right now in terms of retention and for the 
Army and Marine Corps for long term effect on rectuiting. There are no metics for this; 
maybe qualitative." 

'Quality of life has to be patt of military value. If there is a strategic implication, or a 
significant location then concede them. Military value is the only place to consider 
(Quality of life),) we have to look at quality of life issues. We have to consider the 
infrastructure and capacity aspect. We have to look at child development, schools, etc. 
We can build if wnsolidating if we have the ability to do that. These things are most 
important in the long run and will determine if we can attract and retain Soldiers or if 
they will want to return to a location. They can figure out the fknction's operations, it's 
the other stuff (like MWR) that makes or breaks it. Find out where they stand now." 

"My problem is quality of life by whose standards? Look at the geographic area that you 
plan to relocate the agency. Can the local community provide the quality workforce that 
is needed or can the community attract them? DC is great but the traffic, taxes and cost 
of living are drawbacks. Look at Ohio vs. Texas vs. Quantico for example. It's hard to 
make that determination." 

14. Ifyou could change anything in the BRA C ZOOS process, what would 
it be and why would you change it? 
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"We are off to a good start. This round of BRAC has begun better than previous BRAC 
rounds." 

"I wish that each Service had planned a core of kll-time people for the BRAC process. 
We will make such important decisions that we need I11-time, dedicated people. We 
need a core group of professional BRACers. I guess we have done this through 
contractors, but I wish it had been done more formally through the MILDEPS." 

"Clarity. It would have been more effective if OSD had planned for the personnel 
requirements up front. It's been painful from the support of personnel. We've jerked a 
lot of people around changing orders, etc. and we're still at 80% manning, but that is as 
far as we can get." 

"Clearer operating guidelines, but maybe our function is too new. We should get clearer 
guidelines fiom OSD BRAC on expectations. We've gotten mixed signals." 

15. Do you have any other comments or recommendations? 

"One thing that we haven't talked about is bothering me. That is the data gathering 
process. Each Service has a different system and tools. DoD should have developed a 
cross-service data software and tools with mining capability. The capacity data exists 
and we should have been able to data mine it. A prime example is the capacity questions 
we wrote could not be asked because of the software being used. I would have liked to 
have seen more preparatory work done. DoD should have had a core team working these 
issues two-three years ago!' 

"No, this has been a very good session." 

"These questions tend to draw you to the critical and negative. The attitude, intelligence, 
and quality of work of the staff is excellent. Narrow the focus, contain the focus to come 
up with strong, defendable recommendations rather than a lot of recommendations that 
are harder to defend and detract fiom the big ones. We'll come out of this with some 
good ideas to use for hture DoD decisionfiture BRACs. Now someone will say that 
there won't be another BRAC for 10 years. In that case, we expand our view some. You 
have three basketdtiers. Super ideas there are no arguments with, good ideas with some 
downside, and good ideas based on intuition. We look at everything in tier one. Take the 
strongest from tier two and forget tier three. Don't look at anything too controversial and 
therefore draw fire on the whole effort." 

"Defense agencies - as looking at how to consolidate, how we do business, there is a 
headquarters for each agency with overhead that may be consolidated. Good structure 
built (in HSA JCSG) and team has melded together. Got as good as thought. First call 
will determine the magnitude when we get data back. Worry of enough time given other 
job duties. Didn't expect to spend so much time on it. Keep attuned to what's going on." 
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'We need to constantly think about communicating and coordinating and come up with 
common ideas before making recommendations internally and externally. Make sure the 
members of the JCSG have the least amount of negative surprise so they don't end up 
explaining to the ISG what we're doing." 
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Memorandum for the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics (USD(AT&L)) 

SUBJECT: Transformational Options for BRAC 2005 

1. References: 

a. Memorandum, USD(AT&L), 23 May 2003, subject as above. 

b. Memorandum, Headquarters and Support Activities ~oint 'cross-service Group 
(HSA JCSG), 22 May 2003, subject: Request for ISG Assistance. 

2. Reference 1.a. asks the JCSGs to provide "key transformational options for stationing 
and supporting forces and functions that.. .will rationalize our infrastructure consistent 
with defense strategy and contribute to increased efficiency and effectiveness." Since the 
development of a defense strategy for 2003 and beyond is in progress with a draft force 
structure plan unavailable until October of this year and basing decisions remain to be 
made, the options provided reflect current strategies and force structure. The bases for 
analysis options offered by the HSA JCSG are a set of assumptions provided below. It is 
imperative that the Infrastructure Steering Group identifies modifications or additions to 
these assumptions to bring focus to the work effort. 

3. HSA JCSG Assumptions. The following are used as a basis for HSA JCSG 
transformational options. 

a. Rationalizing Department of Defense (DoD) presence in the National Capitol 
Region (NCR) remains a DoD concern. 

b. Security (force protection) will be a primary driver for realignments in the NCR. 

c. Moving from leased space to military installations will contribute to security of 
those functions. 

d. Reengineering of common business processes to consolidate service and joint 
activities will result in more efficient execution of common functions, as well as 
reduction in the real estate footprint. 

e. Continuity of government requires redundant capabilities within and between the 
headquarters of some commands. 
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f. The services and JCSGs will share the same data for analytical purposes. 

g. Elements of JCSG and service analysis will overlap. 

h. The DoD Business Transformation Program is an effective mechanism to identify 
opportunities that may result from cross servicing, consolidation, regionalization, or 
privatization. 

4. Suggested Transformational Options. 

a. Unified Commands, Service Component Commands and Defense Agencies. 
Identify alternative concepts for realigning missions and functions among seven CONUS- 
based unified commands (USJFCOM, USNORTHCOM, USSTRATCOM, 
USSOUTHCOM, USCENTCOM, USTRANSCOM, and USSOCOM), component or 
supporting service commands and Defense agencies. Analysis opportunities may 
include: 

(1) Integration of functions of appropriate Defense agencies and selected 
unified commands, e.g., Defense Logistics Agency and USTRANSCOM become 
USLOGCOM (Report of the National Defense Panel, December 1997). 

(2) Location of service component commands with unified commands. 
(3) Elimination of service component commands. 
(4) Elimination of "stand alone" headquarters. 
(5) Review and analysis of functions and business processes of same to identify 

BRAC implications for headquarters/cornmand facilities. 

b. Reserve Component Headquarters Facilities. Determine alternative facility 
alignments to execute Reserve Component (RC) headquarters (seven National Guard and 
Reserve components of the US Armed Forces) administrative missions and functions. 
The focus of the analysis will be on the requirements for and capabilities of facilities and 
installations supporting Reserve and National Guard administrative and headquarters 
functions, excluding state owned and/or controlled facilities of the National Guard. 
Alternatives will include consideration of combining headquarters andlor moving 
headquarters to operational bases. 

c. Military Joint Construction Projects. The General Accounting Office (GAO) 
has recommended to DoD that use of joint construction projects will help improve 
conditions, reduce construction costs and reduce facilities footprint for Guard and 
Reserve facilities. (GAO -03-5 16, Defense Infrastructure-Changes in Funding Priorities 
and Management Processes Needed to Improve Condition and Reduce Costs of Guard 
and Reserve Facilities, May 2003) For example, a joint Armed Forces Reserve Center in 
Tennessee, which combined construction projects of the Army Reserve, Army National 
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Guard and the Marine Corps Reserve into a single project, saved millions of MILCON 
dollars and lessened the need for additional infrastructure. Joint construction projects 
between military departments, as well as between the active force and reserve 
components, have the potential for similar savings. This analysis would evaluate ways to 
facilitate efficient planning, programming and budgeting for joint construction projects. 
Focus may include: 

(1) Facilitation of coordination among Reserve components and Service 
counterparts, and between service components, for programming identified military 
construction projects in future years budgets. 

(2) Examination of ways to employ the DoD-established budget structure to 
fund high priority joint construction projects. 

d. Defense Mobilization. Identify alternative concepts for realigning mobilization 
facilities DoD-wide. This analysis will focus on requirements for and capabilities of 
facilities and installations in the active, Reserve and National Guard components of all 
services to mobilize, prepare, train, deploy, and sustain forces committed to combat 
operations, whether overseas or in the US. Alternatives to be considered include: 

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

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

e. Department of Defense Headquarters and Support Activities in the National 
Capitol Region (NCR). This analysis would focus on the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) Staff and activities, Joint Staff and activities, service headquarters staffs 
and their field operating agencies, staff support activities, and direct supporting units, 
service commands, and Defense agencies and their missions, functions and facilities, 
owned or leased, in the NCR. Analysis opportunities may include: 

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

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

in the NCR as a base cluster. 

f. Office of the Secretary of Defense, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Military 
Departments' Headquarters Consolidation. This analysis would focus on 
restructuring the organization of the Department of Defense "executive departments at 
the seat of government" (OSD and military department's headquarters' staffs) and the 
organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) to eliminate administrative management 
overhead; reduce bureaucratic layering in decision-making processes; modernize the 
operational chain of command; establish single oversight of business functions; and 
establish an enterprise architecture with a common operating environment. A 
reevaluation of Title X responsibilities would be required as part of this analysis process. 
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A reevaluation of duties would also be required to ensure headquarters focus on core, 
corporate-level tasks rather than program management and day-to-day management of 
subordinate activities; strengthened focus on long-term strategic program and financial 
planning; and elimination of unnecessary overlap, complexity, and redundancy in tasks. 
(GAONSIAD-00-72, Defense Management, July 2002.) Execution of this alternative 
would result in significant reduction in facilities space requirements. 

g. Military Air Traffic Control (ATC). This analysis would identify military ATC 
facilities for potential transfer, consolidation, regionalization or privatization. 

h. DoD Lodging Management. This analysis would determine the advantages and 
disadvantages of transferring, consolidating, or privatizing transient lodging facility 
management. 

i. Defense Acquisition Management Process. This option would examine best 
practices in commercial acquisition to determine if fewer people, organizations, and or 
facilities could be used in the DoD process. The GAO reported in February 2002 (GAO- 
02-469T Sourcing and Acquisition, 19 March 2003) that it is important for DoD to adopt 
business practices that will enable it to acquire the systems and services to allow it to 
operate effectively in a resource constrained environment. One analysis area could be 
examining the feasibility of streamlining the acquisition process through DoD/Federal 
enterprise wide contracting managed at the "Centers of Excellence" level and executed at 
the local level. 

j. DoD Infrastructure - Utilities. This analysis would determine the feasibility of 
a joint approach to privatizing DoD installations' utilities to include electric, water, waste 
water, natural gas, telecommunications, and steam. Although there is a Public Law (10 
USC 2688) and DoD Guidance in place to govern this effort, a joint approach may yield 
greater efficiencies. 

k. DoD Infrastructure - Energy. This option will analyze the feasibility of taking 
a Regional (and Joint) approach to the provision of energy to installations in the State of 
Alaska. Implementation of recommendations could result in the closure of one of more 
central heat and power plants at Army andlor Air Force installations. Effort could 
capitalize the on ongoing study being done by the Department of the Army. 

1. Defense Business Management Operations. This analysis would examine 
DoD's business management operations to include the complex network of finance, 
logistics, personnel, acquisition, and other management processes and information 
systems that are used to gather the financial data needed to support day-to-day 
management and decision-making. The processes and their supporting networks were 
not designed, but rather evolved into an overly complex operation including little 
standardization across DoD components; multiple systems performing the same tasks; the 
same data stored in multiple systems; manual data entry into multiple systems; and a 
large number of data translations and interfaces which combine to exacerbate problems 
with data integrity. According to the GAO, the conditions that lead to previous attempts 
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at reform remain largely unchanged today (GAO-02-497T, DoD Financial Management, 
6 March 2002). A possible outcome would be a reduction in systems, data entry 
personnel, and facility support infrastructure as a result of establishing enterprise business 
rules for business processes that use a framework of DoD-wide common data standards. 

m. Identify and Outsource/Privatize Non-core Functions. This analysis would 
accelerate the efforts of the Senior Executive Council and the Business Initiative Council 
to identify a range of alternatives to A-76 centered on non-core functions that DoD and 
the services do not necessarily need to perform in-house. The recently revised A-76 
Circular would need to be evaluated to determine its impact to the effort. . 

n. DoD Infrastructure - Unique Properties such as Prisons, Historic Properties 
and Museums. This analysis would identify all DoD unique propertiedfacilities such as 
prisons, historic properties, and museums to determine which propertieslfacilities could 
be turned over to an appropriate agency, business or foundation for continued operation. 

o. DoD Infrastructure - Installation Management. Breaking down cultural 
resistance to change, overcoming service parochialism, and setting forth a clear 
framework for a reduced defense infrastructure are key to avoiding waste and 
inefficiency. (Infrastructure is defined as those activities that provide support services to 
mission programs, such as combat forces, and primarily operate from fixed positions.) 
Therefore, this analysis would identify the potential to reduce installation operating costs 
through interservice agreements, consolidations, and elimination of duplicate support 
services where military bases are located close to one another or where similar functions 
are performed at multiple locations. Examples of these services are MWR, public works, 
public safety, childcare services, housing services, and buildings/grounds/roads 
maintenance. (GAO Report High Risk Series - Defense Infrastructure, February 1997) 
Possible areas of focus follow: 

(1) Each service maintains its own facilities and capabilities for performing 
many common support functions and, as a result, DoD has overlapping, redundant, and 
underutilized infrastructure. Significant reductions in excess infrastructure requirements 
in common support areas could come from consolidating workloads, sharing assets, and 
restructuring functions on a cross-service basis. An analysis would examine ways to 
consolidate functions; eliminate duplication of efforts; and recommend organizational 
reforms, reductions in management overhead, and streamlined business practices. It 
would be important to resolve the policy issues that have limited cross-service 
consolidations in the past. 

(2) Determination of what extent (1) DoD medical infrastructure is needed to 
meet war-fighting requirements and (2) capacity exceeding those requirements will be 
retained for use by military dependents and retirees. 

(3) Determination of what extent OSD and JCS will emphasize joint basing in 
the future as they increase joint training and operations. 

(4) Assessment of the potential for the increased sharing of bases on an 
interservice or intraservice basis to maximize the use of available training ranges and 
other facilities. 
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( 5 )  Determination, to the extent practical, whether (1) overseas basing is likely 
to continue at the current level or be reduced and (2) contingent capacity for basing in the 
US needs to be retained. (GAO Report - Military Bases - Lessons Learned from Prior 
Base Closure Rounds, July 1997.) 

p. National Guard Divestiture and Reorganization. This analysis would evaluate 
a divestiture of mission involving support of active duty military contingencies, a 
reallocation of assets used in support of such missions to reserve or active duty units, and 
a reorganization based on mission as determined by the state governor. 

q. Evaluation of Staff Functions. This analysis would determine the feasibility of 
physical consolidation, functional consolidation, regionalization andlor privitazation of 
staff functions such as the medical corps, JAG corps, chaplains, legislative liaisons, 
public affairs, and safety. 

r. Military Barracks. Although the authority was initially approved in 1996, DoD 
and the services have not determined whether privatization or private sector financing, 
ownership, operation, and maintenance of military barracks are feasible and cost- 
effective. A collaborative, rather than independent service, approach could minimize 
duplication. (GAO Report- Military Housing - Opportunities that Should Be Explored 
to Improve Housing and Reduce Costs for Unmarried Junior Service members -June 
2003.) 

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

t. DoD Information Technology. This analysis would review the efforts of the 
Financial Management Modernization Program and all other information technology 
studies being conducted in OSD and the military departments with a goal of determining 
opportunities for transferring, consolidating or privatizing all or part of information 
technology services and systems. 
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u. Human Resources Management. An analysis and reengineering of human 
resources management processes across DoD (military departments, agencies, etc.) could 
result in many efficiencies as part of a joint, consolidated, regionalized, and/or automated 
environment. For example, an employee profile for civilian and/or military personnel 
could be established that provides a 360-degree view at a single point of contact for an 
employee's personnel pay and benefits history, and perhaps medical records. This would 
alleviate fragmented records, multiple records and data entry points, and reduce 
supporting personnel requirements and facilities infrastructure. 

5. The HSA JCSG suggests OSD solicit input from the following: 

a. LMI - Logistics Management Institute 

b. Rand Corporation 

c. ManTech Advanced Systems International, Inc. 

d. BRINT Research Institute - Business Research in Information and Technology 
Research Institute 

e. DSB - Defense Science Board 

f. BENS - Business Executives for National Security 

g. CNA - Center for Naval Analyses 

i. NDlA - National Defense Industrial Association 

6. The HSA JCSG requires additional resources as described in reference 1 .b. to proceed 
with the BRAC 05 process. Continued delay in manning the JCSG will result in a less 
than optimal preparation for the first capacity data call. 

DONALD C. TISON 
Deputy Army G-8 
Acting Chairman HSA JCSG 
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HSA-JCSG-D-04-0003 
Version 3,2/12/04, 1500 

BRAC 2005 Headquarters & Support Activities 
Joint Cross-Service Group (HSA JCSG) 

Deliberative Meeting Minutes of January 22, 2004 
Room 3E387, The Pentagon, 1 1:00 a.m.-1:00 p.m. 

1. The Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8, US Army, chaired the meeting. List of 
attendees is attached. 

2. Meeting agenda is attached. 

3. Review minuteslactions from January 15,2004, HSA JCSG meeting. 

a. The next meeting is January 29,2004, in the Rosslyn office. Will begin to review 
military value analysis scoring plans. Probably will not be able to finish in one 
two-hour meeting. 

b. The HSA JCSG has 12-14 scoring plans. 

c. Handed out copies of the RC PAT MOU this week. 

d. Requested two offices on the fifth floor of 1401 Wilson Blvd. OSD BRAC 
representative is aware of the request. 

4. OSD BRAC Office Update. 

a. OSD BRAC representative provided several dates in February for the HSA JCSG 
to brief the ISG on military value analysis approach. 

b. The Data Standardization Team is beginning development of the military value 
IQT that will load questions into the Military Department and Defense Agency 
tools. The beta is expected out next week. 

c. The OSD BRAC office may send targeted data calls out for military value. 

d. Working with CNA on how the data will look when it comes back. It will be a 
single page report/template access database. 

e. WHS has received its capacity data analysis questions. These questions should be 
sent out soon. 

5. Subgroup Updates. 

a. Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup. 

(1) The subgroup members are working on military value analysis. 

(2) Attending agency informational briefings. They have been very good. 

b. Mobilization Subgroup. 

(1) Mobilization Team is working with the analysis team on military value 
scoring plans. 

c. Major Admin HQs Support Activities Subgroup. 



(1) The Major Admin HQs Support Activities team is working on military value 
scoring plans. 

(2) The most difficult area for military value is Outside NCR team. 

6. M i l i w  Value Interviews. The Deputy Chair briefed results of military value 
interviews with HSA JCSG members and Military Department BRAC chiefs. 

The process is the number one concern for the members of the HSA JCSG. 

The members believe that the JCSG should narrow our focus/scope of analysis. 

There will be interaction with the Services during scenario development so there 
will be no big surprises during the 45 day review at the end of the BRAC process. 
The Service imperatives will help. 

HSA JCSG will develop imperatives. The OSD BRAC representative described 
an imperative as a policy approved by the IEC and Secretary of Defense. The 
intent is to help guide analysis. Consider three levels in analysis 1) DoD level; 2) 
MILDEP level; and 3) JCSG level. 

Need some redundancy to avoid single point of failure. At what point do you stop 
co-locating to avoid redundancy? 

Concerning ATIFP, bigger is better. Goal is to consolidate on military enclaves 
outside of DC area. Dispersal is preferred within DC area. Objective is to move 
those not required to stay in DC out of the area. 

Concerning business process reengineering gold standards use a benchmark from 
one Service and see if it can be applied to other Services. 

Permanent leases are bad unless there is some military value. Leased space is 
good if it meets AT/FP requirements or is used temporarily. 

7. Actions and due outs. 

Arrange a meeting with Chrman, Deputy Chair, Navy and Joint Staff members to 
discuss combatant command initiatives. 

ki!-/i?z DONALD C. TISON 

Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8 
Chairman, HSA JCSG 

Attachments: 
1. List of Attendees 
2. Agenda 
3. Military Value Interview briefing 
4. MOU, subject: HSA JCSG Participation on the RC PAT, dated January 13,2004 
5. HSA JCSG Calendar of EventdMeetings 
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Improve jointness and total force 
capability 
Reduce duplication, redundancy and 
excess capacity 
Enhance force protection by locating 
units and activities on installations 
Exploit best business practices 
Develop recommendations unbounded 
by Title 1 OIGoldwater Nichols 
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General (Cont) 
Reduce number of stand-alone HQs, 
commands, activities 
Unite multi-location headquarters in single 
locations to enhance effectiveness and 
efficiency 
Reduce leased space in DC 
Rationalize presence of organizations within 
100 miles of Pentagon 
Co-locate functions and HQs in "oint campuses" 
to enhance interoperability, reduce costs 
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Specific (Cont) 

Co-locate, consolidate active, RC Military 
Personnel Centers 
Consolidate corrections/confinement 
facilities 
Co-locate, consolidate regional Civilian 
Personnel offices 
Develop Joint Regionalized Network 
Management Centers 
Optimize number of Defense agencies 
and DoD Field activities 
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Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group 
(HSA JCSG) 

Section 1 Introduction 

1. Introduction. The Military Value Analysis phase of the Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) process begins with development of a quantitative method for assessing 
the military value of headquarters, organizations and activities performing HSA JCSG 
functions at current locations. This report discusses the methodology and approach used 
to develop the military value models. It also provides model frameworks-attributes and 
metrics supporting each selection criteria; weights for the metrics, attributes, and criteria; 
justification for weights and alignment; proposed questions supporting each metric; and 
the metric's scoring plan. The scoring plan specifically considers the unit of measurement 
for a metric, the estimated range of data, the specific scoring plan, i.e., the assignment of 
value between zero and one, and the functional form of the value function e.g., linear 
increasing. 

a. Selection Criteria. The JCSG used Interim Selection Criteria 1-4 to guide the 
development process. For all HSA JCSG models, metrics supporting Criterion 1 measure 
the military value of a current location's readiness to support the particular function 
under review. For example, metrics supporting Criterion 1 of the Civilian Personnel 
model measure the military value of the location's ability to support performance of the 
personnel mission, not the military value of the function's contribution to operational 
readiness of the Department of Defense. Criteria 2-4 are viewed similarly in that they are 
functionally aligned, and do not provide a measure of military value of the function as it 
relates to the broader Defense mission. 

b. Guiding Principles. The HSA JCSG used the following overarching guiding 
principles as planning guidance for model development: improve jointness and total 
force capability; eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess capacity; enhance force 
protection; exploit best business practices; increase effectiveness, efficiency and 
interoperability and reduce costs. Other foundational objectives include rationalization 
of location of headquarters and administrative organizations and activities within the DC 
area (100-mile radius of the Pentagon); movement of headquarters in leased space onto 
installations; co-location/consolidation of headquarters, administrative activities, and 
activities performing common functions across DoD components; reduction of stand- 
alone headquarters; and creation of joint pre-deployment/redeployment processing sites. 

c.  Common Assumptions. The following assumptions apply to the joint review and 
analysis of all HSA JCSG activities/functions. Individual models contain additional 
assumptions and are provided in detail in Section 2 of this report. 

(1) Reengineering of common business related processes to consolidate 
service and joint activities will achieve more efficient accomplishment of joint and 
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common functions and should be considered for potential savings, as well as reduction in 
the real estate footprint. 

(2) Analysis of functions may result in recommendations to eliminate 
duplicate services, reduce administrative, technical and supervisory overhead, and/or 
reduce facilities. 

(3) Recommendations resulting from analyses could include installation 
realignments, and/or movement of organizations not presently on DoD installations to 
space that becomes available on DoD installations. (DoD installation defined as owned 
space with a controlled perimeter and access.) 

(4) Over time changes in systems, processes, and technical advances in 
automation have created opportunities to adjust physical location and size of activities. 

( 5 )  Many and varied DoD activities perform common headquarters, 
administrative and business related functions. 

(6)  Continuity of government requires redundant capabilities within and 
between headquarters of some commands. 

(7) The location of specific headquarters, commands, and functions may be 
strategically significant. 

(8) Stand-alone military facilities/installations are less desirable than co- 
location. 

(9) Services and the JCSGs will share analytical data. 

(10) Elements of JCSG and Service analyses may overlap. 

(1 1) All DoD installations (as defined in 1. c. (3) above) generally provide an 
equal level of force protection. 

d. Linkage to the Overall BRAC Process. The military value modeling process links 
directly to other BRAG processes. Capacity analysis defines where functions are 
performed and provides an estimate of physical and operational excess capacity. 
Capacity and military value data are input to an optimization model that provides a 
starting point for scenario development. In some cases HSA JCSG's military value 
models will not be optimized. In several instances the population of realignment 
possibilities is too small; in others business process reengineering will drive 
recommendations, so a simpler analytical process will suffice. Ongoing functional 
analysis, not embodied in a particular BRAC process, helps determine constraints that 
will influence the optimization and scenario development processes. Functional analysis 
also helps the analyst develop an organization's candidate reconfiguration based on 
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changes or modifications to the way the organization approaches its core fhnctions and/or 
business lines. 

2. Model Development Approach. 

a. Analysis Team. To support military value model development, capacity and 
military value analysis and other JCSG analytical needs, HSA JCSG assembled a joint 
analysis team comprised of representatives from the Center for Army Analyses, the 
Center for Naval Analyses and the Air Force Studies and Analyses Agency. 

b. Military Value Interviews. The analysis team conducted a series of non- 
attributional interviews that provided insight into the members' views of the military 
value process, specifically, and the BRAC process in general. In addition to identifying 
member intent, the interviews helped determine imperatives, objectives, and assumptions 
that will guide the JCSG's military value process. The original intent was to interview 
JCSG members only, but as the process evolved, the interviews were expanded to include 
the service BRAC Chiefs, the OSD BRAC Chief, and the former Chairman of the HSA 
JCSG. 

c .  Approach. 

(1) The JCSG used an iterative approach in building the military value models. 
The Group determined the number of models desired by examining each function under 
review. The intent was to create sufficient detail for the military value process using a 
minimum number of models. Consideration of the JCSG's scope of analysis as defined 
in the Capacity Report, common metrics across the functions, and the nature of decisions 
desired in each function assisted the JCSG in determining the number of models needed 
and help define their respective scopes. 

(2) The analysis team used the decision science-based Multi-Attribute Value 
Theory (MAVT) approach to model development. MAVT uses a hierarchical 
representation of a decision maker's objectives or criteria, and their supporting attributes 
and metrics, to assess value of a group of competing alternatives. The process started 
with definition of overarching goals of the study effort. The selection criteria were 
initially difficult to align to fhnctional relevance of the unique functions under 
consideration by the HSA JCSG. As a result, the analysis team added another 
hierarchical level in the development process-goals. Goals were developed in each 
functional area and then aligned to criteria 1-4. Examples of goals are "Security of 
Personnel and Facilities" and "Maintain Excellent Customer Service" supporting the first 
selection criteria, and "Stewardship Of Resources" supporting the fourth. The goals were 
then used to develop attributes and metrics, which are mechanisms for measuring how 
well each activity or installation rates for each goal and criteria. The process of 
developing these hierarchical structures was iterative. The initial sessions were used to - - 

develop goals and attributes that supported each criterion. The next series of sessions 
revisited the goals and attributes and began developing metrics for each. The final round 
of session revisited the goals attributes, and refined metrics to include detail on the unit of - 

measure of the data, the range, and the value function or scoring plan. This series of 
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sessions also included the development of questions supporting each metric. The draft 
scoring plans were then presented to the JCSG members and representatives from OSD 
BRAC, and refined based on feedback. The eventual implementation of the military 
value models will use the Logical Decisions software. 

(3) The specific process of determining weights began with asking each group 
member to think about and record their desire for weights across the selection criteria (at 
the top of the hierarchy). The group set these numbers aside, and began the detailed 
process of weighing at the metric level. The groups were asked to rank from best to 
worst the metrics in importance to military value. Ties were allowed. The groups 
differed slightly in execution of this step--some used collaboration, and some developed 
ranks independently among functional experts, then negotiated. Once the rankings were 
determined, the Smarter Method was used to determine weights. The results of this step 
were considered a starting point. The weights were rolled up through the hierarchical 
structure to the criteria level. The group determined weights were then compared to the 
weights each had individually though were important. If the two were close, the process 
stopped. If not, the group then discussed their differences, reached a negotiated common 
position, and the Direct Entry method was used to adjust the weights. The weighing 
schemes have been updated and modified several times through the iterative development 
and review process due to the modification of the models (e.g., removal or addition of 
metrics). 

3. Caveats. 

a. Visibility of Data. The military value models were developed without visibility of 
the capacity data. This restriction is a necessary limitation due to the sensitive nature o'f 
t h e ~ k ~ ~  process. Because of this unique situation, the models were developed as a 
best estimate from expaconsensus; the scoring plans and metrics are the best availa6le 
without seeing the actual data. However, there may be cases where the estimates are -' 

insufficient after seeing the actual data. As a result, it is conceivable that metrics, scoring - L 

plans. and weights may need to be modified. If this scenario arises, the issues, 
justification, and recommended changes will be sent to the OSC BRAC office, and 
potentially to the ISG, for approval. 

b. Evaluation of Models. Evaluation of the effectiveness of proposed models to 
measure military value of the functions under review continues. Any future perceived 
need to adjust or modify the individual models at Section 2 of this report will be brought 
to the immediate attention of the OSD BRAC office, and potentially forwarded to the 
ISG for approval. 

c. Reduction of Scope. After a carehl analysis, the JCSG recommends that base 
level communications not be reviewed as a stand-alone function. Base level 
communications attributes and metrics are embedded within military value models of 
other HSA JCSG functions. In addition, the HSA JCSG will move the functions of 
Financial Management Transactional Services and Military Personnel (local level) from 
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the Top Tier to the Middle Tier. These functions may be refocused upon analyses of 
capacity data. 
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OSD Guidance 

TOs should: 
- Be overarching and notional 
- Have an identifiable effect on 

infrastructure 
- Be actionable as part of the BRAC 

2005 process 

- Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure - 4 
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a 
Types of Options 

Part 1 - Meet OSD Guidance 
Part 2 - 
- TOs do not meet current OSD guidance 
- Analyses do not fit process as currently 

structured 
- May have merit, but cannot use MV as 

primary consideration 
- Are generally BPR, transformational in nature 
- Could require additional resources to analyze 
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Part 1 - Meet OSD Guidance 

Join all installations with shared 
boundaries under single manager 
Vest single MILDEP with management 
responsibility for DoD installation 
management 
Regionalize installation management in 
Geo Clusters 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure = 
7 

22 Jun 04 



Part 1 - Meet OSD Guidance 

Consolidatelco-locate Regional CPOs to 
create joint civilian personnel centers 

personnel centers 
Consolidatelco-locate military personnel 
offices within geo-clusters 
Realign MILDEP and DoD Agency 
computing services operations to DlSA 
(DMRD 91 8 compliance) 
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Part 1 - Meet OSD Guidance 

Reduce number of DFAS 
CentrallField sitesllocations by 
consolidating business line 
workload and administrativelstaff 
functions 
Mergelconsolidate local DFAS F&A 
functions within geo clusters 
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Part 1 - Meet OSD Guidance 

Establish and consolidate mobilization 
sites at installations able to adequately 
prepare, train and deploy service 
members. 
Create regional joint predeploymentl 
redeployment processing sites 
Create megacenters within geo clusters 
wlresponsibility to manage CS, IM, 
CommllT and Personnel functions 
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Part 1- Meet OSD Guidance 

Consolidate corrections facilities under a 
single manager 
Consolidate Levels II and Ill facilities at a 
single location 
Explore alternative basing concepts for 
the 8 COCOMs and SCCs aimed at 
personnel redux (co-location, aeneral 

V 

campus environment, tech substitution, 
SJFHQs) 
Locate SSCs with COCOMs 
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Part 2 - Limited Ability to Analyze 

functionally 
Annex installation management functions 
to the local Mayor 
Outsource installation management 
support functions 
Eliminate certain support functions 
Reduce installation footprint to support 
mission only 
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Part 2 - Limited Ability to Analyze 

Transfer all civilian personnel functions to OPM 
Consolidatelco-locate militarylcivilian personnel 
centers 
Consider options to house DoD Level Ill inmates 
(FBOP or other) 
Consider outsourcing alternatives for Level I 
inmates 
Federalize DFAS 
Replace baselservice-level network operations 
centers with joint regionalized centers 
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Part 2 - Limited Ability to Analyze 

For CS that is more specialized and 
conducive to be performed at a 
distance from the customer base, 
e.g., operations analysis/cost 
analysis, consider the creation of a 
Defense or Joint Agency to perform 
the functions 
Replace SCCs with JCCs 
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d. Overarching Strategy 

Early on in the process, general guiding principles, which formed an overarching strategy, 
were established by the HSA JCSG members. These principles, previously described, are: 
improve jointness; eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess physical capacity; enhance 
force protection; exploit best business practices; increase effectiveness, efficiency and 
interoperability; and reduce costs. 

Following assignment of functions, Subgroups further developed the strategy as follows: 

Rationalize single function administrative installations 
Rationalize headquarters presence within a 100-mile radius of the Pentagon 
Eliminate leased space 
Consolidate headquarters and back-shop functions 
Consolidate/regionalize installation management 
Consolidate the Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
Create a Joint corrections enterprise 
Consolidate military personnel functions 
Consolidate civilian personnel functions 
Establish Joint pre/re-deployment mobilizationsites 

These helped to guide the HSA JCSG's scenario development, deliberation and declaration 
of Candidate Recommendations (CRs). 
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MAJOR ADMINISTRATIVE AND HEADOUARTERS ACTIVITIES 

1. Scope. This modeling effort will result in a priority ranking of activities that will be considered for realignment both within and outside of the 
District of Columbia (DC) area. The focus inside the DC Area will be on the total Department of Defense (DoD) real estate footprint of 
administrative space within a 100 mile radius of the Pentagon (leased and owned). Outside the DC Area, the focus will be on specified 
administrative and command and control (C2) headquarters including the combatant commands, their service component commands and 
supporting activities, reserve component commands, recruiting commands, and reserve force management organizations (leased and owned). 

2. Assumptions. The assumptions for this analysis are as follows. 

a. All leased locations and temporary locations are ranked as less desirable than owned space. 
b. The concentration of a large quantity of activities within the DC Area is viewed as a negative. As such, realignment outside of the DC Area 

for appropriately identified activities is a positive outcome. 
c. Anti-TerrorisrnRorce Protection (ATFP) standards for security - Each leased building will be analyzed for compliance with AT/FP standards 

for buildings. A series of questions will yield one conclusion for each building that will be aggregated by Activity and used in this model. 
Buildings on installations are assumed to be contained within controlled perimeters and deemed to meet ATIFP standards. 

d. Higher military value scores indicate more suitable locations. 
e. Headquarters and administrative space for DoD activities can be located in multiple buildings and in both leased and owned space. This is 

often the case within the DC Area. This modeling effort will capture an aggregated view of an Activity's locations, where applicable. 
f. Metrics in the MV model that are not suitable for both activities and Installations are assigned a weight to account for these differences. 
g. Communications and Information Technology ( C O W I T )  services are available to every installation in sufficient quantity in order to satisfy 

operational requirements. 

3. Military Value Scoring Plan. 

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

Attribute 1 CornmIIT 

This criterion is assigned the highest weighting in the model. For administrative space, the 40.4% 
ability to meet mission requirements and maintain operational readiness is crucial to the 1 
performance of DoD activities and is weighted accoidingly. 
Information dominance is a critical element of the DoD's transformation effort. Adeauate 1 5.6% 
COMMIIT services at an installation are required to support the transformation. A 
ubiquitous network that provides the ability to command and control resources, analyze and 
disseminate intelligence, and implement appropriate actions from any defense facility in the 
wnrld is rerillired 
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The concern is that an installation's operating capacity could be severely impacted for a long 
period of time, or permanently, in the wake of a major catastrophic event. 

Metric 1 Continuity of Operations. Number of times the Range I Scoring Plan I Function 
county or other governmental jurisdiction (e.g., City of Min - Max ( Lowest value = 1.0 - I Linear decreasing 
Alexandria, VA) in which the installation is located has I Highest value = 0.0 
received a Presidential Declaration of Disaster since 1965 due Installations with lower historic occurrence of the noted natural disasters will be viewed as 
to hurricane, flooding, tornado, wild fire, andor earthquake. having higher MV. This metric receives a relatively low weighting because it should affect 
This question is designed for military installations only. a small number of locations and is not viewed as being as important as other measurements 
Activities will not be asked to respond and will be assigned a in ranking the MV of installations with regard to Criteria 1. 
score equal to the worst military installation. 

Question 1 How many times has the county (or other governmental jurisdiction) in which your installation is located received a Presidential Declaration 
of Disaster since 1965 due to hurricane, flooding, tornado, wild fire, andor earthquake? Source: FEMA database. (Authoritative Source). 

Attribute 3 Location Requirement This attribute is designed to determine whether an activity is required to be located in a 
specific location: geographic or building specific. This attribute is used to identify activities 
which should remain in their current areas. 

Metric 1 Statutory Requirement for Location. This question is Range 1 Scoring Plan I Function 
designed for activities only. Military installations will not be 0-1 I 1.0 = Yes; 0.0 = No I Binary 
asked to respond and will be assigned a score of "1". This metric measures whether an activity has a written statutory requirement for a specific 

l o c a t i o ~ i t h e r  near the DC area or elsewhere. A "Yes" response to either or both 
questions receives a score of 1.0. 

Question 1 Does your activity have a statutory requirement to be located within 100 miles of the Pentagon? Identify the nature of the requirement. 
(DOD#: 1909). 

categorization of mission to location, with emphasis on the 
mission's relationship to a location within the DC Area. There 
are four categories: (1) Security & Defense of DC Area; (2) 
Direct DC Area Administrative Support; (3) Other Mission; 
and, (4) Outside the DC Area. This question is designed for 
activities only. Military installations will not be asked to 
respond and will be assigned a score of "1". 

Question 2 Does your activity have a statutory requirement specifying that you remain in your current location? Identify the nature of the requirement. 
(DOD#: 1910). 

Attribute 4 Mission in relation to the DC Area 
Metric 1 Mission Category. This metric relates an overall 

Question 1 Indicate the type of missionllocation characterit 

See Metric 1 below 
Range Scoring Plan Function 
0-1 0.0 = Other; 1.0 = Security Binary 

& Def of DC Area, Direct 
Admm Spt of DC Area, and 
Outside of DC. 

activities will be asked to classify their mission into one of four categories. The categories 
that provide local securityldefense, support to local DoD and government entities, and have 
locations outside of the DC Area will be assigned maximum MV whereas all other activities 
will receive no MV. 
c that best describes your activity (choose fiom the four choices noted above). Choose only 
I 

sti 
one answer. (DOD#: 1911). 

Attribute 5 Quality of Life The quality of life of personnel and employees has a direct impact on morale and ability to 
accomplish the mission. 



. This question is design 
ities will not be asked to 

installation. 
Question 1 What is the median value of an owner-occupied housing unit in the local community? (Authoritative Source). 

Metric 2 Percent of Bachelor's degree or higher. The US Range I Scoring Plan 1 Function 
Census Bureau provides data on the percentage of Bachelor's Min - Max I Min =0, Max=l I Linear Increasing 
degrees or higher for counties. The unit of measure is a The percentage of Bachelor's degrees or higher is a metric that serves as a quality of life 
percentage. This question is designed for military installations proxy from multiple dynamics. The first is an indication of the importance that the local 
only. activities will not be asked to respond and will be community places on postsecondary education. The other dynamic is a general indication of 
assigned a score equal to the worst military installation. educational level of the local population with respect to hiring pool. 

Question 1 What is the weighted average (by population) percentage of holders of Bachelor's degrees or higher in the county in which the installation is 
located and those counties c&iguous tdit? (source: U.S. C 

Attribute 6 Airfield Access 

Metric 1 Distance to Major Airport. Closer to an airport is 
better. This question is designed for military installations only. 
Activities will not be asked to respond and will be assigned a 
score equal to the worst military installation. 

:nsus 2000 Data) (Authoritative Source). 
Access to air transportation (especially to the DC Area for activities on installations that are 
not located there) is a key factor in meeting mission requirements and maintaining readiness. 
This attribute is given a high weight for Criteria 1 since this model will be used to 
recommend relocation options for activities that may need to maintain a significant level of 
in-person contacts with other DoD entities with which they are not co-located. 

Range Scoring Plan Function 
M i  - Max Lowest value = 1 .O; values Inverted S-Shape 

decrease after 25 miles, 
little value after 75 miles; 
Highest value = 0.0 

Access to a major commercial airport facilitates periodic travel tolfrom Washington DC and 
other locations. (Note: This metric also serves as a proxy for location relative to 
metropolitan areas, indicating better access to workforce and a higher quality of life 
measure.) 

Question 1 What is the distance in miles to the nearest commercial airport that offers scheduled operations by a majorlregional commercial airline? 
(DOD#: 1416). 

Metric 2 Military Airfield. Having an active military airfield R a n ~ e  ( Scoring Plan I Function 
for fixed wing aircraft is preferable. This question is designed 0-1 I 1.0 = Yes; 0.0 =No I Binary 
for military installations only. Activities will not be asked to An active military airfield may be the best alternative for rapid andor routine military travel 
respond and will be assigned a score of "0". to wherever personnel may be required. 

Question 1 Does your installation have an active military airfield for fixed wing aircraft? (DOD#: 558). 
Criterion 2 The availability and condition of land, facilities and The attributes in this criterion will be used, primarily, to assess priority to relocate an 
associated airspace (including training areas suitable for maneuver by activity from its existing location(s). For each activity, the type of space(s) it occupies along 
ground, naval, or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain with the conditiodquality of that space (including compliance with ATFP) have a 
areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed Forces in homeland significant impact on the ability of the activity to perform its mission and functions. This 
defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving locations. criterion is assigned the second highest weight overall in this model due to the high level of 

impact that good quality and well-located facilities have on operations. 



Attribute 1 ConditiodQuality of Space I The quality and condition of existing space on an installation is also an important factor in 
ranking installations for M V ,  but is given a relatively low weighting in this model because 
lower quality space can generally be renovated or upgraded to improve building conditions. 
lnstall&oni with poor c&ditio& in administrative space are lower MV.- 

Metric 1 Installation Facility Condition Code for all Range I Scoring Plan I Function 
administrative space on military installations. This question is 0-1 I C1 = 1.0: C2 = .75: C3 = I Non-linear I 

Attribute 2 OwnershipIType of Space 

I '  
dministrative space (Fac 6100 and 6200) on your Installation? (DOD#: 11). 
The HSA JCSG's Capacity Analysis Report states the assumption that "Security will be a 

designed for miiitary installations only. Activities will not be 1 .25; C4 = 0.0 

Question 1 What is the overall Facili Condition Code for a 

I 
1 

Metric 1 Leased, Temporary andlor Owned. Temporary space 
will be defined as any owned space which has limited 
remaining useful life, e.g., Federal Office Building 2 (a.k.a., 
Navy Annex) which is scheduled to be closed, non-permanent 
buildings such as trailers or modular buildings, etc. An overall 
score for each activity will be determined by valuing the 
proportion of total space by type. The higher the value, the 
higher the MV. This question is designed for activities only. 
Military installations will not be asked to respond and will be 
assigned a score of "1". 

Ouestion 1 For each building of administrative space occul 

asked to respond and will be assigned a score of "C4". See ahnve 

- - 
prime driver for realignments wiihin the-DC Area with realignments from leased space to 
military installations contributing to enhanced security for DoD activities." Further, existing 
leased space is generally more expensive in the long run. Therefore, the most important 
attribute in this model is to identify the type of space - leased, temporary, or owned - that an 
activity occupies. 

Range I Scoring Plan I Function 
0- 1 1 0.0 = leased; 0.25 = I Linear Increasing 

I temporary; 1.0 = owned. 1 
The type of space - leased, temporary, or owned - is accorded the highest weight of any 
metric in Criterion 2. Locations in leased space are viewed as having a very high need for 
realignment. Temporary space is viewed as only slightly better than leased space and given 
a relatively high priority for realignment - presumably to permanent space. 

ed by your Activity, is the building owned or leased? @OD CDC Question #303 identifies ~i 
the inventory of owned facilities and the activities' (except Defense Agencies) that occupy the space. Questions #3 11 and #462 identify the inventory of 
leased space occupied by specific activities. Questions #301 and #463 identify the inventory of owned space occupied by specified Defense Agencies.) 
(DOD#: 301,303,3 11,462,463). 
Question 2 Identify buildings of administrative space occupied by your activity that are temporary buildings? (DOD#: 4069,4070,4071,4072,4073, 
4074,4075,4076,4077,4078). 

Metric 2 SingleMultiple Location. Activities with a single 
location will have higher MV. Measured as a percentage of 
total space located in an activity's largest single location.. This 
question is designed for activities only. Military installations 
will not be asked to respond and will be assigned a score of 
"1". 

Question 1 What is the percentage of your total administrative space in your largest single location? (DoD CDC Question #303 identifies the inventory 
of owned facilities and the activities (except Defense Agencies) that occupy the space. Questions #3 11 and #462 identify the inventory of leased space 
occupied by specific activities. Questions #301 and #463 identify the inventory of owned space occupied by specified Defense Agencies. Total space 
occupied by an activity will be computed from this information and the largest location identified.) (DOD#: 301,303,3 11,462,463). 

Range 
Min - 100% 

It is likely than an activity that is currently located in one facility or has the majority of its 
space in one facility has appropriate administrative space to meet its current needs. As such, 
activities with multiple locations will receive lower MV. 

Scoring Plan 
Lowest value = 0.0; 
Highest value = 1.0 

Function 
Linear increasing 



Metric 3 Total Square Feet of Leased Space and/or Temporary Range I Scoring Plan 1 Function 
Space. Larger amounts of total leased andor temporary space I 1 Min - Max 1 Lowest value = 1.0 - 1 Linear Decreasing 

- 
asked to respond and will be assigned a score of "1". I absolute amounts of leased &d temporary space. 

Question 1 How much leased and temporary space does your activity occupy? (Multiple questions will provide information about the amounts of leased 

I 

and temporary space that will be aggregated by activity.) (L 
Attribute 3 Survivability- Comuliance with DoD Minimum 

u 

Antiterrorist Standards f i r  ~ u i l d h g s  (UFC 4-010-01) 
Metric 1 Compliance with DoD Minimum Antiterrorist 

occupied by an activity receives lower MV.  hi; question is I Highest value = 0.0 1 
designed for activities only. Military Installations will not be This measure will be used to give higher realignment priority to activities with larger 

Standards for Buildings. Scoring: For each building in which 
an activity is located, a series of questions will be asked to 
determine the extent to which that building does or does not 
meet the DoD Minimum Antiterrorist Standards, leading to one 
compliance ranking for each building. An overall compliance 
ranking for the activity will be determined by adjusting the 
scores to the proportion of total square feet. This question is 
designed for activities only. Military installations will not be 
asked to respond and will be assigned a score of "1". 
I ATIFP Scoring Plan: I Value I 
( Military Installation I 1.0 

Occupies less than (<) 25% of Building ( 0.8 

D#: 31 1,462,4069,4070,4071,4072,4073,4074,4075,4076,4077,40~8). 
Each location occupied by an activiw will be assessed for compliance with UFC 4-010-01: 
locations that do not meei the current standard will be given a iower MV. 
Range I Scoring Plan I Function 
0-1 1 See Table I Non-Linear 

See above. 

1 Otherwise / 0.0 
Question 1 What percentage of the building's total square feet is leased to andlor occupied by DoD entities? Questions #3 11 and #462 identify the 
inventory of leased space occupied by specific activitiks. (C 

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

Attribute 1 Buildable Land 

Metric 1 Contiguous parcels of land. More, larger blocks are 
best. Number of parcels will be multiplied by the following 
weighting scheme: <5 acres = .083; 5-10 acres =.167; 10-20 
acres z.333; > 20 acres = .4167. The number of blocks 
multiplied by weights will be added. The Installation with the 
lowest score in the sample will receive value of 0.0; the highest 
will receive 1.0. This question is designed for military 
installations only. Activities will not be asked to respond and 
will be assigned a score equal to the worst military installation. 

ID#: 311,462, 1912). 
The availability of vacant administrative space and buildable land provides measures of an 
installation's ability to accommodate future DoD needs. Further, existing CommhT 
capabilities provide an indication of an installation's ability to accommodate growth. 
Buildable land can be used for development of new buildings and facilities to accommodate 
realignment of activities onto installations. This attribute is given less weight than vacant 
administrative space because it generally takes more time and more funds to develop new 

assessing the quality of the reported vacant land as it provides an indication of the size of 

space. 

activities that can be accommodated. 

Function 
Linear increasing 

Range 
Min - Max 

The amount and size of contiguous parcels on an installation is an important factor in 

Scoring Plan 
Lowest value = 0.0 - 
Highest value = 1.0 



3riterion/Attribute/NLetridQnestion ah %..: a. A * 2  

Question 1 How many blocks of buildable acres In defined 
Attribute 2 ComdIT 

Metric 1 DISN Point of Presence (POP). Measure whether 
Installation has a POP -Yes/No, where Yes is Good. This 
question is designed for military installations only. Activities 
will not be asked to respond and will be assigned a score of 
"No". 

Question 1 Are there Defense Information Systems Netwo 
amplification? (DOD#: 1964). 

Attribute 3 Vacant Administrative Space 

Metric 1 Blocks of contiguous vacant space measured in gross 
square feet (gsf). More, larger blocks of contiguous space are 
best; Number of blocks will be multiplied by the following 
weighting scheme: 25,000-49,999 = 0.1; 50,000-99,999 = 0.4; 
100,000 and higher = 0.5. The number of blocks multiplied by 
weights will be added. The Installation with the lowest score in 
the sample will receive value of 0.0; the highest will receive 
1.0. This question is designed for military installations only. 
Activities will not be asked to respond and will be assigned a 
score equal to the worst Military Installation. 

Question 1 How many blocks of contiguous, vacant, admu 
Criterion 4 The cost of operations and the manpower implications. 

Attribute 1 Estimated Cost of Location 
Metric 1 BAH: Using the comparative value of an 0-3 with 
dependents. The unit of measure is dollar cost value. The 
lower the BAH the better. This question is designed for 
military installations only. Activities will not be asked to 
respond and will be assigned a score equal to the worst Military 
Installation. 

Question 1 What is your installation's Basic Allowance fo 
Attribute 2 Workforce Pay Factors 

Ize ranges for Administrative uses are located on your Installation? (DOD#: 3 1). 
The future COMMJIT requirements for force projection installations will be more easily met 
by the presence of a major Defense Information Systems Network (DISN) node. These 
nodes provide greater access to bandwidth at lower cost because they comprise the backbone 
of the network- 

Range I Scoring Plan I Function 
0 - 1  I I= Yes, 0 =No I Binary 

DISN Points of Presence (POP) are critical to the DoD IT enterprise architecture. 
Installations hosting these POPS gain the benefit of their potential network throughput and 
play heavily in meeting future IT requirements. 
(DISN) backbone nodes located at the installations and activities identified in the 

Existing vacant administrative space that is available for occupancy is an important indicator 
of the ability of an Installation to accommodate realigning activities. In general, vacant space 
can be occupied more quickly and for less cost than new facilities and is given a slightly 
higher weight than buildable land. 

Range I Scoring Plan I Function 
Min - Max I Lowest value = 0.0 - I Linear increasing 

I I Highest value = 1.0 
- 

Existing vacant administrative space that is available for occupancy is an important indicator 
of the ability of an installation to accommodate realigning activities. In general, vacant space 
can be occupied more quickly and for less cost than new facilities and is given a slightly 
higher weight than buildable land. 

itrative space in defined size ranges are located on your installation? (DOD#: 305). 
This criterion is assigned a low weight in this model since, while operating costs are never 
unimportant, it will have less impact on determining installations suitable to accept 
relocations than more distinguishing factors. 
Lower overall operating costs for an installation are assigned a higher MV. 

Range Scoring Plan Function 
Min - Max Highest value = 0.0 - Linear Decreasing 

Lowest value = 1.0 
This metric is a way to measure the cost of living in one location versus another. This will 
capture costs associated with military personnel. 

-Iousing (BAH) for an 0-3 with dependents? (Authoritative Source). 
Lower costs for locality pay will suggest lower costs of doing business and, thus, a higher 
M V .  



- - 

Metric 1 Locality Pay (Percentage). Measured as a percentage, Range I scoring Plan ( Function 
where less is better. This question is designed for military I I Min- Max I Highest value = 0.0 - I Linear Decreasing 

1 another. This will capture costs associated with personnel. 
Question 1 For each installation, what is the 2004 locality pay rate for the GS pay schedule? (Authoritative Source). 

installations only. Activities will not be asked to respond and 
will be assigned a score equal to the worst military installation. This metric is a second way to measure the cost of doing business at one location versus ' 1  I I ~ o w e s t  value = 1.0 

- 







a BRAC 2005 process is on track for submission of Secretary of Defense recommendations by May 2005. 
BRAG implementation planning in development. @bje:ti:.e i 1) 

lntegrated global basing study completed. Coordination with host nations and implementation planning underway. 
(Ukjective 1.2) 

a Five key legislative provisions (Readiness and Range Preservation Initiative) were enacted supporting a long-term 
comprehensive pmgram to sustain readiness. (Ohjective 1.3) 

Completed 359 of 368 Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans, with the remaining nine in coordination 
or final preparation. (Objective 1.4) 

a New survey of excess and obsolete facilities completed to re-establish annual targets for disposal program. sb. , . jectr~tce 1.5) 

Defense Corporate Sustainrnent Rate Defense Corporate Recapitalization Rate 

- - " - " -  - -  " - - -  " * - 
rn Improved FY06-07 sustainment program from 90-91% to 92% of requirements. Fell short of target 95% level 

in FY06 and 100% in FYO8. (04ecttve 2 i j 

a Accepted additional near term risk in recapitalization while retaining corporate goal and progress toward 
67 year benchmark. (Objecliire 2.1) 

The first round of new "Q" ratings - DoD's implementation of a facilities condition index - have been received 
and remainder have been scheduled. (L?i~actrvr! 2.2) 

m Reduced out-of-pocket family housing expenses for typical member to zero in the FY2005 budget. i0bjectb~e 22.) 

a A plan and timeline to address facilities operation costs and other installations support services has been developed. 
(Objectke 2.4) 

I s r s w r  
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rn Developed and distributed unified facility criteria to provide security against 
R c 1 t . 1 ~  ?? 

t e l f ~ l i ~ t  attacks, iOhjeci~ve 3 1i  C, 
$* ?. 23 

rn Achieved targeted reductions in injuries and illnesses during 2004. P4 Mcldri* J .  % r" 

rn In accordance with Defense priorities, the FY06 program was reduced by $600 million for new facility acquisitions 
and increased by $300 million for sustainment of existing assets. !otij.ctve 4.1) 

rn Completed evaluations of 55% of utility systems available to privatize. Over 8,300 family housing units privatized 
contributing to the elimination of inadequate family housing by FY07. j0bjective 4.3) 

a Workforce development - completed stand up of DAU FE 201, Intermediate Facilities Engineering, began development 
of DAU FE 301, Facilities Engineering Level Ill, Learning Dbjectives10utcomes. (Objeetiw 4.4) 

Standard building energy consumption reduced by 26.8% and industrial facility energy consumption reduced by 13.3% 
compared to the baseline. DoD-wide energy awareness campaign is underway to encourage increased awareness and 
efforts to meet the 2005 energy reduction goal, ji;iijectivr: 4.51 



GOAL 5 :  RIGHI. TOOLS 8 M ~ K I C S  

Published real property inventory requirements. Developed a real property unique identifier enabling DoD 
to better track individual assets. (Objeciive 5.1! 

Developed a process model for environmental liabilities recognition, valuation, and reporting that facilitates 
development of auditable and complete data. (Dbjective 5.2j 

m Initiated Environmental Management Systems at 90% of all appropriate facilities; on track to meet Federal 
and Do0 implementation goals. i o b j e c h  5.3! 

m Completed initial round of cost factors for facilities operation costs and initiated work on requirements 
forecasting model. @hjectiie 5 4  

Launched pilot effort of Natural Infrastructure Capability concept, which assesses specific mission needs for 
air, land and water, against the capacity available at our installations, and provides a capability rating. (Objective 5.5) 

m Completed initial report on encroachment on military test and training ranges and implemented $11.5M Compatible 
Land Use Program to prevent future loss of operational capability. (uhjecfvc 5.61 

DoD Range, 

Installations, 

Special Use Airspace 

and Military 

Training Routes 

MOVING FORWRRL) 

We continue to make progress toward our vision - installation assets are available when and where needed, with the 
capabilities and capacities to effectively and efficiently support DoD missions. 

The Defense Components are in the process of producing their individual component-level implementation plans, the 
building blocks to the overall Defense plan. 

We are actively engaged with the Federal Real Property Council and enthusiastically support efforts to reduce the risk 
to federal facilities. The Department of Defense has a performance track record that demonstrates our commitment 
going back several years. 







Feb 8,2005 
Matt Mleziva 

Lead, C41SR Sub-Group 
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TJCSG Transformational Framework 
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Consolidate C41SR RDAT&E activities into a 
minimum number of Centers 
- Reduce number of Technical Facilities from 22 to 8 
- lncrease likelihood of fielding interoperable systems 
- Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 
- lncrease efficiency of operations 
- Eliminate over 1,000 billets 
- Facilitates 3 closures 

I 
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BRAC FOUO 

C41SR RDAT&E Center Overview 
d 

BRAC W U O  

C41SR RDAT&E Center Facilities Overview 

Gainers 
- Dahlg ren-VA* 
- San Diego-CA* 
- Newport-RI* 
- Adelphi, MD 
- Ft. Belvoir, VA* 
- Ft. Huachuca, AZ 
- Hanscom AFB, MA* 
- Edwards AFB, CA 

* Also Donors 

Donors Donors (con't) 
- NRL-DC - WPAFB, OH 
- Corona-CA - Maxwell AFB, AL 

- Crane-IN - Lackland AFB, TX 

- Charleston-SC - Eglin AFB, FL 

- Norfolk-VA 
- Port Hueneme-CA 
- Pax RiverMD 
- Fort Monmouth, NJ 
- Crystal City Lease, VA 
- WSMR, NM 
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BRAC FOUO 

C41SR RDAT&E Center Billets Overview 

Consolidate to - Billet Reduction: 
- Dahlgren - 97 
- San Diego 106 
- Newport - 16 
- Adelphi - 223 
- Ft. Belvoir - 182 
- Ft. Huachuca - 5 
- Hanscom AFB - 376 
- Edwards AFB - 13 
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FRAC 
Tech-0008/0042A C41SR RDAT&E Consolidat~on 
Maritime Surface Sensors, EW and Electronics 

ensoc, EW end Electronics RDATBE functions fmm 
IARCENDIV CORONA-CA: NAVSURFWARCENDIV CRANE. IN: 

I CHA-RLESTON-sc, to 
rHLGREN-VA. ReiOCat8 all ~ariti@ Information Systems RDAT&E functions fmrn 

:NDIV-DAHLGREN-VA; NAVSURRNARCENDN- CORONA 
YSCEN- NORFOLK-VA and 

CA; 1 SPAWARSYSCEN~CHARLESTON_SC. to S P A W ~ S Y S C E N ~ S A N ~ D I E G O ~ C A . R ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  all Maritime Undersea Senso 
EW and ~lectronics RDAT&E functions from NAVSURFWARCENDIVC~RONA~CA; NAVSURRNARCENDlv CRANE. I 
SPAWARSYSCEN-SAN-DIEGO-CA; SPAWARSYSCEN-CHARLESTON-SC; and 
NAVAIRWARCENACDIV-PATUXENT-RIVER-MD to NAVUNSEAWARCENDIV-NEWPORT-Rl 

Justifkatio~ 
Reduce Technical Facilities to NRL (R only), 

Dahlgren, San Diego and Newport 
Increase likelihood of fielding interoperable 

systems 
Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 

* Increase efficiency of operations 
Facilitates the closure of Corona & Crane 

Militarv Value 
NAVSURFWARCENDIV Dahlgren is the surface warfare 

center with the highest MV in Sensors, EW and Electronics 
Research and one of the highest MVs in DBA and T&E. 

SPAWARSYSCEN. San Diego has the highest MV in 
Information Systems D&A. 
*NAVUNSEAWARCENDIV Newport is the undersea warfare 
center with the highest MV in Sensors, EW and Electronics 
RDAT&E. 

lm~acts 

Onetime cost: $1 52M Criteria 6: -7507 jobs (3574 direct, 3933 indirect); < 0.1 to 
Net implementation costs: $1 05M 9.4% 
Annual recurring savings: $1 0 . 4 ~  Criteria 7: No issues 

Payback time: 20+ yean Criteria 8: NO impediments 
I NPV (savings): $1.2M 

4 SbrOgy 4 ClpLCity A~lyaia I Dm Vmfication J JCSCdMiilDep ReuMmnmdcd 4 Demtlibcd wflCSGs 
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BRAC FOUO 

Revising Part 9 to exclude SPAWAR San 
i Diego (Option for TJCSG Consideration) 

- The combined package should have a negative 
NPV (good) and Annual Savings (good) 
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BRAC FOUO Tech-000810042 C41SR RDAT&E Consolidation 
Land Sensors, EW and Electronics & IS Research 

Candidate Recommendation: Relocate all Land Sensor, EW and Electronics & Information 
Systems Research functions from Ft. Belvoir, VA; Ft. Monmouth, NJ: and Redstone Arsenal, AL 
to Adelphi, MD. 

Justincation I W t a w  value 
Reduce Technical Facilities to Adelphi 
Increase likelihood of fielding interoperable 

systems 
Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 
lncrease efficiency of operations 
Facilitates the closure of Fort Monrnouth 

Pavback 

One-time cost: $213M 
Net implementation cost: $151M 
Annual recurring savings: $18.1M 
Payback time: 15 Years 
NPV (savings): ($22.1 )M 

Adelphi, MD has the highest MV in Land Sensors, EW and 
Electronics Research. Fort Monmouth has the highest MV in 
Information Systems Research. 
Military judgment indicated that this combined activity should 

be located at the activity with the highest MV in Sensors, EW 
and Electronics Research as that function is the most 
infrastructure intensive. 

lmDacG 
Criteria 6: -2660 jobs (1490 direct, 11 70 indirect); < 0. t O/P 
Criteria 7: No issues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 

- - 

f Stntsry 4 Capacity ArulysislDaaVaifiertiori f JCSWlDep Wmmndcd f Dbconfliaed wlJCSGlr 
f COBRA f Military Vdw AnrlysisI Do& Vaifiutioo 4 aie 6-a hws f Dc-wnIlictcd wlMilDcps 
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BRAC FOUO 
Tech-000810042 C4ISR RDAT&E Consolidation 
Land Sensors, EW and Electronics & IS D&A 

Candidate Recommendation: Relocate all Land Sensor, EW and Electronics & lnformation 
Systems Development & Acquisition functions from Ft. Monmouth, NJ: Crystal City Lease, VA; 
and Redstone Arsenal, AL to Ft. Belvoir. 

Justificatioq 

Reduce Technical Facilities to Fort Belvoir 
lncrease likelihood of tlelding interoperable 

systems 
Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 
lncrease efficiency of operations 
Facilitates the closure of Ft. Monrnouth 

payback 

One-time cost: $116M 
Net implementation savings: $44.9M 
Annual recurring savings: 527.4M 
Payback time: 4 Years 
NPV (savings): ($291 )M 

/ Shtegy 4 C.p& Andyds 1 Data Vaification 
f COBRA 4 Militmy Vdue And+ / D.1. Vai~tion 

Militarv Value 
Ft. Belvoir, VA has a high MV in Land Sensors, ON and 

Electmnics (a) & Information Systems (#3) Development & 
Acquisition. Fort Monrnouth has the highest MV in Sensors. 
EW and Electmnics & lnformatlon Systems D&A. 
Mil iry judgment indicated that by locating these functions at 

Ft. Belvoir, they are within commuting distance of their 
Research counterparts thus bringingjhese activities physically 
together at a relatively affordable cost. 

-- 
Impacts 

Criteria 6: -1 1351 jobs (6369 direct, 4982 indirect); c 0.1 to 
0.8% 
Crlteria 7: No issues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 

f JCSGlMilDtp Raoommended f De-conflicted WJCSGr 
4 Chiitair 6-8 Analysis f Desonflictcd w/MilDcps 
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BRACFOUO Tech-000810042 C41SR RDAT&E Consolidation 
Land Sensors, EW and Electronics & IS T&E 

Candidate Recommendation: Relocate all Land Sensor, EW and Electronics & Information 
Systems Test & Evaluation functions from White Sands Missile Range, NM to Ft. Huachuca, AZ. 

Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 
* Increase efficiency of operations 

Justificatio~ 
Reduce Technical Facilities to Fort Huachuca . Increase likelihood of fielding interoperable 

systems 

Value 

Ft. Huachuca, AZ has the highest MV in Land Sensors, EW 
and Electronics & I n f ~ ~ ~ ~ t i ~ n  Systems T&E when both JlTC 
and Army activities are considered. 
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PaY!Eia 
One-time cost: $20.8M 
Net implementation cost: $19.3M 
Annual recurring savings: $0.3M 
Payback time: loo+ Years 
NPV (savings): $1 6.4M 

BRAC mu0 

lmaacts 
Criteria 6: 385 jobs (199 direct, 186 indirect); c 0.5% 
Criteria 7: No issues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 

Combine Land Parts into a single Candidate 
Recommendation (TECH-000810042B) 
- The combined package should have a negative 

NPV (good) and Annual Savings (good) 

2/10/2005 1 1 :33 AM 
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Justification 
Reduce Technical Facilities to Hanscom AFB 

and Edwards AFB 
Increase likelihood of fielding interoperable 

systems 
Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 
Increase efficiency of operations 

p?AC mu0 Tech-000810042C C4lSR RDAT&E Consolidat~on 
Air & Space lnformation Systems RDAT&E 

Candidate Recommendation: Relocate all Air Information Systems Research. Development & Acquisition 
functions from Rome, NY (TECH-0009); WPAFB, OH; Maxwell AFB, AL; and Lackland AFB, TX to Hanscom 
AFB, MA. Relocate all Air Sensor, EW and Electronics & Information Systems Test & Evaluation functions from 
Eglin AFB, FL to Edwards AFB, CA. No Sensor D&A moved (Weapon System Integration). 

Pavback 

One-time cost: $50.8M 
Net implementation costs: $1.5M 
Annual recurring savings: $ 9 . 6 ~  
Payback time: 6 Years 
NPV (savings): ($84.6)M 

flilitarv Value 
Hanscom AFB. MA has the highest MV in Air lnformation Systems 

Development & Acquisition. 
Mllltary judgment indicated that this combined Information Systems 

activity should be located with the highest D M  MV since that function is 
by far the largest workload. 

Edwards AFB, CA has the highest MV in Air Sensors, ON and 
Electronics T&E and Aiu Information Systems T&E in We Western US 
where the Open Air Range with the highest MV is located. 

Military judgment Indicated that this function relies greatly on the 
avalleblllty of suitable Open Air Ranges where ftiendly and threat systems 
may freely radlate RF energy. These OARS uniquely exist in the Western 
US. 

Criteria 6: -5609 jobs (3267 direct, 2342 indirect); c 0.1 .to 
1.3% 
Criteria 7: No issues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 

. .  . 

4 COBRA 4 M i l i i  Vllue Anrlyrir I Data Vfflfiertioa 
2/10/2005 1 1 :33 AM 
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BRAC FOUO 

TECH-000810042 - Summary 

Number of C41SR RDAT&E Technical Facilities 
reduced from 22 to 8 
Cumulative NPV savings of over $300M 
Place holder for payback years 
Eliminates over 7,000 billets 
3 Closures Facilitated 
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BACKUP 
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BRAC mu0 

Billet Contributions (Not Yet Filled In) 

NRL-DC 
Corona-CA 
Crane-IN 
Charleston-SC 
Norfolk-VA 
Port Hueneme-CA 
Pax River-MD 
Fort Monmouth, NJ 
Arlington, VA 
WSMR, AZ 

Da hlgren-VA 
San Diego-CA 
new port-RI 
Adelphi, MD 
Ft. Belvoir, VA 
Ft. Huachuca, AZ 
Hanscom AFB, MA 
Edwards AFB, CA 
WPAFB, OH 
Maxwell AFB, AL 
Lackland AFB, TX 
Eglin AFB, FL 
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BRAC mu0 Tech-000810042 C4lSR RDAT&E Consolidation 
Maritime Surface Sensors, EW and Electronics 

Candidate Recommendation: Relocate all Maritime Surface Sensor, EW and Electronics 
RDAT&E functions from NRL-WASH-DC (DATaE only); NAVSURFWARCENDIV CORONA-CA; 
NAVSURFWARCENDIV CRANE, IN; SPAWARSYSCEN-SAN-DIEGO-CA; and 
SPAWARSYSCEN-CHARLESTON-SC, to NAVSURRNARCENDIV-DAHLGREN-VA. 

Justificatlofi I Valug 
Reduce Technical Facilities to NRL (R) and NAVSURFWARCENDIV Dahlgren is the surface warfare 

Dahlgren (RDAT&E) center with the highest MV in Sensors, EW and Electronics 
Increase likelihood of fielding interoperable Research and one of the highest MVs in DBA and TBE. 

systems Military judgment indicated that this combined activity should 
Eliminate overlapping infrastructure be located near a coast where the products are integrated with 
Increase efficiency of operations their maritime platforms. 

Faciliiates the closure of Corona & Crane 

Pavback 
One-time cost: $33M 
Net implementation savings: $2M 
Annual recurring savings: $6.4M 

* Payback time: 6~ears 
NPV (savings): ($59.3)M 

k!uaas 
Criteria 6: -1795 jobs (1050 direct, 745 indirect); < 0.1 to 9.4% 
Criteria 7: No issues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 
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BRAC FOUO 
Tech-000810042 C41SR RDAT&E Consolidation 

Maritime lnformation Systems 
Candidate Recommendation: Relocate all Maritime lnformation Systems RDAT&E functions 
from NAVUNSEAWARCENDIV-NEWPORT-Rl; NAVSURFWARCENDIV-DAHLGREN-VA; 
NAVSURFWARCEND IV- CORONA-CA; NAVSURFWARCENDIV- PORT-HUEN EME-CA; 
SPAWARSYSCEN- NORFOLK-VA and SPAWARSYSCEN-CHARLESTON-SC. to 
SPAWARSYSCEN SAN DIFGO CA. 

Justificatioq 

Reduce Technical Facilities to NRL (R) and 
San Diego (RDAT&E) 

Increase likelihood of fielding interoperable 
systems 
Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 
Increase efficiency of operations 
Facilitates the closure of Corona 8 Crane 

m r v  Value 

SPAWARSYSCEN, San Diego has the highest MV in 
Information Systems D&A. 
Military judgment indicated that this combined Information 

Systems activity should be located with the highest DBA MV 
since that function is by far the largest workload. 

Pavback 
One-time cost: $78.4M 
Net implementation costs: $64.6M 
Annual recurring savings: $43M 
Payback time: 28 years 

* NPV (savings): S20M 

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

Impacts 

Criteria 6: 4581 jobs (1931 direct, 2650 indirect); < 0.1 to 2% 
Criteria 7: No issues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 
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I BRAC FOUO 
Tech-000810042 C41SR RDAT&E Consolidation 

Maritime Undersea Sensors, EW and Electronics 
Candidate Recommendation: Relocate all Maritime Undersea Sensor. EW and Electronics I 
RDAT&E functions from NAVSURRNARCENDIV CORONA-CA; NA~URWARCENDIV 
CRANE, IN; SPAWARSYSCEN-SAN-DIEGO-CA; SPAWARSYSCEN-CHARLESTON-SC; anc 
NAVAIRWARCENACDIV-PATUXENT-RIVER-MD to NAVUNSEAWARCENDIV-NEWPORT-R 

Justification Militant Value 
= Reduce Technical Facilities to Newport NAVUNSEAWARCENDIV Newport is the undersea warfare . Increase likelihood of fielding interoperable Center with the highest MV in Sens~tS, EW and Electronics 
svsterns RDAT&E. 

Eliminate overlapping infrastructure Military judgment indicated that this combined activity should 
Increase efficiency of operations be located near a coast where the products are integrated with 

their maritime platforms. 
Facilitates the closure of Corona & Crane 

Pavback lJ.ua& 
One-time wst: $40.34 Criteria 6: -1 131 jobs (593 direct, 538 indirect); < 0.1 to 4.4% 
Net implementation costs: $424 Criteria 7: No issues 
Annual recurring costs: $0.3M Criteria 8: No impediments 
Payback time: Never 
NPV (savings): $40.5M 

- - 

4 Smtcey 4 Clprcity Andyds / Data Vaificatim 4 JCSOIMilDcp Rcca~l~ndcd 4 DNoaflided w1JCSG-s 
4 COBRA J Milituy Vduc halysir  I Dptr VerificPtioa J critsir 6-8 Aarlysia 4 De-conflided wMilDcpo 
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BRAC FOUO 
Tech-000810042 C41SR RDAT&E Con 

Acquisition functions from Rome, NY; WPAFB, OH; Maxwell AFB, AL; and Lackland AFB, TX to 
Hanscom AFB, MA. Rome moved as part of Tech 0009. 

Justification 

Reduce Technical Facilities to Hanscom AFB 
Increase likelihood of fielding interoperable 

systems 
Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 
Increase efficiency of operations . 

Pavback 
One-time cost: 648.8M 
Net implementation costs: $3.4M 
Annual recurring savings: $8.9M 
Payback time: 6 Years 
NPV (savings): ($76)M 

y-q 
Hanscom AFB, MA has the highest MV in Air lnformation 

Systems Development & Acquisition. 
Military judgment indicated that this wmbined Information 

Systems activity should be located with the highest D M  MV 
since that function is by far the largest workload. 

bRiE& 
Criteria 6: -5216 jobs (3042 direct, 2174 indirect); < 0.1 to 

1.3% 
Criteria 7: No issues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 
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BRAC FOUO Tech-000810042 C4lSR RDAT&E Consolidation 
Air & Space Sensors, EW and Electronics & IS T&E 

Candidate Recommendatin: Relocate all Air Sensor. EW and Electronics & Information 
Systems Test & Evaluation functions from Eglin AFB, FL to Edwards AFB, CA. 

Eliminate overlapping infrastructure 
Increase efficiency of operations 

JustMcation Mllitarv Value 

Pavback 
One-time cost: $1.9M 
Net implementation savings: $1.8M 
Annual recurring savings: $0.7M 

I Payback time: 3 Years 
I NPV (savings): W 2 ) M  

Reduce Technical Facilities to Edwards AFB . likelihood of fielding interopemble 

located. I Military judgment indicated that this function relies greatly on 
the availability of suitable Open Air Ranges where friendly and 
threat systems may freely radiate RF energy. These OARS 
uniquely exist in the Western US. 

!JT~D&S 

Criteria 6: -393 jobs (225 direct, 168 indirect); < 0.3% 
Criteria 7: No issues 
Criteria 8: No impediments 

Edwards AFB, CA has the highest MV in Air Sensors, EW and 
Electronics f&E and Air lnf~rmation Sy~tems T&E in the 
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RKAC FOUO 

BKAC 2005 
Technical Joint CromService Group ("I'JCSC) 

Meeting Minutes of 1 February 2005 

Dr. Segd chaired the meeting. 'I'he agerida is ~ Z I ~ C I O S ~ ~  in attachment 1. '['he list of 
atterrdecs is enclosed in attachment 2, Read a h d  materials fbr tho meeting arc enclosed 
in attachment 3. The primary objective for the meeting was to review the impdimens to 
the COBRA runs h r  each of the subgraups and approve assumptions or addiliorlai 
actions to ensure timely completion of the smnaxio analysis. Atso, the TJCSG was to 
rcview thc 'FJCSG candidate rcccrmmcndations briefing for 'I'ECH-0040 to be prcscntcd 
to the ISC on 4 Febmry 2005. The agenda topics are listed bclow in the order in tvhich 
they were eavercd. Thc key pints, decisions and adion items i'rom the meeting arc. as 
fuf lours: 

Key Points: 

* "Ebe Mcdicd JCSG is vacating spam in Bethesda that would bc vcry suitable for 
'TECIi-0040 and would ailow the MILCON requirement, which currently exists for 
the Anacnstia option, to he elitninatcd. 
ft was recctrnrnendcd that the beginning of the pscsentarion show why this scenario 

v wds lwkcd at to show h e  overwching strateby behind the scenario. 

Chart #2 will tre deleted. 
Chart #3 n d s  to have the c o m t  number of technical facilities. Also, the 
cc3rreslmnding number of F'I'Es rlecds to be shown un this chm, 
A backup chart ncais to be added to show the- defirdion of a technical facility. 
Chart #4 needs to bc modifid to m&c the various boxes larger. 
On Clttu?: #M, tile Comhincd 'I"&E Center box wilt be deleted as T&E is associated 
with each of the boxes Iomted in the Combined Mission Ccnter(s) section. 
On C h a  #5, change scenario 28 on line number 10 to italics. Also, include ail 
remanded scenarios on this sIidc In i t aka  
Chart #S T~RIOYC ~ m n l ~ ~ i o  numbers h m  the 3d cotumn. 
Chat W5 delete all scenario numbers except 40 frum line nun~bw I . 
On Chart #7, F't. Helvclir is misspelled. Also, Raleigh should be Durham NG' and 
Anny Kesmc:h Uffrce and other oEces me in Atlin@x)n not Alcxaadria. 
On C h t  #8, mow the third bullet to instead he the first bullet. The TJCSO will 
myuest use ofthe space being vacated in Bethexla by the Medical JCSCt. If  the 
Rethesda space is not available for &a TJCSG to use, then Anmostia will be the 
lowtiorr of' choice. An additional slide will Ix sbwn to highlight the Bcthesdzt space 
w the preferred alternative aption. 
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* For Chart #8, the l a  2 sub-bullets will be further cclarified to show specifically which 
research is included in these addition& mcommendationis. 0 

* An additional strategy chart will be shown at the beginning of the presentation to 
explain why this scenario was chosen for malysis to show the overall stmtegy behind 
it. 

Key Paints: 

* The subgroup is still awaiting Navy (Stemis) Criteria 8 data for TECH-0020, 
* The candidate wcomme~zdation package for TECH-0032 should be ready by COD 

today. 

Decisions: 

* The action for Adelphi. will be eiiminated f i ~ m  TECH-0020 because the EvTEk 
involved do slot conduct work associated with TWH 0020. 

* ?'he analysis for TECH-0047 is compiete and the candidate rrecommendatian package 
is in work. 

* For mCN-0008/OQ.Q2 (Maritime Domain), the subgroup is meeting today to develop 
the draft candidate re~ommendatiow package. 

* For 'X'IECH-0008f0042 (Lad D o h ) ,  the subgroup will be meeting on 7 February 
2005 to develop the &aft candidate recommendations. 
For TECIf-0008/01)42 (Air Domain), the subgmup is cwcntly preparing the drafl 
candidate rmrmendat-ions, 
Far 'I'EtIH-OUOX10042, parts 10 and 1 1 have hen  remanded to the Navy. 

Decisions: 

Innovative Systems Subgroua Update - BF, S~hyctte .-.....- 

Key Paints: 

New SDDs were .issued yesterday to the Air Force for TECH-0009 ISO. 
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Dr. Sega departed the meeting at this time. Mr. Shfler chair& the meding from this 
point otl. 

+ An update status was provided by the Wapm and Armaments Subgrottp. 

Decisions: 

Key Points: 

II * An update statiis was provided for thc ALSS Subgroup. 
* TECW-WOS, Relocate Rotary Wing Air Platform RDAT&E by: moving Lakchurst, 

Corona nnd W P N B  to Patuxat River; a d  moving Adelphi, Ft. Eustis, Ft. Rucker 
and Robins AFl3 to Redstone Arsenal, 

* The ALSS Subgoup presented COBRA assumptions for TECH-0005. 
* TECH-(J006 fixed wing sir pli.ltfurm RDAT&E by: moving Lakchurst and Corona to 

Patuxant River; moving Hill, Trhk~r ,  and Robins to WPMB; md moving T&E 
functions at WPAFB to Chma Lake. 

* " f i e  'TJCSC; approved COBRA assumptions far TECH-0005 as presented. 
a 'fie TJ'JCSG approved COBRA zlssmptions for TECH4006 as presented. 

Candidate Recommendation Inconsistencies - Dr. Stewart. 

Time &d not permit discussion o f  &is topic. 

Xklucation an&Td'ininsl: JCSG Scenarios 49 and 50 Assessment - Mr. Rya? 

Time did not pernit discussion ofthis topic. 

w Today's TJCSG daily telecmference call is cancel Icd. 
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TJCSG APPROVED ASSUMPTIONS dated 1 Feb 05: 

Ylr I. START DATES 

Moves rerquiting no renovation or new offices space movss in 2006 
Moves requiring Office Space move in 2008 
Moves requiring Lab Space move in 2009 

Amount of Space: 

Assume 160 gross SF/person for Office Space (FAC 6100) 
r For S&T organizations requiring MILCON, absent sr detailed breakout 

of equipment and facilities, use 150 lqross SlFfperson 
v For SCIFS the FAC code is 1404. For purpases af housing people in 

SCIFS assume 1000 SFIperson. Deduct that person from the other 
portion of the: building. 

* COBRA allows $I ZQOlperson for a single nWork. Use $1200Jperson 
fur ar\ additional network ($, ST) 

Additional Savings: 

r If the leased spa= has not had an ATIEP upgrade, MAS is assuming a 
one-time savings of $28.28Igross SF, This means that if we move out 
of a leased spa- in DC area that has not been upgraded we can take 
that as a savings. 

Personnel Reductions 

* Subgroups can use a 15% recjudiorr in adminfiechnical staff 
* We have 3 possible types of organizations at the receiving site: 

o Consolidated 
o Joint 
o Co-l~cated 

Subgruups can use their besf judgment an the personnel redudions 
possible in all three, but it would seem that Consolidatt;d has the best 
opportunities for reductions in P&T, with Joint slightly lass and Co-located 
the least ootmtial for reduction. 

ALSS PROVISIONAL COBRA BASELINE ASSUMP710NS dated 31 Jan 05 

u' 



It should be noted, ALSS is assuming that both TECH-0005 part I and TECH- 
0006 part I move forward and are implemented. Should either be cancelled the 
assumptions feeding the COBRA model of the remaining swnario would be  
invalid, 

TECH-QQOB ASSUMPTIONS for Part I - 
Identify Lakehurst as realigned to reflect cantonment of Aircraft Launch and 
Recovery Equipment. 

Remove NRL from consideration. NRL reported 37.8 FTEs under air platforms. 
Their response to TECH-0006 data =It indicated 11.7 supported fixed wing air 
platforms, Under the TJCSG wIe of 30 they should be excluded from 
consideratian. 

Remove Pt. Mugu from consideration. Their response states that they only do 
OAR T"&E. 

Remove AIRTEVRON Nine from cansideration. 7heir response, though their 
narrative states they do some air platform 07- work, more closely aligns with the 
Naval Air Warfare Center (Weapons Oivision) workload. 

Remove Redstone Arsenal from consideration. They reported that fhey do ria 
fixed wing R, D&A or T&E work, 

Remove China lake from consideration. They continue to insist that they do no 
air platfarm R, D&A or T&E work. 

MILCON requirements - intended to hause only Lakehurst (GSE) and Caruna 
(GAL LAB) Functians: 

Aircraft ROT&€ Facility 98,000 SF 

Water distribution line, fire protection 1 ,500 LF 

Water distfibution line, potable 1,500 LF 

Heat Gas distribution line 1,500 LF 

Sewer and Industrial Waste Line 1,500 LF 

Electrical Power Distribution Line 1,500 LF 

Communicafion Lines 1 mile 



Vehicle Parking, Surfaced 13,500 SY 

w 670 people in mave from lakehurst. 80% assigned agalnst TECH4006 
14021 and 40% against TECH-0005 [288]. Further reduced by 15% due to 
"mandated'* &%cierrcisr~, 342 and 228 respectively, 

Use "Airwaft RDT&E Facility" category to calculate SF cost. 

250 tons of equipment (EM3 and 3Ql4) to be moved (use same 60140 split 
bsWeen TECH4006 Elm tons] and TECH4005 [I00 tons]), 

Lakehurst move to PAX to occtur in 2010 because of the heavy construction. 

tECH4WQ6 ASSUMPTIONS fat Part 2 - 
ALCs: At1 identtfied resources are targeted to move as part af the smnario. No 
cansolidartion was assumed since the FTEs identified am directly 
associated D&A of specific platforms. No administrative support was included. 
No equipment was identfied for realignment. 

Remove Hanscorn f m  cansideration. The work Hanscom reported under Air 
Platform D&A is directEy as9ociated with Sensor and Comm unicationlCornputt3.r 
integratian into Cammercialiy developed and certified aircraft. In addition, they 

w have an integration/dev&upment Canter that would be prohibitedly expensive to 
replicate at WPAF B, 

TECH4006 ASSUMPTIONS for Part 3 - 
Remove 53WG (Eglin) from wnsideration. Their T&E is integrated with the other 
53K1 operations at Eglin and they rely on the over-water range for specific 
weapon tssting as part of integration on Air Platforms. in addition they 
maintainlsupport arr EMronics Warfare integration Lab based at Eglin which is 
not targeted for re-alignment. 

Remove AFQTEC (Kirtland) from consideration. Kirtland canstitutes AFOTEC's 
Hdqtrs and is principally administrative in function. The small numbers of Air 
Platform FTEs identified ere detailed to test site detachments to engage in OT 
testing & analysis and use Kirtland as the base of operations for completing the 
reparts and briefings required as part of their rnissiontcharter. Tbe Air Platform 
component constitutes less than '10% of the AFQTEC's msources assigned at 
Kirtland, 

Remove Tucson ANG from consideration per TJCSG direction during their 
Thursday, 27 Jan 05 session. 

WPAFB use FTE Numbers provided for LFT&E elements. Assumes all organic 
I, 



Draft DelibtbraZive Document -for Discussion Purpmes Only - Da Not Retawe Under FOlA 

resources move with no consolidation. Yet, a recurring savings was rnanuaiiy 
entered to account for a redudion of the antractor support requirement at the 
gaining instatlation vice those currently assigned to support the WPAFB test 
complex. The amount entered represents a 50% reduction in the cast of the 
contrackif suppart between the two installations, An assumption was made in 
lieu of WPAFB data that 50 tons of equipment would accommodate the move. 
WAF8 has been tasked with providing equipment and facility nt;-;etds, but have 
been bss than forthcoming to date. 

TECH4005 ASSUMPTIONS for Part: I - 
IdentQ Lakehurst as realign& to reflect mnbnment of Aircraft Launch and 
Recavery Equipment. 

Remove NRL from consideration. NRL reported 37.8 FTEs under air platforms. 
their response to TECH-OOOG data cralt indicated 26.1 supported fixed wing air 
piafforms. Under the TJCSG ruk of 30 they should be excluded ftom 
consideration. 

Remove F't. Mugu from consideration. Their response states that they only do 
OAR T&E. 

Remove China Lake From mnsideration. They continue to insist that they do no 
air plaafom R, D&A or T&E work. 

MILCON requirements - intended to house only Lakehurst (GSE) and Corona 
(GAL LAB) functions. WPAFB elements contain no MICCON requirements: 

Aircraft RDT&E Facility 66,000 SF 

Water distribution line, fire protection 1,500 LF 

Water distribution line, potable 1,500 LF 

Heat Gas distribution line 1,500 LF 

Sewer and Industrial Waste Line 1,500 LF 

Electrical Power Disbibutlon Line 1,500 LF 

Camrnunication Lines 1 mile 

Vehicb Parking, Surfaced 8,900 SY 
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U.S. SENATE, 
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AND MANAGEMENT SUPPORT, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC. 

INSTALLATION PROGRAMS, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
PROGRAMS, AND FAMILY HOUSING PROGRAMS 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:30 p.m. in room 
SR-232A, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Daniel K. Akaka 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Committee members present: Senators Akaka, Levin, and Inhofe. 
Committee staff members present: David S. Lyles, staff director. 
Majority staff members present: Maren Leed, professional staff 

member; Peter K. Levine, general counsel; and Michael McCord, 
professional staff member. 

Minority staff members present: George W. Lauffer, professional 
staff member; Ann M. Mittermeyer, minority counsel; and Cord A. 
Sterling, professional staff member. 

Staff assistants present: Gabriella Eisen, Jennifer L. Naccari, 
and Daniel K. Goldsmith. 

Committee members' assistants present: Christina Evans, assist- 
an t  to Senator Byrd; Davelyn Noelani Kalipi, assistant to Senator 
Akaka; Brady King, assistant to Senator Dayton; John A. Bonsell, 
assistant to Senator Inhofe; George M. Bernier 111, assistant to 
Senator Santorum; Robert Alan McCurry, assistant to Senator Rob- 
erts; and Derek Maurer, assistant to Senator Bunning. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANWL K. AKAKA, 
CHAIRMAN 

Senator AKAKA. The subcommittee will come to order. I want to 
say good afternoon to all of you and especially to the witnesses, 
welcome. The Readiness and Management Support Subcommittee 
meets today to review the amended budget request for fiscal year 
2002 for military construction, family housing and other installa- 
tion programs of the Department of Defense. We had originally 
planned to have this hearing 3 weeks ago, but we had to postpone 
it. I am pleased that we were able to reschedule this hearing and 
thank the witnesses for their cooperation in this effort. 
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This afternoon we will hear from Mr. Ray DuBois, the Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment, and 
from senior military representatives from each service: Maj. Gen. 
Robert Van Antwerp, the Assistant Chief of Staff of the Army for 
Installation Management; Rear Adm. Michael Johnson, Com- 
mander of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command; Maj. Gen. 
Earnest Robbins, The Civil Engineer of the Air Force; and Lt. Gen. 
Gary McKissock, the Deputy Commandant of the Marine Corps for 
Installations and Logistics. 

We are still receiving and reviewing the details of the fiscal year 
2002 budget request. Today we will ask our witnesses to provide 
an overview of their budget requests for military construction and 
family housing programs, and what philosophies and priorities you 
used in putting the request together. 

This year's budget makes a substantial investment in the De- 
partment's facilities, an area that has been too low on the funding 
priority lists of the Department for too long now. Despite an in- 
crease in emphasis on quality of life in recent years, we still have 
a long way to go t o  get all our facilities up to the level our men 
and women in uniform deserve. This year's budget request for in- 
stallation programs is a step in the right direction. Both the De- 
partment of Defense and Congress need to make sure we make a 
sustained effort to address these issues in the coming years, be- 
cause a one-time increase is not enough to solve this problem. 

I want to take a moment before we turn to our witnesses to rec- 
ognize the contributions of Paul Johnson, the senior career civilian 
responsible for installation and military construction issues in the 
Department of the Army, who is retiring this week after over 50 
years of Federal military and civilian service. Eighteen of those 
years were spent in his current position as Deputy Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Army for Installations and Housing. This is a remark- 
able record of public service. Many of us have worked with Paul 
Johnson over the years to resolve difficult issues in our States. On 
behalf of the subcommittee I want to congratulate him on a job 
well done. I am sure General Van Antwerp would agree that his 
retirement leaves big shoes to fill in the Army's management of its 
facilities. 

So, I would like to say thank you very much Paul Johnson for 
your service. Will you rise to be recognized if you are here, Paul? 

General VAN ANTWERP. Sir, he is not here, but I will pass those 
kind words on to him. 

Senator AKAKA. Please do that. 
General Van ANTWERP. We had a wonderful farewell for him yes- 

terday. 
Senator AKAKA. Tell him I asked him to rise. 
General Van ANTWERP. I will tell him, thank you sir. I will make 

him stand on your behalf. 
Senator AKAKA. Thank you so much. Finally, I would like to 

apologize in advance to our witnesses for my temporary absence 
during this hearing. I must attend a hearing and markup in an- 
other committee this afternoon and I will return as soon as I am 
able. In the meantime, Senator Inhofe is here, though he has to 
leave as well. 



STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE 

Senator INHOFE. We have a serious problem, Mr. Chairman. So 
that everyone understands, the reason we have several Repub- 
licans missing is that Mr. Bunning, Mr. Smith and I are meeting 
with the President a t  3 o'clock. I t  is of a nature that we really have 
to be there. So, I apologize. I am going to waive my statement, but 
I would like to enter it for the record. There are a couple of things 
that I wanted to get to, but I am going to have to leave, so I do 
not know how you want to do this Mr. Chairman. 

Senator AKAKA. Yes, I thank you for doing what you are doing. 
We will enter your statement in the record. My reason for leaving, 
I want to tell you, I must introduce someone in another committee. 
However, I will be right back after that. I t  should take me just 
about 5 minutes. I will now call upon our witnesses and would ask 
each of you, as we usually do, to try to summarize your statements 
in 5 minutes. Without objection your entire printed statements will 
be included in the record of this hearing. 

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE 

Mr. Chairman, I want to join you in welcoming our witnesses. Although the mili- 
tary construction and sustainment, restoration, and modernization (SRM)-RPM to 
the old timers--accounts are funded at  the highest levels since I began my service 
in the Senate, the challenges of carrying out the program have not diminished. Each 
of our service representatives has a long history of working with this subcommittee 
and 1 have the highest regard for their abilities to get the job done. Mr. DuBois, 
congratulations on your appointment as the Deputy Under 'Secretary of Defense for 
Installations and Environment. I expect we will be seeing a great deal of you and 
I hope you will not hesitate to contact the subcommittee for consultation on the 
many issues that you will need to resolve in the coming months. 

As I indicated, this is a robust military construction and family housing funding 
request. The $10 billion request represents a $1.2 billion increase over the fiscal 
year 2001 enacted level and is a strong indicator of the administration's commit- 
ment to improving the living and working conditions of our military personnel and 
their families. I especially want to recognize Secretary Rumsfeld for his emphasis 
on working conditions. I have always contended that the conditions of the facilities 
where our sailors, soldiers, airmen, and marines work is not only a readiness, but 
also a quality of life issue. The working conditions of our people have as much of 
an influence on retention as do the barracks and family housing. This budget re- 
quest reflects that philosophy in that the request for maintenance and production 
facilities is almost twice the amount requested last year. Although on the grand 
scheme this is a good military construction (MILCON) program, I am concerned that 
it will create expectations the administration will not be able to fulfill in the out 
years as the bills for equipment modernization and the transformation become due. 

Mr. Chairman, finally, I believe this subcommittee had a critical role in bringing 
a focus on the Department's lack of direction on facility replacement. Over the past 
several years, the subcommittee has held hearings on real property management 
and the Department's underfunding of both the military construction and RPM ac- 
counts. The hearings identified a lack of standard and directions of facility manage- 
ment. This year's budget sets the goal for facility replacement at  67 years. This 
standard, although not achieved in this budget, will reduce the replacement cycle 
for our facilities from more than 200 years, and, in the long-term perspective reduce - .  
the operating cost of our facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good MILCON budget for the people and the Nation. Our 
task is to ensure that the standards set by this request are carried out in future 
budgets. 

Senator AKAKA. I would like to begin with Mr. DuBois, who 
serves as principal advisor to the Secretary of Defense on issues af- 
fecting military installations, including military construction, fam- 
ily housing, base closure, and environmental issues. This is your 



first appearance before this subcommittee and we welcome you and 
look forward to working with you in the future. 

Mr. DuBois. 

STATEMENT OF RAYMOND F. DuBOIS, JR., DEPUTY UNDER 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRON- 
MENT 
Mr. DuBors. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In order to try and tele- 

scope our opening statements the distinguished gentlemen on my 
right and left have agreed to dispense with theirs and I will make 
just a few opening remarks. The Secretary of Defense has testified 
that his strategic review and ultimately the Quadrennial Defense 
Review (QDR) will place a high priority on the adequacy of instal- 
lations. The importance of installations is reflected in the budget, 
which includes a substantial increase in resources for installations 
and facilities. 

Four key recommendations included in that budget submission 
are that installations must be adequately funded, number one. 
Number two, facilities must be sustained. Number three, the facili- 
ties must be modernized. Number four, the facilities must be re- 
stored. 

A fifth point, however, needs to be mentioned. A few minutes ago 
Under Secretary of Defense Pete Aldridge made the announcement 
a t  the Pentagon that the Department of Defense would be forward- 
ing to Congress prior to the recess, proposed legislative language 
pertaining to an efficient facilities initiative. I am sure there will 
be some questions around that, but just let me say that Secretary 
Rumsfeld and the entire department believe that this infrastruc- 
ture realignment and reduction is a necessary ingredient to hus- 
banding, if you will, the resources that you appropriate for us. 

Facilities sustainment, restoration and modernization invest- 
ments will, as a practical matter should we be authorized to enter 
into this process, not be stretched so far. In that light, the Sec- 
retary also signed yesterday a memorandum, a directive if you will, 
to the CINCs to develop an overseas strategic basing plan, which 
is due to the Secretary 6 months subsequent to the completion of 
the QDR. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, to ensure that our facilities deficiencies 
are eliminated in the long run we continue to refine the long-range 
facilities strategic plan. In addition, your comments about, 'Would 
this be a one-time fix," if you will, "to the problems that we have 
with respect to installations and facilities?" Our answer is that we 
are going to work very hard to enter into the Future Years Defense 
Program (FYDP) with the involvement of the three military depart- 
ments and appropriate levels of spending that will continue to 
bring down our recapitalization rate, as we did this year from 192 
years to slightly over 100 years. Our objective, as you probably 
know, is 67 years. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, thank you again very much for the 
opportunity to appear, and my colleagues and I will try to answer 
your questions to the best of our ability. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. DuBois follows:l 



PREPARED STATEMENT BY RAYMOND F. DUBOIS, JR. 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this subcommittee, thank you for 
the op ortunity to discuss the Department of Defense's fiscal year 2002 programs 
for mi&~ry installations and facilities. Our military installations and facilities are 
integral components of military readiness. I look forward to working with you to en- 
sure that they continue to support America's military superiority and the men and 
women who live and work at  our installations. 

I will address our infrastructure and our plan for its improvement, our military 
construction and family housing request, our operations and maintenance request, 
proposed legislation, the installations' vision for the future and our action plan. 

RENEWING THE INSTALLATIONS FRAMEWORK 

For years we allowed our installations and facilities to deteriorate due to compet- 
ing budget priorities and indeterminate requirements. Last year's Installations 
Readiness Report showed 69 ercent of the Department's facilities are rated C-3 
(have serious deficiencies) or 8-4 (do not support mission requirements). Much of 
our infrastructure-the seen and the unseen-is old and in various stages of decline. 
Our average facilities age across the Department is 41 years. Without adequate 
sustainment and recapitalization, facility performance degenerates, operational 
readiness and mission support suffer, service ife is lost, and total costs rise. 

This administration is committed to restoring our installations and facilities to 
perform as designed. Secretary Rumsfeld has stated that the fiscal year 2002 budget 
balances "preparation for the future with current needs-through robust funding to 
improve morale, boost readiness, transform defense capabilities and upgrade aging 
facilities." We are breaking the current cycle of "pay me now or pay me much more 
later," and our fiscal year 2002 budget initiates an aggressive program to renew our 
facilities. 

For fiscal year 2002, we are requesting a total of $10 billion for military construc- 
tion, family housing and base realignments and closures, an increase of $2 billion 
over the previously submitted fiscal year 2002 budget request. The amended fiscal 
year 2002 request represents the down payment on a long-range plan to streamline 
and improve the performance of our facilities and housing. Key to achieving the 
long-range goal will be successful implementation of the Department's Efficient Fa- 
cilities Initiative (EFI), designed to realign and reduce base infrastructure by ap- 
proximately 25 percent, and ultimately, save several billion dollars annually. We 
must also fully sustain our facilities and halt, actually, reverse the unacceptable 
aging of the Department's facilities by accelerating our recapitalization rates. Fi- 
nally, we must restore the readiness of inadequate facilities, modernize facilities to 
meet future challenges, and dispose of, or demolish, obsolete facilities. 

Two principles guide our effort to improve and maintain our infrastructure: first, 
the quality of our infrastructure directly impacts readiness; and second, it is more 
cost effective in the long-term to ensure facilities perform as they are designed than 
it is to allow them to deteriorate and replace them when they are not useable. By 
investing money now and sustaining that investment over time, we will restore and 
sustain readiness, stabilize and reduce the average age of our physical plant, reduce 
operations costs, and maximize our return on investment. We plan a comprehensive 
review of our infrastructure needs through 2020 during the ongoing Quadrennial 
Defense Review. 

Secretary Rumsfeld has made it quite clear that he intends to significantly change 
the business practices of the Department. Not that terminology causes change, but 
it certainly sends a rhetorical signal that the Secretary is serious about not just 
transforming our force structure but also our infrastructure by virtue of military re- 
quirements and necessity. We use outcome-oriented terms that emphasize perform- 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 
[Estimated President's Budget as amended-$ Billions] 

fac~lities 

Real Property Services (O&M) ............................................................................................................................... 
Sustainment (O.5M) ................................................................................................................................................ 
Restoration and Modernization (OLMIMilCon) ..................................................................................................... 
New Footprint (Milcon) .......................................................................................................................................... 

Fiscal Year 
2002 Request 

4.0 
5.3 
4.1 
2.0 



ance-sustainment, restoration, and modernization (SRMtrather  than the mis- 
leading legacy term "real property maintenance" (RPM) that represents just one ac- 
tivity of many. Our Facilities Sustainment Program funds the required and sched- 
uled maintenance and repairs for the inventory using operations and maintenance 
funds. Sustainment preserves the inventory and allows it to reach its expected serv- 
ice life. Our Facilities Restoration and Modernization Program repairs or replaces 
damaged or obsolete facilities and implements new or higher standards where nec- 
essary. The restoration and modernization terminology recognizes the contribution 
of both military construction and operations and maintenance appropriations to re- 
capitalizing our facilities and housing. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND FAMILY HOUSING REQUEST 

The fiscal year 2002 amended budget request for the military construction and 
family housing program is robust. Over $2 billion was recently added to the military 
construction request, targeted toward replacing or renovating what we currently 
own. This investment takes the Department from a recapitalization rate of 192 
years to a rate of 101 years in fiscal year 2002-much closer to the Department's 
goal of a 67-year replacement cycle. Most importantly, this funding should aid the 
Department in moving toward restoring its facilities to a t  least a C-2 readiness con- 
dition. 

Our fiscal year 2002 request for military construction is $5.9 billion, of which $5.2 
billion is for regular military construction-an increase of 46 percent over last year's 
request, $163 million is for NATO security investment, and $524 million is for im- 
plementing previously legislated base realignments and closures. 

We are requesting $1.1 billion for family housing construction and $3.0 billion for 
operatin and maintaining our almost 300,000 family housing units. This budget re- 
quest regects the Department's initiative to restore and modernize its existing facili- 
ties and also reflects President Bush's initiative to improve housing for our service 
members and their families. On February 12,2001, in a speech to the troops at  Fort 
Stewart, Georgia, President Bush stated that "we owe you and your families a de- 
cent quality of life. We owe you the trainin and e uipment you need to do your 
jobs. . . .  You and your families are the foungation o?~merica's military readiness." 
Secretary Rumsfeld added $400 million to the program to make this a reality, in- 
creasing the family housing construction program by over one third. A substantial 
portion of this increase will be utilized to increase our housing privatization efforts, 
which allow us to leverage our appropriated funds and improve the quality of our 
housing more rapidly. 

COMPARISON OF MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND FAMILY HOUSING REQUESTS 
[Pres~dent's Budget as amended-$ mtll~onsl 

Military Construction .................................................................................. 
NATO Security Investment Program ............................................................ 

'Ows not include FYOl supplemental request. Ows not include general provision (sec. 125 and 132) reduct~ons. 

Contingency Funding: Military construction projects typically include contin- 
gency funds to address problems that arise due to changes in missions changes or 
design, unanticipated site conditions, or other unexpected circumstances. The De- 
partment's fiscal year 2002 budget request includes a 5 percent contingency for all 
of the services and defense agencies. 

NATO Security Investment Program: The NATO Security Investment Pro- 
gram (NSIP) provides for the acquisition of common use systems and equipment; 
construction, upgrade and restoration of operational facilities; and other related pro- 
gram and projects in support of NATO. The request for the NATO Security Invest- 
ment Program (NSIP) is $163 million in fiscal year 2002. The Department antici- 
pates recoupments of approximately $11 million, and together with unliquidated 



balances of $25.4 million from prior years, the NSIP program will total $199.4 mil- 
lion. 

Completion of Prior Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Rounds: The 
fiscal year 2002 budget requests $524 million in BRAC appropriations to complete 
prior rounds, which is less than half of our fiscal year 2001 request. Over 86 percent 
is for environmental cleanup and the balance will support operations and mainte- 
nance costs. We currently estimate that the four previous BRAC rounds will save 
approximately $15 billion through fiscal year 2001 and generate an estimated $6 
billion in annual recurring savings thereafter. 

Overseas Construction: The fiscal year 2002 budget for military construction at  
overseas bases is $720 million for regular construction. Over $350 million is directed 
toward projects that support quality of life issues such as child development centers, 
family housing, enlisted barracks, school facilities and medicavdental facility up- 
grades. The remaining projects are operational or support facilities. 

OPERATIONS AND UAINTENANCE REQUEST 

We are requesting $10.3 billion to fund installations' operations and maintenance 
costs in fiscal year 2002. Of this total, $4.0 billion will provide real property services 
(RPS) support and $6.3 billion will provide for facilities sustainment, restoration, 
and modernization (SRM) and the demolition of unneeded facilities. RPS is a must- 
pay cost, and it  funds contracts such as grounds maintenance, painting and elevator 
and crane maintenance. Sustainment funds pay for the day-to-day maintenance and 
repair costs. Restoration and modernization funds major repairs and upgrades to 
damaged or obsolete facilities and infrastructure. 

The demolition program has been a success story for the Department. In May 
1998, we set a goal to eliminate 80 million square feet of obsolete facilities by 2003. 
Over the past 3 years, the Department demolished and disposed of over 44.9 million 
square feet of excess and obsolete facilities and other structures, such as fuel tanks 
and engine test pads, and the program is 5.5 million square feet ahead of our goal. 
The program has been expanded to include several defense agencies and will con- 
tinue past its current planned completion in 2003. 

POSSIBLE ENABLING LEGISLATION 

During this past year, we have actively solicited ideas from the services, our pub- 
lic employees, private industry, and local communities to improve the operation and 
management of our installations. Based upon this feedback, we have submitted sev- 
eral legislative proposals for your consideration, and we are also examining other 
innovative ideas: 
Legislative Proposals 

Amend Section 2805 of Title 10 United States Code to increase the minor 
construction threshold from $500,000 to $750,000 and from $1,000,000 to 
$1,500,000 for projects involving life safety issues. The current threshold 
limits the Department's ability to complete projects in areas with high costs 
of construction. Without this relief, there may be a 2 or 3 year delay in com- 
pleting smaller, unforeseen construction projects if the Department of De- 
fense components must submit such projects for military construction ap- 
propriations. 

Amend the 1990 and 1988 base closure statutes to revise the guidelines 
for leasebacks. The proposed legislation seeks authority for Federal tenants 
to obtain facility services and common area maintenance directly from the 
local redevelopment authority (LRA) or the LRA's assignee as part of the 
leaseback arrangement rather than procure such services competitively in 
compliance with Federal procurement laws and regulations. The proposed 
legislation also expands the availability of the leaseback authority to prop- 
erty on bases approved for closure through the 1988 base closure statute. 

Amend Section 2853(d) of Title 10 United States Code to exclude environ- 
mental hazard remediation from the 25 percent allowable cost increases on 
construction projects. This provision would not change in any way our envi- 
ronmental responsibilities. It  would give us flexibility to use existing funds 
to respond to requirements while moving ahead with construction. Experi- 
ence has shown that unforeseen environmental cleanup costs alone can ac- 
count for more than 25 percent of cost increases, a problem that becomes 
unmanageable if construction costs are also higher than anticipated. With 
the current situation, some military construction projects must be stopped 
prior to completion so as not to exceed the current 25 percent cap. Exclud- 
ing unforeseen environmental hazard remediat~on from the cap provides 



greater flexibility and enables the Department to more expeditiously exe- 
cute contracts and respond to the unforeseen environmental conditions. 

Amend Section 276a of Title 40, United States Code to increase the 
thresholds for application of the Davis-Bacon Act from $2,000 to $1,000,000. 
This threshold has remained unchanged for over 35 years. Increasing the 
threshold reduces costs, provides greater flexibility in purchasing commer- 
cial items, simplifies acquisition procedures and competition requirements, 
and enables the Federal Government to conduct business in a more com- 
mercial manner. The Department could achieve savings of $190 million in 
fiscal year 2002 alone if this threshold is increased. 

Ideas Undergoing Departmental Consideration 
The Efiicient Facilities Initiative is an effort by the Department to 

achieve an approximately 25 percent reduction in base infrastructure. This 
initiative is key to allowing the Department to more efficiently support 
force structure, increase operational readiness, and facilitate new ways of 
doing business. 

The Department is considering the possibility of extending the authorities 
contained in the Brooks Air Force Base Development Demonstration Project 
(Section 136 of the Military Construction Appropriations Act, 2001, Public 
Law 106-246) to all military installations. This effort would permit the 
Military Departments to explore ways of supporting their missions and peo- 
ple more effectively and at less cost while maintaining operational readi- 
ness. 

We are considering the amendment of Section 2801 (Alternative Author- 
ity for Construction and Im rovement of Military Housing), Chapter 169 of 
Titk 10, United States c&, to provide permanent authority to the Mili- 
tary Housing Privatization Initiative (current program authority expires In 
December 2004). We are also examining the MHPI to determine any lessons 
learned and recommend any legislative changes to improve the process. 

INSTALLATIONS' VISION 

To ensure that our facility deficiencies are eliminated in the long run, the Depart- 
ment is articulating a long-tern Facilities Strategic Plan with a time horizon con- 
sistent with the military operations that installations support. The Facilities Strate- 
gic Plan is the foundation for long-term initiatives directly linked to our mission, 
our vision for installations, our goals, and the needs of our customers. Our installa- 
tions' vision recognizes that America's security depends on installations and facili- 
ties that are available when and where needed with the capabilities necessary to 
support current and future military requirements. The Facihties Strategic Plan is 
based on four goals: right size and place, right quality, right resources, and right 
tools and metrics. Accomplishing these four goals will enable us to create the instal- 
lations required to support a 21st century military. 

Right Sizing a n d  Locating Our Installations a n d  Facilities: We must shape 
and size our infrastructure on the basis of military necessity. Our first oal is to 
improve the balance between the installations and facilities inventory on [and and 
the inventory required by today's and tomorrow's military forces and missions. This 
also includes preserving access to and integrity of the Department's operational test 
and training ranges from encroachment issues. Right sizing through the Efficient 
Facilities Initiative also allows the Department to align operational forces with the 
installations best suited to their 21st century missions. Our Facilities Strategic Plan 
assumes that 25 percent of the current inventory will become excess to future needs 
and can be disposed through additional base realignments and closures. 

The Department has been successful in reducing infrastructure through previous 
base closures and realignments. By the end of fiscal year 2001, the Department will 
complete implementation of the base realignment and closure recommendations, to 
include the closure of 97 and realignment of 55 major installations. We are looking 
a t  ways to enhance the initiative to privatize our utility infrastructure and are re- 
visiting program guidance and goals to incorporate lessons learned and input from 
industry. 

Providing the  Right Quality Installations a n d  Facilities: Our second goal is 
to provide facilities that possess the qualities needed to support military operations, 
training, maintenance, housing and community support, which in turn, enable read- 
iness. "Rlght quality" means facilities capable of meeting warfighting missions and 
enhancing quality of life for our service members and their families. As General 
Shelton, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said during a speech at  the"Defense 
Orientation Conference Association Annual Meeting on October 4, 2000 . . . we 



must not continue to ignore the aging infrastructure at our posts, bases and stations 
that has such a dramatic impact on our service members' quality of life." 

The Department has accelerated the restoration of degraded facilities by request- 
ing $4 billion for fiscal year 2002 for facilities restoration and modernization. Many 
facilities with current readiness ratings of G 3  or C-4 will be improved to G 2  read- 
iness condition as a result. 

Providing the Right Resources: Our third goal is to allocate the right re- 
sources to achieve the right size and quality of our installations and facilities. 
Sustainment requirements are computed using the Facilities Sustainment Model, 
which determines sustainment costs based on commercial benchmarks and the 
planned inventory. Recapitalization requirements are computed using a standard 
design life on average for all facilities of 67 years. New footprint construction is de- 
termined based on service and defense agency requirements to meet new missions 
or to satisfy long-standing deficiencies. 

Using the Right Tools and Metrics: Our fourth goal is to develop analytical 
tools and metrics to allow us to more accurately develop our requirements and as- 
sess our level of improvement. We are implementing management tools and per- 
formance measures to enable us to assess the current and future condition of our 
physical plant and directly link them to our Installations' Readiness Report. 

Over the past year, the Department has made major strides in improving our 
management tools and metrics. We developed a standard Department-wide termi- 
nology for facility classification, which has been institutionalized across the Depart- 
ment. The Facilities Assessment Database (FAD), wh~ch incorporates the services' 
real property databases, has expanded to include personnel data, weapon system in- 
ventory and costs of real property maintenance activities and base support, where 
available. In addition, the FAD has transitioned into the source database for other 
Department-wide databases and management tools, including the Facilities 
Sustainment Model. Another effort involves improving the Base Information System 
databases and integrating them among the services so more accurate tools are avail- 
able to guide and monitor management decisions. 

The Facilities Sustainment Model was used by the services to determine 
sustainment requirements for their fiscal year 2002 budget submissions, and the Fa- 
cility Aging Model enables us to assess the impact of planned facility actions on the 
useful life of the facilities' inventory. In its second year, the Installations' Readiness 
Report has effectively characterized the effect our installations and facilities have 
on military readiness. 

We are also developing a tool to capture recapitalization requirements and predict 
restoration and modernization requirements. In a companion effort to the Facilities 
Sustainment Model, the Department restructured its program elements to reflect 
the new focus of sustainment, restoration and modernization. 

FRAMEWORK FOR ACTION 

America's security, today and in the future, depends on installations and facilities 
that support operational readiness and changing force structures and missions. The 
fiscal year 2002 budget request demonstrates our dedication to that mandate. We 
have taken a four-pronged approach to achieve our vision: right size and place, right 
quality, right resources, and right tools and metrics for our installations and facili- 
ties. We developed the Defense Facilities Strategic Plan to provide the framework 
for accomplishing these goals and enable us to provide ready and capable facilities 
for our warfighters. 

We will continue to transform our installations and facilities into those required 
for the 21st century, both through increased resources and through better use of ex- 
isting resources. We will capitalize on the strengths of the private sector through 
housing and utilities privatization and competitive sourcing initiatives. We will also 
develop a plan for managing unused and underutilized property and facilities and 
actively explore opportunities for outleasing. 

We look forward to continued collaboration with Congress and welcome your ideas 
for identifying additional opportunities to provide the right quality and quantity of 
installations in the most cost-effective manner. 

CONCLUSION 

This concludes my prepared testimony. In closing, Mr. Chairman, I sincerely 
thank you for giving me this opportunity to describe our new focus on installations 
and facility programs and for your very strong support for a robust military con- 
struction program. 



Senator INHOFE. Mr. DuBois, I appreciate this. Again, I apologize 
on behalf of the members of this subcommittee for the sparse at- 
tendance. I know the reason on this side. One thing I did want to 
get to, because i t  was a surprise for all of us, were some of the 
quotes that you have made. You have been quoted-I assume accu- 
rately quoted-as saying, "Some operations could be transferred 
out of the southeast where an increase in civilian aircraft and sub- 
urban sprawl has become a hindrance, and that some 150 military 
operations in the Norfolk, Virginia area probably would be elimi- 
nated." 

This is a bad thing to have coming out. In fact, in a way, if this 
were organized in a decision that you were announcing, I think 
there could be some benefit to it, because I have always said that 
there ought to be some way to stop this municipal purgatory that 
comes with a BRAC round. I understand that there is language 
coming to our committee, but it is not here yet. 

What I had requested was that you take categories-if our infra- 
structure is not a problem in some areas. I will just give you a cou- 
ple of examples. If you were to use basic pilot training, or any of 
these areas where we have already gone through and squeezed 
quite a bit through infrastructure: air logistics centers, we had five, 
now we are down to three. If anyttiing could be taken off the table, 
then that would dramatically reduce the hysteria out there and 
make life a lot easier for everyone who is not here today who 
should be. 

Now first of all, let me ask you if you want to comment on the 
statements that you made and then we will have some more to talk 
about in terms of the language that is going to be used. 

Mr. DuBo~s. Yes sir. I am going to begin by saying, in answer 
to many of the comments made to me subsequent to those state- 
ments, some of which were taken out of context, that there is no 
list. There is no pre-conceived notion around which region of the 
country or which categories of installations would be a focus of re- 
alignment. 

Senator INHOFE. Would not be? 
Mr. DuBo~s. Would not be. 
Senator INHOFE. Would be or would not be? 
Mr. DuBo~s. There is not a list that would address any category 

or any region for that matter. As you know, we have not begun, 
and nor will we until authorized by Congress, the comprehensive, 
integrated analysis necessary to come to any kind of conclusions 
and recommendations that would inform an effective, mission-ori- 
ented base realignment and closure package. 

The second district of Virginia I know. I have lived there. My fa- 
ther had a cruiser out of Newport News. In no way was I meaning 
to address, as I said, a locality. I think one must, as you have 
pointed out correctly, look a t  things like basic or initial pilot train- 
ing and where it might best take place not for the weapons systems 
that are in the inventory today, but for the weapons systems that 
may be in the inventory tomorrow, which have larger performance 
envelopes and environmental and noise attributes different than 
the aircraft in our inventory today. 

On the issue of categorization, I have looked a t  many of the in- 
stallations and facilities in the Department of Defense in the 



United States and worldwide, and there are very few that remain, 
as opposed to 25 years ago when I served in the Defense Depart- 
ment, single use or single activity installations. I think to try to 
take a category off the table or even part off the table, flies in the 
face of many of the multi-use installations that we have today. 
That would make it extremely difficult to do an appropriate, inte- 
grated, cross-service cut a t  what installations and facilities meet 
our mission requirements as dictated by our QDR process. 

That, in the final analysis, sir, is I think what the Secretary is 
reaching for here; a process with integrity which addresses what 
infrastructure is necessary to support the mission, the national se- 
curity requirements. That, of course, includes, as you and I have 
discussed: force structure, which means end-strength; weapons sys- 
tems in today's inventory; weapons systems that we can project 
reasonably, a t  least performance-wise to be in inventory 10 or 20 
years from now. 

Senator INHOFE. The information that we have heard is that you 
had some language ready and were prepared to send it. You men- 
tioned the mission-is it your opinion that we know enough, or you 
know, because we certainly do not, what our strategy, our mission 
will be? I have always said that you do not want to consider chang- 
ing the infrastructure until you know what our mission is going to 
be so you know what is going to be needed. Do you know that a t  
this point? 

Mr. DuBors. The Secretary of Defense would agree with you 
wholeheartedly insofar as any analysis, any guiding principles for 
that analysis must be driven by the national military strategy. 
That in turn drives a force structure. The infrastructure must map 
to the force structure requirements. 

Now, many questions have arisen around timing. I would only 
submit that past history has indicated to both Congress and the ex- 
ecutive branch that in order to effectively address the installation 
and the infrastructure capacity, and to be able to present to Con- 
gress-in this case in the summer of 2003-it must be authorized 
in the 2002 defense authorization act. Because the totality of what 
we are facing, in conjunction with working with Congress and the 
communities, is an analysis that as a practical matter is going to 
take us 15 months to do. Then, as our language has indicated, and 
as was the case in previous BRACs, a commission needs to assess 
the recommendations of the Secretary, which would happen in the 
spring of 2003, and certify that the Secretary's recommendations 
followed the law, followed the stated criteria as published, and 
gives every opportunity through the commission process for the 
communities involved to testify and to express their views. 

So that in the summer of 2003, on or about the Fourth of July 
recess, the President would submit to Congress for their determina- 
tion a full package. I t  is the timing that has always been a frustra- 
tion to both Congress and the executive branch. I think together, 
a t  least in 1990, i t  was agreed that this kind of approach, given 
the fact that it took 18 months to 2 years to complete, was the ap- 
propriate approach. 

Senator INHOFE. I came to Congress, I was in the House at that 
time in 1987, which was the year that Dick Armey passed what I 
thought was a very good approach to this, to try to take politics 



out. For the first three rounds i t  worked fairly well. The last round, 
i t  did not. I believe I can accurately say that the first time it was 
really politicized was in the last round. 

Now, i t  is my understanding that you are coming up with all new 
language that will not be the same as our current draft language 
that is there. So you are starting maybe with other criteria, with 
different ways of forming commissions, maybe with a different 
number of people on the commission, and all these things. Why 
would you want to make all those changes if there was only the 
one problem, as far as I know, that in the fourth round it was po- 
liticized? Is it to try to prevent that from happening again? 

Mr. DUBOIS. I think one of the principal objectives of some of the 
new language, and let me interject here that the overall architec- 
ture of what we are proposing is very similar to the architecture 
of past BRAC rounds. In fact, it is in architecture and in timing, 
very similar to the current bill in front of you that Senator Levin 
and Senator McCain have co-sponsored. There are some dif- 
ferences. The differences are principally differences wherein we 
thought, given our conversations with Members of Congress and 
their staff, would lessen the-and let us face facts-the internal 
politics of the Pentagon and the external politics in this process. 

There are aspects of i t  that we have included that we think ex- 
pand upon some of the themes that have come out of the last four 
rounds, that you and your colleagues have said to us, "Are you 
going to address this?" So the language, mostly hortatory, we think 
does expand and enhance the approach, but does not change the 
basic architecture and the discipline involved in a so-called BRAC 
commission process. 

Senator INHOFE. Mr. DuBois and the rest of the distinguished 
panel, I do apologize. I am going to have to put this hearing in re- 
cess because I have 10 minutes to get to the White House. It is a 
meeting I really cannot miss. I apologize for that. We are in recess 
a t  this time. 

Mr. DuBo~s. Thank you. 
[Recess] 
Senator AKAKA. The subcommittee will come to order. Mr. 

DuBois, again, I am delighted you are here. I believe Under Sec- 
retary of Defense Aldridge just held a press conference. 

Mr. DuBo~s. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator AKAKA. He did call me the other day, and this press con- 

ference was to announce the base closure proposal being released 
by the Department of Defense. Has this proposal now been cleared 
by the Office of Management and Budget? When will the depart- 
ment submit its Efficient Facilities Initiative proposal to Congress? 

Mr. DuBo~s. Mr. Chairman, the final, formal OMB clearance has 
not been signed yet. However, it is the intention of the Secretary 
to transmit to Congress, prior to your August recess, the proposed 
legislative language of the Efficient Facilities Initiative. 

Senator AKAKA. Do you know whether any decisions have been 
made within the Department of Defense as to which bases should 
be closed if another round of base closures is authorized? 

Mr. DUBOIS. I can say categorically, Mr. Chairman, that there is 
no list, nor is there a list of categories that  would necessarily at- 
tract more attention than others. 



Senator AKAKA. Mr. DuBois, some Members of Congress have ad- 
vocated excluding some bases from review in a future base closure 
round. Does the Department's legislation propose to exclude any 
bases from the Department or the commission's reviews-will there 
be any such proposal? 

Mr. DuBo~s. Mr. Chairman, we have taken under serious consid- 
eration, from several members of the Senate and the House, such 
an exclusion list or so-called pre-selection list. We have concluded, 
for essentially two reasons, that it would be an inappropriate and 
inadvisable course of action. Number one, the analysis that we 
would undertake, as a practical matter, must address all facilities 
and installations in toto. Many of those installations and facilities 
are no longer single use, but rather are multi-use, and in some 
cases multi-service installations. That makes it difficult to say that 
a single use installation over here, the operations may be better 
moved somewhere else. 

But I must confess, that the issue that became most compelling 
to me was that were there such a pre-selection list or exclusion list 
published a t  some point during this 12 to 15 month analytic proc- 
ess, that i t  would put enormous pressure on Members of Congress, 
on members of the executive branch, from the point of view that 
some member had an exclusion and some member did not. I would 
fear, quite frankly, that the pressures would become excruciating 
between the colleagues here in Congress, not to mention the kinds 
of pressures that would be brought upon the Secretary of Defense 
and even the President. I think in that regard, we concluded that 
this was not an advisable course of action. 

Senator AKAKA. Does the Secretary of Defense believe we should 
follow the traditional approach of putting everything on the table 
and judge every base on its merits? 

Mr. DUBOIS. The Secretary subscribes to the philosophy that the 
infrastructure that we have now has excess capacity. One must re- 
member that does not mean that some set percentage of all facili- 
ties are excess. That means in the aggregate there is excess capac- 
ity. Unfortunately, and this is what makes this a very complex, dif- 
ficult task, that excess capacity exists in a number of different in- 
stallations. But, it does not necessarily force one to the conclusion 
that an installation becomes therefore excess. 

The second part of your question, sir, was? 
Senator AKAKA. Will they put everything on the table based on 

its merits? 
Mr. DuBo~s. Exactly. The merit, and this is where your col- 

league, Senator Inhofe, implied that there are changes in the legis- 
lative language. The principle measure of merit, to use your term 
which I think is a very good one, should be: does our infrastructure 
match the central missions and the operational requirements of our 
military? Primarily, the criteria about cost savings are secondary 
to that. I t  is in essence the military necessity that ought to drive 
our selection criteria and our analysis. That is why one must begin, 
i t  seems to me, with all of our facilities of whatever nature and 
wherever they might be, on the table. 

As I mentioned earlier today to a group of folks, I searched for 
an analogy. While this may not be accurate, it did come to my 
mind as I watched my young children put together one of those 



1,000 piece puzzles. What we are looking at is we have a 1,000 
piece puzzle today. We need to reduce those pieces to 800, but the 
pieces still must fit together in a coherent manner. That is not an 
easy task and that is why you must start with all 1,000 pieces. 

Senator AKAKA. If Congress were to attempt to exclude some 
bases from the review process, how could we rationally devise a list 
of such bases for inclusion in authorizing language this year before 
you have completed your Quadrennial Defense Review? 

Mr. DuBo~s. I, of course, would hesitate to step on the preroga- 
tives of Congress, but I think as I have stated, I believe i t  is un- 
wise to take that course of action. As I have suggested, not just be- 
cause of the analytic discipline that looking a t  all of this creates 
for those of us who have to go through this arduous process, but 
also for the idea that it avoids the injection of-I know of no other 
term but pure politics-into the process. I believe that i t  would be 
an error should Congress ask us to do so prematurely. 

Senator AKAKA. Let me begin with questions for Admiral John- 
son. Secretary England believes the Navy can find a replacement 
for Vieques by 2003. He has stated that he is not looking for an 
exact replica of Vieques. If, as a result of the November referendum 
the Navy ends up leaving Vieques, do you anticipate that creating 
or expanding a replacement training range would require an envi- 
ronmental impact statement? 

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. MICHAEL R.. JOHNSON, USN, 
COMMANDER, NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 

Admiral JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, that process has just gotten 
underway a t  the Center for Naval Analyses and others are in- 
volved. I think, as they work through that process, the environ- 
mental impact statement requirements under the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act and other statutory requirements will be an 
integral part of that analysis, as they look a t  the alternatives that 
might be out there as a potential replacement for Vieques. 

Senator AKAKA. When we think of looking for another range we, 
of course, think of the ossible costs. Can you give us a ballpark 
figure on the costs, inc I' uding military construction dollars, of ac- 
quiring and setting up a new training range? Also, how long do you 
believe it is likely to take to get a new training range up and run- 
ning to replace Vieques? 

Admiral JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, due to where we are in the 
process, I have no earthly idea to even guess a t  a range on either 
one of those. I will just have to wait, and we will work through the 
process, and we will see where we end up. But, it is much, much 
too early to even guess. 

[The prepared statement of Admiral Johnson follows:] 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you for the 
opportunity to discuss the Navy's military construction, family housing, and base re- 
alignment and closure programs. I am Rear Adm. Michael Johnson, Commander, 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command. 

The Navy's amended fiscal year 2002 military construction budget request inau- 
gurates a strong commitment by the Navy and the administration to upgrade our 
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Executive Summary 

This study responds to a request from the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) for 
an analysis of facility recapitalization metrics used in the Department of Defense (DoD).' 
Conducted in support of the FY 2004-2009 programming and budgeting cycle, the study: 

Evaluates the methods currently employed by DoD to calculate the rate at which 
facilities are recapitalized (i.e., renovated or replaced); and 

Recommends a uniform metric that could be applied Department-wide to compute 
this rate. 

In 200 1, the Secretary of Defense directed that DoD components fund facilities to 
achieve a 67-year recapitalization rate. At that time, no single tool was employed DoD-wide to 
calculate the recapitalization rate associated with programmed funding levels (i.e., the funded 
recapitalization rate). Each component used its own metrics and accounting constructs to 
perform these computations, although for the most part, the methods employed were quite 
similar. Implementing the Secretary's guidance required the development of a standard metric 
that would be relatively transparent within the programming and budgeting process. Several 
major challenges had to be overcome to achieve that goal. 

w One challenge was properly parsing funding sources so as to identify what portion of 
funds within each source is devoted to recapitalization. For example, military construction 
funding may be used for at least two purposes: to recapitalize existing facilities or to grow the 
inventory of facilities by funding "new footprint" construction. When the FY 2003-2007 
programming and budgeting process commenced, there was no consistent way to parse and track 
this funding. 

A second challenge was linking the facilities the Department planned to recapitalize with 
the organizations that had recapitalization responsibility for them. While, collectively, the three 
military departments maintain real property records for virtually all DoD facilities, each 
department is not necessarily responsible for recapitalizing all of the facilities encompassed in its 
property holdings. For example, the Army has recapitalization responsibility for facilities on 
some naval bases, and defense agencies frequently have recapitalization responsibility for 
facilities on Army or Air Force installations. DoDYs real property databases were not designed to 
recognize these important distinctions, which are critical to computations of the funded facilities 
recapitalization rate. 

A third challenge was linking individual facilities to the types of funding used to 
recapitalize them (e.g., military construction, procurement, operations and maintenance). While, 
by and large, facilities can be segregated into five groups, each having a primary source of 
recapitalization funding (military construction, family housing, nonappropriated, procurement, or 

' Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) memorandum, "Facilities Recapitalization Front-End Assessment for 
the FY 2004-2009 Program Budget Cycle" (April I 1,2002). 



foreign and international funds), each of these groups also has secondary funding sources, such 
as the operations and maintenance (O&M) accounts and defense working capital funds. Some of 
these secondary sources do not have mechanisms for identifying the share of annual expenditures 
devoted to recapitalization. 

The Facilities Recapitalization Metric (FRM) recommended by this study provides a 
uniform mechanism for tracking investments in "mainstream" recapitalization programHhat is, 
programs financed by the military services and larger defense agencies through the military 
construction accounts, augmented in some cases with O&M or working capital funds. The FRM 
was developed by establishing clear rules as to what would be counted as recapitalization 
funding and what would be defined as new footprint funding in the military construction 
accounts. Interim business rules were refined to allow funding responsibilities to be linked to 
facilities reflected in real property records. Additionally, minor modifications were made to 
existing prograrnhudget data mechanisms to allow for the collection of hnding data that had 
proved problematic to gather in the past. 

In its current form, the FRM can be used to calculate recapitalization rates for 78 percent 
of the facilities in the DoD inventory. With improved data-collection procedures, the metric 
eventually could be applied to most of the remaining facilities. Facilities not yet covered by the 
metric fall into specialty areas, such as family housing and properties that are recapitalized with 
foreign, international, or other nonappropriated funds. Actions required to expand the 
application of the metric to these facilities are discussed on pages 8 and 9 of the report; a more 
detailed discussion is provided in Appendix C. 

It is important to note that the recapitalization metric proposed by this study is one 
element of a larger construct that has been under development in DoD since 1999. This 
construct encompasses restructured program elements as well as new performance metrics for 
facilities sustainment, restoration, and modernization (SIRM). The new S/RM construct is meant 
to solve long-standing problems in determining funding requirements for facilities. It supports 
the Government Performance and Results Act as well as the Chief Financial Officers Act. 

The FRM provides a DoD-wide solution to the problem of properly sizing investments in 
the recapitalization of facilities. The study did not identify any alternative metrics that could 
provide comparable levels of coverage. The FRM, however, always should be used in 
conjunction with the Facilities Sustainment Model. Special considerations apply when using the 
FRM to assess programs at lower levels of detail (e.g., for small components or homogeneous 
groupings of facilities). Additionally, the Installations Readiness Report may be a useful source 
of information to supplement the data generated by the FRM. 



Purpose of the Analysis 

The purpose of this assessment is to develop a standard metric for measuring the funded 
facilities recapitalization rate within the Department of Defense, and to propose procedures for 
collecting and processing the data needed to use the metric in the program and budget 
development process. 

Key Terminology 

Sustainment. Maintenance and repair activities necessary to keep an inventory of 
facilities in good working order. Includes regularly scheduled maintenance as well as anticipated 
major repairs or replacement of components that occur periodically over the expected service life 
of the facilities. Due to obsolescence, sustainment alone does not keep facilities "like new" 
indefinitely, nor does it extend their service lives. Lack of full sustainment results in a reduction 
in service life that is not recoverable in the absence of recapitalization funding. 

Recapitalization. Major renovation or reconstruction activities (including facility 
replacements) needed to keep existing facilities modem and relevant in an environment of 
changing standards and missions. Recapitalization extends the service life of facilities or 
restores lost service life. It includes the restoration and modernization of existing facilities but 
not the acquisition of new facilities or the demolition of old ones (unless the demolition is carried 
out as partof a renovation project or in conjunction with construction of replacement footprint 

(I) elsewhere). 

Recapitalization Rate. The number of years required to regenerate a physical 
plant--either through replacement or major renovation(s)-at a given level of investment. 

Expected Service Life (Recapitalization Target). The number of years that facilities 
would be expected to provide adequate performance, given full sustainment, before wearing out 
or becoming obsolete. Usually applied as an average to an inventory of facilities. In the absence 
of incremental recapitalization investments, facilities typically must be replaced or extensively 
renovated at the end of their expected service life. 

Background 

Sustainment and recapitalization of facilities is a relatively new construct for DoD. Prior 
to the 1999 front-end assessment of facilities maintenance and repair, each DoD component used 
its own metrics, terminology, and accounting structures to manage facility programs. The 1999 
front-end assessment called for the development of DoD-wide facility sustainment and 
recapitalization metrics. At the direction of the Program Review Group, development of the 
FRM was temporarily deferred so that available resources could be dedicated to the development 
of the Facilities Sustainment Model (FSM). 



Upon the FSM's implementation in 2001, development of a recapitalization metric 
became the principal priority. In April 2002, the recapitalization metric fi-ont-end assessment 
was launched to complete the work begun in 1999. 

The SIRM Construct 

The 1999 front-end assessment resulted in a dissection and revitalization of the programs, 
metrics, terminologies, and account structures used by DoD to sustain, restore, and modernize 
facilities. "Real property maintenance"-which previously had been an indecipherable mixture 
of sustainment, recapitalization, demolition, and new footprint (funded by minor 
construction)--was carefully separated into measurable elements. Military construction 
project-which in the past had been categorized as either "new mission" or "current mission" 
and had been considered independently of recapitalization-related operations and maintenance 
(O&M) funding--were reorganized into "new footprint" and "recapitalization" categories and 
linked to related O&M investments. The "BMAR (backlog of maintenance and repair) metric 
was permanently retired. This restructuring permitted a more meaninghl application of 
performance metrics to benchmarks and provided a more comprehensive approach to 
determining annual investment levels. 

This earlier work allowed for a "cross-appropriation" view of facilities recapitalization 
that reflected the combined effects of O&M, working capital, and military construction 
resources. More broadly, it resulted in a new "SIRM construct for analyzing and budgeting for 
facilities sustainment, restoration, and modernization. 

The S/RM construct is an outgrowth of several years of research into "best practices" 
outside DoD. Much of this research has been summarized by the National Research Council in a 
book titled Stewardship of Federal Facilities: A Proactive Strategy for Managing the Nation 's 
Public ~ s s e t s . ~  Also, the S/RM construct represents, in part, DoD's response to problems 
identified in a 1999 General Accounting Office report on real property management practices in 
the Department of ~ e f e n s e . ~  Finally, the S/RM construct has been structured to support and 
strengthen DoD's compliance with the Government Performance and Results Act and the Chief 
Financial Officers Act. 

S/RM theories are based on the general assumption that facility performance degrades as 
facilities age. The rate of decay depends in part on the level of sustainment provided. Other 
contributors include the materials used in a facility's construction, weather, and creeping 
obsolescence caused by changes in standards and missions. With full sustainment, facilities 
achieve their full potential and deliver acceptable performance over their expected service lives. 
Thus, S/RM theory posits that full sustainment is the most cost-effective approach to managing 
facilities because it gains the most performance over the longest time for the least investment. 
This concept is illustrated in Figure 1. 

National Research Council, Stewardship of Federal Facilities: A Proactive Strategy for Managing the Nation 's 
Public Assets (Washmgton, DC: National Academy Press, 1998). 

U S .  General Accounting Office, Military Infrastructure: Real Property Management Needs Improvement 
(GAO/NSIAD-99- 100, September 1999). 



II The facilities performance curve under full sustainment typically is displayed as an 
average for an inventory of facilities, which presents a smooth performance degradation line over 
time. A well-sustained inventory gradually declines in performancdue primarily to aging of 
materials and obsolescence-and at some point (estimated to be 67 years in the case of DoD7s 
inventory) becomes inadequate (see Figure 1). It is important to note that the estimated 67-year 
average service life of DoD facilities will decline if investments fall below the levels required to 
achieve full sustainment. 

The "smooth" degradation 
curve for an inventory of facilities 
is, however, often not intuitive to 
owners of individual facilities. 
Individual facility owners know 
that an appropriate sustainment 
program includes the periodic 
replacement of major components a 
(e.g., heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning systems) or the 
refurbishment of interior 
spaces-actions that produce a 
temporary increase in overall 
performa&e. For an individual I I \ 

momentary increases in performance, Figure 1: Facilities Performance Over Time 

followed by a general decline in 
performance for the overall facility, as shown in Figure 1. Full sustainment alone does not 
change the overall slope of the curve for a single facility, nor does it change the average slope for 
an inventory of facilities, because sustainment in and of itself cannot compensate for the aging of 
structural materials, obsolescence, mission changes, the imposition of more rigorous standards, 
or "acts of God" such as hail damage. 

facility, the performance curve 

Even with full sustainment, facilities eventually either physically wear out or become 
obsolete. An obsolete facility is one that is irrelevant to present-day missions regardless of its 
conditio-an example is a firehouse built in 1930 that is too narrow or too short to 
accommodate modem fire trucks. The number of years at which facilities would be projected to 
wear out or become obsolete is called expected sewice life. According to the SIRM construct, 
once facilities reach the end of their expected service lives, they must be replaced or extensively 
renovated or modernized (i.e., they must be recapitalized) if they are to continue providing 
adequate perfonnance. Alternatively, recapitalization investments can be made periodically 
throughout a facility's service life, which has the effect of extending service life and delaying the 
need for replacement. In considering the relationship of sustainment to recapitalization based on 
service-life benchmarks, two key points must be borne in mind: 

I 
I 

under full sustainment is really a Time 67 Years 
"saw tooth" shape caused by small, 



Recapitalization investments renovate and replace facilities, but do not sustain 
facilities as measured by FSM benchmarks. 'CI 
Expected service life is reduced by a lack of full sustainment, creating new restoration 
requirements and the need for premature recapitalization. 

Recapitalization is a combination of restoration and modernization. Restoration returns 
performance to original levels or, alternatively, to the level defined by the normal degradation 
curve. Modernization, on the other hand, raises performance to a new level, beyond the original 
level. An example is the incorporation of force-protection enhancements into modernization 
projects at defense facilities. The 
modernized facilities will perform Recapitalization 
better, due to the addition of force- 
protection features, than they did 
originally. This result is depicted 
in Figure 2. 8 

C a -_I g/  Average for Performance an Inventory Curve 

E, with Full Sustainrnent Under recent investment O Adequate (C-112) strategies, recapitalization 't .................................... I 
;*-,*- - - - - - - 

2 Inadequate (C-314) 
investments were insufficient to I '. 

I " 

offset the loss of service life I "a 
I caused by a lack of sustainment. I 

Even after recapitalization Time 67 Years 

investments were made, 
performance would rapidly decline Figure 2: Facilities Restoration and Modernization 

in the absence of full sustainment. 

With an improved S M - b a s e d  strategy, DoD would forecast its required inventory and 
then: 

Fully sustain its assets and stem the loss of service life. 

Establish a recapitalization investment stream tied to average expected service life 
(67 years). 

Where appropriate and affordable, buy back lost service life in the near term. 



The Recapitalization Rate Metric - 
The recapitalization rate is the number of years it would take to regenerate a physical 

plant--either through replacement or major renovation(s)--at a given level of investment. The 
formula depicted below is used to calculate the facilities recapitalization rate for each year of the 
Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). The results are then compared against service-life 
benchmarks. The basic formula is: 

Value of Assets (plant replacement value) 
Recapitalization Rate = 

Investment 

A fundamental challenge to successfid utilization of the recapitalization rate metric is the 
compatibility between the numerator and denominator of the formula. In essence, the assets in 
the numerator and the resources in the denominator must be linked to the same set of facilities. 
Failure to achieve that linkage has, in the past, produced erroneous recapitalization rates, 
confusion, and justifiable concern about the reliability of the metric. 

The numerator of the formula is the plant replacement value of facilities that DoD intends 
to recapitalize (PRVR). It represents assets that have a continuing mission (i.e., facilities that 
will not be disposed of and so will need to be replaced or renovated at some point). The 
numerator excludes any assets recapitalized by resources outside the investment pool in the 
denominator. 

w 
The denominator of the formula is the recapitalization investment programmed for the 

physical plant reflected in the numerator. The sum of all funding from various sources defines 
the basic facilities recapitalization investment pool. For example, the basic form of the metric 
has always included: 

Military construction funds used to renovate or replace (recapitalize) existing 
facilities. 
Planning and design funds that support the recapitalization of existing facilities. 
All unspecified minor construction funds. 

More recently, additional funds have been identified and assigned to the recapitalization 
investment category. They include: 

Operations and maintenance resources that contribute to recapitalization. 
Defense working capital fund (DWCF) revenues that pay for re~a~italization.~ 
Military pay appropriations that support recapitalization. 

4 The Defense Working Capital Fund combined, into a single business management find, commercial or business 
operations that previously were managed as individual revolving finds. The Fund Treasury account has five 

I( subaccounts (one for each military department, one for the Defense Commissary Agency, and a Defense-wide 
account). 



Other types of facility assets and resources can be included in or excluded from the 
formula. For example, family housing assets and resources can be included in both the 
numerator and denominator or excluded, depending on the purpose of an analysis. Overseas 
facilities typically recapitalized by host nations are another example. These and other 
"specialized" facility assets have traditionally been excluded by removing the associated plant 
replacement value from the formula; however, they could be included if the investment that 
supports the facilities can be determined. 

Identification of Recapitalizable Assets 

The entire DoD facilities inventory exceeds $600 billion in plant replacement value.5 
When arrayed by primary recapitalization fimding source, DoD facilities fall into five categories 
(see Figure 3). Approximately 14 percent of the facilities held by the Department have no 
recapitalization requirement. Examples include facilities scheduled for disposal, single-use 
facilities, and leased facilities for which recapitalization is included in the lease rates. According 
to current plans and policies, the remaining 86 percent of facilities will need to be recapitalized 
at some point using either appropriated funds or funds from other sources. 

Of those facilities that 
have a recapitalization 
requirement (approximately $550 
billion measured in PRV), about 
78 percent (representing about 
$428 billion in PRV) currently 
appear to be covered by the 
FRM, meaning that the data exist 
and are structured to support the 
use of the metric. These 
facilities are ones that are funded 
for recapitalization primarily 
through the military construction 

(FY 2001 PRV- TYS) 

B Milcon 
$4288 

t4 Family Housing 
Not Recap~tal~zed $398 
$918 

N o t  Appropriated 
Recap~lal~zat~on $158 
Requwed 
$ 5 ~ 0 8  Procurement 

$158 

Foreiqn and 

Source: OSD FAD dab as of September 30.2W1. 

Note: This flgure shows tho prlmay source of recapitalization funding for each poltion of the PRV in the 
Department's real property records. These funding sources are offen complemented by other 
resources such as ObM and OWCF restoration and modernizaOon funds. 

appropriation. (These same 
facilities also receive recapitalization Figure 3: Facilities by Primary Source of Recapitalization Funding 

contributions from the O&M account 
and working capital funds.) 

The 2002 front-end assessment determined that the recapitalization-rate methodology is 
applicable to all programs regardless of funding source, but that programs funded primarily from 
sources outside the military construction account (i.e., by family housing, procurement, or non- 
appropriated funds, or by foreign or international organizations) are not currently structured to 
support use of the FRM in the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS). This 
determination was made following consultations with experts within each specialty area. The 

Plant replacement value is the only available metric for measuring the DoD physical plant as a whole, since 
facilities come in many different units of measure (square feet, tons, gallons, kilowatts, etc.). 



main barrier to incorporating the specialty areas into the overall recapitalization rate metric is a 
lack of reliable finding forecasts for the associated recapitalization resources. Table 1 shows, 
for each primary funding source, whether the FRM is applicable, whether data are available to 
support its use, and whether plans exist to expand the metric to specialty areas not yet covered. 

Table 1: Recapitalization Metric Applicability and Data Availability 

Application of the Metric to Recapitalization Requirements 

Family Housing 
Funds not Appropriated 
Foreign Funds 
Procurement 

The recapitalization metric appears to have near-universal applicability as a macro-level 
tool. Application of the raw rate (the number of years) at lower levels of detail, however (such 
as to assess recapitalization programs for specific types of facilities, specific appropriations, or 
small sub-components of DoD) is inappropriate in the absence of a specific target 
recapitalization rate suitable for the lower level of detail. 

uv For example, application of the recapitalization rate to assess recapitalization programs 
for a large and diverse inventory of facilities at the DoD or service level-for which the 
recapitalization requirement has been estimated to be 67 years on averag-is appropriate. 6 

Casual use of the raw rate against a small and highly concentrated inventory of facilities, 
however, may lead to erroneous conclusions. The proper recapitalization rate for a small subset 
of facilities would not be the DoD-wide 67-year average. It could be greater or less than 67 
years, depending on the type of facilities being assessed. 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Demonstration of the Metric 

Table 2 shows how the recapitalization metric could be applied to the FY 2003-2007 
President's Budget FYDP. The presentation is limited to the four military services and addresses 
only those facilities recapitalized primarily with military construction, O&M, and DWCF 
resources. 

No 
No 
No 
No 

- -  - 

1 Revalidation of the 67-year average requirement is beyond the scope of this front-end assessment. 

Yes / See Appendix C, issue 10 
Yes / See Appendix C, issue 11 
Yes / See Appendix C, issue 12 
No / See Appendix C, issue 13 



Table 2: Facility Recapitalization in the FY 2003-2007 President's Budget FYDP (TY$M) 

Restoration and Modernization 
MilCon 2,029 2,287 3,142 4,114 4,928 
O&M-Like - 842 917 1,192 2.078 2,203 

Total, Restoration and Modernization Funding 2,871 3,204 4,333 6,193 7,131 
Recapitalizable Plant Value 426,776 435,301 444,858 454,116 464,744 
Recapitalization Rate (years) 149 136 103 73 65 

( 7 (Funding Shortfall for 67-Year Target -3,499 -3,293 -2,307 -585 194 1 
Note: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. 

A description of the resources included in each category is provided below. 

Row 1 -New Footprint (MilCon). This row shows the military construction resources 
budgeted for the acquisition of new facilities during FY 2003-2007. These are not 
recapitalization resources-they will not be used to replace or modernize existing facilities. 
Rather, the resources will fund the acquisition of additional facilities (which, in turn, will 
generate a sustainment and recapitalization "tail"). The addition of new footprint is a legitimate 
means of eliminating spacelcapacity deficiencies at many locations. The redirection of new 
footprint resources to recapitalization would improve the recapitalization rate.' 

Row 2 -Restoration and Modernization (MilCon). This row shows the military 
construction resources that will be used to recapitalize existing facilities through the replacement 
or renovation of properties. The military construction account is the primary source of w 
recapitalization funding in DoD (although many other sources contribute as well). These 
resources support a variety of programs in the DoD budget and are therefore dispersed 
throughout the FYDP in multiple program elements. 

Row 3 - Restoration and Modernization (O&M-Like). This row reflects the operations 
and maintenance resources budgeted for recapitalization of defense facilities through the 
replacement or extensive renovation of aging properties. (The replacement of facilities using 
O&M resources is limited by law to minor projects.) In many cases, the product of an O&M- 
funded repair project is indistinguishable from that of a MilCon-funded repair. Resources in this 
category are termed "O&M-like" because some are not true O&M dol larethe recapitalization 
metric also includes military pay and working capital funds that contribute to recapitalization. 
This portion of the recapitalization investment is critical to near-term readiness because it 
provides much-needed flexibility to deal with unforeseen emergencies during budget execution. 

Row 4 - Total Restoration and Modernization Funding. This row---the sum of rows 2 
and 3-reflects the total recapitalization investment. 

' For example, if instead of adding capacity, a project included an offsetting demolition activity, it would be 
categorized as a recapitalization investment. Alternatively, the project could reuse an existing facility rather than 
add a new one. In either case, the cost would be slightly higher due to higher demolition or renovation costs, but the 
recapitalization rate would improve and overall inventory costs would be reduced since the project would eliminate 
or reuse underutilized capacity and would avoid creating a new sustainment and recapitalization "tail." 'CI 
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Row 5 - Recapitalizable Plant Value. This row identifies the resources needed to 
replace existing assets at today's standards and costs, using per-unit cost factors and area costs. 
The "recapitalizable" plant value is a subset of the whole plant (i.e., the replacement cost of the 
entire DoD physical plant is more than $600 billion, although only $427 billion is shown here). 
The "missing" $200 billion in assets consists of: 

Facilities for which there is no recapitalization requirement. These include "one-time 
use" facilities as well as facilities scheduled for demolition or disposal. 

Facilities that currently are recapitalized using specialized methods or metrics, or for 
which future recapitalization hnding cannot currently be estimated. Examples 
include family housing and associated infrastructure; strategic missile launch sites; 
facilities funded through user fees; privatized facilities; foreign-, internationally-, and 
privately-funded facilities; and missile, aircraft, and ammunition production facilities. 

Facilities supported by defense agencies, as a result of a lack of adequate real 
property records and an inability to track hnding. 

Row 6 -Recapitalization Rate (Years). The recapitalization rate reflects the number of 
years it would take to regenerate a physical plant--either through replacements or major 
renovations-at a given level of investment. The recapitalization rate is computed by dividing 
"recapitalizable" PRV (Row 5 )  by total restoration and modernization investments (Row 4). 
Ideally, the recapitalization rate equals the expected service life of the assets being assessed 
(meaning that once during each service-life cycle, reinvestments total the replacement value of 
the assets). More simply, this is the typical inventory management technique of "rolling" 
replacements to keep the entire inventory operational and up to date. As such, this metric is 
routinely used outside DoD for capital asset management and is often employed in areas other 
than facilities.' 

Row 7 - Funding Shortfall to Achieve the 67-Year Recapitalization Target. The 
bottom line of this analysis is the cost differential between the recapitalization rate h d e d  in the 
FY 2003 President's Budget FYDP and the rate necessary to achieve facilities' expected service 
lives. By this measure, the President's Budget FYDP results in a shortfall in FY 2003 but 
enables DoD to achieve the target rate by FY 2007. 

An Internet search revealed that the replacement-cycle metric is commonly employed in the management of 

Is) vehicle fleets, computer systems, and other capital assets for which service life can be estimated. 



Data Collection and Displays Supporting Application of the Metric 

This fi-ont-end assessment has identified a means of collecting the data needed to 
implement the FRM, with only minor modifications to standard data submissions. The data 
required for the metric will be processed and displayed in the Defense Programming Data 
Warehouse in the format shown in Appendix D. DoD components will provide all of the data 
(except for some planning and design funds centrally managed by the DoD Comptroller) used to 
calculate recapitalization rates for the FY 2004-2009 PPBS cycle. Seven types of data will be 
needed (see Table 3): 

1. PRV for facilities that components intend to recapitalize (PRVR);~ 
2. Military construction funding for major "existing footprint" projects;10 
3. All unspecified minor construction funding; 
4. Planning and design (P&D) funds supporting "existing footprint" military 

construction projects; 
5. Restoration and modernization resources in the defense working capital funds; 
6. Restoration and modernization resources in the military personnel accounts;" 
7. Restoration and modernization resources in the O&M accounts. 

Table 3: Methods of Data Submission 

9 See Appendix B. 
10 For FY 2004-2009, use the "preponderance rule." See Appendix A and issue #6 in Appendix C for detailed 
instructions. 
I I Based on the 1999 Facilities Front-End Assessment and related work establishing S/RM FYDP program elements, 
it appears that about 49 percent of military personnel appropriations programmed for Facilities Restoration and 
Modernization program elements will be used to recapitalize facilities. 

1 

2-4 

5 -7 

Select and Native Programming (SNaP) Data Input System per program data 
 requirement^.^ 

C1 data input system.b The C1 input system is being enhanced for the FY 2004-2009 
PPBS cycle to support data collection for the FRM. 

Future Years Defense Program submission. These resources will be identified by 
FYDP program element and sub-activity group and will be provided by reporting 

organizations using the Standard Data Collection System. 

a. See the SNaP web site at https://snap.pae.osd.mil for current information. 
b. The one exception is that the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) will provide data on P&D 
resources that it manages for the Department. 



Issues, Solutions, and Unfinished Business 

This assessment has worked through and resolved a number of specific issues. The 
issues fall into five major categories: 

Plant replacement value calculations and forecasting. 
Responsibilities and coordination among components. 
Recapitalization investments from nontraditional sources. 
Identification of "new footprint" facility acquisitions. 
Data submission requirements, standards, and schedules. 

The background, proposed solutions, and status of these issues are discussed in detail in 
Appendix C. Not all of the issues have been resolved-some follow-on activities will be needed 
to accomplish the remaining tasks. For example, for the FY 2004-2009 PPBS cycle, coverage of 
the FRM is limited to the military construction and O&M accounts and the working capital 
funds. This assessment did, however, verify the applicability of FRM to facilities supported by 
all funding sources and has proposed follow-on activities to accommodate the remaining 
facilities and corresponding recapitalization sources in the metric (see Appendix C). 

The unfinished business could raise uncertainties about the accuracy of FRM in the near 
term. Such concerns, however, are unwarranted because any gaps caused by unfinished business 
are minor in comparison to the large gap between the current recapitalization rate (136 years in 
FY 2004) and the target recapitalization rate based on expected service life (67 years on 
average). There is still time to fine tune and expand FRM while working to achieve the 67-year 
target rate by FY 2007. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Proper support of combat forces requires day-to-day facilities readiness as well as 
modern facilities relevant to future operations and services. The FRM provides a standard, DoD- 
wide tool for assessing the adequacy of investments aimed at preventing obsolescence and 
preserving the relevance of existing facilities to future missions. For recapitalization typically 
funded by military construction, O&M, and working capital resources, the metric is ready and 
usable for the FY 2004-2009 program and budget cycle. 

The metric is designed as a macro-level tool and thus cannot be used to assess 
recapitalization projects for single facilities. Although the measure can be applied to smaller, 
more specialized inventories, the target rate would have to be adjusted for such comparisons. 
The DoD-wide average recapitalization goal of 67 years is appropriate for assessments at the 
macro (department and service) level only. 

The FRM, like the FSM, is fundamentally dependent on adequate information on real 
property inventories. Inventory data must not only be timely and accurate; it must allow for 
precise sorting of holdings by recapitalization responsibility. Given DoD's complex funding 
structures-haracterized by multiple funding sources and multiple organizational 



responsibilities at a single installation-precise sorting of the inventory by recapitalization 
responsibility is the only way to link recapitalization and sustainment requirements to resources 
in the FYDP. In this regard, an update to DoD Instruction 4165.14, providing reporting 
guidelines for real property, is vital to successful utilization of the FRM. In addition, DoD 
components must commit sufficient resources (funding and personnel) to satisfy the guidance set 
forth in the instruction. 

Since plant replacement value is a major element of the FRM, the PRV working group 
needs to finish its work and DoD components need to improve their PRV forecasting 
capabilities. Of particular importance is the expansion of standard construction cost factors to 
cover 100 percent of the facilities in the inventory. Pending these enhancements, DoD 
components must provide better analytical support for forecasting, as opposed to making 
straight-line projections of the physical plant. This will entail closer sharing of information 
between the military services and defense agencies. 

The recapitalization and sustainment metrics are applicable to all facilities and all 
organizations, although certain elements of the Department have traditionally been managed and 
assessed independently. In general, it would make sense to expand the application of FRM and 
FSM to all facilities, regardless of funding source, so that the Secretary of Defense could 
evaluate the Department's entire facilities inventory with a universal methodology. Appendix C 
provides recommendations for implementing these enhancements. 

Finally, and most important, the recapitalization rate metric should not be used in 
isolation. It should be employed in conjunction with the Facilities Sustainment Model to ensure 
that new and recapitalized facilities deliver adequate performance and provide a full return on 
investments over their expected service lives. In addition, the Installations Readiness Report 
should be used with the FRM to help target specific investments at the project level and, where 
necessary and affordable, to accelerate the recapitalization rate and restore readiness sooner for 
specific facility groups. 



Appendix A: Terminology 
w 

Current Mission: A restoration, modernization, or new footprint requirement associated with 
existing missions at a particular location. 

Existing Footprint: Facilities currently in the inventory. 

Expected Service Life (Recapitalization Target): The number of years that facilities would be 
expected to provide adequate performance, given full sustainment, before wearing out or 
becoming obsolete. 

Modernization: Alteration of facilities solely to implement new or higher standards, to 
accommodate new functions, or to replace building components that exceed the overall service 
life of the facilities. 

New Footprint: The acquisition of a new facility to offset a space or capacity deficiency. 

New Mission: A restoration, modernization, or new footprint requirement driven by a change of 
mission at a particular location. 

Plant Replacement Value: The cost of replacing an existing facility with a facility of the same 
size at the same location, using today's building standards. 

Preponderance Rule: If an individual project increases the gross size of a facility by 50 percent 
or less, the entire project is characterized as "existing footprint." If the change is greater than 50 
percent, a determination must be made as to whether the project is being conducted in 
conjunction with a reduction in footprint elsewhere. If the increase in footprint is tied to an 
offsetting reduction at some other location, the project is deemed "existing footprint." If the 
project is being pursued independent of reductions elsewhere, it is categorized as "new 
footprint." 

Recapitalizable Plant Replacement Value: That portion of the facilities inventory that has a 
continuing mission and must be recapitalized at some point. 

Recapitalization: Major renovation or reconstruction activities, including replacement of 
individual facilities, necessary to keep an existing inventory of facilities modem and relevant in 
an environment of changing standards and missions. Includes both restoration and 
modernization. Excludes sustainment and new acquisitions. 

1 L 

Recapitalization Rate: The number of years it would take to regenerate a physical plant---either 
through replacement or major renovation(s)-at a given level of investment. 

Restoration: Repair and replacement work to fix facilities damaged by inadequate sustainment, 
excessive age, natural disasters, fires, accidents, or other causes. 

Sustainment: Maintenance and repair activities necessary to keep an inventory of facilities in 
good working order. Includes regularly scheduled maintenance as well as anticipated major 
repairs or replacement of components that occur periodically over the expected service life of the 
facilities. 



Appendix B: PRV Business Rules and Forecasting 

Facilities Recapitalization Plant Replacement Value 

NOTES: PY = prior year; CY = calendar year; BY = budget year. 
Instructions for Completing the Real Property PRV Database 
1. Report programmed levels of physical plant by facility class/category group. The programmed level is the calculated amount needed to replace the 

"recapitalizable" physical plant (see note 3) using the current standard fkom the DoD Facilities Cost Factors Handbook. Apply the cost factor provided by 
OUSD(AT&L) for the area that is nearest to the vicinity in question or use the state average. Do not use the parent or primary installation area cost factor. 

2. If another methodology was used, provide a description of the procedures followed. 
3. Report the "recapitalizable PRV" (PRVR). PRVR must meet the following three criteria: (1) facilities represented by the PRV have a continuing mission 

(i.e., they will not be disposed of and thus will need to be replaced at some point); (2) the reporting component for the PRV has recapitalization 
responsibility; and (3) recapitalization of the PRV would be accomplished with appropriated funds, working capital finds, or a combination of both. 
Ownership is not relevant. 

4. Do not make any adjustments for BRAC 05. 
5 .  Provide business rules in an MS Word document that, when applied to FY 2001 real property data in the Facility Assessment Database provided by the 

services, produces the PRV reported in the PY-1 column shown above. 
6. Definitions: 

Organization: All organizations that receive restoration and modernization funds fiom the military construction and/or family housing appropriations are 
required to report PRV in this format. 
Component: The military services should report Active, Guard, and Reserve data separately. 
Facility Type: Using the draft DoDI 4 165.3, Department of Defense Facility Classes and Construction Categories, report PRV by facility class, with the 
exception of the Housing and Community Support class. For that class, report PRV by Family Housing, Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, and 
Community. Include Museums and Memorials with Community. Include in Family Housing all PRV that is finded with family housing appropriations, and 
deduct that PRV from the other facility classes. 



Appendix C: Detailed Issues and Solutions 
w 

Issue 1: PRV computations - standard cost factors 

Background. Although a formula for calculating PRV has been in place for eight years, the 
Department lacks a complete set of standard cost factors to use in the formula. To date, standard 
construction cost factors have been developed for only about 60 percent of DoD facilities. This 
raises the risk that PRVs will be computed inconsistently for the remaining 40 percent. 

Proposed Solution. An updated formula for calculating PRV-currently being developed by a 
working group from OSD, the services, and selected defense a g e n c i e ~ h o u l d  be adopted and 
used to support the FRM. The updated formula will include standard construction cost factors 
for 100 percent of the facility inventory. 

Status. The working group is in the final stages of determining values for each of the cost 
factors. It anticipates that the new formula and factors will be available for use in 
recapitalization analyses in the FY 2005-2009 PPBS cycle. 

Issue 2: PRV computations - lack of precision for small parts of the whole 

Background. Real property records do not always distinguish among multiple funding sources 
for individual facilities. Nor do these records always show how funding responsibility for 
facilities is allocated among multiple DoD components. Take, for example, a road that begins in 

w a military component's family housing area, passes through an area occupied by that 
component's units, and terminates in a Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) warehouse complex. 
In this instance, the military component would be responsible for maintaining those portions of 
the road in the family housing area and in locales occupied by its units, while DLA would have 
maintenance responsibility for the remainder of the road. Work on the first segment of the road 
would be funded with family housing appropriations; work on the second segment would be 
financed through the O&M (or possibly MilCon) account; and work on the last portion would be 
paid for with working capital (or possibly MilCon) funds. The problem is that real property 
records commonly do not make such distinctions. Additionally, for that segment of the road 
within the DLA complex, funding responsibly for roadwork lies with the Defense Logistics 
Agency, not the military component. Real property records also routinely fail to note 
distinctions of this sort. Similar problems arise for other infrastructure elements, such as 
sidewalks and utility lines. As a result, the FSM and FRM must use complex, component-unique 
business rules to approximate the distribution of responsibilities so that requirements driven by 
inventories can be linked to FYDP funding. The business rules are a source of potential 
inaccuracy, inconsistency, and confusion. 

Proposed Solution. Draft DoDI 41 65.14 requires that reporting organizations identifpfor each 
facility or significant fraction of a facility---the organization using the facility, the funding source 
for sustainment, and the funding source for recapitalization.'* Once these data are recorded in 

12 Draft DoDI 4165.14 requires that a fraction of a facility be separately reported only if it exceeds 1,000 square feet 
in sire or constitutes at least 25 percent of the facility. 
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inventories, every organization that finances even the smallest amount of property will be visible 
in the DoD real property inventory and will be assigned hnding responsibility for that property. 'u 
Status. The reporting requirements defined in the new DoDI are slated to be established in an 
interim policy memorandum by August 2002, followed by the actual publication of the DoDI. 
Data gathered in response to the new requirements are expected to be available by October 2004. 
Until then, the PRV will continue to be segregated by business rules. 

Issue 3: PRV forecasts - effect of BRAC 05 

Background The effects of BRAC 05 on PRV are difficult to forecast in advance of BRAC- 
related consolidation studies, which have not yet begun. 

Proposed Solution. The PRV forecast for the FY 2004-2009 PPBS cycle collected by SNaP 
will not include any adjustments for BRAC 05 but will allow for known acquisitions, disposals, 
and transfers. 

Status. The PRV data-collection format for the SNaP Data Input System has been designed to 
match the proposed solution. 

Issue 4 : PRV forecasts - inter-component property transfers 

Background. Facilities are regularly transferred from one DoD component to another. Transfer 
of de facto recapitalization responsibility typically precedes transfer of de jure property 
accountability, often by several years. w 
Proposed Solution. Responsibility for recapitalization effectively shifts at the time a decision is 
made to transfer a property, even if the transfer of the property and supporting records is slated to 
occur well into the future. For the FY 2004-2009 PPBS cycle, all such transfers will be captured 
by the "losing" and "gaining" organizations on the PRV forecast form collected by SNaP. The 
soon-to-be-released DoDI 4165.14 on real property reporting will formalize the forecasting 
process for the future. 

Status. The PRV data-collection format for the SNaP Data Input System has been designed to 
match the proposed solution. The new DoDI will be implemented in an interim policy memo by 
August 2002, followed by the actual publication of the instruction. Data gathered in response to 
the new requirements are expected to be available by October 2004. 

Issue 5: PRV forecasts - coordination among DoD components 

Background. Each military service must be cognizant of the facilities on its installations and 
must make forecasts of the facilities' future use. The services have no systematic way, however, 
of knowing plans for facilities occupied by defense agencies or other tenants. 

Proposed Solution. The forthcoming DoDI 4 1 65.1 4 on real property reporting requires that the 
directors of defense agencies submit their forecasts to the services andlor the Washington 
Headquarters Services (WHS) in sufficient time for the data to be incorporated into the forecasts 
prepared by the military departments. 



Status. Pending incorporation into the draft DoDI by August 2002. The new data should be w available by October 2004. 

Issue 6: Identification of new footprint - preponderance vs. proportionality 

Background. Facility projects often cannot be characterized neatly as either "pure" new 
footprint or recapitalization. Many projects contain elements of each. Use of the recapitalization 
metric for analytical purposes requires that the recapitalization portion of facility investments be 
segregated from the new footprint portion, although recapitalization analysis must not affect the 
actual composition of individual projects. 

Proposed Solution. For the FY 2004-2009 PPBS cycle, use the "preponderance" rule (defined 
on page 15). Prior to the FY 2005-2009 cycle, each service will conduct a review of its military 
construction programs to determine the effect of applying the preponderance rule as opposed to 
using actual proportions of recapitalization to new footprint. The Department will assess the 
results of the service reviews and determine which method is more appropriate. That method 
will then be employed in the FY 2005-2009 PPBS cycle and beyond. 

Status. The military services have agreed to provide the results of their reviews to the OSD staff 
in the first quarter of FY 2003. Final results of the overall review are due by December 3 1, 
2002. 

Issue 7: Identification of new footprint - effect of location 

Background. Relocation and consolidation of functions often involves inter-installation, inter- 
state, or inter-country changes in location. "New footprint" for an installation may not be "new 
footprint" when viewed on a global basis. 

Proposed Solution. Assess whether a project is being done in conjunction with a reduction in 
footprint elsewhere during the FYDP period. If the increase in footprint is linked to an offsetting 
reduction at some other location, the project is characterized as "existing footprint." Otherwise, 
it is designated as "new footprint." 

Status. Complete. Rule incorporated in PRV forecast table. 

Issue 8: Identification of new footprint - O&M-funded new footprint 

Background. Under certain dollar thresholds, new footprint construction can be financed using 
minor construction authorities in the O&M appropriation. The amount of new footprint funded 
with O&M resources may be growing due to higher thresholds and increased requirements, 
notably new requirements associated with force protection. 

Proposed Solution. Allow the components to identify O&M resources dedicated to new 
footprint using FYDP program elements. 



Status. The Navy is in the process of implementing this solution for the FY 2004-2009 PPBS 
cycle. The other services declined to participate, as they believe their investments are too small 
to track separately. 

Issue 9: Other recapitalization sources - defense working capital funds (DWCFs) 

Background. For certain types of facilities, sustainment and recapitalization are financed by 
working capital funds rather than by MilCon and O&M appropriations. Including these facilities 
in the FRM requires that DWCF funds for S/RM be forecast and available throughout the FYDP 
period. This concept has already been tested and implemented in the Defense Logistics Agency. 

Proposed Solution. New FYDP program elements have been created for reporting planned 
allocations of DWCF resources for facilities sustainment and recapitalization. The services will 
begin reporting these data in their FY 2004-2009 program and budget submissions. 

Status. Complete 

Issue 10: Other recapitalization sources - family housing funds 

Background. Family housing programs are affected by the data-reporting limitations discussed 
under Issue 2 (lack of precision for small parts of the whole). In addition, the family housing 
program element structure has not been analyzed or (if necessary) restructured to ensure that 
sustainment is properly segregated from recapitalization. Also, the family housing community 
has been only marginally involved in the development of sustainment and recapitalization 
metrics; the benchmarks already in place need to be more thoroughly evaluated by this 
community. Finally, in the near term (FY 2004-2007), family housing requirements are being 
driven by master plans that include recapitalization and privatization initiatives; these initiatives 

Q 
respond to a Defense Planning Guidance goal of eliminating all inadequate family housing by 
FY 2007. Assuming that goal is met, family housing programs should revert to standard 
recapitalization rates, including full sustainment, in the post-FY 2007 period. 

Proposed Solution. The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment 
@USD/I&E) will lead an effort to analyze the family housing program-element structure and, if 
necessary, adapt it to support the S/RM construct in time for the FY 2005 PPBS cycle. This will 
allow all facilities funded by the family housing accounts to be included in the DoD-wide 
recapitalization rate beginning in FY 2005. The FSMIFRM benchmarks will be analyzed by the 
family housing community and adjusted, as necessary, before release of the DoD Facilities Cost 
Factor Handbook, Version 6.0. The sustainment and recapitalization metrics will not be applied 
individually to family housing facilities before FY 2008. 

Status. The plan is complete, a time line has been established, and work is underway. 

Issue 11 : Other recapitalization sources - funds not appropriated 

Background. Facilities recapitalized with funds not appropriated also are subject to the Issue 2 
constraints (lack of precision for small parts of the whole). For purposes of this discussion, 
"funds not appropriated" are not synonymous with traditional nonappropriated or "NAF" funds, 
but instead include all resources that do not come from defense working capital funds, host 



nations, international organizations, or Congressional appropriations designated for facilities. 

y Examples include surcharges, exchange dividends, and user fees (e.g., commissary surcharges 
and Morale, Welfare, and Recreation fees); donations from private individuals and organizations 
(e.g., the Fisher Houses at 29 defense installations); and funds from private corporations 
(commercial banks and concession operations on Installations). In FSM and FRM, complex 
business rules are used to segregate PRV and to approximate funding responsibilities. 
Additionally, funds that are not appropriated are not programmed in the same sense as 
appropriated funds, although they can be forecast. The community that manages these hnds at 
large believes that while recapitalization rates are important and applicable to facilities financed 
with funds not appropriated, FRM adds little or no value in the funds-not-appropriated 
environment and is probably a threat. The reasons for this perception are complex and appear to 
be at least partially based on long-standing problems in obtaining adequate support from the 
appropriated funds community. Because the funds-not-appropriated area is a market-based 
community, recapitalization rates for these facilities are more closely related to commercial 
standards and are thought to be lower than rates provided by DoD appropriations. Including 
these facilities in the FRM would, therefore, appear to improve the overall DoD recapitalization 
rate and could result in even less appropriated fund support. Due to past inadequate support 
fiom appropriated funds, this community must pass on necessary recapitalization costs to its 
customers, essentially forcing the troops to pay the costs. Finally, some elements of the funds- 
not-appropriated community appear to have no real long-term strategic plan for recapitalization 
of facilities, but instead rely on annual prioritization of requirements within whatever funding 
levels are available. 

Proposed Solution. For the FY 2004-2009 PPBS cycle, continue to exclude all plant 
I) replacement value associated with funds not appropriated. The Under Secretary of Defense for 

Personnel and Readiness should lead a separate analysis of facilities recapitalized through this 
means, with the goal of resolving these issues. Once the analysis is complete, the Department 
will reevaluate whether to include in the FRM facilities that are recapitalized with funds not 
appropriated. 

Status. Pending approval 

Issue 12: Other recapitalization sources - foreign and international funds 

Background. For certain facilities, recapitalization typically is financed through contributions 
fiom U.S. allies (e.g., Korea and Japan) or international organizations (e.g., NATO) rather than 
through MilCon and O&M appropriations. Also, facilities in certain foreign areas are subject to 
the limitations under Issue 2 (lack of precision for small parts of the whole). Finally, funding 
forecasts fiom foreign and international sources are not routinely made available and are always 
subject to change. These vagaries could cause minor inaccuracies in the recapitalization metric 
for those DoD components that oversee properties funded by these sources. For these reasons, 
facilities funded by foreign governments and international organizations have typically been 
excluded from recapitalization analyses. Business rules are used to remove the associated PRV, 
and the investment is ignored. 

Proposed Solution. For the FY 2004-2009 PPBS cycle, continue to remove PRV and ignore 
investments fi-om foreign and international sources. Prior to the FY 2005-2009 PPBS cycle, 



DUSD(I&E) will lead a DoD-wide evaluation of recent foreign and international expenditures 
for recapitalization with the goal of verifying that expanding the FRM to include foreign and 
international funds is both appropriate and feasible. Once the analysis is complete, the 
Department will reevaluate whether to include in the FRM facilities that are recapitalized with 
foreign and international funds. 

Status. Pending. No action needed now. 

Issue 13: Other recapitalization sources - procurement hnds 

Background. For certain types of facilities, sustainrnent and recapitalization are financed with 
procurement funds rather than through MilCon or O&M appropriations. Production plants for 
ammunition, missiles, and aircraft are three examples. Recapitalization investments generally 
have not been tracked for procurement-funded facilities, making it impossible to apply the 
recapitalization metric to these sites at this time. Further, most of these facilities are contractor- 
operated, and most are scheduled for privatization or are being evaluated for privatization. 
Although this will be an extended process, ultimately most of these facilities will no longer be 
owned by DoD. For these and other reasons, procurement-funded facilities are typically 
excluded from recapitalization analyses. 

Proposed Solution. Continue to exclude all plant replacement value associated with 
procurement-funded facilities. 

Status. Complete 

Issue 14: Other recapitalization sources - SOCOM funds 

Background. The Special Operations Command funds a limited number of restoration and 
modernization projects at various locations. These projects benefit the military services but are 
not captured in the recapitalization metric. 

Proposed Solution. Update the C-1 military construction database with a code that assigns 
SOCOM projects to the benefiting service. 

Status. Too late for inclusion in the FY 2004-2009 PPBS cycle. Revisit for the FY 2005-2009 
cycle. 

Issue 15: Restoration and modernization program elements - MilCon funds 

Background. MilCon funds for restoration and modernization typically come from the base 
operations support program elements, although some MilCon recapitalization funding is included 
in specialized program elements (such as child development or base communications) or in 
mission program elements. By contrast, O&M funds for restoration and modernization are 
contained in the restoration and modernization family of program elements. 

Proposed Solution. To eliminate "stovepipe" program development and improve integration and 
management of the entire facilities restoration and modernization program, MilCon resources for 
restoration and modernization of facilities should be moved to the restoration and modernization 



program elements, except for resources that support specialized programs, not encompassed 

w within base operations support. 

Status. The Navy has already begun to move resources into the restoration and modernization 
program elements. The other services are expected to do so before the FY 2005-2009 PPBS 
cycle. 

Issue 16: S/RM program elements - defense agencies and field activities 

Background. All the services have created FYDP program elements to track sustainment and 
recapitalization programs. Among the defense agencies and field activities, only the Tricare 
Management Activity and Defense Logistics Agency have created SIRM program elements. 
S/RM program elements should be established by all defense agencies and field activities that 
budget for these resources. 

Proposed Solution. The DoD Education Activity will create program elements for the FY 2004- 
2009 PPBS cycle. Other defense agencies and field activities with sustainment and 
recapitalization responsibilities will add program elements by the FY 2005-2009 cycle. 

Status. Ongoing 

Issue 17: Historical preservation and recapitalization 

Background. Restoration and modernization of facilities located in historic districts often costs 

I)) more than recapitalization projects for other facilities. There is currently no satisfactory way to 
account for these additional costs in applying the recapitalization metric. A PRV working group 
has developed a "historical preservation factor" of 5 percent to be applied to historical facilities 
and non-historical facilities in historical districts. 

Proposed Solution. Incorporate the working group's proposal into the real property inventory, 
so that FRM will automatically reflect the cost of recapitalizing historical facilities. 

Status. Ready for implementation 

Issue 18: Recapitalization benchmark - average of 67 years 

Background. A 1997 DoD working group identified service-life benchmarks that, when 
averaged and weighted by plant replacement value, produce a DoD-wide facility service-life goal 
averaging 67 years. The 67-year average has not been updated to reflect more recent inventory 
data. Also, individual benchmarks underlying the 67-year calculation have not been fully 
evaluated by all functional communities that could possibly be affected by a DoD-wide 
application of the FRM. For example, within the 67-year average, family housing service life 
(given full sustainrnent) is estimated at 75 years. The recapitalization metric, however, has never 
been applied to family housing, so the family housing community has had no reason to evaluate 
the 75-year benchmark. Also, DoD has recently been provided a more rigorous evaluation of 
service-life estimates conducted by the Canadian government; the results of that assessment may 

I 
have application to DoD's inventory. Finally, there is an erroneous tendency to apply the DoD 



average benchmark to individual sub-components of the Department, including specialized sets 
of facilities. 

Proposed Solution. DUSD(I&E) will continue to reevaluate the 67-year average benchmarks 
and their application in light of the best available information, and will continue to work with the 
DoD components and functional communities to ensure the most appropriate benchmarks are 
used. 

Status. Ongoing 

Issue 19: DoD practices that could limit the effectiveness of recapitalization strategies 

Background. If the intent of the FRM is to allow for improved programming and execution of 
facilities resources, some practices commonly followed in the Department could impede 
realization of that intent. For example, outyear military construction programs are often funded 
appropriately, but are reduced as the budget year approaches. During near-term programming 
and budgeting activities, there also is a tendency to pit recapitalization projects against one other 
and against new footprint projects, thus overlooking the benefits to individual programs that are 
being supported. Such practices have resulted in significant funding shortfalls in the past, 
producing ZOO+ year recapitalization rates in the budget years. In the O&M accounts, execution- 
year migration is a common phenomenon. If not properly funded in the budget, or if military 
construction is chronically underfunded, restoration and modernization projects must often be 
carried out with sustainment funds. While this allows an urgent restoration to be accomplished, 
it results in the premature degradation of facilities for which the sustainrnent hnding was 
originally programmed and budgeted. Likewise, sustainment funds- even when appropriately 
budgeted-are often reallocated, with the end result that the programmed money never reaches 
the intended installations and sustainment projects are not carried out. Lack of sustainment 
produces even higher restoration and modernization requirements, perpetuating the funding 
migration. 

Proposed Solution. DUSD(I&E) and PA&E will examine these and other practices and make 
recommendations to improve the effectiveness of recapitalization strategies. 

Status. Pending 



Appendix D: Defense Programming Database WarehouseFacilities Recapitalization Rate Display 

Facilities Recapitalization Rate 

NOTES: This table shows the recapitalization rates of facilities for which the military construction account is the primary source of recapitalization funding. 

MilCon = military construction; MilPers = military personnel; O&M = operations and maintenance; P&D = planning and design; 
PRV = plant replacement value; DWCF = Defense Working Capital Fund 

a. PRVR must meet the following three criteria: (1) the facilities represented by the PRV have a continuing mission (i.e., they will not be disposed of and thus will need 
to be replaced at some point); (2) the reporting component for the PRV has recapitalization responsibility; and (3) recapitalization of the PRV will be accomplished with 
appropriated funds, working capital funds, or a combination of both. Ownership is not relevant. 

b. Existing footprint is determined using the "preponderance rule." If an individual project increases the gross size of a facility by 50 percent or less, the entire project 
is characterized as "existing footprint." If the change is greater than 50 percent, a determination must be made as to whether the project is being conducted in 
conjunction with a reduction in footprint elsewhere. If the increase in footprint is tied to an offsetting reduction at some other location, the project is deemed "existing 
footprint." If the project is being pursued independent of reductions elsewhere, it is categorized as "new footprint." 

c. The Defense Working Capital Fund combines, into a single managed fund, commercial or business operations that previously were managed as individual revolving 
funds. The Fund Treasury account has five subaccounts (one for each military department plus a Defense-wide category). 
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THE MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR COMPONENT 
OF THE COST OF OWNERSHIP 

Building owners--and those elected and appointed officials 
who represent the owners of public buildings--should recognize 
explicitly the full  cost of ownership to which they are committed 
by virtue of ownership. Important components of this cost are 
the routine expenditures for needed maintenance, repairs, and 

Ir 
need for M&R apply to 

of a substantial 
term economies 

of scale--opportunities for savings because larger quantities of 
materials are purchased or personnel are more effectively uti- 
lized or learn by experience to be more efficient. On the other 
hand, costs may be incurred in managing a large inventory--such 
as travel among buildings or costs of keeping parts and equip- 
ment in stock--that offset some of these economies. In  general, 
the following factors can have a major influence on the 
appropriate level of M&R expenditures: 

Building size and complexity 
Types of finishes 
Current age and condition 
Mechanical and electrical system technologies 
Telecommunications and security technologies 
Historic or community value 
Type of occupants or users 
Climatic severity 
Churn (i.e., tenancy turnover rates) 
Criticality of role or function 
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Ownership time horizon 
Labor prices 
Energy prices 
Materials prices 
Distances between buildings in inventory 

While the M&R component of the cost of ownership will vary 
from building to building, i t  is possible to develop a consistent 
relationship between this component and characteristics of a n  
inventory of buildings. A variety of such relationships are  in use 
to estimate average levels of the cost of M&R. Typical main- 
tenance expenditure per square foot is frequently used as a yard- 
stick for determining what an  appropriate level of M&R budget- 
ing should be, but such a measure is insufficiently sensitive to 
either external financial conditions or  building characteristics. 
The relationship is better stated in terms of an  annual percentage 
of ' the  inventory's current replacement value. 

Based on experience and judgment, the committee proposes 
that the a ~ ~ r o e r i a t e  level of M&R s ~ c n d i n e  should be. on 
averape. in the range of 2 to 4 percent of current r c~ lacemcnt  
value of the inventory." The specific percentage for  any 
inventory will depend on such factors as the age of the buildings 
in the inventory, the type of construction (permanent vs. tempo- 
rary), the level of use of the buildings, the structure of the 
maintenance organization, and the climate. However, the rela- 
tionship between M&R requirements and the current replace- 
ment value of single buildings may vary widely and for any one 
building may be outside the proposed range. 

This 2 to 4 percent range is most valid as a budget guide for  
a large inventory of buildings and over time periods of several 
years. A small town or school district may f ind that  a severe 
winter, or an  older building nearing the time that  a substantial 
renovation is warranted, temporarily raises annual M&R costs 
above this normal range. Such a jurisdiction may also f ind that  
past decisions to reduce construction expenditures now have, as 
a consequence, higher M&R costs. However, even with small 
inventories the 2 to 4 percent rule of thumb may be applied over 
a longer period of time, such as 5 to 10 years. 

A reliable estimate of the current replacement value of a 
building or an inventory is a necessary element of this budgeting 
rule. Current replacement value can be determined in several 
ways. The simplest approach estimates what i t  would cost in any 
given year to construct or purchase each building in the inven- 
tory. Another approach applies escalation factors to the original 

l2 This rule is based on the committee's combined judgment. 
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acquisition cost of the buildings in the inventory. Some agencies 
have developed computer programs to perform such calculations 
and to provide a replacement value for the total inventory each 
year. There may be substantial uncertainties in these estimates, 
particularly among the older stock of public buildings (some more 
than 100 years old). Each agency must evaluate its own inven- 
tory and develop the best approach for determining its replace- 
ment value. 

If a n  inventory of buildings receives an adequate level of 
M&R funding, a steady-state situation should exist wherein the 
inventory would remain in a service condition that would neither 
decline nor improve and a backlog of deferred deficiencies would 
not develop.'' 

However, if a backlog exists, it is unlikely to be reduced by 
expenditures limited to the 2 to 4 percent level. Further detcr- 
ioration will occur if the backlog is not reduced, and the ultimate 
cost of correcting the deficiencies will increase. The committee 
proposes that a second element of the total M&R budget must be 
recognized--funds required to reduce the backlog. The total 
budget then includes the routine M&R components, which are a 
continuing part of the cost of ownership, and the backlog 
reduction component, which is determined by the physical 
condition of the inventory. 

Assessing the size of the backlog that develops when M&R are 
neglected requires a condition assessment. A condition assess- 
ment is an evaluation of the degree of accumulated damage 
inferred from diagnostic observations and tests.'' 

Condition assessment, a t  its simplest, is a monitoring activity 
applied regularly as a part of a good M&R program. Systems and 
materials are inspected on a planned schedule to determine if 
they are  sound and functional. Standards must be available as a 
basis for  determining when systems or materials 'are deviating 
from their anticipated condition to spot potential problems 
before they become critical. Condition assessment is also used to 

This expectation depends on effective use of M&R funds, 
which requires adequate management and staff capability. Refer 
to Chapter 5. " The general field of building diagnostics is still relatively 
young and evolving (BRB, 1985). Most diagnostic assessments are  
undertaken because of specific observable failures or perfor- 
mance problems, not for the broad assessment of backlog envi- 
sioned by the committee. This broader assessment is in  some 
ways analogous to medical diagnostics that may alert a physician 
to a patient's potential problems or help assess the extent of those 
problems. 
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develop information on facilities that have not received regular 
maintenance or inspections so as to develop comprehensive data 
bases on conditions and thereby establish the scope of 
maintenance backlogs. 

If a substantial backlog has developed, several years of effort 
may be required to eliminate it. An appropriate M&R budget 
should be established to reduce the backlogas quickly as possible, 
which requires that repair spending must be adequate to outpace 
the backlog growth that occurs as a cumulative result of past 
neglect. No generally valid rules of thumb can be recommended 
for this determination. 

If the backlog has been eliminated, maintenance spending may 
be reduced to  levels truly required to maintain adequate facility 
performance. Escrow or set-aside accounts may be established to 
preserve funds budgeted but not actually expended in a given 
year due to favorable use conditions (e.g.? warmer or drier than 
average weather or lower than typical utllization).ls Condition 
assessment should be used t o  assure that p e r f o r m a n c e  is, in fact, 
being maintained a t  target levels. 

Reference 

Building Research Board (BRB), Committee on Building 
Diagnostics, Buildinn Diagnostics: A Conce~tua l  Framework, 
Washington, D.C., National Academy Press, 1985. 

Establishing such accounts in the public sector requires 
changes in government financial practices. 
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ATTENTION OF . . 

DAPR-ZB 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, INFRASTRUCTURE STEERING GROUP 

SUBJECT: Request for Approval to Use Lease Market Data 

1. Reference memorandum, Chairman, Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross 
Service Group (HSA JCSG), dated November 2,2004, subject: Request for Use of 
Commercial Data Sources. 

2. Reference 1 requests your approval to use CoStar current market commercial lease 
cost information, an external database containing authoritative data, to populate lease 
data requirements in the COBRA model. We have assumed your concurrence of this 
request and are using it to analyze our various scenarios affecting leased property. It 
appears, however, that there are several markets of interest missing in the Costar 
database. Generally they are market areas that are smaller than those covered by 
CoStar. This memo requests your approval of our use of the Society of Industrial and 
Office Realtors (SIOR) Comparative Statistics 2004 Market database for markets not 
covered by CoStar. The SIOR database, like CoStar, is a recognized professional source 
of realty market data. 

3. As previously noted, in order to proceed with analysis of Criterion 5 we must assume 
your concurrence of this request. The HSA JCSG point of contact for additional 
information pertaining to this request is Dr. Jim Harris,(703) 696-9448, ext 204 or 

- .  _ - . _ _ -_ _ _ _ _ _  ___ . . 

DONALD-C. TISON - 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8 
Chairman, HSA JCSG 
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DEPARTMENT O F  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS SERVICES 
1 155 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -1  1 55 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, HSA-JCSG 

SUBJECT: Leased Space Measurement and Cost Assumptions 

In developing the data for the CORBA runs that consider the continued occupancy of 
leased space as the alternative to moving an activity to a Military Installation, there are a series 
of assumptions and factors that need to be used. These assumptions and factors are discussed in 
the paragraphs below. 

Leased space can be measured in several ways such as gross square feet (GSF), rentable 
square feet (RSF), or useable square feet (USF). Market rates for leased space are generally 
quoted in RSF; however, leased space is measured and billed to Department of Defense (DoD) 
components in USF. Military installations measure space in GSF. The General Services 
Administration (GSA) and Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) have conversion factors 
that allow them to convert space measured as one type of space to another space measurement. 
These conversion factors allow consistency across space and cost data. For example, both USF 
and RSF can be converted to GSF which is the measurement used by CORBA. The Office of 
Government Policy of GSA specifies conversion factors in their report titled "Space Use Update 
2002". GSA and WHS use the following conversion factors: 

A. USF times 1.25 equals GSF. 
B. RSF times 1. I0  equals GSF. 

. .. GSA leased space used by DoD Components falls into two management categories, each 
with its own cost structure. In the NCR, GSA generally delegates the management of large 
predominantly DoD leases to WHS, if WHS so requests. Although GSA does not delegate all 
leased space to DoD for management, it is assumed that all new leased space that would meet 
ATtFP requirements would be in facilities that wouldnbe appropriate for delegation. Outside the 
NCR GSA manages most of the leased space that is used by DoD Components. An explanation 
of the fee structure for delegated and non-delegated leases follows: 

A. An 8% administrative fee is charged by GSA for all leased space. This fee 
includes a 2% fee to cover lease cancellation to allow government tenants to terminate a lease 
with a 120-day notice at no additional lease termination fee. 

2. outside the NCR leased space is not delegated and GSA applies a 
$0.34 per USF for security fees. 

C. In the NCR WHS charges an operations and maintenance fee that is 6.8% of the 
total delegated buildings lease cost. This fee is applied only on leases delegated to WHS and can 



vary significantly from building to building. This fee is in addition to the GSA administration 

w fee. Leased space outside the NCR is typically not delegated by GSA and has no additional 
administrative fees. 

D. The WHS has one example of a leased space restoration fee that is $0.75 per 
USF to remove local area network (LAN) lines for classified and unclassified computer 
networks. No other restoration fees are immediately evident at this time. In the absence of other 
restoration fees it is reasonable to use this fee for all leased space. 

The table below indicates how to apply the fees described above. 

DELEGATED AND NON-DELEGATED 1 
LEASED SPACE FEES 

Fee descriptions I In NCR I Outside NCR 

GSA Administrative Fee 
8% of lease cost. (2% is for 
leased cancellation with 120 

X I ~nti-terror (PFPA) 15% of 1 I 
days notice time) 

Pentagon Force Protection 

lease cost 
Security Fees Outside NCR 

Delegated Space 

X 

I 

Non-delegated Space 

X 

administrative cost. 
One Time Restoration Fees 

$0.34 USF 
WHS 0 & M Fee 
6.8% of total lease space 
cost plus the 8% GSA 

Should you need any clarification on these assumptions and factors, please contact Jerry 
R. Shiplett of my staff. He may be reached on (703) 614-9203. 

X 

$0.75 per USF to remove 
Local Area Network (LAN) 
lines for classified and 
unclassified LAN services. 

I certify that these assumptions and factors are valid for the analytical purposes proposed 
by the HSA-JCSG. 

X 

' Howard G. Becker 
Director 

X X 
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FOREWORD 

The Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) system is prescribed by MIL-STD 3007' and provides 
planning, design, construction, sustainment, restoration, and modernization criteria, and applies 
to the Military Departments, the Defense Agencies, and the DoD Field Activities in accordance 
with USD(AT&L) Memorandum dated 29 May 2002. UFC will be used for all DoD projects and 
work for other customers where appropriate. 

UFC are living documents and will be periodically reviewed, updated, and made available to 
users as part of the Services' responsibility for providing technical criteria for military 
construction. Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (HQUSACE), Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command (NAVFAC), and Air Force Civil Engineer Support Agency (AFCESA) are 
responsible for administration of the UFC system. Defense agencies should contact the 
preparing service for document interpretation and improvements. Technical content of UFC is 
the responsibility of the cognizant DoD working group. Recommended changes with supporting 
rationale should be sent to the respective service proponent office by the following electronic 
form: Criteria Change Request (CCR). The form is also accessible from the lnternet sites listed 
below. 

UFC are effective upon issuance and are distributed only in electronic media from the following 
sources: 

Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) Index http:/165.204.17.188l/repoNdoc ufc.html. 
USACE TECHINFO lnternet site http:llwww.hnd.usace.arrnv.mil/techinfo . 
NAVFAC Engineering Innovation and Criteria Office lnternet site htt~:l/aiteria.navf%.nav~.mil. 
Construction Criteria Base (CCB) system maintained by the National Institute of Building 

I Sciences at lnternet site htt~://www.ccb.orq . 

Hard copies of UFC printed from electronic media should be checked against the current 
electronic version prior to use to ensure that they are current. 

AUTHORIZED BY: 

Donald Basharn, P.E. 
Chief, Engineering and Construction Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

/ 

I I 

~atb(1een I. Ferguson, P.E. C/ 
The Deputy Civil Engineer 
DCS/lnstallations & Logistics 
Department of the Air Force 

I - I 

es W Wright, P.E. L 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command - - 

Dr. W ~ P . E .  
~ i r e c b ,  lnshdllations Requirements and 

Management 
Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

(Installations and Environment) 
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FOREWORD (continued) 

This specific document is also issued under the authority of DoD Instruction Number 
2000.16, DoD Anfiferrorism Sfandards which requires DoD Components to adopt and 
adhere to common criteria and minimum construction standards to mitigate antiterrorism 
vulnerabilities and terrorist threats. 

This document applies to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD); the Military 
Departments (including their National Guard and Reserve Components); the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Staff; the Combatant Commands; the Office of the 
Inspector General of the Department of Defense; the Defense Agencies; the 
Department of Defense Field Activities; and all other organizational entities within the 
Department of Defense hereafter referred to collectively as "the DoD Components." 

The standards established by this document are minimums set for DoD. Each DoD 
Component may set more stringent antiterrorism building standards to meet the specific 
threats in its area of responsibility. 

Any changes, updates, or amendments to this particular UFC must have the approval of 
the DoD Engineering Senior Executive Panel (ESEP). 

This document is effective immediately and is mandatory for use by all the DoD 
Components. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1-1 GENERAL. This document represents a significant commitment by DoD 
to seek effective ways to minimize the likelihood of mass casualties from terrorist 
attacks against DoD personnel in the buildings in which they work and live. 

1-1 .I Dynamic Threat Environment. Terrorism is real, evolving, and continues 
to increase in frequency and lethality throughout the world. The unyielding, tenacious, 
and patient nature of the terrorists targeting DoD interests forces us to closely examine 
existing policies and practices for deterring, disrupting, and mitigating potential attacks. 
Today, terrorist attacks can impact anyone, at any time, at any location, and can take 
many forms. Deterrence against terrorist attacks begins with properly trained and 
equipped DoD personnel employing effective procedures. While terrorists have many 
tactics available to them, they frequently use explosive devices when they target large 
numbers of DoD personnel. Most existing DoD buildings offer little protection from 
terrorist attacks. By applying the Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings 
described in this document, we become a lesser target of opportunity for terrorists. 

1-1.2 Responsibility. Protecting people on a DoD installation or site must start 
with an understanding of the risk of a terrorist attack. Application of the standards 
herein should be consistent with the perceived or identified risk. Everyone in DoD is 
responsible for protecting our people and other resources. 

1-1.2.1 Individuals. Each DoD employee, contractor, or vendor is responsible for 
minimizing opportunities for terrorists to threaten or target themselves, their co-workers, 

rl 
and their families on DoD installations or sites. 

1-1.2.2 Installation Commanders. The installation commander must protect the 
people on hislher installation, or site, by managing and mitigating the risk to those 
people in the event of a terrorist attack. The installation commander is responsible for 
applying the standards herein, consistent with the identified or perceived risk of DoD 
people being hurt or killed. 

1-1.2.3 Service Secretaries and Agency Heads. The heads of DoD 
Components shall ensure compliance and issue guidance to implement these 
standards. That guidance will include direction to require the installation commander to 
notify or seek approval from a major command or claimant or higher headquarters level 
if a new construction or renovation project, or a leased facility, will not meet any one or 
more of the standards. Heads of DoD Components will establish plans and procedures 
to mitigate risks in such situations. 

1-1.3 Planning and Integration. When the best procedures, proper training, 
and appropriate equipment fail to deter terrorist attacks, adherence to these standards 
goes far in mitigating the possibility of mass casualties from terrorist attacks against 
DoD personnel in the buildings in which they work and live. Although predicting the 
specific threat to everyone is not possible, proper planning and integration of those 
plans provides a solid foundation for preventing, and if necessary reacting, when 

1 -I 
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terrorist incidents or other emergencies unfold. An effective planning process facilitates 
w the necessary decision making, clarifies roles and responsibilities, and ensures support 

actions generally go as planned. A team consisting of the chain of command and key 
personnel from all appropriate functional areas who have an interest in the building and 
its operation executes this planning process. The team should include, as a minimum, 
antiterrorismlforce protection, intelligence, security, and facility engineering personnel. 
This team is responsible for identifying requirements for the project, facilitating the 
development of supporting operational procedures, obtaining adequate resources, and 
properly supporting all other efforts needed to prudently enhance protection of the 
occupants of every inhabited DoD building. For further information on planning and 
integration, refer to the DoD Security Engineering Planning Manual. 

REFERENCES. 

Interim Department of Defense Antiterrorism I Force Protection 
Construction Standards, December 16, 1999 (hereby cancelled) 

Do0 Instruction 2000.1 6, DoD Antiterrorism Standards, June 14, 2001 

DoD Handbook 2000.12-H, Protection of DoD Personnel and Activities 
Against Acts of Terrorism and Political Turbulence, February 1993 

American Society of Civil Engineers Standard (ANSIIASCE) 7-98, 
Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures, January 2000 

Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-01 0-02, DoD Minimum Anfiterrorism 
Standoff Distances for Buildings; (For Official Use Only (FOUO)) 

Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-01 1-01, DoD Security Engineering 
Planning Manual, (Draft) 

Unified Facilities Criteria (U FC) 4-0 1 1-02, DoD Security Engineering 
Design Manual, (Draft) 

Sections 2805(a)(I) and 2805(c)(l) of Title 10, US Code 

Security Engineering Working Group web site 
(http://sewa.nwo.usace.arm~.mil) 

DoD 6055.9-STD, DoD Ammunition and Explosive Safety Standards, July 
1999 

SHAPE Document 61 60iSHLOFA-059182, NATO Approved Criteria and 
Standards for Tactical and Transport Airfields (6'h Addition), 30 March 
1982 (NATO Restricted) 

Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-021 -01, Design and O&M: Mass 
Notification Systems, December 2002 
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1-3 STANDARDS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. Mandatory DoD minimum 
antiterrorism standards for new and existing inhabited buildings are contained in 
Appendix B. Additional recommended measures for new and existing inhabited 
buildings are included in Appendix C. Mandatory DoD minimum antiterrorism standards 
for expeditionary and temporary structures are contained in Appendix D. 

1 -4 INTENT. The intent of these standards is to minimize the possibility of 
mass casualties in buildings or portions of buildings owned, leased, privatized, or 
otherwise occupied, managed, or controlled by or for DoD. These standards provide 
appropriate, implementable, and enforceable measures to establish a level of protection 
against terrorist attacks for all inhabited DoD buildings where no known threat of 
terrorist activity currently exists. While complete protection against all potential threats 
for every inhabited building is cost prohibitive, the intent of these standards can be 
achieved through prudent master planning, real estate acquisition, and design and 
construction practices. Where the minimum standoff distances detailed in these 
standards are met, most conventional construction techniques can be used with only 
marginal impact on the total construction or renovation cost. The financial impact of 
these standards will be significantly less than the economic and intangible costs of a 
mass casualty event. 

1-5 LEVELS OF PROTECTION. The levels of protection provided by these 
standards meet the intent described above and establish a foundation for the rapid 
application of additional protective measures in a higher threat environment. These 
standards may be supplemented where specific terrorist threats are identified, where * 

more stringent local standards apply, or where local commanders dictate additional ' 
measures. Detailed descriptions of the levels of protection are provided in Chapter'2 " I .  ' .,rl 

. i. 
and the DoD Security Engineering Planning Manual. 

1-5.1 DoD Component Standards. Where DoD Component standards such as 
geographic Combatant Commander standards address unique requirements, those 
standards will be incorporated in accordance with their implementing directives, but not 
to the exclusion of these standards. 

1-5.2 Threat-Specific Requirements. Where a design basis threat is identified 
whose mitigation requires protective measures beyond those required by these 
standards or DoD Component standards, those measures will be developed in 
accordance with the provisions of the DoD Security Engineering Planning Manual. The 
provisions of the DoD Security Engineering Planning Manual include the design criteria 
that will be the basis for the development of the protective measures, estimates of the 
costs of those measures, and detailed guidance for developing the measures required 
to mitigate the identified threat. The design criteria include the assets to be protected, 
the threat to those assets, and the desired level of protection. Use of the DoD Security 
Engineering Planning Manual will ensure uniform application, development, and cost 
estimation of protective measures throughout DoD. 

1-5.3 Critical Facilities. Buildings that must remain mission operational during 
periods of national crisis andlor if subjected to terrorist attack should be designed to 
significantly higher levels of protection than those provided by these standards. 
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1-5.4 Explosive Safety Standards. These antiterrorism standards establish w criteria to minimize the potential for mass casualties and progressive collapse from a 
terrorist attack. DoD 6055.9-STD, DoD Ammunition and Explosive Safefy Standards as 
implemented by Service component explosive safety standards, establish acceptable 
levels of protection for accidental explosions of DoD-titled munitions. The explosive 
safety and antiterrorism standards address hazards associated with unique events; 
therefore, they specify different levels of protection. Compliance with both standards is 
required. Where conflicts arise, the more stringent criteria will govern. 

1 -6 APPLICABILITY. These standards apply to all DoD Components, to all 
DoD inhabited buildings, to billeting, and to all DoD expeditionary and temporary 
structures in accordance with the following: 

1-6.1 New Construction. Implementation of these standards is mandatory for 
all new construction regardless of funding source in accordance with the following: 

1-6.1.1 Military Construction (MILCON). These standards apply to MILCON 
projects starting with the Fiscal Year 2004 Program. Projects programmed or designed 
under the lnterim DoD Antiterrorism I Force Protection Construction Standards do not 
have to be reprogrammed or redesigned to meet the requirements of these standards. 
The provisions of the lnterim Standards will apply to those projects. Due to minor 
changes between these standards and the lnterim Standards, projects prior to the 
Fiscal Year 2004 Program should comply with these standards where possible. 

1-6.1.2 Host-Nation And Other Foreign Government Funding. These 7 '  - , , ~  , 

standards apply to new construction funded under host-nation agreements or from other , * 

funding sources starting in Fiscal Year 2004 or as soon as negotiations with the forsign I ,  

governments can be completed. 

1-6.1.3 Other Funding Sources. These standards apply to all new construction 
projects funded by sources other than MILCON (such as Non-Appropriated Funds, 
Operations and Maintenance, and Working Capital Funds) starting with Fiscal Year 
2004. Projects funded prior to that fiscal year should comply with these standards 
where possible. 

1-6.2 Existing Buildings. These standards will apply to existing facilities 
starting with the Fiscal Year 2004 program when triggered as specified below, 
regardless of funding source. Projects funded prior to that fiscal year should comply 
with these standards where possible. For existing leased buildings see paragraph 1- 
6.4. 

1-6.2.1 Major Investments. Implementation of these standards to bring an entire 
building into compliance is mandatory for all DoD building renovations, modifications, 
repairs, and restorations where those costs exceed 50% of the replacement cost of the 
building except as otherwise stated in these standards. The 50% cost is exclusive of 
the costs identified to meet these standards. Where the 50% threshold is not met, 
compliance with these standards is recommended. 
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1-6.2.2 Conversion of Use. Implementation of these standards is mandatory 
when any portion of a building is modified from its current use to that of an inhabited 
building, billeting, or a primary gathering building for one year or more. Examples would 
include a warehouse (uninhabited) being converted to administrative (inhabited) use 
and an inhabited administrative building being converted to a primary gathering building 
or billeting. 

1-6.2.3 Glazing Replacement. Because of the significance of glazing hazards in 
a blast environment, implementation of the glazing provisions of these standards is 
mandatory for existing inhabited buildings within any planned window or door glazing 
replacement project. Such replacements may require window frame modification or 
replacement. 

1-6.3 Building Additions. Additions to existing inhabited buildings shall comply 
with the minimum standards for new buildings. If the addition is 50% or more of the 
gross area of the existing building, the existing building shall comply with the minimum 
standards for existing buildings. 

1-6.4 Leased Buildings. DoD personnel occupying leased buildings deserve 
the same level of protection as those in DoD-owned buildings. lmplementation of these 
standards is therefore mandatory for all facilities leased for DoD use and for those 
buildings in which DoD receives a space assignment from another government agency 
except as established below. This requirement is intended to cover all situations, 
including General Services Administration space, privatized buildings, and host-nation 
and other foreign government buildings., This requirement is applicable for all new 
leases executed on or after 1 October 2005 and to renewal or extension of any existing 

(I 
lease on or after 1 October 2009. Leases executed prior to the above fiscal years will 

- 
comply with these standards where possible. 

1-6.4.1 Partial Occupancy. These standards only apply where DoD personnel 
occupy leased or assigned space constituting at least 25% of the net interior useable 
area or the area as defined in the lease, and they only apply to that portion of the 
building that is occupied by DoD personnel. 

1-6.4.2 New Buildings. Buildings that are built to lease to DoD as of the effective 
date established above shall comply with the standards for new construction. 

1-6.4.3 Existing Buildings. New leases or renewals of leases of existing 
buildings will trigger the minimum standards for existing buildings in accordance with the 
effective dates established above. 

1-6.5 Expeditionary and Temporary Structures. Implementation of these 
standards is mandatory for all expeditionary and temporary structures that meet the 
occupancy criteria for inhabited or primary gathering buildings or billeting. See 
Appendix D for structure types that meet the expeditionary and temporary structures 
criteria. 

1-6.5.1 New Structures. These standards apply to all new expeditionary sites 
effective immediately. 

1-5 
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1-6.5.2 Existing Structures. These standards will apply to all existing 
expeditionary activities beginning in Fiscal Year 2004. Prior to that fiscal year, existing 
expeditionary structures should comply with these standards where possible. 

1-6.6 National Guard Buildings. Any National Guard building that uses 
Federal funding for new construction, renovations, modifications, repairs, restorations, 
or leasing and that meets the applicability provisions above, will comply with these 
standards. 

1-6.7 Exemptions. Unless DoD Components dictate otherwise, the following 
buildings are exempt from requirements of these standards as specified below. 
However, compliance with these standards for those buildings is recommended where 
possible. In addition, there are some exemptions to elements of individual standards 
that are included in the text of those standards in appendix B. The rationale for all 
exemptions is detailed in chapter 2. 

1-6.7.1 Family Housing With 12 Units Or Fewer Per Building. These buildings 
are exempt from all provisions of these standards. 

1-6.7.2 Stand-Alone Franchised Food Operations. These buildings are exempt 
from standoff distances to parking and roadways. All other standards apply. 

1-6.7.3 Stand Alone Shoppettes, Mini Marts And Similarly Sized 
Commissaries. These buildings are exempt from standoff distances to parking and 

Y roadways. All other standards apply. , , 

r - 
1-6.7.4 Small Stand-Alone commercial Facilities. Stand-alone commercial 
facilities similar in size to those in paragraph 1-6.7.3 and that have similar operational 
requirements are exempt from standoff distances to parking and roadways. All other 
standards apply. An example of such a commercial facility would be a bank with a 
drive-through window. 

1-6.7.5 Gas Stations And Car Care Centers. These facilities are exempt from 
all provisions of these standards. 

1-6.7.6 Medical Transitional Structures And Spaces. These structures are 
exempt from standoff distances to parking and roadways. All other standards apply. 

1-6.7.7 Other Transitional Structures And Spaces. Transitional structures and 
spaces that will be occupied for less than one year and that are not billeting, primary 
gathering buildings, or medical transitional structures, are exempt from standoff 
distances to parking and roadways. All other standards apply. 

1-6.7.8 Recruiting Stations In Leased Spaces. Recruiting stations located in 
leased spaces are exempt from all provisions of these standards. 

1-6.7.9 Military Protective Construction. Facilities designed to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) (or equivalent) standards for collaterally protected, 

p semi-hardened, protected, and hardened facilities are exempt from all provisions of 
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these standards; however, the threats included in this standard should be incorporated 
into the design criteria for the military protective construction. (Refer to SHAPE 
document 61 60lSHLOFA-059-82.) 

1-7 PROGRAMMING. 

1-7.1 Documentation. The inclusion of these standards into DoD construction 
or the inclusion of protective measures above the requirements of these standards will 
be incorporated into the appropriate construction programming documents (such as the 
DD Form 1391) in accordance with DoD Component guidance. Refer to the DoD 
Security Engineering Planning Manual for guidance on the costs for implementing these 
standards and for providing protective measures beyond these standards. 

1-7.2 Funding Thresholds. For existing buildings, these standards are 
intended solely to correct design deficiencies to appropriately address emergent life- 
threatening terrorist risks. As a result, funding thresholds for Unspecified Minor Military 
Construction and Operations and Maintenance funding may be increased in accordance 
with 10 USC Sections 2805(a)(I) and 2805 (c)(l). 

1-8 INFORMATION SENSITIVITY. Some information in these standards is 
exempt from mandatory disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. The sensitive 
information that is exempt is the explosive weights upon which the minimum standoff 
distances are based, which is included in UFC 4-010-02. Allowing potential aggressors 
to know the minimum explosive weights that all DoD inhabited buildings are designed to 
resist could constitute a vulnerabilit$. To minimize the possibility of that information 
being used against DoD personnel, the following provisions apply: 

, . . ,  c s , , * . * " d l  . 
(I 

1-8.1 Distribution. Follow governing DoD and Component guidance for 
specific requirements for handling and distribution of For Official Use Only information. 
In general, distribution of this document is unlimited. Distribution of the tables (Tables I 
and 2) in UFC 4-010-02 is authorized only to U.S. Government agencies and their 
contractors. In addition, where it is within Status of Forces Agreements (SOFA) or other 
similar information exchange agreements, the information in these standards may be 
distributed to host-nation elements for the purposes of their administration and design of 
host-nation funded or designed construction. 

1-8.2 Posting To The Internet. This document may be posted freely to the 
Internet; however, because the tables (Tables 1 and 2) in UFC 4-010-02 are For Official 
Use Only they cannot be posted to any web site that is accessible to the general public. 
In addition, other documents that include information from these standards that are 
identified as For Official Use Only cannot be posted to web sites accessible to the 
general public. For Official Use Only information may be posted to protected, non- 
publicly accessible web sites that comply with standards established by Do0 for 
administration of web sites. 

1-8.3 Plans and Specifications. The explosive weights from UFC 4-010-02 
upon which these standards are based shall not be entered into the plans and 
specifications unless the plans and specifications are properly safeguarded. Plans and 
specifications may be posted to the Internet in accordance with existing DoD 
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Component guidance, but such documents will not include For Official Use Only 
w information. All plans and specifications for inhabited buildings shall include an 

annotation that cites the version of these standards that was used for design. 

1-8.4 Design - Build Contracts. Where design - build contracts are 
employed, prospective contractors will be responsible for developing a design proposal 
for that project that may be impacted by provisions of these standards. Where that is 
the case, consider alternate means to provide sufficient information to support their 
proposals. Consider for example, either specifying specific design loads or specifying 
the required standoff distance and providing candidate structural systems that would 
allow for mitigation of the applicable explosive if that standoff was less than the 
minimum. Once the design - build contract is awarded the contractor will be eligible to 
receive this complete document for use in the development of the final design package, 
but that contractor will be responsible for protecting the integrity of the information 
throughout the contract and through any subcontracts into which that contractor might 
enter. 

1-9 HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMPLIANCE FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
OF ANTI-TERRORISM STANDARDS. 

1-9.1 Security and Stewardship. The Department of Defense remains the 
lead federal agency in balancing security threats with the protection of historic 
properties. The Department of Defense abides by federal legislation on protecting 
cultural resources, and issues its own complementary policies for stewardship. Historic 
properties and archaeological sites on military'iahd are protected with other facilities 
from terrorism where there is a perceived ttireat to people and critical resources. 

1-9.2 Compliance with Laws. In the wake of terrorist attacks against the 
armed forces and civilian personnel, the Department of Defense believes firmly that this 
new anti-terrorism policy represents an undertaking that is directly associated with 
continuing and immediate threat of further terrorist attacks. Implementation of this 
policy, however, shall not supersede DoD's obligation to comply with federal laws 
regarding cultural resources to include the National Historic Preservation Act and the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act. Installation personnel need to determine 
possible adverse effects upon an historic structure andtor archaeological resource prior 
to anti-terrorism standard undertakings and consult accordingly. Personnel at 
installations abroad should coordinate with the host nation regarding possible adverse 
effects to cultural resources. 

1-9.3 Compliance with DoD Standards. Conversely, historic preservation 
compliance does not negate the requirement to implement Department of Defense 
policy. Federal agencies are always the decision-maker in the Section 106 process of 
the National Historic Preservation Act. An agency should not allow for prolonged 
consultations that conflict with the eminent need to implement anti-terrorism standards. 
Preservation issues need to be quickly and effectively resolved, so as not to obstruct 
force protection efforts. 
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1-9.4 Declaration of National Emergency. On September 14, 2001, President 
Bush proclaimed a Declaration of National Emergency by Reason of Certain Terrorist 
Attacks (Federal Register, Vol. 66, No. 181, p. 48199). As a result of this declaration, 
Federal agencies may use the emergency provisions of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation's regulations as outlined in 36 CFR Part 800.12, for those undertakings 
that are an essential and immediate response to the President's declaration. 

1-10 INTERIM DESIGN GUIDANCE. The DoD Security Engineering Planning 
Manual and the DoD Security Engineering Design Manual are currently unpublished. In 
lieu of referring to those manuals, please see the guidance provided on the Security 
Engineering Working Group website. 
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CHAPTER 2 

PHILOSOPHY, DESIGN STRATEGIES, AND ASSUMPTIONS 

2-1 GENERAL. The purpose of this chapter is to clarify the philosophy on 
which these standards are based, the design strategies that are their foundation, and 
the assumptions inherent in their provisions. Effective implementation of these 
standards depends on a reasonable understanding of the rationale for them. With this 
understanding, engineers and security and antiterrorism personnel can maximize the 
efficiency of their solutions for complying with these standards while considering site- 
specific issues and constraints that might dictate measures beyond these minimums. 

2-2 PHILOSOPHY. The overarching philosophy upon which this document is 
based is that comprehensive protection against the range of possible threats may be 
cost prohibitive, but that an appropriate level of protection can be provided for all DoD 
personnel at a reasonable cost. That level of protection is intended to lessen the risk of 
mass casualties resulting from terrorist attacks. Full implementation of these standards 
will provide some protection against all threats and will significantly reduce injuries and 
fatalities for the threats upon which these standards are based. The costs associated 
with those levels of protection are assumed to be less than the physical and intangible 
costs associated with incurring mass casualties. Furthermore, given what we know 
about terrorism, all DoD decision makers must commit to making smarter investments 
with our scarce resources and stop investing money in inadequate buildings that DoD 
personnel will have to occupy for decades, regardless of the threat environment. There 
are three key elements of this philosophy that influence the implementation of these 

I) standards. 

2-2.1 Time. Protective measures needed to provide the appropriate level of 
protection must be in place prior to the initiation of a terrorist attack. Incorporating those 
measures into DoD buildings is least expensive at the time those buildings are either 
being constructed or are undergoing major renovation, repair, restoration, or 
modification. 

2-2.2 Master Planning. Many of these standards significantly impact master 
planning. The most significant such impact will be in standoff distances. If standoff 
distances are not "reserved" they will be encroached upon and will not be available 
should they become necessary in a higher threat environment. The master planning 
implications of these standards are not intended to be resolved overnight. They should 
be considered to be a blueprint for facilities and installations that will be implemented 
over decades as those facilities and installations evolve. 

2-2.3 Design Practices. The philosophy of these standards is to build greater 
resistance to terrorist attack into all inhabited buildings. That philosophy affects the 
general practice of designing inhabited buildings. While these standards are not based 
on a known threat, they are intended to provide the easiest and most economical 
methods to minimize injuries and fatalities in the event of a terrorist attack. The primary 
methods to achieve this outcome are to maximize standoff distance, to construct 
superstructures to avoid progressive collapse, and to reduce flying debris hazards. 

I 



UFC 4-01 0-01 
8 October 2003 

These and related design issues are intended to be incorporated into standard design 
practice in the future. 

2-3 DESIGN STRATEGIES. There are several major design strategies that 
are applied throughout these standards. They do not account for all of the measures 
considered in these standards, but they are the most effective and economical in 
protecting DoD personnel from terrorist attacks. These strategies are summarized 
below. 

2-3.1 Maximize Standoff Distance. The primary design strategy is to keep 
terrorists as far away from inhabited DoD buildings as possible. The easiest and least 
costly opportunity for achieving the appropriate levels of protection against terrorist 
threats is to incorporate sufficient standoff distance into project designs. While sufficient 
standoff distance is not always available to provide the minimum standoff distances 
required for conventional construction, maximizing the available standoff distance 
always results in the most cost-effective solution. Maximizing standoff distance also 
ensures that there is opportunity in the future to upgrade buildings to meet increased 
threats or to accommodate higher levels of protection. 

2-3.2 Prevent Building Collapse. Provisions relating to preventing building 
collapse and building component failure are essential to effectively protecting building 
occupants, especially from fatalities. Designing those provisions into buildings during 
new construction or retrofitting during major renovations, repairs, restorations, or 
modifications of existing buildings is the most cost effective time to do that. In addition, 
structural systems that provide greater continuity and redundancy among structural 
components will help limit collapse in the event of severe structural damage from 
unpredictable terrorist acts. 

2-3.3 Minimize Hazardous Flying Debris. In past explosive events where 
there was no building collapse, a high number of injuries resulted from flying glass 
fragments and debris from walls, ceilings, and fixtures (non-structural features). Flying 
debris can be minimized through building design and avoidance of certain building 
materials and construction techniques. The glass used in most windows breaks at very 
low blast pressures, resulting in hazardous, dagger-like shards. Minimizing those 
hazards through reduction in window numbers and sizes and through enhanced window 
construction has a major effect on limiting mass casualties. Window and door designs 
must treat glazing, frames, connections, and the structural components to which they 
are attached as an integrated system. Hazardous fragments may also include 
secondary debris such as those from barriers and site furnishings. 

2-3.4 Provide Effective Building Layout. Effective design of building layout 
and orientation can significantly reduce opportunities for terrorists to target building 
occupants or injure large numbers of people. 

2-3.5 Limit Airborne Contamination. Effective design of heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) systems can significantly reduce the potential for chemical, 
biological, and radiological agents being distributed throughout buildings. 
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2-3.6 Provide Mass Notification. Providing a timely means to notify building 

w occupants of threats and what should be done in response to those threats reduces the 
risk of mass casualties. 

2-3.7 Facilitate Future Upgrades. Many of the provisions of these standards 
facilitate opportunities to upgrade building protective measures in the future if the threat 
environment changes. 

2-4 ASSUMPTIONS. Several assumptions form the foundation for these 
standards. 

2-4.1 Baseline Threat. The location, size, and nature of terrorist threats are 
unpredictable. These standards are based on a specific range of assumed threats that 
provides a reasonable baseline for the design of all inhabited DoD buildings. Designing 
to resist baseline threats will provide general protection today and will establish a 
foundation upon which to build additional measures where justified by higher threats or 
where the threat environment increases in the future. While those baseline threats are 
less than some of the terrorist attacks that have been directed against U.S. personnel in 
the past, they represent more severe threats than a significant majority of historical 
attacks. It would be cost prohibitive to provide protection against the worst-case 
scenario in every building. The terrorist threats addressed in these standards are 

her assumed to be directed against DoD personnel. Threats to other assets and 
!tical infrastructure are beyond the scope of these standards, but they are addressed 

e DoD Security Engineering Planning Manual. The following ics 
, . upon which these standards are based: I:, * 

? 

2-4.1 .I Explosives. The baseline explosive weights are identified in Tables B-I 
and D-I as explosive weights I, II, and Ill. Their means of delivery are discussed below. 

2-4.1.1.1 Vehicle Bombs. For the purposes of these standards, the vehicle bomb 
is assumed to be a stationary vehicle bomb. The sizes of the explosives in the vehicle 
bombs associated with explosive weight I (in equivalent weight of TNT) are likely to be 
detected in a vehicle during a search. Therefore, explosive weight I is the basis for the 
standoff distances associated with the controlled perimeter. The quantity of explosives 
associated with explosive weight ll is assumed to be able to enter the controlled 
perimeter undetected; therefore, explosive weight II is the basis for the standoff 
distances for roadways and parking. Explosive weight II was selected because it 
represents a tradeoff between likelihood of detection and the risk of injury or damage. 

2-4.1 .I .2 Waterborne Vessel Bombs. For the purposes of these standards, 
waterborne vessels will also be assumed to contain quantities of explosives associated 
with explosive weight I. That weight was selected because areas beyond the shoreline 
are assumed not to be controlled perimeters. 

2-4.1 -1.3 Placed Bombs. Hand-carried explosives placed near buildings can 
cause significant localized damage, potentially resulting in injuries or fatalities. It is 
assumed that aggressors will not attempt to place explosive devices in areas near 
buildings where those devices could be visually detected by building occupants casually 

Ir observing the area around the building. It is also assumed that there will be sufficient 
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controls to preclude bombs being brought into buildings. Explosive weight I1 is assumed 
to be placed by hand either in trash containers or in the immediate vicinity of buildings. 
That quantity of explosives is further assumed to be built into a bomb 150 millimeters (6 
inches) or greater in height. 

2-4.1 .I .4 Mail Bombs. Explosives in packages delivered through the mail can 
cause significant localized damage, injuries, and fatalities if they detonate inside a 
building. No assumption as to the size of such explosives is made in these standards. 
Provisions for mail bombs are limited to locations of mailrooms so that they can be more 
readily hardened if a specific threat of a mail bomb is identified in the future. 

2-4.1.2 Indirect Fire Weapons. For the purpose of these standards, indirect fire 
weapons are assumed to be military mortars with fragmentation rounds containing 
explosives equivalent to explosive weight Ill in Tables B-1 and D-I. Protection against 
the effects of such rounds on an individual building is not considered practical as a 
minimum standard; therefore, these standards are intended to limit collateral damage to 
adjacent buildings from these weapons. 

2-4.1.3 Direct Fire Weapons. For the purpose of these standards, direct fire 
weapons include small arms weapons and shoulder fired rockets that require a direct 
line of sight. Some standards in this document are predicated on a direct fire weapon 
thr9qt. Provisions of those standards are based on the assumption that those wealpons - : I 

rvyill"be fired from vantage points outside the control of an installation or facility. 
' 

; , : Qbscuration or screening that minimizes targeting opportunities is assumed to be.th& ; 
- primary means of protecting DoD personnel from these weapons in these standard%:"; ' w 

' i 

, . 1 24.1.4 Fire. Recent incidents indicate that causing fires can be considered?al 
terrorist tactic. Fire may be used as a direct terrorist tactic or it may be a secondaiy" 
effect of some other tactic. Examples of how fire might be used as a direct tactic would 
include arson and driving a fuel truck or other fuel-laden vehicle into a building. 

2-4.1.5 Chemical, Biological, and Radiological Weapons. For the purposes of 
these standards, these weapons are assumed to be improvised weapons containing 
airborne agents employed by terrorists. These standards do not assume 
comprehensive protection against this threat. They provide means to reduce the 
potential for widespread dissemination of such agents throughout a building in the event 
of an attack. 

2-4.2 Controlled Perimeter. These standards assume that procedures are 
implemented to search for and detect explosives to limit the likelihood that a vehicle 
carrying quantities of explosives equivalent to explosive weight I in Tables B-I and D-1 
could penetrate a controlled perimeter undetected. It is further assumed that access 
control will include provisions to reject vehicles without penetrating the controlled 
perimeter. 

2-4.3 Government Vehicle Parking. Limitations on parking near buildings 
apply to all vehicles, including official and tactical vehicles, except for emergency 
vehicles and for operations support vehicles that are never driven out of restricted 
access areas, as established in these standards. Government vehicles other than 
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those support and emergency vehicles are included in the parking limitations in these 

yl standards because it is assumed that when they are out of restricted access areas they 
may be out of the immediate control of their operators, which could make them 
susceptible to having explosives placed on or inside of them. 

2-4.4 Levels of Protection. The potential levels of protection are described in 
Tables 2-1 and 2-2. These standards provide a Low level of protection for billeting and 
primary gathering buildings and a Very Low level of protection for other inhabited 
buildings. Greater protection is provided for primary gathering buildings and billeting 
because of the higher concentration of personnel and the more attractive nature of the 
target. If the minimum standoff distances are provided, or if mitigating measures are 
provided to achieve an equivalent level of protection, and if the threats are no greater 
than those indicated in Tables B-I and D-I, the risk of injuries and fatalities will be 
reduced. Threats higher than those envisioned in Tables B-I and D-1 will increase the 
likelihood of injuries and fatalities regardless of the level of protection. Refer to the DoD 
Security Engineering Design Manual for detailed guidance on levels of protection and 
how to achieve them for a wide range of threats. 

2-4.5 Minimum Standoff Distances. The minimum standoff distances 
identified in Tables 6-1 and D-I were developed to provide survivable structures for a 
wide range of conventionally constructed buildings and expeditionaryltemporary 
structures. These buildings range from tents and wood framed buildings to reinforced -,- % 

concrete buildings. For a more detailed discussion of this issue, refer to the DoD " 
" : e 

Security Engineering Design Manual. I /  :: 

Y 
. . 

Conventional Construction Standoff Distance. The standoff distances r 7  % 

1 in;the~"Gmventional Construction Standoff Distance" column in Table B-1 are based'oh "F '. 
. 

- 5  - 
explosive safety considerations that have been developed based on years of / / 

experience and observation. Those standoff distances may be conservative for heavy 
construction such as reinforced concrete or reinforced masonry; however, they may be 
just adequate for lighter-weight construction. 

2-4.5.2 Effective Standoff Distance. Because standoff distances from the 
"Conventional Construction Standoff Distance" column of Table B-I may be overly 
conservative for some construction types, these standards allow for the adjustment of 
standoff distances based on the results of a structural analysis considering the 
applicable explosive weights in Table 6-1. For new buildings, even if such an analysis 
suggests a standoff distance of less than those shown in the "Effective Standoff 
Distance" column of Table 6-l , standoff distances of less than those in that column are 
not allowed to ensure there is a minimal standoff distance "reserved" to accommodate 
future upgrades that could be necessitated by emerging threats. In addition, the 10 
meter (33 feet) minimum is established to ensure there is no encroachment on the 
unobstructed space. For existing buildings, the standoff distances in the "Effective 
Standoff Distance" column of Table B-I will be provided except where doing so is not 
possible. In those cases, lesser standoff distances may be allowed where the required 
level of protection can be shown to be achieved through analysis or can be achieved 
through building hardening or other mitigating construction or retrofit. 
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Level of 
Protection 

Below AT 
standards 

Very Low 

Low 

- * 

MediumB* 

High 

Potential Structural 
Damage 

Table 2-1 Levels of Protection - New and Exist 

Glazing 

Severely damaged. 
Frame collapse/massive 
destruction. Little left 
standing. 
Heavily damaged - onset 
of structural collapse: 
Major deformation of 
primary and secondary 
structural members, but 
progressive collapse is 
unlikely. Collapse of 
non-structural elements. 

Damaged - 
unrepairable. 
Major deformation of 
non-structural elements 
and secondary structural 
members and minor 
deformation of primary 
structural members, but 
progressive collapse is 
unlikely. 
Damaged - repairable. 
Minor deformations of 
non-structural elements 
and secondary structural 
members and no 
permanent deformation 
in primary structural 
members. 
Superficially damaged. 
No permanent 
deformation of primary 
and secondary structural 
members or non- 
structural elements. 

Hazards 
Doors and windows fail 
and result in lethal 
hazards 

Glazing will break and is 
likely to be propelled into 
the building, resulting in 
serious glazing fragment 
injuries, but fragments will 
be reduced. Doors may 
be propelled into rooms, 
presenting serious 
hazards. 
Glazing will break, but fall 
within 1 meter of the wall 
or otherwise not present a 
significant fragment 
hazard. Doors may fail, 
but they will rebound out 
of their frames, presenting 
minimal hazards. 

Glazing will break, but will 
remain in the window 
frame. Doors will stay in 
frames, but will not be 
reusable. 

Glazing will not break. 
Doors will be reusable. 

g Buildings 
I 

Potential Injury I 

I 

Majority of personnel 
suffer serious injuries. 
There are likely to be a 
limited number (10% to 
25%) of fatalities. 

Majority of personnel 
suffer significant injuries. 
There may be a few 
(4 0%) fatalities. 

Some minor injuries, but ' 
fatalities are unlikely. 

Only superficial injuries 
are likely. 
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Table 2-2 Levels of Protection - Expeditionary and Temporary 

Level of 
Protection 
Below AT 
Standards 

Very Low 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Damage 
Severely damaged. Frame 
collapselmassive 
destruction. Little left 
standing. 
Heavily damaged. Major 
portions of the structure will 
collapse (over 50%). A 
significant percentage of 
secondary structural 
members will collapse (over 

Damaged - unrepairable. 
Some sections of the 
structure may collapse or 
lose structural capacity (1 0 
to 20% of structure). 
Damaged - repairable. 
Minor to major deformations 
of both structural members 
and non-structural 
elements. Some secondary 
debris will be likely, but the 
structure remains intact with 
collapse unlikely. 
Superficially damaged. 
No permanent deformation 
of primary and secondary 
structural members or non- 
structural elements. 

Potential Injury 
Structures 

Potential Structural 
-- 

-- 

- 

-- 

-- 

- 

Majority of personnel suffer 
fatalities. 

- 

Majority of personnel suffer 
serious injuries. There are 
likely to be a limited number 
(10% to 25%) of fatalities. 

Majority of personnel suffer 
significant injuries. There 
may be a few ( 4  0%) 
fatalities. 

Some minor injuries, but no 
fatalities are likely. 

Only superficial injuries are 
likely. 
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2-4.5.3 Operational Option for Existing Buildings. Because moving parking 
and roadways associated with existing buildings or applying structural retrofits to harden 
those buildings may be impractical, operational options are provided for complying with 
the standoff distance requirements for existing parking and roadways associated with 
existing buildings. Those operational options allow for establishing access control for 
parking at the applicable standoff distances in either Table 6-1 or Table D-I, in which 
case parking can be allowed to be as close as 10 meters to buildings without hardening 
or analysis. The access control in those situations must be established at a location in 
accordance with Tables B-1 or D-I. The assumption is that by establishing access 
control into the parking lot, there will be a lesser opportunity to enter the parking area 
with an explosive in a vehicle. For roadways, the operational option is to prohibit 
parking along roadways within the standoff applicable distances in Tables 6-1 and D-1. 
These operational options will result in increased risk for existing buildings, but 
acceptance of that risk is necessary to make application of these standards to existing 
buildings practical. The additional option for allowing parking even close than 10 meters 
(33 feet) as long as the applicable level of protection is met, is based on the recognition 
that there may be some buildings, especially in urban areas, where achieving even 10 
meters (33 feet) is not possible. 

2-4.5.4 Temporary and Expeditionary Construction. The standoff distances in 
Table D-7 are based on blast testing conducted against TEMPER Tents, SEA Huts, 
General Purpose Shelters, and Small Shelter Systems. With adequate analysis those 
distances may be able to be reduced without requiring mitigating measures. 

2-4.6 Exempted ~ u i l d i n g , ~ ~ ~ & .  For the reasons below, some building types 
are exempted from some or all of these standards. The minimum standards should be 

3i 
applied to the exempted building types where possible. ' b t ,  

2-4.6.1 Family Housing. The exemption of family housing with 12 units or fewer 
in a single building acknowledges that the density of such units is generally low, 
reducing the likelihood of mass casualties. It also acknowledges the fact that low- 
density housing has rarely been directly targeted by terrorists. A further assumption for 
existing family housing with 13 or more units per building is that by designating parking 
spaces for specific residents or residences, the risk of parking vehicle bombs in those 
parking areas is reduced due to increased awareness of the vehicles that are 
authorized to park there. 

2-4.6.2 Stand-Alone Franchised Food Operations, Shoppettes, Mini Marts, 
Similarly Sized Commissaries, and Other Small Stand Alone Commercial 
Facilities. These facilities by the nature of their smaller size and their operation require 
parking in close proximity; therefore, they are exempted from the minimum standoff 
distances for parking and roadways. Applying other upgrades required by these 
standards is feasible, however, and will lessen the risk of mass casualties. 

2-4.6.3 Gas Stations and Car Care Centers. These facilities are exempted from 
these standards because, by the nature of their operation, cars must be allowed to be in 
close proximity to them. Other measures included in these standards would be 
ineffective in the absence of any control on vehicles. 
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2-4.6.4 Medical Transitional Structures and Spaces. These structures and 
spaces may be required for limited durations to maintain mission-critical operations 
during construction that require close proximity or physical connection to the existing 
building undergoing construction. This may make compliance with some of the standoff 
distance provisions of these standards impractical during the limited construction 
duration. 

2-4.6.5 Other Transitional Structures and Spaces. These structures and 
spaces are exempted from some of the standoff distance provisions of these standards 
because it would be impractical to apply them considering the limited less-than-1 -year 
duration of occupancy. 

2-4.6.6 Recruiting Stations In Leased Spaces. These facilities are exempted 
because their visibility and accessibility necessitate their being located in public spaces, 
which makes requiring them to comply with these standards impractical. In addition, the 
majority of these facilities do not have a sufficient population and population density to 
meet the inhabited building standard. 

2-4.6.7 Military Protective Construction. These facilities are exempted 
because the military conventional and nuclear weapons threats to which they are 
designed are much more stringent than those included in these standards. Facilities 
designed to protective construction standards will provide higher levels of protection for 
facility occupants than those required by these standards. 

2-4.7 Policies and Procedures. Rolicies and procedures are a critical adjunct , . , $ . ;  

. < 

to building standards. It is assumed tliat there are means to control access to controlled 
perimeters, underground parking, and other locations where vehicle access needs to be I !  . 

limited. It is further assumed that unusual packages or containers or improperly parked 
vehicles will be recognized as potential terrorist threats and appropriate reactive 
measures will be implemented to reduce the potential for casualties. Finally, it is 
assumed that policies and procedures will be developed to support these and other 
related issues and that those policies and procedures will be incorporated into 
antiterrorism plans, training, and exercises. 

2-4.8 Design Criteria. It is assumed that the provisions of these standards will 
be coordinated with all other applicable DoD building and design criteria and policies. 
Nothing in these standards should be interpreted to supersede the provisions of any 
other applicable building or design criteria. Where other criteria mandate more stringent 
requirements, it is assumed that the provisions of those criteria will be followed. 

2-4.9 Enhanced Fire Safety. Historic fire scenarios and fuel loadings for 
various common buildings types that are the basis for requirements in building and life 
safety codes are likely to be much less severe than those experienced in terrorist 
attacks. Therefore, in the event of a terrorist attack, fire safety may be critical to the 
survival of building occupants and limiting the extent of building damage. Fire safety 
may be enhanced by designing buildings to limit the extent or severity of a fire and 
providing more effective egress routes. Changes to fire safety requirements, while they 
may be justifiable from an antiterrorism standpoint, are beyond the scope of these 
standards. 

2-9 
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2-4.1 0 Training. It is assumed that key security and facility personnel will 
receive training in security engineering, antiterrorism, and related areas. Refer to the 
Security Engineering Working Group web site for available training and to DoD 2000.12- 
H for additional information on training issues. It is further assumed that all DoD 
personnel have been trained in basic antiterrorism awareness in accordance with DoDl 
2000.16, that they are able to recognize potential threats, and that they know the proper 
courses of action should they detect a potential threat. 

2-4.1 1 Expeditionary and Temporary Structures. Expeditionary and 
temporary structures are commonly built of either combinations of metal frames and 
fabric or wood frames and rigid walls. It is assumed that most expeditionary and 
temporary structures cannot be retrofitted or hardened sufficiently for higher threats; 
therefore, unless adequate planning is done to obtain the needed space to achieve 
appropriate standoff, DoD personnel will be highly vulnerable to terrorist attack. 

2-4.12 Leased Buildings. DoD personnel occupying leased buildings deserve 
the same level of protection as those in DoD-owned buildings; therefore, they should 
meet the requirements of these standards wherever possible. They must meet the 
requirements when the DoD occupancy meets the criteria in these standards. The 
thresholds in those criteria reflect the significance of higher populations of DoD 
personnel as targets versus the inherent risk reduction associated with dispersing Do0 
personnel. . I 
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APPENDIX A 

DEFINITIONS 

Access control. For the purposes of these standards, any combination of barriers, 
gates, electronic security equipment, andlor guards that can deny entry to unauthorized 
personnel or vehicles. 

Access road. Any roadway such as a maintenance, delivery, service, emergency, or 
other special limited use road that is necessary for the operation of a building or 
structure. 

Billeting. Any building or portion of a building, regardless of population density, in 
which 11 or more unaccompanied DoD personnel are routinely housed, including 
Temporary Lodging Facilities and military family housing permanently converted to 
unaccompanied housing. Billeting also applies to expeditionary and temporary 
structures with similar population densities and functions. 

Building hardening. Enhanced conventional construction that mitigates threat hazards 
where standoff distance is limited. Building hardening may also be considered to 
include the prohibition of certain building materials and construction techniques. 

Building separation. The distance between closest points on the exterior walls of 
adjacent buildings or structures. 

y Collateral damage. Injury to personnel or darkge to buildings that are not the primary 
target of an attack. 

Collaterally protected construction. Construction that provides protection against 
near-miss detonations of large general purpose military bombs. 

Command vehicles. Vehicles operated by installation commanders andlor their 
designated staff. 

Container structures. Structures built using shipping containers that are designed to 
withstand structural loadings associated with shipping, including Container Express 
(CONEX) and International Organization for Standardization ( 6 0 )  containers. Testing 
has shown that these structures behave similarly to buildings for the purposes of these 
standards. 

Controlled perimeter. For the purposes of these standards, a physical boundary at 
which vehicle access is controlled at the perimeter of an installation, an area within an 
installation, or another area with restricted access. A physical boundary will be 
considered as a sufficient means to channel vehicles to the access control points. At a 
minimum, access control at a controlled perimeter requires the demonstrated capability 
to search for and detect explosives. Where the controlled perimeter includes a 
shoreline and there is no defined perimeter beyond the shoreline, the boundary will be 
at the mean high water mark. 

A-I 
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Conventional construction. Building construction that is not specifically designed to 
resist weapons or explosives effects. Conventional construction is designed only to 
resist common loadings and environmental effects such as wind, seismic, and snow 
loads. 

Conventional Construction Standoff Distance. The standoff distance at which 
conventional construction may be used for buildings without a specific analysis of blast 
effects, except as otherwise required in these standards. 

Design Basis Threat. The threat (aggressors, tactics, and associated weapons, tools, 
or explosives) against which assets within a building must be protected and upon which 
the security engineering design of the building is based. 

DoD building. Any building or portion of a building (permanent, temporary, or 
expeditionary) owned, leased, privatized, or otherwise occupied, managed, or controlled 
by or for DoD. DoD buildings are categorized within these standards as uninhabited, 
inhabited, primary gathering and billeting. 

DoD Components. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD); the Military 
Departments (including their National Guard and Reserve Components); the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Staff; the Combatant Commands; the Office of the 
Inspector General of the Department of Defense; the Defense Agencies; the DoD Field 
Activities; and all other organizational entities within DoD. 

DoD personnel. Any U.S. military, DoD civilian, or family member thereof, host-nation 
employees working for DoD, or contractors occupying DoD buildings. 

Effective Standoff Distance. A standoff distance less than the Conventional 
Construction Standoff Distance at which the required level of protection can be shown 
to be achieved through analysis or can be achieved through building hardening or other 
mitigating construction or retrofit. 

Emergency Vehicles. Vehicles such as fire trucks and ambulances that are critical to 
emergency response, and for which close proximity to inhabited buildings or 
containment therein is essential. 

Expeditionary structures. Those structures intended to be inhabited for no more than 
1 year after they are erected. This group of structures typically include tents, Small and 
Medium Shelter Systems, Expandable Shelter Containers (ESC), IS0 and CONEX 
containers, and General Purpose (GP) Medium tents and GP Large tents, etc. 

Fabric covered structures. A construction type that can be identified by wood or 
metal (usually aluminum) posts or load-bearing frames with some type of fabric (such as 
canvas) stretched or pulled over the posts or frames. Examples of the types of 
structures that should be considered under this classification of structures include 
Frame-Supported Tensioned Fabric Structures (FSTFS); Tent, Extendable, Modular, 
Personnel (TEMPER Tents); and Small and Medium Shelter Systems (SSS and MSS); 
General Purpose (GP) Medium tents and GP Large tents; and air supported fabric 
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structures. Testing has shown that for these fabric structures, the posts and frames are 

lilll what cause hazards. 

Family housing. DoD buildings used as quarters for DoD personnel and their 
dependents. For the purposes of these standards, family housing will be considered to 
include Morale, Welfare, and Recreation housing (cottages) of similar occupancies. 

Glazing. The part of a window, skylight, or door assembly that is transparent and 
transmits light, but not air. 

Inhabited building. Buildings or portions of buildings routinely occupied by 11 or more 
DoD personnel and with a population density of greater than one person per 40 gross 
square meters (430 gross square feet). This density generally excludes industrial, 
maintenance, and storage facilities, except for more densely populated portions of those 
buildings such as administrative areas. The inhabited building designation also applies 
to expeditionary and temporary structures with similar population densities. In a 
building that meets the criterion of having 11 or more personnel, with portions that do 
not have sufficient population densities to qualify as inhabited buildings, those portions 
that have sufficient population densities will be considered inhabited buildings while the 
remainder of the building may be considered uninhabited, subject to provisions of these 
standards. An example would be a hangar with an administrative area within it. The 
administrative area would be treated as an inhabited building while the remainder of the 
hangar could be treated as uninhabited. (Note: This definition differs significantly from 
the definition for inhabited building used by DoD 6055.9-STD and is not construed to be 

u authorization to deviate from criteria of DoD 6055.9-STD.) ' 

Hardened construction. Below ground construction designed to resist nuclear 
weapons effects. 

Laminated glass. Multiple sheets of glass bonded together by a bonding interlayer. 

Level of protection. The degree to which an asset (person, equipment, object, etc.) is 
protected against injury or damage from an attack. 

Mail room. A facility operated by or for the Department of Defense for the receipt and 
delivery of mail for military units or other authorized organizations and agencies. 

Mass notification. Capability to provide real-time information to all building occupants 
or personnel in the immediate vicinity of a building during emergency situations. 

Medical transitional structures and spaces. Structures that are erected or leased for 
temporary occupancy to maintain mission-critical medical care during construction, 
renovation, modification, repair or restoration of an existing medical structure. 
Examples include urgent, ambulatory, and acute care operations. 

Military protective construction. Military facilities designed to resist military 
conventional and nuclear weapons to the NATO (or equivalent) standards of hardened, 
protected, semi-hardened, collaterally protected, or splinter protected. 
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Operations Support Vehicles. Vehicles such as airfield support equipment whose 
purpose is direct support to operations and which are operated only within a restricted 
access area. 

Parking. Designated areas where vehicles may be left unattended. 

Primary gathering building. Inhabited buildings routinely occupied by 50 or more DoD 
personnel. This designation applies to the entire portion of a building that meets the 
population density requirements for an inhabited building. For example, an inhabited 
portion of the building that has an area within it with 50 or more personnel is a primary 
gathering building for the entire inhabited portion of the building. The primary gathering 
building designation also applies to expeditionary and temporary structures with similar 
populations and population densities and to family housing with 13 or more family units 
per building, regardless of population or population density. 

Progressive collapse. A chain reaction failure of building members to an extent 
disproportionate to the original localized damage. Such damage may result in upper 
floors of a building collapsing onto lower floors. 

Protected construction. Buried or partially buried construction that provides protection 
against direct hits by large general purpose military bombs. 

Roadways. Any surface intended for motorized vehicle traffic. 

Routinely occupied. For the purposes of these standards, an, established or 
predictable pattern of activity within a building that terrorists could recognize and exploit. 

3 %  '. 
Security engineering. The process of identifying practical, risk managed short and 
long-term solutions to reduce and/or mitigate dynamic manmade hazards by integrating 
multiple factors, including construction, equipment, manpower, and procedures. 

Semi-hardened construction. Construction that provides protection against near-miss 
detonations of large general purpose military bombs and direct hits from smaller 
munitions. 

Splinter protected construction. Construction that provides protection against 
weapon fragments and small arms tire and also prevents magnification of blast pressure 
from reflection off vertical surfaces. 

Specific threat. Known or postulated aggressor activity focused on targeting a 
particular asset. 

Standoff distance. A distance maintained between a building or portion thereof and 
the potential location for an explosive detonation. 

Structure group. A cluster of expeditionary or temporary structures consisting of 
multiple rows of individual structures with 200 or fewer DoD personnel. 
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Structural glazed window systems. Window systems in which glazing is bonded to 

@ both sides of the window frame using an adhesive such as a high-strength, high- 
performance silicone sealant. 

Superstructure. The supporting elements of a building above the foundation. 

Temporary structures. Those structures that are erected with an expected occupancy 
of 3 years or less. This group of structures typically includes wood frame and rigid wall 
construction, and such things as Southeast Asia (SEA) Huts, hardback tents, IS0 and 
CON EX containers, pre-engineered buildings, trailers, stress tensioned shelters, 
Expandable Shelter Containers (ESC), and Aircraft Hangars (ACH). 

TNT equivalent weight. The weight of TNT (trinitrotoluene) that has an equivalent 
energetic output to that of a different weight of another explosive compound. 

Transitional structures and spaces. Structures or spaces within buildings that are 
used to temporarily (less than 1 year) relocate occupants of another building while that 
building undergoes renovations, modifications, repairs, or restorations. 

Unobstructed space. Space within 10 meters (33 feet) of an inhabited building that 
does not allow for concealment from observation of explosive devices 150 mm (6 
inches) or greater in height. 
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APPENDIX B 

DoD MINIMUM ANTITERRORISM STANDARDS FOR NEW AND EXISTING 
BUILDINGS 

B-I SITE PLANNING. Operational, logistic, and security requirements must 
be integrated into the overall design of buildings, equipment, landscaping, parking, 
roads, and other features. The most cost-effective solution for mitigating explosive 
effects on buildings is to keep explosives as far as possible from them. Standoff 
distance must be coupled with appropriate building hardening to provide the necessary 
level of protection to DoD personnel. The following standards detail minimum standoff 
distances that when achieved will allow for buildings to be built with minimal additional 
construction costs. Where these standoff distances cannot be achieved because land 
is unavailable, these standards allow for building hardening to mitigate the blast effects. 
Costs and requirements for building hardening are addressed in the DoD Security 
Engineering Planning Manual. 

6-1.1 Standard 1. Minimum Standoff Distances. The minimum standoff 
distances apply to all new and existing (when triggered) DoD buildings covered by these 
standards. The minimum standoff distances are presented in Table B-1 and illustrated 
in Figures B-I and 8-2. Where the standoff distances in the "Conventional Construction 
Standoff Distance" column of Table 6-1 can be met, conventional construction may be 
used for the buildings without a specific analysis of blast effects, except as otheWise ' 

required in these standards. Where those distances are not available, an engineer 
experienced in blast-resistant design should analyze the building and apply building ' . 

hardening as necessary to mitigate the effects of the explosives indicated in Table'B-I 
' I '  , 3 

'I 
at the achievable standoff distance to the appropriate level of protection. The 
appropriate levels of protection for each building category are shown in Table 8-1, and 
are described in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 and in the DoD Security Engineering Planning 
Manual. For new buildings, standoff distances of less than those shown in the 
"Effective Standoff Distancen column in Table B-I are not allowed. For existing 
buildings, the standoff distances in the "Effective Standoff Distance" column of Table B- 
1 will be provided except where doing so is not possible. In those cases, lesser standoff 
distances may be allowed where the required level of protection can be shown to be 
achieved through analysis or can be achieved through building hardening or other 
mitigating construction or retrofit as described in these standards and in the DoD 
Security Engineering Design Manual. 

B-1 .I .I Controlled Perimeter. Measure the standoff distance from the controlled 
perimeter to the closest point on the building exterior or inhabited portion of the building. 

B-1 .I .2 Parking and Roadways. Standoff distances for parking and roadways 
are based on the assumption that there is a controlled perimeter at which larger vehicle 
bombs will be detected and kept from entering the controlled perimeter. Where there is 
a controlled perimeter, the standoff distances and explosive weight associated with 
parking and roadways in Table 8-1 apply. If there is no controlled perimeter, assume 
that the larger explosive weights upon which the controlled perimeter standoff distances 
are based (explosive weight I from Table B-I) can access parking and roadways near 
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Table B-1 Minimum Standoff Distances 

Location Building Category I 
Perimeter 

without a 
Controlled 
perimeter Inhabited Building t--- 

I 

Parking and ( Billeting 

Controlled ~ u i l d i i ~  
- 

Perimeter Inhabited Building 

.Clonta,iners, 

Primary Gathering 
Building 

lnhabited Building I 

Standoff Distance or 
Applicable Conventional 

Level of Construction 
Protection Standoff 

Distance 
Low 45 m (3J 

(148 ft.) 7 
(82 ft.) T 

I 

Low 1 25 m 
1 (82 ft.) 

Low 1 25 m 

25 m 
(82 ft.) 

Low 25 m 
(82 ft.) 

i 

eparation Requirements 
Effective Applicable 
Standoff Explosive 

~istance'') Weight 
(2) 

25 m '3J 

(82 ft.) I 

-7 (82 ft.) 

7 (33 ft.) 

(33 ft.) II 
1 0 rn c3J (4J I 
(33 ft.) I1 
10 m '3J 

8 .  

-y (33 ft.) 

(33 ft.) I II 

10 m 
(33 ft.) 

(1) Even with analysis, standoff distances less than those in this column are not allowed for new buildings, but are 
allowed for existing buildings if constructedlretrofitted to provide the required level of protection at the reduced standoff 
distance. 
(2) See UFC 4-010-02, for the specific explosive weights (kglpounds of TNT) associated with designations - I and I I .  
UFG 4-010-02 is For OIXcial Use Only (FOUO) 
(3) For existing buildings, see paragraph 6-1.1.2.2 for additional options. 
(4) For existing family housing, see paragraph 6-1.1.2.2.3 for additional options. 
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Fiaure B-1 Standoff Distances and Buildina Se~aration - Controlled Perimeter 

. . . . . . . . . . . . I I . . I l . .  . . . . . .  . . -  
I 

I 

1 Unobstructed Space 

,$  , i. 

* ., 
Figure B-2 Standoff Distances and Building Separation - No Controlled Perimeter 

' 

Note: Standoffdistances 
are from Conventional 
Construction Standoff 
Distance column of Unobstructed Space 
Table B-1 
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buildings. Therefore, where there is no controlled perimeter, use standoff distances 
from parking and roadways according to the distances and the explosive weight 
associated with controlled perimeters in Table B-I. Measure the standoff distance from 
the closest edge of parking areas and roadways to the closest point on the building 
exterior or inhabited portion of the building. In addition, the following apply: 

B-1 .I .2.1 New lnhabited Buildings. The minimum standoff for all new buildings 
regardless of hardening or analysis is 10 meters (33 feet) for both parking areas and 
roadways. 

8-1 .I .2.2 Existing lnhabited Buildings. Where possible, move parking and 
roadways away from existing inhabited buildings in accordance with the standoff 
distances and explosive weights in Table B-I. It is recognized, however, that moving 
existing parking areas and roadways or applying structural retrofits may be impractical; 
therefore, the following operational options are provided for existing inhabited buildings: 

B-1 .I .2.2.1 Controlled Parking Areas. Controlled parking associated with existing 
inhabited buildings may be allowed to be as close as 10 meters (33 feet) without 
hardening or analysis if access control to the parking area is established at the 
applicable conventional construction standoff distance for parking in Table B-I . In 
cases where the applicable level of protection can be provided (based on hardening or 
analysis) with a standoff distance between the conventional construction standoff , .  , 

distance and the effective standoff distance, parking may be allowed as close as 10 
meters (33 feet) if parking is controlled at that lesser applicable standoff distance 

u subject to the following: I . .  . , - L  i c  : 

B-1 .I .2.2.1 .I Parking Within a Controlled Perimeter. The applicable conventiorial , ;.... . . , 'v 

construction or effective standoff distance at which access will be controlled will be 
based on the standoff distances for parking and roadways within a controlled perimeter 
in Table B-1 for the applicable building category. 

8-1 .I .2.2.1.2 Parking Without a Controlled Perimeter. The applicable conventional 
construction or effective standoff distance at which access will be controlled will be 
based on the standoff distances for parking and roadways without a controlled 
perimeter in Table B-I for the applicable building category. 

8-1 .I .2.2.1.3 Alternate Situations. Controlled parking may be allowed to be closer to 
existing inhabited buildings where conditions necessitate it and where it can be shown 
through analysis that the required level of protection can be provided at a lesser 
standoff distance or if it can be provided through building hardening or other mitigating 
measures or retrofits. 

B-1 .I .2.2.2 Parking on Existing Roadways. Parking along roadways is subject to 
the same standoff considerations as other parking. Ensure that there is no parking on 
roadways within the required (conventional construction or effective in accordance with 
Table B-I) standoff distances along existing roads adjacent to existing buildings 
covered by these standards. 
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8-1 .I .2.2.3 Parking for Family Housing. For existing family housing with 13 or more 
units per building within a controlled perimeter or where there is access control to the 
parking area, parking within the required standoff distances may be allowed where 
designated parking spaces are assigned for specific residents or residences. Do not 
label assigned parking spaces with names or ranks of the residents. Do not encroach 
upon existing standoff distances where the existing standoff distances are less than the 
required (conventional construction or effective in accordance with Table B-I) standoff 
distances. For example, where existing designated parking is only 8 meters (27 feet) 
from existing family housing, that parking may be retained, but additional parking will not 
be allowed closer than 8 meters (27 feet.) 

8-1 .I .3 Parking of Emergency, Command and Operations Support Vehicles. 
Emergency and command vehicles, as well as operations support vehicles may be 
parked closer to inhabited buildings than allowed in Table B-I if access to them is 
controlled or as long as they are never removed from a restricted access area, but they 
may not be parked closer than the distance associated with unobstructed spaces as 
established in Standard 3. In addition, where standard operation of buildings includes 
parking emergency vehicles inside them, such as fire stations, those emergency 
vehicles may be parked inside the buildings where necessary as long as access to the 
building is controlled. 

Parking of Vehicles Undergoing Maintenance. Vehicles undergoing B-1 .I .4 
maintenance may be parked inside maintenance buildings closer to inhabited areas of 
those buildings than allowed in Table B-I while they are undergoing repair where 
operationally necessary. A <  W 

l 

6-1 .I .5 Adjacent Existing.Buildings. Where projects for new and existing t < 

buildings designed in accordance with these standards include locating parking, 
roadways, or trash containers near existing inhabited buildings that are not required to 
meet these standards, the standoff distances from parking, roadways, and trash 
containers to the buildings that are not required to comply with these standards should 
comply with the applicable standoff distances in Table B-I. Where those standoff 
distances are not available, do not allow the parking, roadways, and trash containers to 
encroach on existing standoff distances to the parking, roadways, and trash containers 
associated with those existing buildings. For example, if existing parking associated 
with an existing inhabited building that does not have to comply with these standards is 
10 meters from the building, do not allow new parking and roadways associated with a 
new building closer than 10 meters from the existing building. 

B-1 .I .6 Parking and Roadway Projects. Where practical, all roadway and 
parking area projects should comply with the standoff distances from inhabited buildings 
in Table B-1. Where parking or roadways that are within the standoff distances in Table 
B-I from existing buildings are being constructed, expanded, or relocated, do not allow 
those parking areas and roadways to encroach on the existing standoff distances of any 
existing inhabited building. That applies even where such projects are not associated 
with a building renovation, modification, repair, or restoration requiring compliance with 
these standards. 
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8-1 .I .7 Trash Containers. Measure the standoff distance from the nearest point 
of the trash container or trash container enclosure to the closest point on the building 
exterior or inhabited portion of the building. Where the standoff distance is not 
available, harden trash enclosures to mitigate the direct blast effects and secondary 
fragment effects of the explosive on the building if the applicable level of protection can 
be proven by analysis. If trash enclosures are secured to preclude introduction of 
objects into the enclosures by unauthorized personnel, they may be located closer to 
the building as long as they do not violate the unobstructed space provisions of 
Standard 3. Openings in screening materials and gaps between the ground and 
screens or walls making up an enclosure must not be greater than 150 mm (6 inches). 

6-1.2 Standard 2. Unobstructed Space. It is assumed that aggressors will not 
attempt to place explosive devices in areas near buildings where these explosive 
devices could be visually detected by building occupants observing the area around the 
building. Therefore, ensure that obstructions within 10 meters (33 feet) of inhabited 
buildings or portions thereof do not allow for concealment from observation of explosive 
devices 150 mm (6 inches) or greater in height. This does not preclude the placement 
of site furnishings or plantings around buildings. It only requires conditions such that 
any explosive devices placed in that space would be observable by building occupants. 
For existing buildings where the standoff distances for parking and roadways have been 
established at less than 10 meters (33 feet) in accordance with paragraph B-1 .I .2.2, the 
unobstructed space may be reduced to be equivalent to that distance. 

B-1.2.1 Electrical and Mechanical Equipment. The preferred location of 
electrical and mechanical equipment such as transformers, air-cooled condensers, and , t : I  

packaged chillers is outside the unobstructed space or on the roof. However this . ' .  

standard does not preclude placement within the unobstructed space as long the 
* t .  

equipment provides no opportunity for concealment of explosive devices. 

B-1.2.2 Equipment Enclosures. If walls or other screening devices with more 
than two sides are placed around electrical or mechanical equipment within the 
unobstructed space, enclose the equipment on all four sides and the top. Openings in 
screening materials and gaps between the ground and screens or walls making up an 
enclosure will not be greater than 150 mm (6 inches). Secure any surfaces of the 
enclosures that can be opened so that unauthorized personnel cannot gain access 
through them. 

B-1.3 Standard 3. Drive-UplDrop-Off Areas. Some facilities require access to 
areas within the required standoff distance for dropping off or picking up people or 
loading or unloading packages and other objects. Examples that may require drive- 
upldrop-off include, but are not limited to, medical facilities, exchanges and 
commissaries, child care centers, and schools. 

B-1.3.1 Marking. Where operational or safety considerations require drive-up or 
drop-off areas or drive-through lanes near buildings, ensure those areas or lanes are 
clearly defined and marked and that their intended use is clear to prevent parking of 
vehicles in those areas. 
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B-1.3.2 Unattended Vehicles. Do not allow unattended vehicles in drive-up or 
drop-off areas or drive-through lanes. 

B-1.3.3 Location. Do not allow drive-through lanes or drive-upldrop-off to be 
located under any inhabited portion of a building. 

B-1.4 Standard 4. Access Roads. Where access roads are necessary for the 
operation of a building (including those required for fire department access), ensure that 
access control measures are implemented to prohibit unauthorized vehicles from using 
access roads within the applicable standoff distances in Table 6-1. 

6-1 -5 Standard 5. Parking Beneath Buildinqs or on Rooftops. Eliminate 
parking beneath inhabited buildings or on rooftops of inhabited buildings. Where very 
limited real estate makes such parking unavoidable, the following measures must be 
incorporated into the design for new buildings or mitigating measures must be 
incorporated into existing buildings to achieve an equivalent level of protection. 

6-1.5.1 Access Control. Ensure that access control measures are implemented 
to prohibit unauthorized personnel and vehicles from entering parking areas. 

B-1.5.2 Structural Elements. Ensure that the floors beneath or roofs above 
inhabited areas and all other adjacent su~pooipg structural elements will not fail from 
the detonation in the parking area of an explosive equivalent to explosive weight I1 in 
Table B-1. . r  + 

.,: s v < : ,  - ,, -, , - 
8-1 5.3 Progressive Collaps9: Al!stru,ctural elements within and adjacent to the 
parking area will be subject to all collapse provisions of Standard 6 except 

rl 
that the exterior member removal provisi6~ will also apply to interior vertical or 
horizontal load carrying elements. Apply those provisions based on an explosive 
equivalent to explosive weight II in Table B-I. 

B-2 STRUCTURAL DESIGN. If the minimum standoff distances are achieved, 
conventional construction should minimize the risk of mass casualties from a terrorist 
attack. Even if those standoff distances can be achieved, however, incorporate the 
following additional structural issues that must be incorporated into building designs to 
ensure that buildings do not experience progressive collapse. 

B-2.1 Standard 6. Proqressive Collapse Avoidance. Progressive collapse is 
considered to be significant risk for buildings of three or more stories. Basements will 
be considered stories if they have one or more exposed walls. For all new and existing 
inhabited buildings of three stories or more, design the superstructure to sustain local 
damage with the structural system as a whole remaining stable and not being damaged 
to an extent disproportionate to the original local damage. Achieve this through an 
arrangement of the structural elements that provides stability to the entire structural 
system by transferring loads from any locally damaged region to adjacent regions 
capable of resisting those loads without collapse. Accomplish this by providing 
sufficient continuity, redundancy, or energy dissipating capacity (ductility, damping, 
hardness, etc.), or a combination thereof, in the members and connections of the 
structure. For further guidance, refer to American Society of Civil Engineers Standard 

8-7 
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7-98 and to detailed guidance in the DoD Security Engineering Design Manual. In 
addition, the measures below apply to all buildings of three or more stories. 

6-2.1 .I Columns and Walls. Design all exterior vertical load-carrying columns 
and walls to sustain a loss of lateral support at any of the floor levels by adding one 
story height to the nominal unsupported length. While this standard is based on the 
assumption of an external threat, where parking beneath buildings is unavoidable, this 
provision also applies to internal vertical load carrying columns and walls. 

6-2.1 -2 Exterior Member Removal. Analyze the structure to ensure it can 
withstand removal of one primary exterior vertical or horizontal load-carrying element 
(i.e., a column or a beam) without progressive collapse. 

B-2.1.3 Floors. Design all floors with improved capacity to withstand load 
reversals due to explosive effects by designing them to withstand a net uplift equal to 
the dead load plus one-half the live load. 

Standard 7. Structural Isolation. 

8-2.2.1 Building Additions. Design all additions to existing buildings to be 
structurally independent from the adjacent existing building. This will minimize the 
possibility that collapse of one part of the building will affect the stability of the 
remainder of the building. Alternatively, verify through analysis that collapse of either 
the addition or the existing building will not result in collapse of the remainder of the 
building. . -,,. 1 

B-2.2.2 Portions of Buildings. Where there are areas of buildings that do not 
meet the criteria for inhabited buildings, design the superstructures of those areas to be 
structurally independent from the inhabited area. This will minimize the possibility that 
collapse of the uninhabited areas of the building will affect the stability of the 
superstructure of the inhabited portion of the building. Alternatively, verify through 
analysis that collapse of uninhabited portions of the building will not result in collapse of 
any portion of the building covered by this standard or design the uninhabited portion of 
the building to meet the requirements for an inhabited building in accordance with these 
standards. This standard is not mandatory for existing structures, but it should be 
implemented where possible 

6-2.3 Standard 8. Buildinn Overhanqs. Avoid building overhangs with 
inhabited spaces above them where people could gain access to the area underneath 
the overhang. Where such overhangs must be used, incorporate the following 
measures into the design for new buildings. Incorporate mitigating measures into 
existing buildings to achieve an equivalent level of protection. 

B-2.3.1 Parking and Roadway Restrictions. Ensure that there are no roadways 
or parking areas under overhangs. 

B-2.3.2 Floors. Ensure that the floors beneath inhabited areas will not fail from 
the detonation underneath the overhang of an explosive equivalent to explosive weight 
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II where there is a controlled perimeter and explosive weight I for an uncontrolled 
perimeter. Explosive weights I and I1 are identified in Table B-I. 

6-2.3.3 Superstructure. The progressive collapse provisions of Standard 6, 
including the provision for loss of lateral support for vertical load carrying elements, will 
include all structural elements within and adjacent to the overhang. 

6-2.4 Standard 9. Exterior Masonry Walls. Unreinforced masonry walls are 
prohibited for the exterior walls of new buildings. A minimum of 0.05 percent vertical 
reinforcement with a maximum spacing of 1200 mm (48 in) will be provided. For existing 
buildings, implement mitigating measures to provide an equivalent level of protection. 

B-3 ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN. Even where the minimum standoff 
distances are achieved, many aspects of building layout and other architectural design 
issues must be incorporated to improve overall protection of personnel inside buildings. 

6-3.1 Standard 10. Windows, Skvliehts. and Glazed Doors. To minimize 
hazards from flying glass fragments, apply the provisions for glazing and window, 
skylight, and glazed door frames below for all new and existing inhabited buildings 
covered by these standards. Glazing and frames must work as a system to ensure that 
their hazard mitigation is effective. These provisions apply even if the minimum standoff 
distances are met. The specific requirements below, provided conventional standoff 
distances are met, will result in windows, skylights,' and glazed doors that comply with 
this standard for windows provided their visual glazing openings do not exceed 3 square 
meters (32 square feet). For larger windows, refer to the DoD Security Engineering 
Design Manual. 

8 , . .. , :, :)-:',., 

6-3.1 .I Glazing. Use a minimum of 6-mm5(l'/4-in) nominal laminated glass for all 
exterior windows, skylights, and glazed doors. The 6-mm (1/4-in) laminated glass 
consists of two nominal 3-mm (I/%-in) glass panes bonded together with a minimum of a 
0.75-mm (0.030-inch) polyvinyl-butyral (PVB) interlayer. For insulating glass units, use 
6 mm (114 inch) laminated glass inner pane as a minimum. For glazing alternatives to 
the 6-mm (114-in) laminated glass that provide equivalent levels of protection, refer to 
the DoD Security Engineering Design Manual. 

8-3.1.2 Window, Skylight, and Glazed Door Frames. Provide window and 
skylight frames, mullions, and sashes and door rails and stiles of aluminum or steel as 
detailed below. Alternatively, use frames that provide performance to the required level 
of protection (see Tables 2.1 and 2.2). For existing buildings, complying with this 
standard may require replacement or significant modification of window frames, 
anchorages, and supporting elements. 

8-3.1.2.1 Frame Member Design. Steel members may be designed using ultimate 
yield stresses and aluminum members may be designed based on a 0.2% offset yield 
strength. Equivalent static design loads for the window, skylight, and door members 
shall be 7 kilopascals (1 Ib per square in) applied to the surface of the glazing and frame 
Deformations shall not exceed 1/60 of the unsupported member lengths. 
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6-3.1.2.2 Glazing Frame Bite. The glazing shall have a minimum frame bite of 9.5- 

w mm (318-in) for structurally glazed systems and 25-mm (I-in) for window systems that 
are not structurally glazed. 

B-3.1.2.3 Connection Design. Equivalent static design loads for connections of the 
window, skylight, or doorframe to the surrounding walls or roof, hardware and 
associated connections, and glazing stop connections shall be 75 kilopascals (10.8 Ibs 
per square inch) for glazing panels with a vision area less than or equal to 1.0 square 
meters (10.8 square feet) and 30 kilopascals (4.4 Ibs per square inch) for glazing panels 
with a vision area greater than 1.0 square meters (10.8 square feet) but less than or 
equal to 3.0 square meters (32 square feet). Loads shall be applied to the surface of 
the glazing and frame. Connections and hardware may be designed based on ultimate 
strength for steel and 0.2% offset yield strength for aluminum. 

8-3.1.2.4 Supporting Structural Elements. Design supporting wall and roof 
elements and their connections based on their ultimate capacities. In addition, because 
the resulting dynamic loads are likely to be dissipated through multiple mechanisms, it is 
not necessary to account for reactions from the supporting wall or roof elements in the 
design of the remainder of the structure. 

6-3.1.3 Mitigation. Where the minimum standoff distances cannot be met, 
provide glazing and frames that will provide an equivalent levelaof protection to that 
provided by the glazing and frames as described above and in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 for 
the applicable explosive weight in Table B-I. , I  

, ' a  . , .  

1 8-3.1.4 Window, Skylight, and Glazed Door Replacement Projects. Whenever 
window, skylight, or door glazing is being replaced in existing inhabited buildings as part 
of a planned window or glazing replacement project, whetheror not the building meets 
the triggers in paragraph 1-6.2, install glazing and frames that meet all of the 
requirements above. 

8-3.2 Standard 11. Buildinq Entrance Lavout. The areas outside of 
installations are commonly not under the direct control of the installations. Where the 
main entrances to buildings face installation perimeters, people entering and exiting the 
buildings are vulnerable to being fired upon from vantage points outside the 
installations. To mitigate those vulnerabilities apply the following measures: 

B-3.2.1 New Buildings. For new inhabited buildings, ensure that the main 
entrance to the building does not face an installation perimeter or other uncontrolled 
vantage points with direct lines of sight to the entrance or provide means to block the 
lines of sight. 

B-3.2.2 Existing Buildings. For existing inhabited buildings where the main 
entrance faces an installation perimeter, either use a different entrance as the main 
entrance or screen that entrance to limit the ability of potential aggressors to target 
people entering and leaving the building. 

6-3.3 Standard 12. Exterior Doors. For all new and existing buildings covered 
by these standards, ensure that all exterior doors into inhabited areas open outwards. 

B-10 
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By doing so, the doors will seat into the door frames in response to an explosive blast, 
increasing the likelihood that the doors will not enter the buildings as hazardous debris. 
Alternatively, position doors such that they will not be propelled into rooms if they fail in 
response to a blast or provide other means to ensure they do not become hazards to 
building occupants. 

B-3.4 Standard 13. Mailrooms. The following measures address the location 
of rooms to which mail is delivered or in which mail is handled in new and existing 
inhabited buildings. The measures involve limiting collateral damage and injuries and 
facilitating future upgrades to enhance protection should they become necessary. 

B-3.4.1 Location. Where a new or existing building covered by these standards 
must have a mailroom, locate that mailroom on the perimeter of the building. By 
locating the mailroom on the building perimeter there is an opportunity to modify it in the 
future if a mail bomb threat is identified. Where mailrooms are located in the interior of 
buildings, few retrofit options are available for mitigating the mail bomb threat. 

B-3.4.2 Proximity. Locate mailrooms as far from heavily populated areas of the 
building and critical infrastructure as possible. This measure will minimize injuries and 
damage if a mail bomb detonates in the mailroom. Further, it will reduce the potential 
for wider dissemination of hazardous agents. These apply where the mailroom is not 

, .  specifically designed to resist those threats. . t 
5 G*! 

B-3.4.3 Sealing. To limit migration into buildings of airborne chemical, biological, 
, I  and radiological agents introduced into mailrooms, ensure that mailrooms are well 
,,.i , , *  f -  + sealed between their envelopes and other portions of the buildings in which they are 

$ 4 Y  : located. Ensure the mailroom walls are of full height construction that fully extends and 
is sealed to the undersides of the roofs, to the undersides of any floors above them, or 
to hard ceilings (i.e. gypsum wallboard ceiling.) Sealing should include visible cracks, 
the interface joints between walls and ceilingslroofs, and all wall and ceilinglroof 
penetrations. Doors will have weather stripping on all four edges. Refer to the DoD 
Security Engineering Design Manual for additional guidance. 

6-3.5 Standard 14. Roof Access. For all new and existing inhabited buildings 
covered by these standards, control access to roofs to minimize the possibility of 
aggressors placing explosives or chemical, biological, or radiological agents there or 
otherwise threatening building occupants or critical infrastructure. 

6-3.5.1 New Buildings. For new buildings eliminate all external roof access by 
providing access from internal stairways or ladders, such as in mechanical rooms. 

6-3.5.2 Existing Buildings. For existing buildings, eliminate external access 
where possible or secure external ladders or stairways with locked cages or similar 
mechanisms. 

8-3.6 Standard 15. Overhead Mounted Architectural Features. For all new 
and existing buildings covered by these standards, ensure that overhead mounted 
features weighing 14 kilograms (31 pounds) or more are mounted to minimize the 
likelihood that they will fall and injure building occupants. Mount all such systems so 

B-I I 
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that they resist forces of 0.5 times the component weight in any direction and 1.5 times 

w the component weight in the downward direction. This standard does not preclude the 
need to design architectural feature mountings for forces required by other criteria such 
as seismic standards. 

B 4  ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL DESIGN. Electrical and mechanical 
design standards address limiting damage to critical infrastructure, protecting building 
occupants against chemical, biological, and radiological threats, and notifying building 
occupants of threats or hazards. 

8-4.1 Standard 16. Air Intakes. Air intakes to heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) systems that are designed to move air throughout a building that 
are at ground level provide an opportunity for aggressors to easily place contaminants 
that could be drawn into the building. 

6-4.1 .I New Buildings. For all new inhabited buildings covered by this document 
locate all air intakes at least 3 meters (10 feet) above the ground. 

B-4.1.2 Existing Buildings. The above requirement is recommended, but not 
mandatory, for existing inhabited buildings covered by these standards. 

B-4.2 Standard 17. Mailroom Ventilation. To ensure airborne chemical, 
biological, and radiological agents introduced into mailrooms do not migrate into other 

. . areas of buildings in which the mailrooms are located, provide separate, dedicated air 
ventilation systems for mailrooms. Refer to the Do0 Secun 

Y : ,@anual for additional guidance. 

1 Other Heating and Cooling Systems. ing heating and cooling 
systems such as steam, hot water, chilled water, and refrigerant may serve mailrooms 
as long as the airflow systems for the mailrooms and other areas of the buildings in 
which they are located remain separate. 

B-4.2.2 Dedicated Exhaust Systems. Provide dedicated exhaust systems within 
mailrooms to maintain slight negative air pressures with respect to the remainder of the 
buildings in which the mailrooms are located so that the flow of air is into and contained 
in the mailrooms. Though the airflow into the mailrooms will not eliminate the potential 
spread of contamination by personnel leaving the mailroom, it will limit the migration of 
airborne contaminants through openings and open doorways. 

B-4.2.3 Outside Intakes and Exhausts. Provide mailroom ventilation system 
outside air intakes and exhausts with low leakage isolation dampers that can be closed 
to isolate the mailrooms. 

B-4.2.4 Isolation Controls. Provide separate switches or methods of control to 
isolate mailrooms in the event of a suspected or actual chemical, biological, or 
radiological release. 
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B4.3 Standard 18. Emerqency Air Distribution Shutoff. For all new and 
existing inhabited buildings, provide an emergency shutoff switch in the HVAC control 
system that can immediately shut down air distribution throughout the building except 
where interior pressure and airflow control would more efficiently prevent the spread of 
airborne contaminants and/or ensure the safety of egress pathways. Locate the switch 
(or switches) to be easily accessible by building occupants. Providing such a capability 
will allow the facility manager or building security manager to limit the distribution of 
airborne contaminants that may be introduced into the building. 

B-4.4 Standard 19. Utility Distribution and Installation. Utility systems can 
suffer significant damage when subjected to the shock of an explosion. Some of these 
utilities may be critical for safely evacuating personnel from the building or their 
destruction could cause damage that is disproportionate to other building damage 
resulting from an explosion. To minimize the possibility of the above hazards, apply the 
following measures: 

B-4.4.1 Utility Routing. For all new inhabited buildings, route critical or fragile 
utilities so that they are not on exterior walls or on walls shared with mailrooms. This 
requirement is recommended, but not mandatory, for existing buildings. 

84.4.2 Redundant Utilities. Where redundant utilities are required in 
accordance with other requirements or criteria, ensure that the redundant utilities are 
not collocated or do not run in the same chases. This minimizes the possibility that 60th 
sets of utilities will be adversely affected by a single event. 
- - 

,A. ' z < , / - ,  ( .  . " .  
.B-4.4.3 Emergency Backup Systems. Where emergency backup systems %e. 
required in accordance with requirements or criteria, ensure that they are located '&way 

'4 
. A - .  from the system components for which they provide backup. 

B-4.5 Standard 20. Equipment Bracinq. Mount all overhead utilities and other 
fixtures weighing 14 kilograms (31 pounds) or more to minimize the likelihood that they 
will fall and injure building occupants. Design all equipment mountings to resist forces 
of 0.5 times the equipment weight in any direction and 1.5 times the equipment weight 
in the downward direction. This standard does not preclude the need to design 
equipment mountings for forces required by other criteria such as seismic standards. 

6-4.6 Standard 21. Under Buildinq Access. To limit opportunities for 
aggressors placing explosives underneath buildings, ensure that access to crawl 
spaces, utility tunnels, and other means of under building access is controlled. 

8-4.7 Standard 22. Mass Notification. All inhabited buildings must have a 
timely means to notify occupants of threats and instruct them what to do in response to 
those threats. 

6-4.7.1 New Buildings. All new inhabited buildings must have a capability to 
provide real-time information to building occupants or personnel in the immediate 
vicinity of the building during emergency situations. The information relayed must be 
specific enough to determine the appropriate response actions. Any system, procedure, 

v 
B-I 3 
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or combination thereof that provides this capability will be acceptable under this 

mv standard. Refer to UFC 4-021-01 for further guidance. 

B-4.7.2 Existing Buildings. For existing buildings, the above requirement is 
mandatory for primary gathering buildings and billeting, but recommended for all 
inhabited buildings. 
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APPENDIX C 

RECOMMENDED ADDITIONAL ANTITERRORISM MEASURES FOR NEW AND 
EXISTING BUILDINGS 

C-1 SITE PLANNING. The following additional measures, if implemented, will 
significantly enhance site security with little increase in cost and should be considered 
for all new and existing inhabited buildings. 

C-I .I Recommendation 1. Vehicle Access Points. The first line of defense in 
limiting opportunities for aggressors to get vehicles close to DoD buildings is at vehicle 
access points at the controlled perimeter, in parking areas, and at drive-upldrop-offs 
points. Keep the number of access points to the minimum necessary for operational or 
life safety purposes. This will limit the number of points at which access may have to be 
controlled with barriers andlor personnel in increased threat environments or if the 
threat increases in the future. 

C-1.2 Recommendation 2. Hiah-Speed Vehicle Approaches. The energy of 
a moving vehicle increases with the square of its velocity; therefore, minimizing a 
vehicle's speed allows vehicle barriers to be lighter and less expensive should vehicle 
barriers ever become necessary. To facilitate reductions in vehicle speeds in the future, 
ensure there are no unobstructed vehicle approaches perpendicular to inhabited 
buildings at the required parking and roadway standoff distances. 

C-1.3 Recommendation 3. Vantage Points. Vantage points are natural or- r ,$ : 
, r 7 - ; Q 

man-made Positions from which Potential aqqressors can observe and target people or ' * 

z .  

other assets in and around a buiiding. ldeni& vantage points outside the control of f  a ,  a .. l i  

personnel in the targeted building and either eliminate them or provide means to avoid'' 
exposure to them. Means to avoid exposure may include actions such as reorienting 
the building or shielding people or assets in and around the building using such 
measures as reflective glazing, walls, privacy fencing, or vegetation. 

C-1.4 Recommendation 4. Drive-UpIDrop Off. Locate these points away from 
large glazed areas of the building to minimize the potential for hazardous flying glass 
fragments in the event of an explosion. For example, locate the lane at an outside 
corner of the building or otherwise away from the main entrance. Coordinate the drive- 
upfdrop-off point with the building geometry to minimize the possibility that explosive 
blast forces could be increased due to being trapped or otherwise concentrated. For 
further discussion of this issue, refer to the DoD Security Engineering Design Manual. 

C-1.5 Recommendation 5. Buildinq Location. Activities with large visitor 
populations provide opportunities for potential aggressors to get near buildings with 
minimal controls, and therefore, limit opportunities for early detection. Maximize 
separation distance between inhabited buildings and areas with large visitor 
populations. 

C-1.6 Recommendation 6. Railroad Location. Avoid sites for inhabited 
buildings that are close to railroads. Where railroads are in the vicinity of existing 
buildings, provide standoff distances between the railroad and any inhabited buildings 

C-I 
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based on the standoff distances and explosive weight associated with controlled 
w perimeters in Table B-1. Where those standoff distances are not available, and since 

moving existing railroads may be difficult and prohibitively expensive, ensure that there 
are procedures in place to prohibit trains from stopping in the vicinity of inhabited 
structures. 

C-1.7 Recommendation 7. Access Control for Familv Housinn. For new 
family housing areas, provide space for controlling access at the perimeter of the 
housing area so that a controlled perimeter can be established there if the need arises 
in the future. 

C-1.8 Recommendation 8. Standoff for Family Housinq. For new family 
housing construction, maintain a minimum standoff distance of 25 meters (82 feet) from 
installation perimeters and roads, streets, or highways external to housing areas. 

C-1.9 Recommendation 9. Minimize Secondary Debris. To reduce the 
hazard of flying debris in the event of an explosion, eliminate unrevetted barriers and 
site furnishings in the vicinity of inhabited structures that are accessible to vehicle traffic. 
Revet exposed barriers and site furnishings near inhabited buildings with a minimum of 
1 meter (3 feet) of soil or equivalent alternative techniques to prevent fragmentation 
hazards in the event of an explosion. 

C-1 . I0 Recommendation 10. Building Separation. This recommendation 
., > 

applies to new buildings and is established to minimize the possibility that an attack on 
one building causes injuries or fatalities in adjacent buildings. The separation distance :' , L ? ,  :*' F ri 

r i' #: * : i s  predicated on the potential use of indirect fire weapons as identified in UFC 4-010-02. ' ' 

C-1.10.1 Billeting and Primary Gathering Buildings. For all new billeting and ' .?<,, % z e  

primary gathering buildings, ensure that all adjacent inhabited buildings are separated 
from the billeting and primary gathering buildings by at least 10 meters. Where it is 
necessary to encroach on those building separations, analyze the billeting and primary 
gathering buildings and provide hardened building components as necessary to mitigate 
the effects of the indirect fire weapon identified in UFC 4-010-02 to the low level of 
protection. Levels of protection are described in Table 2-1 and in the DoD Security 
Engineering Planning Manual. The indirect fire weapon should be assumed to detonate 
at a distance from the target building of one-half of the separation distance. 

C-1.10.2 Other Inhabited Buildings. There are no minimum separation distances 
required for antiterrorism purposes for inhabited buildings other than billeting and 
primary gathering buildings. 

C-2 STRUCTURAL AND ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN. The following 
additional measures, if implemented, will significantly enhance building occupants' 
safety and security with little increase in cost. Consider these measures for all new and 
existing inhabited buildings. 

C-2.1 Recommendation 11. Structural Redundancv. Unexpected terrorist 
acts can result in local collapse of building structural components. To limit the extent of 
collapse of adjacent components, utilize highly redundant structural systems such as 
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moment resisting frames, detail connections to provide continuity across joints equal to 
the full structural capacity of connected members, and detail members to accommodate 
large displacements without complete loss of strength. This recommendation is 
consistent with paragraph 8-2.1 (Standard 7) for preventing progressive collapse, but 
recommends selection of certain structural systems and greater attention to structural 
details. 

C-2.2 Recommendation 12. Internal Circulation. Design circulation within 
buildings to provide visual detection and monitoring of unauthorized personnel 
approaching controlled areas or occupied spaces. 

C-2.3 Recommendation 13. Visitor Control. Controlling visitor access 
maximizes the possibility of detecting potential threatening activities. Keep locations in 
buildings where visitor access is controlled away from sensitive or critical areas, areas 
where high-risk or mission-critical personnel are located, or other areas with large 
population densities of DoD personnel. 

C-2.4 Recommendation 14. Asset Location. To minimize exposure to direct 
blast effects and potential impacts from hazardous glass fragments and other potential 
debris, locate critical assets and mission-critical or high-risk personnel away from the 
building exterior. 

C-2.5 Recommendation 15. Room Lavout. In rooms adjacent to the exterior 
of the building, position personnel and critical equipment to minimize exposure to direct 
blast effects-and potential impacts from. hazardous glass fragments and other potential 

.debris. .. * . . Q 
Recommendation 16. External Hallways. Since doors can become "1  1 C-2.6 

hazardous debris during explosive blast events, doors designed to resist blast effects 
are expensive, and external hallways have large numbers of doors leading into 
inhabited areas, avoid exterior hallway configurations for inhabited structures. 

C-2.7 Recommendation 17. Windows. To minimize the potential for glazing 
hazards, minimize the size and number of windows for new construction. 



UFC 4-010-01 
8 October 2003 

APPENDIX D 

DOD MINIMUM ANTITERRORISM STANDARDS FOR EXPEDITIONARY AND 
TEMPORARY STRUCTURES 

D-I SITE PLANNING STANDARDS. All the standards that are unique to 
expeditionary and temporary structures pertain to site planning. Integrate operational, 
logistic, and security requirements into the overall configuration of structures, 
equipment, landscaping, parking, roads, and other features. The most cost-effective 
solution for mitigating explosive effects on expeditionary and temporary structures is to 
keep explosives as far away as possible. This is especially critical for these types of 
structures because hardening may or may not be possible. Dispersed layouts reduce 
risks from a variety of threats by taking full advantage of terrain and site conditions; 
therefore, nothing in these standards is intended to discourage dispersal. Costs and 
requirements for expeditionary and temporary structure hardening are addressed in the 
DoD Security Engineering Planning Manual. 

D-I .I Standard 1. Minimum Standoff Distances. The minimum standoff 
distances apply to all new and existing DoD expeditionary and temporary structures 
covered by these standards except as otherwise stated below. The minimum standoff 
distances are presented in Table D-land illustrated in Figure D-I. Except as otherwise 
required in these standards, where the standoff distances in Table D-1 can be provided, . i l r  

use conventional expeditionary and-temporary structures without a specific analysis of , 

blast effects. Where those distances are not available, analysis of the structure by an 
engineer experienced in blast-resistant design is required and hardening will be applied 
as necessary (in those cases whicti'permit structure hardening) to mitigate the effects of 
the explosives indicated in Table D-I at the achievable standoff distance to the 
appropriate level of protection. The appropriate levels of protection for each structure 
category are shown in Table D-I, and are described in Table 2-2 and in the DoD 
Securify Engineering Planning Manual. The two structure types in Table D-I respond in 
fundamentally different ways to explosive effects. Standoff distances in Table D-I 
reflect those differences. 

D-1.1.1 Controlled Perimeter. Measure the standoff distance from the closest 
point on the structure exterior to the controlled perimeter. 

D-I .I .I .I Container Structures and Pre-engineered Buildings. For these 
structures, apply the guidance in Appendix B. 

D-1 .I .I .2 Fabric Covered and other Expeditionary or Temporary Structures. 
Provide the standoff distance from Table D-I for the applicable structure category. 

D-1 .I .2 Parking and Roadways. Standoff distances for parking and roadways 
are based on the assumption that there is a controlled perimeter at which larger vehicle 
bombs will be detected and kept from entering the controlled perimeter. Where there is 
a controlled perimeter, the standoff distances and explosive weight associated with 

1 parking and roadways in Table D-1 apply unless otherwise stated below. If there is no 
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controlled perimeter, assume that the larger explosive weights upon which the 
controlled perimeter standoff distances are based (explosive weight I from Table D-1) 
can access parking and roadways near buildings. Therefore, where there is no 
controlled perimeter, use standoff distances from parking and roadways according to 
the distances and the explosive weight associated with controlled perimeters in Table 
D-I . 

D-1 .I .2.1 Container Structures and Pre-engineered Buildings. For these 
structures, apply the guidance in Appendix B. 

D-1 .I .2.2 Fabric Covered and other Expeditionary or Temporary Structures. 
Measure the standoff distance from the closest point on the structure exterior to the 
closest edge of parking areas and roadways. The minimum standoff for all structures 
regardless of hardening or analysis is 10 meters (33 feet). 

D-1 .I .2.3 Existing Fabric Covered and other Expeditionary or Temporary 
Structures. Moving existing parking areas and roadways may be difficult to achieve 
and structural retrofits to existing structures may be prohibitively expensive or 
technically impossible; therefore, the following operational options are provided for 
existing inhabited structures where the standoff distances in Table D-1 are impractical 
to achieve. 

+ .  

D-1 .I .2.3.1 Parking Areas. Establish:access control to portions of parking areas to 
ensure unauthorized vehicles are not allowed closer than the required standoff distance. 
For primary gathering structures and billeting;!if;access control is provided to prevent ' ' 

unauthorized parking within the re+Wxhtandoff distance, permit controlled parking as : (I 
close as 10 meters (33 feet) without hardening.or analysis. 

: ,  + 

D-1 .I .2.3.2 Roadways. Eliminate parking within the required standoff distances along 
roads adjacent to existing structures covered by these standards. 

0-1 .I .3 Trash Containers. Measure the standoff distance from the nearest point 
of the trash container or trash container enclosure to the closest point on the structure 
exterior. Where the standoff distance is not available, hardening of trash enclosures to 
mitigate the direct blast effects and secondary fragment effects of the explosive on the 
structure is acceptable, if the applicable level of protection can be proven by analysis. If 
trash enclosures are secured to preclude introduction of objects into the enclosures by 
unauthorized personnel, locate them closer to the structure as long as they do not 
violate the unobstructed space provisions of Standard 3 below. Openings in screening 
materials and gaps between the ground and screens or walls making up an enclosure 
will not be greater than 150 mm (6 inches). 

D-1 .I .%I Container Structures and Pre-engineered Buildings. For these 
structures, apply the guidance in Appendix B. 

0-1 .I .3.2 Fabric Covered and other Expeditionary or Temporary Structures. 
Provide the standoff distance from Table D-I for the applicable structure category. 

D-1.2 Standard 2. Structure Separation. Structure separation requirements 
are established to minimize the possibility that an attack on one structure causes 



UFC 4-01 0-01 
8 October 2003 

injuries or fatalities in adjacent structures. The separation distance is predicated on the 

3 potential use of indirect fire weapons. 

D-I .2.1 Billeting and Primary Gathering Structures. 

D-1.2.1 .I Container Structures and Pre-engineered Buildings. For these 
structures, apply the guidance in Appendix B. 

D-1.2.1.2 Fabric Covered and other Expeditionary or Temporary Structures. 
For all new billeting and primary gathering structures, ensure that adjacent structures 
are separated by at least the distances in Table D-I. Where it is necessary to encroach 
on those structure separations, analyze the structure and provide hardened structure 
components as necessary to mitigate the effects of the explosive indicated in Table D-I 
to the appropriate level of protection as shown in Table D-I . Levels of protection are 
described in Table 2-2 and in the DoD Security Engineering Planning Manual. 

D-1.2.2 Other Inhabited Structures. There are no minimum separation 
distances required for antiterrorism for inhabited buildings other than billeting and 
primary gathering structures. 

D-1.3 Standard 3. Unobstructed Space. Keep areas within 10 meters (33 
feet) of all expeditionary and temporary structures free of items other than those that are 
part of the utilities and other supporting infrastructure. 

D-2 ADDITIONAL STANDAR?,?, &+di,tion to the specific standards w detailed in this appendix, apply the stand.ards,from Appendix B to expeditionary and 
temporary structures as follows: ..<< $ti . . 

D-2.1 Fabric Covered and other Expeditionary or Temporary Structures. 
Apply the following standards from Appendix B to these structures: 

0-2.1 .I Standard 3. Drive-UplDrop Off Areas. 

D-2.1.2 Standard 4. Access Roads. 

D-2.1.3 Standard 10. Windows and Glazed Doors. 

D-2.1.4 Standard 11. Buildinq Entrance Layout. 

D-2.1.5 Standard 20. Equipment Bracinq. 

0-2.1.6 Standard 22. Mass Notification. 

D-2.2 Container Structures and Pre-engineered Buildings. For these 
structures, all standards in Appendix B apply. 

D-3 ANTITERRORISM RECOMMENDATIONS. Apply all recommendations 
except for Recommendation 7 (Access control for family housing) and Recommendation 
8 (Standoff for family housing) from Appendix C to all expeditionary and temporary 

I structures. 
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Table D-I Minimum Standoff Distances and Separation 

Location 

Perimeter 

Parking and 
Roadways 
without a 
Controlled 
Perimeter 

for Expeditionary anc 
Structure Star 
Category Applicable 

Level of 
Protection 

Roadways 
within a 

Controlled 
Perimeter 

Containers 

Structure 

Billeting I 
Structure 

I 

lnhabited Structure 1 Very Low 

---+-Gr Billeting 

Structure 

Inhabited Structure Very Low 

Billeting v 
Structure 

lnhabited Structure Very Low v 
Separation Low 
between Structure 
Groups 

Separation Low 
between Structure 
Rows 

Separation Very Low 
between Structures 
in a Row 

I 

?finitions for a com~lete descriotion of these 

remporary structures 
~ f f  Distance or Separation Requirements 

Fabric Other I A ~ ~ l i c a b l e  1 ~ x ~ l o s i v e  
Weight 

(102 ft.) (233 ft.) 

31 m 71 m 
(102 ff.) (233 ft.) I 

24 m 47 m 
(79 ft.) (1 54 ft.) I 

14 m 32 m 
(46 ft.) (1 05 ft.) I I 

14 m 32 m 
(46 ft.) . (1 05 ft.) II 

i \ 

? ' : , r  , * ,  . ' :  > 

14 m. 32 m 
(46 ft.) (105 ft.) II 

14 m 32 m 
(46 ft.) (1 05 ft.) II 

10 m 23 m 
(33 ft.) (75 ft.) II 

18 m 18 m 
(59 ft.) (59 ft.) llV5) 

(30 ft.) (30 ft.) 

3.5 rn 3.5 m 
(12 ft.) (12 ft.) ill(=) 

I I 1 
.ucture types. (1) See Dt 

(2) For container structures, ;4ppendix B'applies. 
(3) See UFC 4-010-02, for the specific explosive weights (kglpounds of TNT) associated with designations - I, 11, I l l .  UFC 
4-01 0-02 is For Official Use Only (FOUO) 
(4) Applies to Billeting and Primary Gathering Structures only. No minimum separation distances for other inhabited 
structures. 
(5) Explosive for building separation is an indirect fire (mortar) round at a standoff distance of half the separation distance. 



UFC 4-010-01 
8 October 2003 

Figure D-I Standoff Distances and Separation for Expeditionary and Temporary 
Structures 

. . . . . . - . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . -  
Controlled Perimeter 

Roadways 

I - u Parking 
* Distance varies by construction and 
category of structure (Table D-I) 
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HSA JCSG Guiding Principles 

lmprove j ointness and total force capability 
Eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess 
capacity 
Enhance force protection 
Exploit best business pmctices el I 

I 

Increase effectiveness, efficiency -. L. and interoperability 
Reduce costs 



m 
HSA JCSG Guiding Principles 

Improve jointness and total force capability 
Eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess 
capacity 
Enhance Force Protection 
Exploit best business practices 
Increase effectiveness, efficiency and interoperability 
Reduce costs 





Scenario I 

Close 7 leased locations in the DC Area, close 10 leased locations in 
Huntsville, AL, realign 3 leased locations in the DC Area, realign Naval 
Support Activity Dahlgren, and facilitate disposal of Federal Office 
Building 2 by consolidating components of Missile Dcfense Agency 
(MDA) and co-locating with USA Space and Missile Defense Command 
Headquarters (SMDC), Naval Network and Space Operations 
Command (COMNAVNETSPAOYSCOM), and existing offices of 
SMDC and MDA at Redstone Arsenal. 

Encompasses 933,000 GSF (or equivalent), as currently reported. 
Computed space required at 200 GSF/person= 728,600 GSF. 
17 leased locations can be closed: approu. 395,000 IJSF 
Affects 4,194 personnel, as currently reported. Scenario estimates a 
14OA personnel savings for MDA and SMDC as a result of consolidation, 
or 515 personnel, and a 7% personnel savings for the Navy activity as a 
result of co-location, or 36 positions. 
Enhances ATIFP. 
Consolidation of HQs from multiple to single locations, e.g. MDA from 
at least 20 to 1, climinates redundancy and enhances efficiency. 
Consolidation and co-location of large HQs facilitates possiblc 
consolidation of common support functions. 
Relocates major tcnant from FOB 2, which is projected to closc in 
201 O+. n- Y 

Consolidation and co-location of organizations with like missions 
promotes "jointness" and creates opportunities for synergy. 
Redstone Arsenal reports no vacant administrative space but sufficient 
land to accommodate over 30 million GSF of new administrative space. 

DriverslAssumptions 
8 Principles: Organize; Quality of Life; Deploy and Employ. 

a Transformational Option: Eliminate leased space US-wide. 

a Transformational Option: Consolidate HQs at single 
locations. 

a Transformational Option: Rationalize presence in the DC 
area. 
Transformational Option: Co-locate functions and 
headquarters in "Joint Campuses" to enhance 
interoperability and reduce costs. 

Potential Conflicts 
Relocation of large users may conflict with planned usage 
of spacelland on the target installation. 

MDA's large contractor community may need to relocate; 
this target space does not include contractors in contractor- 
provided space. This is estimated to include over 392,033 
USF in the DC Area and approximately 1,140 contractor 
personnel. Actual space requirements for MDA personnel 
must be confirmed. 

Dc: H&SA 0029,0030,0031, TECH 0001,0002,0003, and 
USA 0035,0053. Discussion resolved conflict; no new 
scenario created. 



Candidate #HSA-0047: Co-locate Missile and 

Justification I Military Value 

I space. 
I J Moves MDA and SMDC offices to an ATIFP I 

4 Consolidates MDA HQ and SMDC; eliminates 
redundancy and enhances efficiency. 

J Eliminates 288,000 USF DoD-controlled leased 

J MDA: 291" of 3 14 
J SMDC: 2841h of 314 
4 Redstone Arsenal: 48" of 3 14 

4 One Time Cost: $304.3M 

1 
4 Criterion 6: DC Area: -6,102 jobs (3,634 direct; 

J Net Implementation Cost: $107.lM 2,468 indirect), 0.22%; Baltimore-Towson: -9 
J Annual Recurring Savings : $ 35.7M jobs (5 direct; 4 indirect), <0.1%; 
4 Payback Period: 5 Years' 4 Criterion 7: Housing and Graduate Education 
J NPV (savings): $228.4M , issues. 

. ._.A *:LC~iterion 8: No impediments. 

compliant location. 

Payback 

J Strategy 4 Capacity Analysis 1 Data Verification J JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
J COlm" 4 Military Value Analysis 1 Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted m 

J 

Impacts 







Candidate Recommendation: Close Army Human Resources Command leased facilities in Alexandria, 
Virginia, Indianapolis, Indiana, and St. Louis, Missouri, relocating and consolidating all functions at Fort Knox, 
Kentucky. Realign Fort Monroe, Virginia, by relocating Army Accessions Command and Cadet Command to 
Fort ISnox, Kentucky. 

Payback I 

Justification 

4 Enables mission consolidation of Active & 
Reserve personnel center functions. 

4 Co-location of Recruiting functions 
improves personnel life-cycle management. 

J Eliminates excess capacity and leased space 

Impacts 

-* + -. - ,,- Military Value 

J Recruiting function: Fort Monroe 10011 47; Fort Knox 1211 47 
J Military Personnel: Ft Knox was selected because of its high 

overall military value as the current location of the US A m y  
Recruiting Command, which offers synergies with the military 
personnel function. 

I 4 One Time Cost: $ 99.0 M. I 4 Criterion 6: 

4 NPV (savings): $ 1.78 B 

4 Net Implementation Savings: $462.5 M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 145.5 M 
4 Payback Period: Immediate 

I J Criterion 7: Proximity to Louisville mitigates child care, housing, 
and medical issues 

JDC Area ROI : - 3,734 jobs; 0.1% 
JSt Louis ROI: - 4,171 jobs; 0.3% 
JIndianapolis ROI: - 226 jobs; less than 0.1% 
JNorfolk ROI: - 820 jobs; less than 0.1 % 

I I 4 Criterion 8: Overall, no known environmental impediments. I 
I I J Other Risks Associated with Implementation: Skilled civilian I 
I I workforce availability in concentrated GS-series. I 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification Criteria 6-8 Analysis De-conflicted wIMilDeps .. * - .  ,.., . . .-. 





Scenario 
Disestablish mobilization processing 
operations at SUBASE Bangor and 
McChord AFB and transfer/consolidate 

I these missions into a newly created joint 

I processing center at Ft Lewis, McChord 
AFB. 

Justi fication/Impact 
18 locations for transportation within 100 
miles. 
Billeting available for 7632 personnel. 

rn 1140 buildable acres, 260,307 
unconstrained acres. 
Dining, billeting, medical, storage 
infrastructure available. 
With the fence line adjoining McChord 
AFB this would enhance the Joint Mob Site. 

Drivers/Assumptions 
Principle: Deploy and Employ. 
Transformational Option: Establish and 
consolidate mobilization sites at installations 
able to adequately prepare, train and deploy 
service members. 
Transformational Option: Establish joint pre- 
deployment /redeployment processing sites. 
AF AEFs mobilize from Home Station 

Potential Conflicts 
Service standards 



u w o o  
x I z Z .. .. .. 



HSA JCSG Guiding Principles 

Improve jointness and total force capability 
Eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess 
capacity 
Enhance force protection 

- * - 4  ...-<-I1 *-. 

Exploit best business practices 
Increase effectiveness, efficiency and interoperability 
Reduce costs 



Scenario 

Realign Ft  Shafter, HI by co-locating 
USARPAC with PACFLT and PACAF at  
Naval Station Pearl HarborIHickam 
AFB, HI. 

Drivers/Assumptions 

rn Principles: Organize. 
Transformational Options: Consolidate 
HQs a t  a single location. 
Transformational Options: Eliminate 
stand-alone HQs. 

_ - .  
Justification/lmpact . - 

f ' i  
Co-locates three PACOM service < . * ? *  

component commands in the Geo-cluster- . A 

which will reduce footprint, improve 
interoperability, and realize savings 
through shared common support 
functions. 
Realize savings through the potential 
closure of Ft Shafter, HI. 

Potential Conflicts 

None. 



HSA-0050: ~ o - l o c a t & J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c  with P A C F L T ~ ~ ~  
PACAF 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Fort Shafter, HI, by relocating 
USARPAC HQ and the Army Installation Management Agency (MA) 
Region Pacific to Naval Station Pearl Harbor, HI. 

Justification 

4 Co-locates three PACOM service component 
commands in the Geo-cluster which will reduce 
footprint, improve interoperability, and realize 
savings through shared common support functions. 

4 Enables USA-0 120 (close Ft. Shafter) 
- -- - . $ 

Payback 

4 One Time Cost: $101.9M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $1 04.4M 
J Annual Recurring Cost: $ 0.04M 
4 Payback Period: NEVER 
J NPV (cost): $ 93.1M 

Military Value 

J Fort Shafter 1 1 7t11 of 147 
J NAVSTA Pearl Harbor 76" of 

147 

Impacts 

J Criterion 6: -50 jobs (25 direct, 
25 indirect); <0.01% 

4 Criterion 7:  No issues 
J Criterion 8: Historic issues 

4 Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification J JCSGIMilDep Recommended De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

J COBRA 4 Military Value Analysis / Data Verification Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w/MilDeps 





w 

Capacity Analysis Update 

Mobilization data highly variable due to different 
service standards 

R Without Mobilization data, total excess is 26.61% 

Only 1 of 69 14 data issues*.remain 

* NOTE: Mobilization is surge by definition. 



Number of Data % Complete Data 

stallations) 1 

Continuing to work issues-final m MV Runs begin this week 
I 







Q a 
KEY 

[DECON] 

ISG 

Designates where scenarios are "competing" over movement of 
the same activity and-only one can be chosen. 

Scenario developed with an alternate gaining location in the 
de-confliction process. 

Enabling 

Competing with another subgroup's scenario. 

Candidate Recommendation 

Scenario eliminated blc competitor selected. 

Scenario approved by the ISG 

Scenario approved by the IEC. 





Green - Retained Sites 
Red - Closed Sites 









Candidate Recommendation: Close Army Human Resources Command leased facilities in 
Alexandria, Virginia, Indianapolis, Indiana, and St. Louis, Missouri, relocating and consolidating all 
functions at Fort Knox, Kentucky. Realign Fort Monroe, Virginia, by relocating Army Accessions 
Command and Cadet Command to Fort Knox, Kentucky. 

Justification 

J Enables mission consolidation of Active 
& Reserve personnel center functions. 

J Co-location of Recruiting functions 
improves personnel life-cycle 
management. 

4 Eliminates excess capacity and leased 
space 

Payback 
4 One Time Cost: $ 99.00 M 
J Net lmplementation Savings: $462.50 M 
J Annual Recurring Savings: $ 145.50 M 
J Payback Period: Immediate 
4 NPV (savings): $ 1.78 B 

Military Value 

J Recruiting function: Fort Monroe 1 OO/l47; Fort Knox 
1211 47 

J Military Personnel: Ft Knox was selected because of its 
high overall military value as the current location of the US 
Army Recruiting Command, which offers synergies with the 
military personnel function. 

Impacts 
4 Criterion 6: 

JDC Area ROI : - 3,734 jobs; 0.1% 
J s ~  Louis ROI: - 4,171 jobs; 0.3% 
Jlndianapolis ROI: - 226 jobs; less than 0.1 % 

' J~&-Folk ROI: - 820 jobs; less than 0.1 % 
J Criterion 7: Proximity to Louisville mitigates child care, 

housing, and medical issues 
J Criterion 8: Overall, no known environmental impediments. 
J Other Risks Associated with lmplementation: Skilled 

civilian workforce availability in concentrated GS-series. 
4 Strategy Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 4 JCSG/MilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
4 COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w1MilDeps 





e 
Civilian Personnel Offices 

JOlNT 4 + SERVICE 
UNIQUE 

DoD Civilian MlLDEPs control MlLDEPs and 4th Estate 
Personnel Centers 4th Estate remain independent 



Installation Management 

Joint Bases (JB) 

JB @ DixlMcGuirelLakehurst JB @ ElmendorflRichardson JB @ AndrewsMlashington 

GC-IM-0003 GC-IM-0001 GC-IM-0007 GC-IM-0004 

JB @ AnacostialBollinglNRL JB @ MyerlHenderson Hall JB @ Pearl HarborlHickam JB @ DobbinslAtlanta 

GC-IM-0005 GC-IM-0006 GC-IM-0008 GC-IM-0019 

/ \ f T 

GC-IM-0018 
GC-IM-0002 

: .  - .  

Consolidations 
Consolidate Charleston AFB Consolidate Anderson AFB 

& NWS Charleston 

GC-IM-0009 GC-IM-0014 GC-IM-0021 

Consolidate South Hampton Consolidate North Hampton 
Roads Installations Roads Installations 

GC-IM-0012 GC-IM-0013 

I ISG and IEC: ALL I JB = Joint Base 



u 
HSA-0 127: Consolidate Andersen AFB and 

COMNAVMARIANAS 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Andersen AFB by relocating the installation management 
functions/responsibilities to COMNAVMARIANAS Guam. The U.S. Navy will assume responsibility for all Base 
Operating Support (BOS) (with the exceptions of Health and Military Personnel Services) and the O&M portion of 
Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization (SRM). 

Justification 
Installation management mission consolidation eliminates 
redundancy and creates economies of scale 

J Good potential for personnel and footprint reductions 
(minimum of 95 positions and associated footprint) 

J Fuses synergy-type efficiencies to maximize potential for " 

cost reductions and improved services + . "  . 

Payback 
J One time costs: 

J Net Implementation savings: $38.9M 

J Annual Recurring savings: $8.9M 

J Payback period: Immediate 

J NPV (savings): $1 19.OM 

Military Value 
J Comparison of BASOPS missions using Military Value 

model: 
J Andersen AFB - .I62 
J COMNAVMARTANAS - .18 1 

J Enhances j ointness 

Impacts 
J Criterion 6: - jobs ( -95 direct) 

Less than % 0.1 
J Criterion 7: No issues regarding community 

infrastructure 
J Criterion 8: No known environmental impediments with 

this recommendation 

4 Strategy 4 Capacity Analysis I Data Verification 
- - 

JCSGIMilDep Recommended 4 De-conflicted w1JCSGs 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 4 Criteria 6-8 Analysis 4 De-conflicted w/MilDeps 



f 

~orrec tbnal  Facilities 

Regional Correctional Facilities 

Northwest RCF ) 

FBOP = Federal Bureau of Prisons 
RCF = Regional Correctional Facility 

ISG 
' DoD Joint Regional ' 

Correctional Facilities 
HSA-0135 

\ GC-CF-OOXX 4, 

FT LEWIS 

/ Southwest RCF 
\ 

HSA-0021 J , 

GC-CF-0013 

\ MCAS MIRAMAR / 
f Mid-West RCF \ 

HSA-0022 J GC-CF-0014 
FT LEAVENWORTH 

f Southeast RCF 
\ 

GC-CF-0015 4 
FAMPTON ROADS SOUTH, 

. . - - +. HSA-0024 
GC-CF-0017 4 

NWS CHARLESTON j 

f Mid-Atlantic RCF 
1 

HSA-0082 



a 
Corrections Facilities Today 

-- 

NSB Bangor I G Level I < 1 year 

Level I1 > 1 year < 5 years I 

September 27,2004 



Joint ~ e ~ i o n a l  Correctional Facilities 
4' Regions ./ 

3 ' 
i - Level I < 1 year 

( Subase I " ,  
*v 

I Naval Station Pearl 
Level I I 



Correctional Facilities 
~ , A z  , ,I No. *f beds 

*.& 

'NO 228 
Proposed 
Inventory I ARCF Fort Knox 

Northwest 

Fort Lewis 
New 1 ARCF Fort Lewis 1 48 

I MCB Brig Camp Lejeune 
Southwest 

MCAS Miramar ( ARCF Fort Sill 
16 Yes 

MCB Brig Camp Pendleton 33 

574 

(200 New) 

Yes 1 1041 Midwest 

Fort Leavenworth I (400 New) 

4 + New 

1 NAVBRIG Norfolk Mid-Atlantic I New 
C 

A 

r 

NAVCON Brig Miramar ! 16 
NSA Northwest I 

L Yes 1 374 
Southeast 

NWS Charleston I NAVCON Brig Charleston I I 16 Yes 

Yes 1 641 

400 

(80 New) 

1 Kirtland Confinement Facility 
~ ~ p p  

I Edwards Confinement Facility 1 51 

I MCB Brig Quantico Yes 1 ! 30 ; 

I Waterfront BrigICCU 
Jacksonville 

I Waterfront BrigICCU Bangor 

I Waterfront BrigICCU Pensacola 1 10 Yes 1 ', 5 4 ~ , 1  
I Lackland Confinement Facilitv I g 



Defense Level I and Level I1 correctional facilities to consolidate correctional 
functions into five Level I1 Joint ~ e ~ i o n a l  Correctional Facilities at Marine Corps Air 
Station Miramar, California, Fort ~eaveriworth, Kansas, Naval Weapons Station, 
Charleston, South Carolina, Naval Support Activity, Northwest Annex, Chesapeake, 
Virginia and Subase BangorIFort Lewis, Washington. 

Justification 

J Improves jointness, catalyst to creating a Joint 
DoD correctional system. 

I J Footprint reduction, replacement of older 
facilities with newer facilities. 

J Consolidates DoD correctional facilities. 

Payback 

4 One Time Cost: $170.368M 

4 Net Implementation Costs: $158.625M 

4 Annual Recurring Savings: $12.865M 

J Payback YdBrealc Even Yr: 19 Years *-. - 
: : : : i :  

4 NPV (costs): $22.105M 

4 Strategy 4 Capacity Analysis / Data Verification . -: 

Military Value 

4 In each region functions are moving from 
locations with a low quantitative military score 
to a location with a higher quantitative military 
value score. 

Impacts 

J Economic: -2 to -326 job losses; <0.1% to 
0.36% 

J Community: No Issues 
4 Environmental: No impediments. 
J Other Risks: Prisoner transportation costs 

higher. 
? + JCSGiMilDep Recommended 4 De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

4 Military Value Analysis / Data Verification !a Criteria 6-8 Analysis 



6 
Defense Agencies 

DSSICIFA 

GC-DA-000X 

DefenselMlLDEP Adjudication Activities 

Collocate DefenselMILDEP 
Adjudication Activities 

@ Ft. Meade 
HSA-0099 

GC-DA-0007 

DECA Consolidate DECA Eastern & 
I SG / Regional Officer wi DECA HQ 

@ Ft. Lee 
It" H SA-0 1 09 

GC-DA-0008 1 



Candidate Recommendation (Summary): Close leased installations in VA & MD. 
Relocate Counterintelligence Field Activity (CIFA) and Defense Security Service (DSS) to 
Quantico. Realign leased installations in VA, OH, GA, CA, & MD, by relocating CIFA and 
DSS to Quantico. Disestablish CIFA & DSS and consolidate their components into the newly 

Justiikation 

4 Eliminates redundancy, enhances efficiency. 
J Eliminates 4O7,l4 1 GSF leased space, 47 positions. 
4 Avoids $1 5M & $9M recurring lease & contractor costs. 
J Moves to AT/FP compliant location. 
J Enables Intel Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 

2004 & Remodeling Defense Intelligence initiative. 
J Centralizes management. 

Payback 

4 One Time Cost: $ 99.4 M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $ 16.5 M 
J Annual Recurring Savings: $ 24.6 M 
d Payback Period: 3 Years-- - - 

- 

created DoD Counterintelligence and Security Agency at Quantico. 

J NPV (Savinszsk $213.2 M 

Military Value 

d MCB Quantico: 6 1/324 
4 CIFA Leased Locations: 3 171324 
J DSS Leased Locations: 320/324 

Impacts 

4 Criterion 6: - 1 1 to -304 jobs; <0.1% 
J Criterion 7: No issues. 
4 Criterion 8: No impediments. 

J Strate 4 Capacity Analysis / Data Verification J JCSGtMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
J COB&& J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w t 





Candidate Recommendation: Close 300 AFCOMS Way, a leased installation in San 
Antonio, Texas, and 5258 Oaklawn Boulevard, a leased installation in Hopewell, Virginia. 
Relocate all components of the Defense Commissary Agency to Fort Lee, Virginia. Realign 
5 15 1 Bonney Road, a leased installation in Virginia Beach, Virginia, by relocating all 

HSA-0109: Consolidate DECA at Ft Lee, VA 

com~onents of the Defense Commissarv Arrenc 
Justification 

4 Mission consolidation eliminates redundancy; - - . . 

enhances efficiency. -. o.,7 > 

4 Eliminates 99,915 GSF leased space, 60 
militarykivilian positions. 

J Moves to AT/FP compliant location. 
4 Reduces duplication, centralizes management, 

concentrates complementary functions. 

Payback 

J One Time Cost: $ 38.4 M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $ 26.4 M 
J Annual Recurring Savings: $ 3.9 M 

11 Years - - -  
J Payback Period: 
4 NPV (savings): $ 12.1 M 

- 
to Fort Lee. Virginia. 

Military Value 

d- DECA regional offices: 324/324. 
J- Ft Lee: 93/324. 

Impacts 

J Criterion 6: Virginia Beach, -260 jobs (1 09 
direct, 15 1 indirect), <0.1%; San Antonio, - 
176 jobs (83 direct, 93 indirect), <0.1%. 

J Criterion 7: No issues. 
J Criterion 8: No impediments. 

4 Strategy Capacity Analysis / Data Verification J JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
4 COBpI J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted wNilDeps 

4 I 



e 
Combatant Commands 

USARPAC 

ISG 
disapproved 

1 SG f Relocate FORSCOM 7 
@ Pope AFB 

OR HSA-0124 J I 

**Memo to recommend "buy- 
in-place" but no BRAC action 

to be taken.** 

TRADOC 
Co-locate TRADOC 

@ Ft. Eustis 

IEC '""I MAH-COCOMS-0003 HSA-0057 
J 1 



Combatant Commands 

SOUTHCOM HQ 

ISG 
disapproved 

@ Patrick AFB 
HSA-0137 

MAH-COCOMS-OOXX 

@ Lackland AFB 
HSA-0138 
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--w 
Re-locate -"--.- SOUTHCOM , - HQ 

- -  -.-- - 

One-Time Costs $68.1 M $1 17.3M $49M $ 90M 
MILCON $27.7M $63.9M 0 $ 54M 

One-time IT Costs $26.5M $34.7M $49M $ 29M 
Other / I-Time Unique 0 0 0 $ 7M 

SecDef Relocation Committee (94-95) selected Miami, FL as most effective, strategic location (over 
100 locations considered) 

Strategic significance of current location is common theme since arrival to Miami 
Miami has both functional and symbolic significance: 
- de facto Capital of Latin America and Caribbean 
- Economic and Financial center of Latin America and Caribbean 
- International Airport is gateway to AOR 
State of FL has offered to build on State land to meet personnel and mission requirements - lease 

NPV 
Payback Yrs I Breakeven 
Steady State Cost 
Mil I Civ Reductions 
Mil I Civ Relocated 

below market rate 
Costs reflected in State-owned lease in above _ __- are-conservative 
CDRSOUTHCOM 

$74.3M 
Never 
$1.2M 
010 

928 / 349 

has ability and desires to resolve current 
, , .g:~-~~.:~,; ,;;  :,; ) 

" i- -- :-, , v ' f  , .+ .". ." . - -  

lease arrangement 

$229.6M 
Never 

$10.9M 
010  

929 / 349 

using state offer 

$66M 
Never 
$1.8M 
0 I 0  

928 1349 

$141M 
Never 

$ 5.4M 
010  

928 I 349 



ISG IEC 
ISG IEC 
ISG 
ISG 
ISG 
ISG 
ISG 

+ STATUS COMPETING 
I SG I EC DlSA (Defense 1nform;aii6if~~stems .' -\: 3 $ f  .. ) I  Agency) 

ISG IEC ( MDA (Missile Defense Agency) 
USA SMDC (Space & Missile Defense Command) HQ 

AMC (Army Materiel Command) 
ATEC (Army Test & Evaluation Command) 
Miscellaneous OSD & 4th Estate Activities 
Media & Publications 

on hold 
ISG IEC 
ISG IEC 
ISG 

ISG IEC 

ISG 

NAVAIR 
MILDEP Investigation Agencies 
IMA Agencies & Army Service Providers 
TRANSCOM 
MILDEP & DoD Medical Activities 
DCMA HQ 
Miscellaneous Army Activities 
INDEPENDENT 
Misc. USAF Leased Locations 
Misc. USN Leased Locations 
AF Real Property Agency 
NETC 



DISA (Defense Information Systems Agency) 

Consolidate DlSA Components 
outside DC Area @ Offutt AFB 

HSA-0046 
MAH-MAH-0034 4 



Major Admin & HQ 

MDA (Missile Defense Agency) 

Co-locate Missile and Space 
I SG Defense Agencies (includes SMDC) 

Redstone 

USA SMDC (Space & Missile Defense Command) HQ 



4 
Major Admin & HQ 

AMC (Army Materiel Co 
Relocate Army Materiel Command 

@ Redstone 

OR MAH-MAH-0039 

ATEC (Army Test and Evaluation Command) , - 

Consolidate ATEC Headquarters 
@ Aberdeen 

HSA-0065 
MAH-MAH-0018 

Miscellaneous OSD & 4th Estate Activities 

Co-locate Misc. OSD 
& 4th Estate Activities @ Walter Reed 

OR HSA-0106 [DECON] 
MAH-MAH-0047 

Media & Publications 

Create New Agency for 
Media & Publications @ Meade 

HSA-0071 
MAH-MAH-0012 



Northern Virginia by relocating offices of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
Washington Headquarters Services, the Defense Technology Security Administration, the 
Defense Human Resources Activity, the DoD Education Activity, the DoD Inspector 

I 

General, and Pentagon Renovation Project temporary space to Walter Reed. I 

Justification 
*.- .,. . - . "  

J Eliminates -1.75 million USF leased spqe ..% 1 - 1 $  in 
NCR. -,: . 

J Enabled by MED-0002 and MED-0029. 
J Facilitates consolidation of common support- 

hnctions. 
J Relocates to AT/FP compliant location. 

Payback 

J One Time Cost: $249.8M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $ 32.OM 

I J Annual Recurring Savings: $ 78.OM 
1 J Payback Period: 3 Years-.. 
/ J NPV (savings): $691.6M 

Military Value 

4 OSD-2SOth; WHS-25 1 St ;  ~HRA-260t"; 
DTSA-26gth; DODIG-3 15"; DODEA- 
3 1 9th - out of 324. 

4 WRAMC: 127th of 324. 

Impacts 

Criterion 6: No job reductions 
4 Criterion 7: No impacts. 

1 
J Criterion 8: Air quality issue. No 

impediments. 

4 Strategy Capacity Analysis / Data Verification J JCSG/MilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
JBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 4 Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflictedr1Deps 

I 



Create New Agency for Media and Publications 

Tandidate  Kecommendation (summary): Creates a new UoU Media Activity by 
relocating Army Broadcasting Service, soldiers Radio & TV, Soldiers ~ a ~ a z i n e i  Air 
Force News Agency-ArmyIAir Force Hometown News Service, and the Naval Media 
Center from Fort Belvoir, Anacostia Annex, and leased locations in Alexandria, VA, and 
San Antonio, TX to Ft. Meade. Co-locates American Forces Information Service with 
the Defense Information School and the new DoD Media Activity at Ft. Meade. 

Justification , .-.-.-. , 

4 Eliminates 84,000 USF of leased space. 
J Promotes "jointness" and creates opportu 

for savings and synergy. 
J Co-location of new Media Activity with AFI 

and Defense Inforniation School facilitates 
possible consolidation of common support 
functions. 

J Moves Activities to an ATIFP compliant 
location. 

Payback 

4 One Time Cost $42.93M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $ 4.4M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 9.3M 
4 Payback Period: 4 Years 
4 NPV (savings): $8 1.4M 

Strategy J Capacity Analysis 1 Data Verification 

- 
Military Value 

4 Army Broadcasting Service and Soldiers 
. Radio & TV: 242nd of 324 

4; Soldiers Magazine: 200th of 324. 
4; AF News Agency-AnnyIAF Hometown 

News: 303rd of 324. 
Naval Media Center: 1 7Sh of 324 

4 AFIS: 248t11 of 324 
J Ft. Meade: 88th of 324. 

Irn pacts 

4 Criterion 6:  -740 jobs in NCR (439 direct, 
301 indirect); < 0.1 %. -488 jobs in San 
Antonio (59 direct, 30 1 indirect); 10.1 %. 

4 Criterion 7: No Impacts. 
4 Criterion 8: No Impediments. 

J JCSGJMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted wJJCSGs 
J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w/MilDeps J COBRA J Military Value Analysis 1 Data Verification 



Major Admin & HQ 

NAVAIR 

ISG Consolidate NAVAIR Leased Locations 
@ NAS Patuxent River 

HSA-0078 
MAH-MAH-0028 

MILDEP lnve 

@ Quantico 

OR HSA-0108 [DECON] 
MAH-MAH-0043 

IMA Agencies & Army Service Providers 

ISG f~onsolidatel~o-locate IMA Agencies & ' 
Army Service Providers 

@ Ft. Lee & Ft. Sam Houston 

4 HSA-0077 < 
MAH-MAH-0009 

OR 
J 



Candidate Recommendation: Close 2 14 19 1 Great Mills Road and 
2 1535 Pacific Drive, leased installations in Lexington Park, Maryland. 
Relocate Naval Air Systems Command to Naval Air Station Patuxent 
River, Maryland. 

Justification 

Eliminates approximately 25,000 USF of 
leased space within the DC Area. 

J Consolidation of HQs from multiple to single 
locations eliminates redundancy. 

4 Moves NAVAIR Components to an ATIFP 
. . .  

compliant location. 

Payback 

J One Time Cost: $16.4M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $1 5.OM 
J Annual Recurring Savings: $ .5M 
J Payback Period: 100+ Years 
J NPV (cost): $9.8M 

Military Value 

J NAVAIR: 241$ of 3 14. 
NAS Patuxent River: 1.43rd of 314. 

Impacts 

J Criterion 6: No job losses. 
J Criterion 7: No issues. 
4 Criterion 8: No impediments. 

J Strategy Capacity Analysis / Data Verification JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
COBRA Military Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w/MilDeps 



Justification 
4 Relocates several large activities away from the * "  .-. 

National Capital Region. 
J Frees up 524,000 GSF close to Pentagon for other 

uses. 
J Provides Navy NCIS with upgraded HQ facility. 

Co-location of activities with like missions promotes 
"jointness" and creates opportunities for synergy. 

J Potential synergy with FBI activities at Quantico. 

Payback 
* 

J One Time Cost: $85.1M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $78.3M ($75.5). 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 3.2M ($4.1) 
J Payback Period: 68 Years (36)  
J NPV (cost): $43.5M ($32.1) 

Criminal Investigation Service (NCIS) to MCB Quantico, Virginia. Realign Andrews Air Force Base, 
Maryland by relocating the AF Office of Special Investigation (AFOSI) to MCB Quantico, Virginia. Realign 
Ft. Belvoir, Virginia, by relocating the Army Criminal Investigation Command (CID) to MCB Quantico, 
Virginia. 

4 Strategy 4 Capacity Analysis I Data Verification 

" 

Impacts 

Military Value 
NCIS: 157th of 324 

4 AFOST: 154th of 324 
J USA CTD: 199th of 324 
4 MCB Quantico: 6 1 st of 324 

4 criterion 6: -45 jobs (27 direct, 18 indirect); < .l %. 
'4: Criterion 7: Distance to airport issue. No 

impediments. 
4 Criterion 8: No impediments. 
J Other risks: Business disruption; benefits of 

"jointness" and co-location may not materialize. 

4 JCSGIMilDep Recommended 4 De-conflicted w1JCSGs 

4 C W  PA 4 Military Value Analysis I Data Verificatlp 4 Criteria 6-8 Analysis 4 De-conflicte "r JMilDeps 



a 
Candidate #HSA-0077: Coesolidate and Co-locate USA Installation 

Management Agency; and Other USA Service Providers 

Candidate Recommendation (Summary): Realign 2 leased installations in Northern Virginia; Ft. 
McPherson; Ft. Monroe; Rock Island Arsenal; Ft. Eustis; and Ft. Buchanan, by relocating HQs and regional 
offices of the Army Contracting Agency, Army Installation Management Agency and Army NETCOM to 
Ft. Lee and Ft. Sam Houston. Realign 3 leased installations in Northern Virginia by relocating Army HR 
XXI office, Army Community and Family Support Center, and Army Family Liaison Office to Ft. Sam 
Houston. Realign Park Center IV by relocating Army Center for Substance Abuse to Ft. Knox. 

-- - 

Justification 

4 Eliminates -300,000 GSF of leased space within NCR. 
4 Consolidates IMA and NETCOM regions at two 

installations and co-locates related Activities; eliminates 
redundancy and enhances efficiency. 

4 Moves offices in leased space to ATIFP compliant 
locations. 

Payback 

4 One Time Cost: $ 98.9M 

4 Net Implementation Savings: $ 9.7M - 

J Annual Recurring Savings: $ 29.2M 
" r" 

4 Payback Period: 3 Years'--- 
/ NPV (savings): $277.4M 

Military Value 

J MV for Activities ranges from 236th to 
296th of 324. 
Ft Lee: 9Yd of 324. 

/ Ft. b o x :  12th of 324. 
4 Ft. Sam Houston: 3rd of 324. 

Impacts 

4 Criterion 6: -95 to -1,968 jobs; <0.1% to 
.15% 

4 Criterion 7: No impediments 
Criterion 8: Issues but no impediments 

4 Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 4 JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
4 COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification Criteria 6-8 Analysis De-conflicted w/MilDeps 



_.__I* * X r  - -  A 

Major Admin & HQ 

TRANSCOM 

@ Scott AFB 
HSA-0114 [DECON] 



Washington Navy Yard, DC by relocating the Amiy Service Deployment and Distribution Command, 
and part of the Navy Military Sealift Command to Scott Air Force Base, IL, and consolidating them 
with AF Air Mobility Command and TRANSCOM 

- - 

Justification 
4 Meets T.O. to consolidate or co-locate Service 

Component HQs w/ COCOM HQs 
4 Reduces NCR footprint and eliminates 162,000 

USF of leased space within DC Area 
.' Headquarters-level personnel reduction 

estimated at 18 % (746 job positions) 

Payback 

4 One Time Cost: $ 49.2M 
4 Net Implementation Savings: $ 

324.1 M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 84.1 M 
4 Payback Period: Immediate 
4 NPV Savings: $ 1,079.5M I-CIk .& 

- 

Military Value 
4 Quantitative Military Value: 

Ft. Eustis: .8758 SDDC-Alexandria: .I620 
WNY: .8634 
Scott AFB: 3467 

4 Military Judgment: Small Quantitative difference and less 
disruption to TRANSCOM favored Scott over others 

Impacts 
4 Criterion 6: 

DC area: -1 079 jobs (6 16 direct, 463 indirect); <0.1% 
Norfolk area: - 770 jobs (325 direct, 445 indirect); 0.1 % 

4 Criterion 7: No Issues 
Criterion 8: No Impediments 

+* ,. 
."% 

<&,W" r r i  ..-. 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
J COBRA 4 Military Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w/MilDeps 



MILDEP & DoD Medical Activities 

Co-locate MILDEP & DoD 

OR Medical Center, Bethesda 
HSA-0115 [DECON] 

MAH-MAH-0049 

DCMA HQ 

Relocate DCMA HQ 
@ Ft. Lee 

IEC J 
HSA-0067 

MAH-MAH-0030 '" "i 
Miscellaneous Army Activities 

Co-locate Misc. Army Activities @ 

OR 
MAH-MAH-0015 





Major Adrnin & HQ 

o-locate Misc. USAF Leased Location 
6) Andrews AFB ISG 

. ...- 

'~~- locate Misc. USN Leased ~~cat ions '  
@ Washington Navy YardlAnacostia 

> HSA-0 134 

\ MAH-MAH-OOXX 
4 

@ Lackland AFB 
OR HSA-0141 

MAH-MAH-OOXX 

@ NSA Millington 
HSA-0 1 30 



- - - 

Justification 
J Eliminates approximately 188,000 USF of leased 

space within the NCR. 
J Co-location of organizations facilitates possible 

consolidation of common support functions. 
4 Moves Navy leased space to an ATIFP compliant 

location. 

Payback 

J One Time Cos.1: 
J Net Implementation Cost: 
J Annual Recurring Savings: 
J Payback Period: 
J NPV (savings): 

JMillCiv Reductions: 010 
JMillCiv Relocated: 3 8/642 
JContractors: 159 

$67.OM 
$36.4M 
$ 7.OM 
8 Years 
X32.8M 

"-.. ---. 

Military Value 

J NSMA: 30Sh of314 
J NAVAIR: 24 1 St of 3 1 4 
4 SPAWAR: 222nd of 3 14 

NMCRS: TBD 
4 Anacostia Annex: 6Sh of 3 14 
4 WNY: 52ndof314 

Impacts 

J Criterion 6:  No net job change. 
J Criterion 7: In process 
J Criterion 8: In process. 

O JCSGlMilDep Recommended 4 De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

J COBRA Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 0 Criteria 6-8 Analysis De-conflicted w/MilDeps 
, 8  . . \ \ - 

"--*-.A..b*" . . , ...L- 



Candidate Recommendation (abbreviated): Close Crystal Park 3 and Crystal Square 3. Relocate NSMA to 
Washington Navy Yard (WNY). Realign 1400- 1450 S. Eads Street and 2300 Clarendon Blvd by relocating 
NSMA to Anacostia Annex (AA). Realign Crystal Mall 2, Crystal Mall 3, Crystal Park 1, and Crystal Square 
2 by relocating NSMA to WNY. Realign Crystal Gateway 4 by relocating NAVAIR to Arlington Service 
Center (ASC). Realign Crystal Gateway 3 by relocating NAVAIR to ASC and NSMA to WNY. Realign 

t 

J Eliminates approximately 228,000 GSF of leased 
space within the NCR. 

4 Facilitates closure of FOB 2. 
J Co-location of organizations facilitates possible 

' 

consolidation of common support functions. 
4 Moves Navy leased space to AT/FP compliant 

4 Washington Navy Yard: 52nd of 324 
4 Anacostia Annex: 65th of 324 
4 Arlington Service Center: 1 12th of 324 
4 All others 1 83rd or lower rankings 

J One Time Cost: $ 50.7M 
4 Net Implementation Cost: $ 3.3M 
J Annual Recurring Savings: $ 17.6M 
4 Payback Period: 1Year ---. 

locations. 

Payback 

J Criterion 6: No job reductions. 
4 Criterion 7: No issues. 
J Criterion 8: No impediments. 

Impacts 

J NPV (savings): $161.2M I I 
J Strategy J Capacity Analysis I Data Verification J JCSGMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w1JCSGs 
4 R B R A  J Military Value Analysis I Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w/MilDeps a! C 





SA-0130: Relocate NETC & NETPDTC 
idate Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating 

1 Navy Education and Training Command to Naval Support Activity ~ i l l i n ~ t d n ,  TN. ~ e a l i ~ n  
Saufley Field, FL, by relocating Navy Education and Training Professional Development & 
Technology Center to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN. 

Justification 

J Merges common functions 
J Creates Navy HR Center of Excellence 
J 64.4 Admin Buildable acres at 

Millington. 
J Uses 152,400 GSF Vacant Admin space 
J Eliminates personnel redundancies and 

excess infrastructure capacity 

Payback 

J One Time Cost: $ 26.9M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $ 17.4M 
J Annual Recurring Savings: $ 3.6M 
J Payback Period: 9 yrs 
J NPV (Savings): $ 17.5M 

4 strategy 
- 

4 Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 
COBRA 4 Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 

Military Value 

J Quantitative MV scores 
JNAS Pensacola: 0.8684 

..J. ,- --- JSaufley Field: 0.8699 
JNSA Millington: 0.81 25 

J Military judgment favored Millington because co- 
location with heaviest concentration of Navy 
personnel and human resources development 
organizations will permit formation of a Human 
Resources Center of Excellence for the Navy 

Impacts 

J Criterion 6: - 1890 jobs (743 direct, 11 47 
indirect); 0.9% 

J Criterion 7: No issues 
J Criterion-8: No Impediments 

J JCSGJMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted wMilDeps 



-a 
Reserve & Recruiting Command 

' Co-locate National Guard HQs 
(NGB, ARNG and ANG) 

Andrews AFB & Arlington Hall 
OR 

\E 
HSA-0132 < 

MAH-R&RC-OOXX 4) OR 

Included in MPC 
.scenarios. 



HSA-0035: Co-locate National Guard 
Headquarters 

Candidate Recommendation: Close Jefferson Plaza 1, Arlington, VA. Relocate the 
National Guard Bureau, Army National Guard and Air National Guard Headquarters to 
Andrews Air Force Base, MD. Realign the Army National Guard Readiness Center at 
Arlington Hall, Arlington, VA, by relocating the Army National Guard Readiness Center to 
~ n d 6 w s  Air Force Base, MD. - 

Justification 

J Enhances Joint Service interoperability 
J Merge common support functions 
4 Frees up Army National Guard Readiness 

Center in Arlington, VA for reuse by DoD 
activities relocating from leased space 

Pavback 

J One-Time Cost: $172M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $1 8O.8M 
J Annual Recurring Cost: $10M 

Payback Period: Never 
J NPV Cost: $257.3 

Militaw Value 

4 ARNGIArlington Hall 23ISt of 314 
4 NG/JP-1 232nd of 314 
' J  ANGIJP-1 18Tth of 314 
J Andrews AFB 47th of 314 

-- - 

Impacts 
4," "> 

J 'Critefia 6: No job reductions 
4 Criteria 7: No issues 
J, Criteria _ -  * - 8; Potential air quality, noise and water 
'"r&bukces issues. No impediments 

C 

4 Strategy Capacity Analysis / Data Verification J JCSG/MilDep Recommended De-conflicted wIJCSGs 
JCOBRA /Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 4 Criteria 6-8 Analysis De-conflicted w/MilDeps 

f a 



a Candidate # HS ~ - b  1 3 2 CO-locate National Guard 
i Headquarters 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Jefferson Plaza 1, Arlington, VA, by 
relocating the National Guard Bureau Headquarters, the Air National Guard 
Headquarters and elements of the Army National Guard Headquarters to the Army 
National Guard Readiness Center, Arlington Hall, VA, and Andrews Air Force Base 

Justification 

4 Enhances Joint Service interoperability 

J Merge common support functions 

4 Allows reduction in force 

Payback 

4 One-Time Cost: $60.9 M 
4 Net Implementation Savings: $12.7 M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $22.7 M 
4 Payback Period: 2 years 
4 NPV Savings: $221.6 M 

Military Value 

J HQs NGBIJP-1 243rd of 336 
J ANGIJP-1 2 lgtl' of 336 
J ARNGRC (Arlington Hall) 104th of 336 
4 Andrews AFB 4Sth of 336 

..- -#., . Impacts 

J Criteria 6:  No job reductions 
4 Criteria 7: No issues 
4 Criteria 8: Potential air quality, noise and water resources 

issues at AAFB. Arlington Hall currently in Non- 
Attainment area for Ozone. No impediments 

J Strategy 4 Capacity Analysis / Data Verification J JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
JCOBRA JMilitary Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis De-conflicted w/MilDeps 



Reserve & Recruiting Command 

Reserve Commands 

ISG 

I 
Relocate Naval 

Reserve Command 
@ NAS Norfolk 

HSA-004 1 
\E MAH-R&RC-0016 J 

I 

I 
f Relocate Army 

Reserve Command 
@ Pope AFB 

HSA-0128 [DECON] 4 
MAH-R&RC-0022 J 

MCRSC = Marine Corp Reserve Support Command 

I 

/ Relocate MC Reserve 
Command & MCRSC 

@ JRB NAS New Orleans 
HSA-0120 [DECON] 

\E MAH-R&RC-0019 I 4, 



i . 1 ,  : 

Candidate # HSA-0 128 Relocate Army Reserve Command 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Ft McPherson, GA by 

Justification 
4 Enhances Service Active and Reserve 

Component interoperability 
J Enables potential closure of Ft. McPherson, GA 

(USA-0 1 12) 

Military Value 

J USARCIMcPherson 1 0 2 " ~  of 3 14 
4 Pope AFB 29th of 314 

Payback 
4 One Time Cost: $6 1.9M 
4 Net Implementation Cost: $43.4M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $7.8M 
4 Payback Years: 8 years 

NPV Savings: $34.1M 

Impacts 
J Criterion 6: 

/Atlanta -2 1 18 jobs (1 264 direct, 854 indirect); 
Less than 0.1 % 

J Criterion 7: No issues 
J Criterion 8: Potential impact to historic district and minor 

land use constraints. No impediments 

relocating A m y  Reserve Command to Pope AFB, NC 

II 

- 

4 strategy 4 Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 4 JCSG/MilDep Recommended 

4 COBRA 4 Militarv Valne Analvsis 1 Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analvsis 



Candidate # HSA-0041 Relocate Navy Reserve Command 
f 

Candidate Recommendatior- Realign Naval Support Activity 
New Orleans, LA, by relocating Navy Reserve Command to 
Naval Support Activity Norfolk, VA. 

Justification 
Enhances Service Active and Reserve 
Component interoperability 

Merge common support functions 

Reduces administrative footprint by 4400 
GSF 
Enables potential closure of NSA New 
Orleans (DON-0 1 58) 

J One Time Cost: $23.7M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $6.9M 
d Annual Recurring Savings: $4.2M 
J Payback Period: 3 years 
J NPV Savings: $33.3M 

4 Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 

Military Value 
Navy Reserve Command, New Orleans 176'" of 3 14 
NSA Norfolk 116'110f 314 
Military judgment: Significant military value relocating 
Reserve Component with Active Component HQs. Follows 
Active Reserve Integration dictates. Scenario has HQ Navy 
support 

Impacts 
J Criteria 6: -820 (47 1 direct, 349 indirect); -0.1 1 % 
4 Criteria 7: NSA Norfolk's average pupillteacher ratio and 

proximity to airport (8 miles) mitigate child care and higher 
median household value. No impediments 

J Criteria 8: No impediments 
. .. " ~ 

: ,J JCSGMilDep Recommended 4 De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
' . -. '. 

J Militarv Value Analvsis I Data Verification 4 Criteria 6-8 Analvsis 





Candidate # HSA-0 120 Relocate Marine Corps Reserve 
Command and Marine Corps Reserve Support Command 

- - - 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, LA by relocating the Marine 
Corps Reserve Command to Joint Reserve Base Na4al Air Station, New Orleans, LA. Realign Marine Corps 
Support Activity, Kansas City, MO by relocating . -.. th; . a .'-, Marine .<A!, by-g Corps Reserve Support Command element of 
Mobility Command to Joint Reserve Base Naval Air Station, New Orleans, LA. 

- - 

Justification 
4 Maintains Joint Service interoperability 

4 Merges common support functions 
4 Enables closure of NSA NOLA and 

MCSA Kansas City, MO (DON-01 571158) 

Payback 
I One Time Cost: $56.8M 
1 4 Net Implementation Cost: $61.5M 
4 Annual Recurring Cost: $1.6M 
J Payback Period: Never 
4 NPV Cost: $70.7M 

. . ,.- 
3 Military Value 

~ a r i n e  Corps Reserve Command, New Orleans 1 75th of 3 14 
J Marine Corps Reserve Support Command, Kansas City 

86t'1 of 3 14 
J Joint Reserve Base Naval Air Station, New Orleans 

60th of 3 14 
- - 

Impacts 
4 Criteria 6: -326 jobs (1 89 direct jobs and 137 indirect jobs), 

1 less than 0.1 % 
J Criteria 7: No issues 
4 Criteria 8: Potential impact to wastewater treatment plant and 

to wetlands, but no problem obtaining wetland permits 

4 Strategy 4 Capacity Analysis / Data Verification a J JCSGIMilDep Recommended 4 De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

4 C# A 4 Militarv Value Analvsis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analvsis J De-conflicted w w e v s  



a 
HSA JCSG Agenda 

Strategy 
Analysis Update 
Candidate Recommendations Overview 
How we define success?? 
Closing Comments 
Questions 
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Guiding Principles 
N Improve jointness and total force capability Transformational Options 

Rationalize presence in the DC area--assess HQs, 
N Eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess commands, & activities within 100 mile radius 

Minimize leased space; move organizations residing in 
Enhance force protection leased space to DoD owned or ATIFP compliant space. 

N Exploit best business practices Consolidate management at installations with shared 

N Increase effectiveness, efficiency and 

adequately train and deploy service members. 
N Consolidate multi-location HQs at single locations 

Eliminate locations of stand-alone headquarters. 

Capacity Selection Criteria 

Military Val Force Structure Plan 

Scenario Data Calls 



HSA JCSG Guiding Principles 
1 1. 

i 

Improve j ointness and-total . $.. ! ,,\. !: -,J .. force capability 
Eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess 
capacity 
Enhance force protection 
Exdoit best business practices 

I 

Increase effectiveness, efficiency and interoperability 
Reduce costs 



a 
HSA JCSG Guiding Principles 

Improve jointness and total force capability 
Eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess 
capacity 

a Enhance Force Protection 
Exploit best business practices 
Increase effectiveness, efficiency and interoperability 
Reduce costs 





Scenario 
Close 7 leased locations in the DC Area, close 10 leased locations in 
Huntsville, AL, realign 3 leased locations in the DC Area, realign Naval 
Support Activity Dahlgren, and facilitate disposal of Federal Office 
Building 2 by consolidating components of Missile Dcfensc Agency 
(MDA) and co-locating with USA Space and Missile Dcfcnsc Command 
Headquarters (SMDC), Naval Network and Space Operations 
Command (COMNAVNETSPAOYSCOM), and existing offices of 
SMDC and MDA at Redstone Arsenal. 

Justification/l mpact I I I 

Encompasses 933,000 GSF (or equivalent), as currently reported. 
Computed space required at  200 GSF/person= 728,600 GSF. 

' 

I 17 leased locations can be closed: approx. 395,000 USF I 

I Affects 4,194 personnel, as currently reported. Scenario estimates a 
14% personnel savings for MDA and SMDC as a result of consolidation, 
or 515 personnel, and a 7% personnel savings for the Navy activity as 2% 

result of co-location, or 36 positions. 
I Enhances ATfFP. 
I Consolidation of HQs from multiple to single locations, e.g. MDA from 

at least 20 to 1, eliminates redundancy and enhances efficiency. 
I Consolidation and co-location of large HQs facilitates possible 

consolidation of common support functions. 
I Relocates major tenant from FOB 2, which is projected to close in 

2010+. . .- , 

I Consolidation and co-location of organizations with like missions 
promotes "jointness" and creates opportunities for synergy. 

I Redstone Arsenal reports no vacant administrative space but sufficient 
land to accommodate over 30 million GSF of new administrative space. 

Drivers/Assumptions 
I Principles: Organize; Quality of Life; Deploy and Employ. 

I Transformational Option: Eliminate leased space US-wide. 

I Transformational Option: Consolidate HQs at single 
locations. 

I Transformational Option: Rationalize presence in the DC 
area. 

I Transformational Option: Co-locate functions and 
headquarters in "Joint Campuses" to enhance 
interoperability and reduce costs. 

Potential Conflicts 
Relocation of large users may conflict with planned usage 
of spacelland on the target installation. 

MDA's large contractor community may need to relocate; 
this target space does not include contractors in contractor- 
provided space. This is estimated to include over 392,033 
USF in the DC Area and approximately 1,140 contractor 
personnel. Actual space requirements for MDA personnel 
must be confirmed. 

Dc: H&SA 0029,0030,0031, TECH 0001,0002,0003, and 
USA 0035,0053. Discussion resolvcd conflict; no new 
scenario created. 



Candidate #HSA-0047: Co-locate Missile and 
Space Defense Agencies at Huntsville 

leased space in Arlington, VA. Relocate remaining MDA functions to ~eds tone  ~rsena l i  Huntsville, AL. Close the 
GMD Bradford and SMDC Buildings in Huntsville by relocating MDA to Redstone Arsenal. Realign FOB 2 by 
relocating MDA to Redstone Arsenal. Realign Crystal Square 2 by relocating MDA and HQ USA SMDC to 
Redstone Arsenal. Realign Crystal Mall 4 by relocating HQ USA SMDC to Redstone Arsenal. 

Candidate Recommendation (abbreviated): Close the Suffolk Building. Relocate HQ liaison offke for MDA to 

1 
-- 

Justification 

4 Consolidates MDA HQ and SMDC; eliminates 
redundancy and enhances efficiency. 

J Eliminates 288,000 USF DoD-controlled leased 
space. 

4 Moves MDA and SMDC offices to an AT/FP 
compliant location. 

Payback 

4 One Time Cost: $304.3M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $107.1M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 35.7M 
4 Payback Period: 5 Years 
4 NPV (savings): $228.4M 

J Stratem J Ca~acitv Analvsis I Data Verification 

Military Value 

J MDA: 291" of 314 
4 SMDC: 284th of 3 14 
4 Redstone Arsenal: 4gt1' of 3 14 

Impacts 

J Criterion 6: DC Area: -6,102 jobs (3,634 direct; 
2,468 indirect), 0.22%; Baltimore-Towson: -9 
jobs (5 direct; 4 indirect), <0.1%; 

J Criterion 7: Housing and Graduate Education 
issues. 

4 Criterion 8: No impediments. 

J JCSGIM~~D~D Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
, - -  

~ i h t a r ~  Value Analysis I Data Verification 







Candidate Recommendation: Close Army Human Resources Command leased facilities in Alexandria, 
Virginia, Indianapolis, Indiana, and St. Louis, Missouri, relocating and consolidating all functions at Fort Knox, 
Kentucky. Realign Fort Monroe, Virginia, by relocating Army Accessions Command and Cadet Command to - 
Fort Knox, ~enticlcy.  

Justification 

4 Enables mission consolidation of Active & 
Reserve personnel center functions. 

4 Co-location of Recruiting functions 
improves personnel 1 ife-cycle management. 

4 Eliminates excess capacity and leased space 

Payback 

J One Time Cost: $ 99.0 M 

J Net Implementation Savings: $462.5 M 

4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 145.5 M 

4 Payback Period: Immediate 

J NPV (savings): $ 1.78 B 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 

Military Value 

J Recruiting function: Fort Monroe 1 0011 47; Fort Knox 1 211 47 
J Military Personnel: Ft Knox was selected because of its high 

overall military value as the current location of the US Army 
Recruiting Command, which offers synergies with the military 
personnel function. 

Impacts 

4 Criterion 6: 
JDC Area ROI : - 3,734 jobs; 0.1% 
/St Louis ROI: - 4,171 jobs; 0.3% 
JIndianapolis ROI: - 226 jobs; less than 0.1 % 
/Norfolk ROI: - 820 jobs; less than 0.1 % 

4 Criterion 7: Proximity to Louisville mitigates child care, housing, 
and medical issues 

4 Criterion 8: Overall, no known environmental impediments. 

4 Other Risks Associated with Implementation: Skilled civilian 
workforce availability in concentrated GS-series. 

J JCSGMilDep Recommended 4 De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

4 COBRA Military Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted wIMilDeps 





Capacity Analysis Update 

Corrections 2,565 2,975 
MOB 16.931 106.429 

rn Mobilization data highly variable due to different 

CIVPER 1,198,392 1,198,392 
MILPER 2,280,243 2,208,168 
D FAS 3,307,894 3,307,894 

TOTAL 141,750,858 154,506,631 

service standards 

2,141 
P 

1 3.665 

rn Without Mobilization data, total excess is 26.6 1 % 

926,400 
I ,928,800 
2,579,200 

112,975,204 

rn Only 1 of 69 14 data issues remain 

410 
0* 

* NOTE: Mobilization is surge by definition. 

0 
0 
0 

356,770 

14.25% 
87.16% 

424 
92.764 

22.70% 
12.65% 
22.03% 
26.65% 

271,992 
279,368 
728,694 

41 ,I 74,657 





e rn w 

HSA JCSG Agenda 

Strategy 
Analysis Update 
Candidate Recommendations Overview 
How we define success?? 
Closing Comments 
Questions 









COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department 
-:enario File : 

Technical JCSG 
C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Arlington WMATA 2 
C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

2006 
2008 
Immediate 

-576,910 
31,318 

ion Pkg Name: 

Starting Year : 
Final Year 
Payback Year : 

NPV in 2025 ($K) : 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant 
2006 
---- 

MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 99 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
2007 
---- 

0 
0 
74 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 
-8,469 

-168,895 
6,925 

0 
11,750 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
-2,895 
-42,151 

0 
0 

783 

TOTAL 9 9 7 4 -25,773 

2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 4 6 
TOT 0 0 4 6 

Total 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
COMMUNITY CHANGES : 

1. Adds "WMATA" (based on CNR Arlington Static Base information to retain cost characteristics 
of location. - Screen One 

2. Sets distance to WMATA at 3 miles to force movement of equipment. - Screen Two 

3 .  Uses BOS cost of $173,846 and Sustainment cost of $885,713 based on change to Bethesda rates 
created by baseline action - Screen Five. 

4. Deletes all costs associated with move at Bethesda except $22.566 Million needed for specialized 
security, HVAC controls, Uninterruptible Power Supply system, enhanced fiber, etc. reported as required by 
TJCSG per email from SASC staff - Screen Five 

5. Uses 446,708 SF Net requirement for action and prices it at $20.76 / SF. - 
Screen Five. 

6. Deletes MILCON at Bethesda. - Screen Seven 

Footnotes Revised April 27th, 2005 

Close the Office of Naval Research, Arlington, VA; the Air Force Office of Scientific Research, Arlington, 
VA; the Army Research Offices, Durham, NC, Fort Belvoir, VA, and Arlington, VA; and the Defense 
Advanced Research Project Agency, Arlington, VA. Relocate all functions to National Naval Medical 
Center in Bethesda, MD. Realign the Defense Threat Reduction Agency Eisenhower Avenue facility, 
Alexandria, VA, by relocating the Extramural Research Program Management function, except the 

ventional armanents and Chemical Biological Defense research, to National Naval Medical Center in 

The end state will be co-location of the named organizations at a single location in a single facility, or a 
cluster of facilities. This "Joint Center of Excellence" will foster additional coordination among the 
extramural 
research activities of OSD and the Military Departments. Further it will enhance the Force Protection 



posture of the organizations by relocating them from leased space onto a Military Base. 
The Force Structure Plan of 2020 implies need for a rigorous research community to provide high 
technology weapons to assure the national defense. The organizations being collocated in this Joint Center 
of Excellence are responsible for funding, mentoring and monitoring the basic, applied and advanced 
research performed by government, industry and academia that will transition weapons to the warfighter. 
The research synergies created by this Joint Center of Excellence will better allow the organizations to 
satisfy to the needs associated with the Force Structure Plan of 2020. 

[DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES TO AFFECTED BASES FROM ORIGINAL SCENARIO] 

Because these are leased sites, the static database is incomplete. Accordingly, we updated the file names 
for: 
Roslyn- Ballston Corridor : changed to Roslyn-Ballston DARP 
Belvoir: Added DTRA 
Ballston b ease: Added ARO 
Ballston Lease: Added AF-OSR 

List of Certified Source Data 
~.TECH-OO~O-DARPA-~~-NOV-~OO~ 
2.TECH-OO40-DT~8-DEC-2004-COMPLETE 
3.TECH-0040 USAF Complete (12/13/04) 
4.TECH-0040A Response from DON, 21 Dec 2004 
5.TECH-0040-USN-from TECH0010 Response from DON, 8 Dec 2004 
6.TECH-0010 and 0040-Completed Army-USA-Gainer-7-Feb-2005 
7 .  TECH-0040A Response from DON, 21 Dec 2004 

12.SDD 062 DTRA Email Jan 10, 2005 
13. SDD 53, 54, 55 DARPA Email 
Jan 21, 2005. (Screen 5) 
14. SDD 56 DARPA Email Jan 21, 
2005. (Screen 6) 
15.SDD 224 DARPA Email Dec 15, 
2004 
17.SDD 61 JS-627 Tech 0040 AFMC-RFC-Response 
18. SDD 63 Army Lease costs for TECH 10 also apply to Tech 40. 
19. TECH-0038 thru 0041-Completed Army USA-24-Nov-2004 
20. TECH 32 DTRA 
21 TECH 18 DTRA 
22 JS-605, Tech-0010, AFMC (DP)-1 
23 TECH-0040D Response from DON, 25 Apr 2005 

Data Standards 
Data Standards 

A. Start Dates 
1) For moves requiring no renovation or new office space - 2006 
2) For moves requiring Office Space - move in 2008 
3) For moves requiring Lab Space - move in 2009 

B. MILCON 
1) For purposes of COBRA, assume 160 Gross Square Feet (DOD Standard) for Office 
Space (FAC 6100) 
2) For S&T organizations requiring MILCON, absent a detailed breakout of equipment 
and facilities, use 150 Gross Square feet per person (this from the NAVFAC guide for Laboratories). 
3) For SCIFS the FAC code is 1404. For purposes of housing people is SCIFS (when 
they are reported as separate and additional facilities), We want to assume 1 person per 1000 square feet 
will use that space as an office. That person should be removed from the other portion of the building. 
4) The following calculation is performed to determine whether there is sufficient space 
to accept donor base personnel: 160* reassigned personnel + 150 * research FTEs being reassigned. If this 
figure exceeds the space being constructed, renovated or available at the receiving base by 50,000 square 
feet, the phrase insufficient milcon is displayed in the comments. Similarly, if the space being constructed, 
renovated or available at the receiving base exceeds the needed space, the phrase excessive milcon is 
displayed in the comments. 

C. Addition Network/IT Costs 
1) COBRA allows $1200 per person for a single network. Use $1200 person for an 
addition networks (S, TS) . 

D. Additional savings 
1) If leased space has not had an AT/FP upgrade, HSA is assuming a one-time savings 
of $28.28 per gross square foot in NCR. This means that if we move out of a leased space in the DC area 
that has not been upgraded we can take that as a savings. 

E. Personnel Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all government personnel moved. 
2) There are three types of organizations at the receiving site: 
Consolidated 
Joint 
Co-Located 



3) Subgroups can use their best judgment on the personnel reductions possible in all 
three, but it would seem that Consolidated has the best opportunities for reductions in PLT, with Joint slightly 
less and Co-Located the leas potential for reduction. 

Contractor Reductions 
Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all contractor personnel 

) Show a $200K Misc. Recurring Savings for each contractor eliminated. 

There was no impact on costs between running the scenario using COBRA 6.07 and COBRA 6.08. 
Costs reduced under 6.0.9 

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs in 2005 Constant 
2006 
---- 

MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 99 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars (SK) 
2007 
---- 

0 
0 
7 4 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
2 67 

9,423 
0 
0 

783 

Total 

TOTAL 99 7 4 

Savings in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 
11,076 
206,816 

4 
0 

14,006 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
3,162 
51, 573 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 0 



TOTAL COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost 
---- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 22,623,000 

Total - Other 22,623,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 31,318,430 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 14,009,988 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 17,308,442 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'~enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

*her 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 4,709,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs -4,022,194 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
( ~ l l  values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 
------- - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
---- 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 7,132,000 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 7,132,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs -3,942,497 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'~enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Y h e r  
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 411,900 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

............................................ 
Total One-Time Savings 0 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost 
---- 

Total One-Time Costs 4,237,432 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 4,188 
One-~ime Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-~ime Unique Savings 1,061,000 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 1,065,188 

Total Net One-Time Costs 3,172,244 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
ion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 

d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF r 
Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 226,789 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 9,800 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 9,800 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 216,989 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON 
(All values in 

LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2005 Constant Dollars) 

Military Construction 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
---- 

Total One-Time Costs 0 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 1,094,000 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 1,094,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs -1,094,000 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
g n a r i o  File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

v h e r  
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 0 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C: \PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMA~A 2 .CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: WMATA, VA (N00014) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost 
---- 

Sub -Total 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 22,566,000 

Total - Other 22,566,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 22,566,000 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 22,566,000 



COBRA ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
lenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
2006 2007 

--------------- ---- ---- 
Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 

Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
2006 

>bs Gained-Mil 0 
bs Lost-Mil 0 

0 
Jobs Gained-Civ 0 
Jobs Lost-Civ 0 
NET CHANGE-Civ 0 
Jobs Gained-Stu 0 
Jobs Lost-Stu 0 
NET CHANGE-Stu 0 

ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
2006 

--------------- ---- 
Jobs Gained-Mil 0 
Jobs Lost-Mil 0 
NET CHANGE-Mil 0 
Jobs Gained-Civ 0 
Jobs Lost-Civ 0 
NET CHANGE-Civ 0 
Jobs Gained-Stu 0 
Jobs Lost-Stu 0 
NET CHANGE-Stu 0 

Total 
----- 

0 
25 
-25 
0 

313 
-313 

0 
0 
0 

Total 

0 
18 
-18 
0 

182 
-182 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 
7 6 
-7 6 
0 

132 
-132 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 
1 
-1 
0 

113 
-113 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA SUSTAINMENT/RECAP/BOS/HOUSING CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

BALSTON LEASE, VA 

Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

BALSTON LEASE, VA 

Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

NNMC BETHESDA, MD 

--------------- 
Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

WMATA, VA (N00014) 

--------------- 
Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
7 
- 7 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 
23 
-23 
0 

104 
-104 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 
143 
0 

143 
805 
0 

805 
0 
0 
0 



COBRA SUSTAINMENT/RECAP/BOS/HOUSING CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:00:02 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
g n a r i o  File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WWiTA 2.CBR 

tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Net Change($K) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
Sustain Change 
Recap Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 

TOTAL CHANGES 

CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
Net Change($K) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20 11 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
Sustain Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Recap Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 - 5 -5 -5 -5 -18 -5 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 - 5 - 5 - 5 -5 -18 - 5 

Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
Net Change (SK) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
Sustain Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Recap Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
Change ($K) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Beyond 

------------ lt ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
ustain Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Recap Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 -99 -99 -99 -99 -395 -99 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -99 -99 -99 -99 -395 -99 

ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
Net Change($K) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
Sustain Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Recap Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



COBRA SUSTAINMENT/RECAP/BOS/HOUSING CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v6 .10)  - Page 2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report  C r e a t e d  7/4/2005 10:00:02 AM 

Department : T e c h n i c a l  JCSG 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C: \PPSG\Cl ien t s \ l  C u r r e n t \ V i r g i n i a  (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Opt ion  Pkg Name: A r l i n g t o n  WMATA 2 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 A p r i l  2 1  2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
Net Change (SK) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 T o t a l  Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
S u s t a i n  Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Recap Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S u s t a i n  Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Recap Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES 

NNMC BETHESDA, 
Net Change ( S K I  
-------------- 
S u s t a i n  Change 
Recap Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

WMATA, VA (N00014) 
Net Change ( S K )  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 T o t a l  Beyond 

S u s t a i n  Change 
Recap Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 2 9 2 9 2 9 2 9 117 29 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
yenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 2006 
Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name, ST (Code) 
.................... 
CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr, 
BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
ARL - NC. NC (3721K) 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 

(N00014) Realignment 
VA (51Hs05) Realignment 

Realignment 
Realiqnment 

BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
NNMC BETHESDA, MD (NO01681 
WMATA, VA (N00014) 

Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 
(Only shows distances where personnel or equipment are moving) 

CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

WMATA, VA 
WMATA, VA 
WMATA, VA 
WMATA, VA 
WMATA, VA 
WMATA, VA 

from CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt(tons) : 
Suppt Egpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

(N00014) to WMATA, 

Distance : 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from Roslyn-Ballston Corr, 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt(tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

WMATA, VA (N00014) 

Transfers from BELVOIR, VA (51062) to WMATA, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from ARL - NC, NC (3721K) to WMATA, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt(tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) to WMATA, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'renario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WM?lTA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from BALSTON LEASE, VA (51OL2) to WMATA, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 

Total Officer Employees: 2 6 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 313 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 0 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 2,006 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 1,415 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.147 
#ea Cost Factor: 1.02 

r Diem Rate ($/Day) : 201 
reight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.48 

Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 4.84 
Latitude : 38.880000 
Longitude: -77.110000 

Name: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 

Total Officer Employees: 17 
Total Enlisted Employees: 1 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 182 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 0 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 2,006 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 1,415 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.147 
Area Cost Factor: 1.02 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 201 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.33 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 4.84 
Latitude : 38.849136 
Longitude: -77.140812 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): 
Total Sustainment($K/Year): 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Ye ar) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Installation PRV($K) : 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Navy 
0 
0 

127 
0 
0 
0 

114 
NO 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 7,030.00 96.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): 
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Installation PRV($K): 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Army 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
NO 

TRICARE In -Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

Cos tFactor 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 4 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2 . m ~  
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 
Area Cost Factor: 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile): 
Latitude : 38. 
Longitude: -77. 

Name: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  E m p l o y e e s :  1 
Total Enlisted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 113 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 0 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 1,211 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 944 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.109 
Area Cost Factor: 0.87 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 129 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.33 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile): 4.84 
Latitude: 0.000000 
Longitude: 0.000000 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust) : Army 
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 27,468 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non -Payroll ($K/Year) : 11,641 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 47,707 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 0 
Installation PRV($K): 2,047,450 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 103 
Homeowner Assistance Program: No 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 7,029.66 94.00 28.15 
Actv MTF 2,212 190,340 153,436 
Actv Purch 86 8,689 
Retiree 620 82,951 143,920 
Retiree65+ 399 38,978 127,451 

B a s e  S e r v i c e  ( f o r  B O S / S u s t ) :  
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Installation PRV ($K) : 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

A r m y  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

103 
No 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 0.00 0.00 0 .OO 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 5 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

IIK tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Total Officer Employees: 77 
Total Enlisted Employees: 10 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8 8 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 0 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 2,006 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 1,415 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.146 
Area Cost Factor: 1.02 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 201 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.33 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile): 4.84 
Latitude : 0.000000 
Longitude: 0.000000 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
disted Housing Units Avail: rr arting Facilities (KSF) : fficer BAH ($/Month) : 

Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 
Area Cost Factor: 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 
Latitude : 0. 
Longitude: 0. 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): Army 
Total Sustainment($K/Year) : 0 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 0 
Installation PRV($K) : 0 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 103 
Homeowner Assistance Program: No 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): Army 
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 0 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 0 
Installation PRV($K): 0 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 103 
Homeowner Assistance Program: No 

TRICARE In -Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Ret iree65+ 0 0 0 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 6 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 

Total Officer Employees: 933 
Total Enlisted Employees: 1,800 
Total Student Employees: 2,032 
Total Civilian Employees: 2,232 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 3,614 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 2,006 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 1,415 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.147 
Area Cost Factor: 1.02 
Per Diem Rate 
Freight Cost 
Vehicle Cost 
Latitude: 
Longitude: 

Name : WMATA, 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 
Area Cost Factor: 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile): 
Latitude: 
Longitude: 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): 
Total Sustainment($K/Year): 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Installation PRV($K) : 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Navy 
15,554 
4,330 
4,482 

227,944 
0 

924,532 
114 
NO 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 7,030.00 96.00 20.30 
Actv MTF 5,807 256,799 245,327 
Actv Purch 91 16,663 
Retiree 1,722 125,532 214,929 
Retiree65+ 1,975 103,214 243,291 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): 
Total Sustainment($K/Year) : 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Installation PRV($K) : 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Navy 
886 
0 

274 
0 
0 
0 

114 
No 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 7,030.00 96.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 7 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
"cenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 

1-Time Unique Cost 
1-Time Unique Save 
1-Time Moving Cost 
1-Time Moving Save 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd 
Activ Mission Cost 
Activ Mission Save 
Misn Contract Start 

( 

( 
( 
( 

( 
( 

( 
( 

Misn Contract Term ($K) : 
Supt Contract Term ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
One-Time IT Costs ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 8,774 
0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

None Fac ShDn (KSF) : 

Name: Roslyn-Ballston Corr. VA (51Hs05) 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
-Time Moving Save ($K): rr v Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : ctiv Mission Cost (SK): 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misn Contract Start ($K) : 
Misn Contract Term ($K) : 
Supt Contract Term ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
One-Time IT Costs ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 8 )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc ( $ K )  : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

2006 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0% 
0 
0 

None Fac 

2007 2008 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 7,132 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 38,500 
0 2,851 
0% 0 % 
0% 0 % 
0 0 
0 0 

ShDn (KSF) : 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

8,774 8,639 
0 0 
0 % 0% 
0 % 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

38,500 38,500 
0 0 
0 % 0% 
0 % 0 % 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 8 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 

1-Time Unique Cost 
1-Time Unique Save 
1-Time Moving Cost 
1-Time Moving Save 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd 
Activ Mission Cost 
Activ. Mission Save 
Misn Contract Start 

( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 

Misn Contract Term (SK): 
Supt Contract Term (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
One-Time IT Costs (SK): 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
MTF Closure Action: 

N a m e :  ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misn Contract Start (SK) : 
Misn Contract Term (SK) : 
Supt Contract Term (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
One-Time IT Costs (SK): 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 120 
0 0 2,657 
0 0 0 
0% 0 % 0% 
0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

None Fac ShDn(KSF): 

2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 
0 0 1,061 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 504 
0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0 % 
0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

None Fac ShDn (KSF) : 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

12 0 120 
2,657 2,657 

0 0 
0 % 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

504 504 
0 0 
0% 0 % 
0 % 0 % 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
~enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF Y 
INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 2007 
- - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd ($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misn Contract Start($K): 
Misn Contract Term ($K): 
Supt Contract Term ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
One-Time IT Costs (SKI : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
v Non-MilCon Reqd ($K) : 
ctiv Mission Cost ($K) : r 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misn Contract Start ($K) : 
Misn Contract Term ($K) : 
Supt Contract Term (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
One-Time IT Costs ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  
Shutdown Schedule ( % ) :  
Misn Milcon Avoidnc ( $ K )  : 

Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
MTF Closure Action: 

0 % 0% 0% 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

None Fac ShDn (KSF) : 

None Fac ShDn(KSF): 

0 
0 

FH ShDn: 

2010 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1,254 
0 
0% 
0 % 
0 
0 

0 FH ShDn: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6. 10) - Page 10 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misn Contract Start ($K) : 
Misn Contract Term ($K) : 
Supt Contract Term (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
One-Time IT Costs (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % ) :  
Misn Milcon Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

Name: WMATA, VA (N00014) 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ( $ K ) :  
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd ($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misn Contract Start ($K) : 
Misn Contract Term ($K): 
Supt Contract Term ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ( $ K )  : 
One-Time IT Costs ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0% 0% 0 % 
0% 0% 0 % 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

None Fac ShDn (KSF) : 

0 0 
None Fac ShDn (KSF) : 

0 FH ShDn: 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

9,274 9,274 
0 0 
0 0 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 11 
Data A s  Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Crea ted  7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technica l  JCSG 
y e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\PPSG\Clients \ l  C u r r e n t \ V i r g i n i a  (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

t i o n  Pkg Name: A r l i n g t o n  WMATA 2 
t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 A p r i l  21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
2006 2007 
- - 

Off S c e n a r i o  Change: 
En1 S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Civ  S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
C i v  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
S t u  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH P r i v a t i z a t i o n :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: Roslyn-Balls ton Corr ,  VA (51Hs05) 

Off S c e n a r i o  Change: 
En1 S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Civ  S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
S t u  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH P r i v a t i z a t i o n :  

Name: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 

f S c e n a r i o  Change: 
S c e n a r i o  Change: 

Civ S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ  Prog nonBRAC change: 
S t u  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH P r i v a t i z a t i o n :  

Name: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

Off S c e n a r i o  Change: 
En1 S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Civ  Scenar io  Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
S t u  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH P r i v a t i z a t i o n :  



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 12 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA 

Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Stu Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH Privatization: 

Name: NNMC BETHESDA, MD 

Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Stu Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH Privatization: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

SF File Descrip: 
Perc Officers Accompanied: 72.00% 
Perc Enlisted Accompanied: 55 .OO% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 124,971.93 
Enlisted Salary ($/Year) : 82,399.09 
Civilian Salary ($/Year) : 59,959.18 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 272.90 
Unemployment Eligibility (Weeks) : 16 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.00% 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 9.16% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 8.10% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 1.67% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 86.32% 
Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 18.03% 

Priority Placement Program: 39.97% 
PPP Actions Involving PCS: 50.70% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ )  : 35,496.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs ( $ )  : 50,000.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 25,000.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 68.40% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 13.46% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 18.44% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

Service Sustainment Rate 
Unit Cost Adjustment (BOS) 
Program Management Factor: 
Mothball (Close) ($/SF) : 
Mothball (Deac/Realn) ($/SF) : 
Rehab vs . MilCon (Default) : 
Rehab vs . MilCon (Red) : 
Rehab vs. MilCon (Amber) : 

00% 93.00% 92.00% 97.00% 
0 0 8879.00 3032.00 3904.00 
MilCon Site Prep Cost ($/SF) : 0.74 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon Design Rate (Medical): 13.00% 
MilCon Design Rate (Other): 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
Discount Rate for NPV/Payback: 2.80% 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 13 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

Y tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Mil (Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off Accomp (Lb) : 15,290.00 
HHG Per En1 Accomp (Lb) : 9,204.00 
HHG Per Off Unaccomp (Lb): 13,712.00 
HHG Per En1 Unaccomp (Lb) : 6,960.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 8.78 
Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 180.67 

Storage-In-Transit ($/Pers): 373.76 
POV Reimburse ($/Mile) : 0.20 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
IT Connect ($/Per son) : 200.00 
Misc Exp($/Direct Employee) : 1,000.00 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Months): 30.02 
One-TimeOff PCSCost($): 10,477.58 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost($): 3,998.52 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 14 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

1. Adds "WMATA" (based on CNR Arlington Static Base information to retain cost characteristics 
of location. - Screen One 

2. Sets distance to WMATA at 3 miles to force movement of equipment. - Screen Two 

3. Uses BOS cost of $173,846 and Sustainment cost of $885,713 based on change to Bethesda rates 
created by baseline action - Screen Five. 

4. Deletes all costs associated with move at Bethesda except $22.566 Million needed for specialized 
security, HVAC controls, Uninterruptible Power Supply system, enhanced fiber, etc. reported as required by 
TJCSG per email from SASC staff - Screen Five 

5. Uses 446,708 SF Net requirement for action and prices it at $20.76 / SF. - 
Screen Five. 

6. Deletes MILCON at Bethesda. - Screen Seven 

Footnotes Revised April 27th, 2005 

Close the Office of Naval Research, Arlington, VA; the Air Force Office of Scientific Research, Arlington, 
VA; the Army Research Offices, Durham, NC, Fort Belvoir, VA, and Arlington, VA; and the Defense 
Advanced Research Project Agency, Arlington, VA. Relocate all functions to National Naval Medical 
Center in Bethesda, MD. Realign the Defense Threat Reduction Agency Eisenhower Avenue facility, 
Alexandria, VA, by relocating the Extramural Research Program Management function, except the 
conventional armanents and Chemical Biological Defense research, to National Naval Medical Center in 
Bethesda, MD 

The end state will be co-location of the named organizations at a single location in a single facility, or a 
cluster of facilities. This "Joint Center of Excellence" will foster additional coordination among the 
extramural 
research activities of OSD and the Military Departments. Further it will enhance the Force Protection 
posture of the organizations by relocating them from leased space onto a Military Base. 
The Force Structure Plan of 2020 implies need for a rigorous research community to provide high 
technology weapons to assure the national defense. The organizations being collocated in this Joint Center 
of Excellence are responsible for funding, mentoring and monitoring the basic, applied and advanced 
research performed by government, industry and academia that will transition weapons to the warfighter. 
The research synergies created by this Joint Center of Excellence will better allow the organizations to 
satisfy to the needs associated with the Force Structure Plan of 2020. 

[DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES TO AFFECTED BASES FROM ORIGINAL SCENARIO] 

Because these are leased sites, the static database is incomplete. Accordingly, we updated the file names 
for: 
Roslyn- Ballston Corridor : changed to Roslyn-Ballston DARP 
Belvoir: Added DTRA 
Ballston Lease: Added ARO 
Ballston Lease: Added AF-OSR 

List of Certified Source Data 
~ . T E C H - O O ~ O - D A R P A - ~ ~ - N O V _ ~ ~ ~ ~  
2.TECH-OO40-DT~8-DEC-2004-COMPLETE 
3.TECH-0040 USAF Complete (12/13/04) 
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Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

S ion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

4.TECH-0040A Response from DON, 21 Dec 2004 
5.TECH-0040-USN-from TECH0010 Response from DON, 8 Dec 2004 
6.TECH-0010 and 0040-Completed Army-USA-Gainer-7-Feb-2005 
7. TECH-0040A Response from DON, 21 Dec 2004 

12.SDD 062 DTRA Email Jan 10, 2005 
13. SDD 53, 54, 55 DARPA Email 
Jan 21, 2005. (Screen 5) 
14. SDD 56 DARPA Email Jan 21, 
2005. (Screen 6) 
15.SDD 224 DARPA Email Dec 15, 
2004 
17.SDD 61 JS-627 Tech 0040 AFMC-RFC-Response 
18. SDD 63 Army Lease costs for TECH 10 also apply to Tech 40 
19. TECH-0038 thru 0041-Completed Army USA-24-Nov-2004 
20. TECH 32 DTRA 
21 TECH 18 DTRA 
22 JS-605, Tech-0010, AFMC (DP)-l 
23 TECH-0040D Response from DON, 25 Apr 2005 

Data Standards 
Data Standards 

A. Start Dates 
1) For moves requiring no renovation or new office space - 2006 
2) For moves requiring Office Space - move in 2008 
3) For moves requiring Lab Space - move in 2009 

B. MILCON 
1) For purposes of COBRA, assume 160 Gross Square Feet (DOD Standard) for Office 

For S&T organizations requiring MILCON, absent a detailed breakout of equipment wace (FAC 6100) 
and facilities, use 150 Gross Square feet per person (this from the NAVFAC guide for Laboratories). 
3) For SCIFS the FAC code is 1404. For purposes of housing people is SCIFS (when 
they are reported as separate and additional facilities), We want to assume 1 person per 1000 square feet 
will use that space as an office. That person should be removed from the other portion of the building. 
4) The following calculation is performed to determine whether there is sufficient space 
to accept donor base personnel: 160* reassigned personnel + 150 * research FTEs being reassigned. If this 
figure exceeds the space being constructed, renovated or available at the receiving base by 50,000 square 
feet, the phrase insufficient milcon is displayed in the comments. Similarly, if the space being constructed, 
renovated or available at the receiving base exceeds the needed space, the phrase excessive milcon is 
displayed in the comments. 

,C. Addition Network/IT Costs 
1) COBRA allows $1200 per person for a single network. Use $1200 person for an 
addition networks (S,TS) . 

D. Additional savings 
1) If leased space has not had an AT/FP upgrade, HSA is assuming a one-time savings 
of $28.28 per gross square foot in NCR. This means that if we move out of a leased space in the DC area 
that has not been upgraded we can take that as a savings. 

E. Personnel Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all government personnel moved. 
2) There are three types of organizations at the receiving site: 
Consolidated 
Joint 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 16 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Co-~ocated 
3) Subgroups can use their best judgment on the personnel reductions possible in all 
three, but it would seem that Consolidated has the best opportunities for reductions in P&T, with Joint slightly 
less and Co-Located the leas potential for reduction. 

F. Contractor Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all contractor personnel. 
2) Show a $200K Misc. Recurring Savings for each contractor eliminated. 

There was no impact on costs between running the scenario using COBRA 6.07 and COBRA 6.08. 
Costs reduced under 6.0.9 

FOOTNOTES FOR SCREEN TWO 
........................ ........................ 
Added Second Ballston Lease for A!? OSR, because they are in the same building as ARO Ballston. 

Used 12 miles for DARPA in Ballston/Roslyn Corridor. Recieved from Defense Table of Official Distances 
Trip Report (https://dtod.sddc.army.rnil). 

Used 265 Miles from ARL NC (27709) to (20814), recieved from Defense Table of Official Distances Trip 
Report (https://dtod.sddc.army.mil). Static data for ARL NC is incorrect (7 Mi) to NNMC as is the 
Lat/Long (O.OW, O.ON) of ARL NC. 

FOOTNOTES FOR SCREEN THREE 
.......................... .......................... 
Belvoir - DTRAandARO (Source Files 2 & 6) moves 102 Officers for DTRAand 1 for ARO. (Source Files 20 
and 21 identify 31 officers from DTRA who are not included in this recommendation.) This leaves 71 
officers from DTRA and 1 from ARO. 

Moved all personnel in 2008. Assumed all Milcon complete and moved all personnel at the same time. 
Standard Assumption 13 Jan 2005. 

CNR : 
Standard TJCSG assumptions applied to personnel numbers. 13 Jan 2005. 

ARL- NC Adjusted down the movement of personnel from 121 to 113 reported in Screen 4 Static data. 

TJCSG assumption: 

Personnel reduction approved TJCSG Meeting 13 Jan 2005 
Assumed no military reductions 
Assumed 15% of "support" civilians reduced 
Assumed 37% of total civilians are support (supported by Capacity data) 
Start/reduction/Finish # of personnel 
CNR 313/17/296 
DARPA 182/10/172 
DTRA 132/7/125 (132 people are the DTRA folks from Source File 2 less those identified in Source File 20 
& 21) 

ARO-NC 113/6/107 
Ballston ARO 1/0/1 
Ballston AFOSR 110/6/104 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 

td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF Y 
FOOTNOTES FOR SCREEN FOUR 
......................... ......................... 
Adjusted number of personnel for AFRL at Ballston Lease. Indicated by total move of personnel from the 
location. 

ARL NC is located at O.ON, O.OW in the static database, used Defense Table of Distances for the Distance 
from ARL NC to NNMC 

FOOTNOTES FOR SCREEN FIVE 

Estimated Misc Recurring savings starting in 2008 due to Lease, Security, and Utilities for facilities moved 
out of. 
Source File # for Misc Recurring Savings (including lease costs) and the amount: 
1) DARPA, 38,50OK, note that this from DARPA side note. 
12) DTRA 2,656.7K 
17 ) AF OSR, 1,254.5K 
5) CNR 8,774K - note that this number changes per year as indicated in Source File #5. 
6) ARO NC, 504K 

Contractors from Screen 9 of SDC Worksheets, Sources Files 1,2,22,4,6 
CNR 401 
DARPA 592 
DTRA/ARO Belvoir = 106. Of these 106 contractors, 3 of those contractors are conventional armanments 
and are included in Tech 18, (Source File 211, and 11 of them are Chem Bio Defense which are included in 
Tech 32 (Source File 20) leaving 92 (106-14) contractors. 
ARO Ballston 1 
ARL NC = 8 
AFOSR = 55 

v' tal of 1149 contractors from losing locations. 
Standard personnel reduction assumption applied at NNMC, eliminating 64 contractors per 
TJCSG 1 13 2005, Standard cost per contrator of $200K per TJCSG 1 13 2005, applied (64 X $200K), 
recurring savings at NNMC is $12,800: 

ARL-NC: Cost/Savings Data from Source 19 
ARL-NC: Per Tech 3013 (Certified MAD-CAD Data) is 37500 Sq. Taking one-time ATFP cost avoidance of 
$28.28/sqft $1061K savings. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

Belvoir/DTRA: Misc Recurring Costs $120K. Certified Data without Itemization. Source File 2 
Belvoir/DTRA: Allowed S120K T-3 Misc Recurring cost for DTRA 
Belvoir/DTRA: Misc Recurring costs move to year of move 2008 as per TJCSG 1 13 2005. 

Belvoir/DTRA: Per Source File 12, DTRA savings were $2656K. Certified Data without Itemization. 

Belvoir/DTRA: One-time IT Costs of $600K in 2010 and $1200K in 2011. Source File 2. Certified data 
without Itemization. 

Assumptions: Cobra allows for nominal one-time IT costs. Additional costs removed. 

DARPA: SDD issued to correct all costs and savings from billions to millions. Reflected in summary of 
original costs. Source File 13 
DARPA: 1 time Unique cost of $11.8B for furniture (3.8M) and SCIF replacement (8M). Certified Data with 
justificaiton. Source File 13 
Assumption: Eliminated DARPA 1 time Unique Cost $11.8B for furniture and SCIF replacement. COBRA 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

MILCON and Personnel Movement Algorithm calculates this. 

DARPA: 1 time moving cost of $3.23M for lost productivity. Certified Data with Itemization. Source File 1. 
Assumption: Eliminated DARPA 1 time moving cost for lost productivity. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

DARPA: Contract termination costs of $7.1M for cost to restore lease site. Certified Data with Itemization. 
Assumption: Eliminated DARPA Mission Contract Termination Costs. Based on OSD Memo #8, that 
responsibility of Leased building to include environment is the responsibility of the owner not 
tenant. Source File 1. 

Disallowed SCIF removal as the incoming tennant might desire the SCIF space. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

DARPA: Misc Recurring Costs of $158M (sic) for 2 vehicles and 2 drivers. Certified Data with Itemization. 
Source File 1. 

Assumption: Eliminated $158M DARPA cost for drivers and vehicles. New base in close proximity to 
existing local not requiring additional cars and drivers. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

DARPA: 1 time IT Cost of $41.3M (31.5M for materials, $9.8m for labor/installation). Certified Data with 
Itemization. Source File 1. 

Assumption: DARPA 1 time IT cost determined to be excessive. Allowed COBRA IT Cost is $1200 per 
person. Added in $2400 per person for a two additional networks for 792 personnel (Govt, and Contractors 
for whom obligated to provide space) Set cost incurrement in 2008 to coincide with construction. TJCSG 
13 Jan 2005 

DARPA: Recurring savings of 38500K from sidenotes of Screen 3 of DARPA response where DARPA 
claims costs of operation at Leased location costs 38500K per year. Source File 1 

CNR 1 time unique cost of $887 K for various activities. Certified Data with Itemization, Source File 5 
Assumption: Eliminated CNR 1 time unique cost $830K for raised floor removal and restoration since it may 
be potential utilized by next leasee. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

CNR 1 time moving cost are for hiring contractor to manage move and special handling (models, classified 
Documents). Certified Data with Itemization, Source File 5. 

Assumption: Eliminated CNR 1-time moving cost $253K since "normal" moving costs are included in 
COBRA. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

CNR misc recurring savings for lease costs for space occuppied at location. Certified Data with justification. 
Itemization: Start of savings move to year of move, Source File 5. 

One-time unique savings for DARPA $7,132K for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space in NCR per HSA 
JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

One-time unique savings for ONR $4,709K for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space in NCR per HSA 
JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

One-time unique savings for ARL-NC $1,06lK for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space per HSA 
JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

One-time unique savings for AFOSR $1,094K for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space per HSA 
JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

One-time unique savings for Ballston-Lease ARO $9.8K for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space per 
HSA JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
$nario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l CurrentiVirginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

NNMC : One time unique costs $22556K in 2007. New gate costs 
provided as "non FAC Coded Milcon on Screen 7". To eliminate COBRA errors, this cost was moved to 
Screen 5, Cost $3,00OK. Certified Data with Itemization. Source File 7 

NNMC: Env Non-milcon $500K, Source File 23 
One Time IT costs - 1369K, Source File 23 
Recurring MISC Costs, 451K, Source File 23 

Determined entries into this screen are in error. There are no non-mission personnel to be moved in a leased 
activity. 
1) DARPA Roslyn-Ballston Coridor increases of 25 Officers and 211 Civilians in Certified Data without 
justification. SDD 14 Confirmed error. 
2) DTRA Belvoir increases of 102 Officers and 205 Civilians in Certified Data without justification. SDD 
12 Confirmed error. 

Personnel reductions: 
Assumed no military reductions 
Assumed 15% of "support" civilians reduced 
Assumed 37% of total civilians are support 

Number of Personnel Removed 
CNR 17 
DARPA 10 
DTRA 7 
ARO-NC 6 
Ballston ARO 0 
Ballston AFOSR 6 

w per TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 
Per Naval District Washington/Navy BRAC Intergration Team an additional 22 BOS personnel will be 
required at NNMC for this building. Accordingly they are entered on Screen 6. 

NNMC: General Administrative Building 484325sqft at $113675K in Certified Data with 
Itemization. Source File 23. 
All Milcon Costs at NNMC are itemized in Source File 23. 

C o n t r a c t o r s  from Screen 9 of SDC Worksheets, Sources F i l e s  1,2,22,4,6 
CNR 401 
DARPA 5 92 
DTRA/ARO Belvoir = 106. 3 of those contractors are conventional armanments (included in Tech 18), 11 
of them are Chem Bio Defense (Tech 32).. 
= 92(106-14) 
ARO Ballston 1 
ARL NC = 8 
AFOSR = 55 
total of 1149 contractors from losing locations. Per TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

From Screen 3 of Sources 1,2,3,4,6 949 gov and and Screen 9's referenced above 1,085 contractors ( 

1149-64) TJCSG approved reduction taken TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 
Total 2034 Personnel moving to NNMC: 949 Gov, 1085 Contractors 

COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 20 
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Qepartment : Technical JCSG 

I06 
enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 

Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

This number is down from the 2101 originally provided to the Navy. 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA ~ . C B R  
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base Start* 
---- ------------- 
CNR ARLINGTON VA 339 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 200 
BELVOIR 14,205 
ARL - NC 114 
BALSTON LEASE 175 
BALSTON LEASE 133 
NNMC BETHESDA 6,927 
WMAT A 0 
----- ------------- 
TOTAL 22.093 

Base Start 
---- ------------- 
CNR ARLINGTON VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 
BELVOIR 
ARL - NC 
BALSTON LEASE 
BALSTON LEASE 
NNMC BETHESDA 
WMAT A 
----- - - 
TOTAL 

Base 
---- - - 
CNR ARLINGTON VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 
BELVOIR 
ARL - NC 
BALSTON LEASE 
BALSTON LEASE 
NNMC BETHESDA 
WMATA 
----- 
TOTAL 

Start* 
. - - - - - - - - - - - 

126,722 
0 

11,641,996 
0 
0 
0 

4,462,277 
273,846 

Personnel 
Finish* Change 

Square Footage 
Finish Change %Change 

------------- ------------- ------- 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0% 

12,025,000 0 0 % 
0 0 0 % 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0 % 

3,613,845 0 0% 
0 0 0 % 

------------- ------------- ------- 
15, 638,845 0 0% 

Base Operations Support (2005$) 
Finish* Change %Change Chg/Per 

------------- ------------- ------- -------- 
122, 075 -4,646 -4% 14 

0 0 0% 0 
11,543,307 -98,689 -1% 474 

0 0 0% 0 
0 0 0 % 0 
0 0 0% 0 

4,462,277 0 0% 0 
303,084 29,238 11% 3 1 

------------- ------------- ------- -------- 
16,430,743 -74,097 0% 1,611 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF Y 

Sustainment (2005$) 
Finish Change %Change Base Start 

CNR ARLINGTON VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 
BELVOIR 
ARL - NC 
BALSTON LEASE 
BALSTON LEASE 
NNMC BETHESDA 
WMATA 
----- 
TOTAL 

Recapitalization (2005$) 
Finish Change %Change 

------------- ------------- ------- 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0% 

19,878,161 0 0 % 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0% 

8,109,931 0 0% 
0 0 0% 

------------- ------------- ------- 
27,98 8,092 0 0% 

Base Start 
---- ------------- 
CNR ARLINGTON VA 0 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 0 
BELVOIR 19,878,161 
ARL - NC 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
NNMC BETHESDA 8,109,931 
WMATA 0 
----- ------------- 
TOTAL 27,988,092 

Sustain + Recap + BOS (2005$) 
Finish Change %Change Base Start 

------------- 
#~-ARLINGTON VA 126,722 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 0 
BELVOIR 58,988,011 
ARL - NC 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
NNMC BETHESDA 23,796,422 
WMATA 1,159,559 
----- ------------- 
TOTAL 84,070,714 

Base 
---- 

Start 
Plant Replacement Value (2005$)  

Finish Change %Change 
------------- ------------- ------- 

0 0 0% 
0 0 0 % 

2,047,450,590 0 0% 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0 % 

924,532,166 0 0% 
0 0 0% 

CNR ARLINGTON VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 
BELVOIR 
ARL - NC 
BALSTON LEASE 
BALST6N LEASE 
NNMC BETHESDA 
WMATA 

TOTAL 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

* "Start" and "Finish" values for Personnel and BOS both include the Programmed 
Installation Population (non-BRAC) Changes, so that only changes attributable 
to the BRAC action are reflected in the "Change" columns of this report. 
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Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
:enario File : C:\P~SG\Clients\l Current\Virqinia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
OLM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OLM 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 

117 
974 

3,133 

0 
0 
96 

0 
37,574 
41,894 

73,212 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

4 

0 
14,006 
14,010 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

413 
11,018 

0 
0 
58 

0 
0 

206,403 
217,892 

231,902 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 

2 9 
243 
783 

0 
0 
2 4 

0 
9,394 
10,473 

10,473 
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Department : Technical JCSG 

3 enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 

Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

0 

1,439 
4,058 
2,868 
328 

- 1 

0 
0 
0 

8,617 
17,308 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 

@:EZurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 99 74 -25,773 -44,481 -44,346 -44,262 -158,690 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

VA, VA 
2006 
---- 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
12 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
12 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 5/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department 
lenario File 

: Technical JCSG 
: C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

,: Arlington WMATA 2 
: C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

tion Pkg Name 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
OLM 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

VA, VA 
2006 
---- 

Total 
----- 

Beyond 

TOTAL COSTS 12 9 665 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
OLM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OLM 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 14,072 9,947 9,812 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

VA, VA 
200 6 
---- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

12 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
12 

TOTAL NET COST 12 

Total 
----- 

0 

428 
142 
0 
6 0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-4,652 
-4,022 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

-18 
-4,089 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-34,742 
-38,850 

-42,872 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
-5 

-1,168 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-8,555 
-9,728 

-9,728 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
:enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 

td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 1 
Base: ~oslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

i:LMEy!r 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

0 

237 
12 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7 1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
18 

2,851 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3,189 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 8/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

O & M  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

3,189 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
7,132 
7,132 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

2,405 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

154 ,000 
156.405 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
0 

687 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

38,500 
39,187 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
qenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston COKr, 
ONE-TIME NET 2006 
----- (SK) ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Info Tech 0 
Other 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Misn Contract 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

RECURRING NET 
----- ( S K )  ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRI CARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 

d= Procurement 

Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

250 
7 1 

2,851 
18 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-7,132 
-3,942 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-2,405 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-154,000 
-156,405 

-160,348 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base : BELVOIR, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

0 

119 
12 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7 1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
9 

0 
201 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

412 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
&nario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
OLM 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
480 
480 

892 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

395 
1 ,683 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

10,627 
12,705 

12,705 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
120 
120 

120 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 

99 
481 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2,657 
3,236 

3,236 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BELVOIR, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 8 7 

Total 
----- 

0 

131 
7 1 
0 

210 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

412 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

-395 
-1,683 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-10,147 
-12,225 

-11,813 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

WIL PERSONNEL 

- 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

4,237 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

4 

0 
1,061 
1,065 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

1,396 

0 
0 
58 

0 
0 

2,016 
3,470 

4,536 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
*enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBFW 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BFWC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 

Beyond 

Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 2,454 -917 -917 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2 . c ~ ~  
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Tenario Pile : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 227 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 

~ ~ ~ ~ N ~ F ~ ~ ~ E  
Beyond RECURRINGSAVES 

----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 216 4 12 412 4 12 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 11 -412 -412 -412 



Department 
:enario File : 
tion Pkg Name: 
td Fctrs File : Y 
Base: BALSTON 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

J IL MOVING Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 19/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Technical JCSG 
C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Arlington WMATA 2 
C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 
---- 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OLM 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 



Department 
-enario File : 
tion Pkg Name: 
d Fctrs File : 

COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 21/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Technical JCSG 
C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Arlington WMATA 2 
C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base : BALSTON LEASE, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 

Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-1,094 
-1,094 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-5,018 
-5,018 

-6,112 
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Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ( S K I  ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
d n a r i o  File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 

Beyond RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ( S K I  ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 24/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48 :40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base : NNMC BETHESDA, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
OLM 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 0 0 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 25/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
"cenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

a tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: WMATA, VA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
YIL MOVING 

w Per Diem POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 
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Department 
Scenario File : 
Option Pkg Name: 
Std Fctrs File : 

Base: WMATA, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Technical JCSG 
C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2. 
Arlington WMATA 2 
C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SE 

CBR 

'F 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 

117 
974 

3,133 

0 
0 
96 

0 
37,094 
41,414 

63,980 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
2 9 

243 
783 

0 
0 
24 

0 
9,274 

10,353 

10,353 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 



Department 
'cenario File : 
tion Pkg Name: 
d Fctrs File : 

Base: WMATA, VA 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- ( SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
Youse Allow 

Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 27/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Technical JCSG 
~:\~~SG\Clients\l Current\Virginia ( V C 0 ~ ~ ) \ ~ r l i n g t o n \ W M I 4 T A  2.CBR 
Arlington WMATA 2 
C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

TOTAL NET COST 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

22,566 
22,566 

Total Beyond 



TOTAL COBRA MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

All values in 2005 Constant Dollars 
Total 

Base Name MilCon* 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
CNR ARLINGTON VA 0 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 0 
BELVOIR 0 
ARL - NC 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
NNMC BETHESDA 0 
WMATA 0 

Milcon Cost 
Avoidence 

----------- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
Net Costs 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Totals : 0 0 0 

* All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



COBRA NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
^cenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Year 
---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 

Adjusted Cost ( S )  
---------------- 

98,079 
71,556 

-24,053,828 
-40,383,485 
-39,164,322 
-38,025,426 
-36,989,714 
-35,982,212 
-35,002,151 
-34,048,785 
-33,121,387 
-32,219,248 
-31,341,681 
-30,488,016 
-29,657,603 
-28,849,809 
-28,064,016 
-27,299,627 
-26,556,057 
-25,832,740 



TOTAL COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIREMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total 
----- 
805 
9 
2 
10 
6 

778 
27 

4 6 
3 
0 
6 
2 
18 
17 
3 
14 

805 
781 
24 
0 

12 
2 2 
18 
24 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'~enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

d? tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014)Rate 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 296 0 0 0 296 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 296 0 0 0 296 
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 17 0 0 0 17 
Early Retirement 8.10% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 0 0 7 0 0 0 7 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 7 0 0 0 7 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 7 0 0 0 7 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
1I)Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05)Rate 2006 2007 
---- ---- ---- ---- - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 172 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 172 
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 

2011 Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 
Early Retirement 8.10% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
"cenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total 
----- 
125 
0 
0 
0 
0 

125 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
w i l l i n g  to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 5/59 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total 
----- 
107 
9 
2 

10 
6 
80 
27 

6 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
3 
3 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

9 
6 
2 
0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-7enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base : BALSTON LEASE, VA (5lOL2) Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 6 0 0 0 
Early Retirement 8.10% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 3 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 3 0 0 0 

Total 
----- 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
w i l l i n g  to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2)Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total 
----- 
104 
0 
0 
0 
0 

104 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

and Civilians Not * Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
ion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168)Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Early Retirement 8.10% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

arly Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
illing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: WMATA, VA (N00014) Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Early Retirement 8.10% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 805 0 0 0 805 
Civilians Moving 0 0 781 0 0 0 781 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 24 0 0 0 24 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 24 0 0 0 24 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'~enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 

Pers Moved 
Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

In/Added 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - 
0.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

66.67% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 

Pers Moved 
Total 
----- 

0 
0 

338 
0 
0 
0 

----- 
338 

Out/Eliminated 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

ShutDn 
TimePha se 
- - - - - - - - - 

0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

Year 
---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 

TOTALS 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 

Pers Moved 
Total 
----- 

In/Added 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 

MilCon 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

66.67% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated 
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

Year 
---- 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved In/Added 
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved 
Total 

Out/Eliminated 
Percent 

ShutDn 
TimePhase Year 

---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 

TOTALS 



COBRA PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington WMATA 2 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

Pers Moved 
Total 

In/Added 
Percent 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated 
Total Per cent 

ShutDn 
TimePhase Year 

TOTALS 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Pers Moved 
Total 

In/Added 
Percent 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved 
Total 

Out/Eliminated 
Percent 

ShutDn 
TimePhase Year 

TOTALS 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Pers Moved In/Added 
Total Percent 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated 
Total Percent 

ShutDn 
TimePhase Year 

TOTALS 



COBRA PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:09:26 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 9:48:40 AM 

Department 
--enario File : 

Technical JCSG 
C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\WMATA 2.CBR 
Arlington WMATA 2 
C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

ion Pkg Name: 
d Fctrs File : Y 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (NO01681 

Pers Moved In/Added 
Total Percent 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated 
Total Percent 

ShutDn 
TimePhase Year 

TOTALS 

Base: WMATA, VA (N00014) 

Pers Moved 
Total 

In/Added 
Percent 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved 
Total 

Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Percent TimePhase Year 

TOTALS 









COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

: Arlington Hall 1 
: C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Starting Year : 2006 
Final Year : 2008 
Payback Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2025 ($K) : -598,312 
1-Time Cost (SKI : 31,318 

Net Costs in 2005 Constant 
2006 
---- 

MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Ove rhd 9 9 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars (SKI 
2007 2008 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 215 
74 -43,908 
0 6,925 
0 0 
0 9,400 

Total 
----- 

0 
-8,469 

-175,273 
6,925 

0 
11.750 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
-2,895 

-43,745 
0 
0 

783 

TOTAL 99 7 4 -27,368 

2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 4 6 
TOT 0 0 4 6 

Total 
----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 135 
En1 0 0 8 
Stu 0 0 0 

Summary: 

COMMUNITY CHANGES: 

1. Adds "Arlington Hall" (AH) based on CNR Arlington Static Base information to retain cost characteristics 
of location. - Screen One 

2. Sets distance to AH at 3 miles to force movement of equipment. - Screen Two 

3. Uses BOS cost of $273,846 and Sustainment cost of $885,713 based on change to Bethesda rates 
created by baseline action. - Screen Four 

4. Deletes all costs associated with move at Bethesda except $22.566 Million needed for specialized 
security, HVAC controls, Uninterruptible Power Supply system, enhanced fiber, etc. reported as required by 
TJCSG per email from SASC staff - Screen Five 

5. Uses 446,708 SF Net requirement for action and prices it at $17.19 / SF. - Screen Five. 

6. Deletes MILCON at Bethesda. - Screen Seven 

Footnotes Revised April 27th, 2005 

Close the Office of Naval Research, Arlington, VA; the Air Force Office of Scientific Research, Arlingt 
VA; the Army Research Offices, Durham, NC, Fort Belvoir, VA, and Arlington, VA; and the Defense 
Advanced Research Project Agency, Arlington, VA. Relocate all functions to National Naval Medical 
Center in Bethesda, MD. Realign the Defense Threat Reduction Agency Eisenhower Avenue facility, 
Alexandria, VA, by relocating the Extramural Research Program Management function, except the 
conventional armanents and Chemical Biological Defense research, to National Naval Medical Center in 
,thesda, MD 

#!? end state will be co-location of the named organizations at a single location in a single facility, 
cluster of facilities. This "Joint Center of Excellence" will foster additional coordination among the 
extramural 
research activities of OSD and the Military Departments. Further it will enhance the Force Protection 
posture of the organizations by relocating them from leased space onto a Military Base. 



The Force Structure Plan of 2020 implies need for a rigorous research community to provide high 
technology weapons to assure the national defense. The organizations being collocated in this Joint Center 
of Excellence are responsible for funding, mentoring and monitoring the basic, applied and advanced 
research performed by government, industry and academia that will transition weapons to the warfighter. 
The research synergies created by this Joint Center of Excellence will better allow the organizations to 
satisfy to the needs associated with the Force Structure Plan of 2020. 

[DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES TO AFFECTED BASES FROM ORIGINAL SCENARIO] 

Because these are leased sites, the static database is incomplete. Accordingly, we updated the file names 
for: 
Roslyn- Ballston Corridor : changed to Roslyn-Ballston DARP 
Belvoir: Added DTRA 
Ballston Lease: Added ARO 
Ballston Lease: Added AF-OSR 

List of Certified Source Data 
~.TECH-OO~O-DARPA-~~-NOV-~OO~ 
2.TECH-OO40-DT~8-DEC-2004-COMPLETE 
3.TECH-0040 USAF Complete (12/13/04) 
4.TECH-0040A Response from DON, 21 Dec 2004 
5.TECH-0040-USN-from TECH0010 Response from DON, 8 Dec 2004 
6.TECH-0010 and 0040-Completed Army-USA-Gainer-7-Feb-2005 
7 .  TECH-0040A Response from DON, 21 Dec 2004 

12.SDD 062 DTRA Email Jan 10, 2005 
13. SDD 53, 54, 55 DARPA Email 
Jan 21, 2005. (Screen 5 )  
14. SDD 56 DARPA Email Jan 21, 
2005. (Screen 6) 
15.SDD 224 DARPA Email Dec 15, 
2004 
17.SDD 61 JS-627 Tech 0040 AE'MC-RFC-Response 
18. SDD 63 Army Lease costs for TECH 10 also apply to Tech 40. 
19. TECH-0038 thru 0041-Completed Army USA-24-Nov-2004 
20. TECH 32 DTRA 
21 TECH 18 DTRA 
22 JS-605, Tech-0010, AE'MC (DP)-1 
23 TECH-0040D Response from DON, 25 Apr 2005 

Data Standards 
Data Standards 

A. Start Dates 
1) For moves requiring no renovation or new office space - 2006 
2) For moves requiring Office Space - move in 2008 
3) For moves requiring Lab Space - move in 2009 

B. MILCON 
1) For purposes of COBRA, assume 160 Gross Square Feet (DOD Standard) for Office 
Space (FAC 6100) 
2) For SdT organizations requiring MILCON, absent a detailed breakout of equipment 
and facilities, use 150 Gross Square feet per person (this from the NAVFAC guide for Laboratories). 
3) For SCIFS the FAC code is 1404. For purposes of housing people is SCIFS (when 
they are reported as separate and additional facilities), We want to assume 1 person per 1000 square feet 
will use that space as an office. That person should be removed from the other portion of the building. 
4) The following calculation is performed to determine whether there is sufficient space 
to accept donor base personnel: 160* reassigned personnel + 150 * research FTEs being reassigned. If this 
figure exceeds the space being constructed, renovated or available at the receiving base by 50,000 square 
feet, the phrase insufficient milcon is displayed in the comments. Similarly, if the space being constructed, 
renovated or available at the receiving base exceeds the needed space, the phrase excessive milcon is 
displayed in the comments. 

C. Addition Network/IT Costs 
1) COBRA allows $1200 per person for a single network. Use $1200 person for an 
addition networks (S,TS) . 

D. Additional savings 
1) If leased space has not had an AT/FP upgrade, HSA is assuming a one-time savings 
of $28.28 per gross square foot in NCR. This means that if we move out of a leased space in the DC area 
that has not been upgraded we can take that as a savings. 

E. Personnel Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all government personnel moved. 
2) There are three types of organizations at the receiving site: 
Consolidated 
Joint 
Co-Located 
3) Subgroups can use their best judgment on the personnel reductions possible in all 



three, but it would seem that Consolidated has the best opportunities for reductions in P&T, with Joint slightly 
less and Co-Located the leas potential for reduction. 

F. Contractor Reductions 
1 )  Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all contractor personnel. 

Y Show a $200K Misc. Recurring Savings for each contractor eliminated. 
There was no impact on costs between running the scenario using COBRA 6.07 and COBRA 6.08. 
Costs reduced under 6.0.9 

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars ( $ K )  
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

MilCon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 0 0 1,804 2 67 2 67 267 2,607 
Overhd 9 9 7 4 7,884 7,828 7,828 7,828 31 ,543 
Moving 0 0 6,929 0 0 0 6,929 
Missio 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 23,406 783 783 783 25,756 

TOTAL 9 9 74 40,023 8,879 8,879 8,879 66,834 

Savings 

MilCon 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
'"issio 

rer 
TOTAL 

in 2005 Constant 
2006 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Dollars 
2007 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Total 
----- 

0 
11,076 
206,816 

4 
0 

14,006 

Beyond 

Beyond 



TOTAL COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\CO~RA 6.10 April21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 22,623,000 

Total - Other 22,623,000 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 4,188 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 14,005,800 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 14,009,988 

Total Net One-Time Costs 17,308,442 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'yenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF R 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Environmental Mitigation Costs 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Total One-Time Costs 686,806 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-~ime Savings 4,709,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs -4,022,194 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Total One-Time Costs 3,189,503 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 7,132,000 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 7,132,000 

Total Net One-Time Costs -3,942,497 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
"renario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

e i i  / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 411,900 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 4,237,432 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 4,188 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 1,061,000 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 1,065,188 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 3,172,244 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'~enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

e~z / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 226,789 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 9,800 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 9,800 

Total Net One-Time Costs 216,989 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

cost 
---- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 0 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 1,094,000 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 1,094,000 

Total Net One-Time Costs -1,094,000 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
.-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

@:: / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



COBRA ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Management Cost 
Support Contract Termination 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPP 
Military Moving 
Freight 
Information Technologies 
Qne-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
Mission Contract Startup and Termination 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 22,566,000 

Total - Other 22,566,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-,Time Costs 22,566,000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 



COBRA TOTAL PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
"cenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

TOTAL SCENARIO POPULATION (FY 2005): 
Officers Enlisted 
---------- ---------- 

2,661 3,514 

Civilians 
---------- 

13,564 

TOTAL PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) CHANGES, ENTIRE SCENARIO: 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

TOTAL SCENARIO POPULATION (FY 2005, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

2,648 3,460 2,432 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS, ENTIRE SCENARIO): 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

TOTAL SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES, ENTIRE SCENARIO: 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

w Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 -46 0 0 0 -46 
TOTAL 0 0 -46 0 0 0 -46 

TOTAL SCENARIO POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std FCtr.3 File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005): 
Officers Enlisted 
---------- ---------- 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

Officers 0 -2 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL 0 - 2 

CHANGES FOR: CNR 
2008 2009 
---- ---- 
-1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
-1 0 

ARLINGTON 
2010 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

VA, VA 
2011 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(N00014) 
Total 
----- 

- 3 
0 
0 
0 
-3 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 296 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 321 0 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

(Out of CNR ARLINGTON VA, 
2007 2008 2009 
---- ---- ---- 

0 2 3 0 
0 2 0 
0 0 0 
0 296 0 
0 321 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 -17 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 -17 0 0 0 

313 

Total 
----- 

23 
2 
0 

296 
321 

Total 
----- 

2 3 
2 
0 

296 
321 

Total 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005, Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

17 1 0 182 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'yenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: ARLINGTON HALL, 

2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

VA (N00014) 
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

0 17 0 0 0 17 
0 1 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 172 0 0 0 172 
0 190 0 0 0 190 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA 
2006 2007 2008 2009 20-10 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 17 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 1 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 172 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 190 0 0 

(5lHsO5) ) : 
2011 Total 
---- ----- 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of ficers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 -10 0 0 0 -10 
TOTAL 0 0 -10 0 0 0 -10 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

- 
WRsoNNEL SUMMARY FOR: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 6 1 
Civilians -6 - 2 
TOTAL 0 -1 

CHANGES 
2008 
---- 

3 
3 
0 
0 
6 

FOR: BELVOIR, VA 
2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 3 0 
- 3 0 

(51062) 
2011 Total 
---- ----- 

0 3 
0 3 
0 7 
0 -11 
0 2 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,588 1,702 400 10,515 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: ARLINGTON HALL, 

2006 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 4 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

(Out of BELVOIR, 
2007 2008 
---- ---- 

0 72 
0 4 
0 0 
0 125 
0 201 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 - 7 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 - 7 0 0 

Total 

7 2 
4 
0 

125 
201 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
- 7 
- 7 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,516 1,698 400 10,383 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005. Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
Officers Enlisted Students 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: ARLINGTON HALL, VA 

2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

(Out of 
2007 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

ARL - NC, 
2008 
---- 

1 
0 
0 

107 
108 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 -6 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 - 6 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

113 

Total 

1 
0 
0 

107 
108 

Total 
----- 

1 
0 
0 

107 
108 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 

- 6 
- 6 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 5 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
yenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005, Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2)): 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 1 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES FOR: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 

&;;;;ted 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
ivilians 0 0 -6 0 0 0 

0 0 - 6 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: BALSTON LEASE. VA 1510L2) 

88 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
1 
1 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
1 
1 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
-6 
-6 

Civilians 
---------- 

8 1 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005, Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: ARLINGTON HALL, 

2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2)): 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

110 

Total 
----- 

2 2 
1 
0 

104 
127 

Total 
----- 

22 
1 
0 

104 
127 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 6 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall ~ . C B R  
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 6 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005): 
Officers Enlisted 

PROGRAMMED INSTALLATION (NON-BRAC) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

Officers 0 1 
Enlisted - 7 -10 
Students 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL -7 -9 

CHANGES FOR: NNMC BETHESDA, 
2008 2009 2010 
---- ---- ---- 
-4 0 -8 
-18 -13 - 5 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

-22 -13 -13 

MD (N00168) 
2011 Total 
---- ----- 
-2 -13 
-4 -57 
0 0 
0 0 
- 6 -70 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 
Of ficers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

92 0 1,743 2,032 2,232 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

BASE POPULATION (FY 2005, Prior to BRAC Action) FOR: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 
Officers 
---------- 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 

2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 2 3 
Enlisted 0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 296 
TOTAL 0 0 32 1 

From Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 17 
Enlisted 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 172 
TOTAL 0 0 190 

From Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 7 2 
Enlisted 0 0 4 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 125 
TOTAL 0 0 201 

Civilians 

0 

Total 
----- 

23 
2 
0 

296 
32 1 

Total 
----- 

17 
1 
0 

172 
190 

Total 
----- 

72 
4 
0 

125 
201 



COBRA PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 7 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'cenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

From Base: ARL - 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

NC, NC 
2006 

From Base: BALSTON LEASE, 
2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

(3721K) 
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 

From Base: BALSTON LEASE, 
2006 
---- 

Officers 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 
TOTAL 0 

VA (510L2) 
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 1 
0 1 0 0 0 1 

VA (510L2) 
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014)): 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) FOR: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

135 8 0 805 



COBRA ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

CNR ARLINGTON VA, 
Total 
----- 

0 
25 
-25 
0 

313 
-313 

0 
0 
0 

Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Total 

Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-StU 

BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
2006 2007 

--------------- ---- ---- 
Jobs Gained-Mil 0 0 
Jobs Lost-Mil 0 0 
NET CHANGE-Mil 0 0 
Jobs Gained-Civ 0 0 
Jobs Lost-Civ 0 0 
NET CHANGE-Civ 0 0 
Jobs Gained-Stu 0 0 
Jobs Lost-Stu 0 0 
NET CHANGE-Stu 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 
7 6 
-76 
0 

132 
-132 

0 
0 
0 

ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
2006 To tal 

--------------- - - 
Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 



COBRA SUSTAINMENT/RECAP/BOS/HOUSING CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'7enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 

--------------- - - 
Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 

--------------- ---- 
Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

NNMC BETHESDA, MD 

--------------- 
Jobs Gained-Mil 
~ b s  Lost-Mil 

Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 
2006 

--------------- - - 
Jobs Gained-Mil 
Jobs Lost-Mil 
NET CHANGE-Mil 
Jobs Gained-Civ 
Jobs Lost-Civ 
NET CHANGE-Civ 
Jobs Gained-Stu 
Jobs Lost-Stu 
NET CHANGE-Stu 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
7 
- 7 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 
2 3 
-23 
0 

104 
-104 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 
143 
0 

143 
805 
0 

805 
0 
0 
0 



COBRA SUSTAINMENT/RECAP/BOS/HOUSING CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v6.10)  
Data  As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report  C r e a t e d  7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : T e c h n i c a l  JCSG 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C: \PPSG\Cl ien t s \ l  C u r r e n t \ V i r g i n i a  (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington H a l l  1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: A r l i n g t o n  H a l l  1 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 A p r i l  21  2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Net Change (SK) 2006 
-------------- ---- 
S u s t a i n  Change 0 
Recap Change 0 
BOS Change 0 
Housing Change 0 
.............................. 

2011 T o t a l  Beyond 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -74 -74 -74 -74 -296 -74 

CNR ARLINGTON VA, 
Net Change($K) 
-------------- 
S u s t a i n  Change 
Recap Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 

T o t a l  Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 
0 0 

-18 -5 
0 0 

TOTAL CHANGES 

Ros lyn-Ba l l s ton  
Net Change($K) 
-------------- 

Corr ,  VA (51Hs05) 
2006 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2011 T o t a l  Beyond 
---- ----- ------ 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

S u s t a i n  Change 
Recap Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 

TOTAL CHANGES 

BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
Net Change (SK) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 T o t a l  Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
S u s t a i n  Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Recap Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 -99 -99 -99 -99 -395 -99 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -99 -99 -99 -99 -395 -99 

ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
Net Change ( S K )  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 T o t a l  Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
S u s t a i n  Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Recap Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



COBRA SUSTAINMENT/RECAP/BOS/HOUSING CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
"~enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
Net Change ($K) 2006 
-------------- ---- 
Sustain Change 0 
Recap Change 0 
BOS Change 0 
Housing Change 0 
............................ 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 

2010 2011 Total Beyond 
---- ---- ----- ------ 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

........................................... 
0 0 0 0 

BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
Net Change ($K) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Beyond 

NNMC BETHESDA, MD 
Net Change (SKI 
-------------- 
Sustain Change 
Recap Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
------------------ 
TOTAL CHANGES 

PLINGTON HALL, 

Sustain Change 
Recap Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
--------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES 

2011 Total Beyond 
---- ----- ------ 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 2006 
Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name, ST (Code) 
.................... 
CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
Roslyn-Ballston COrr, VA (51Hs05) 
BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 
ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 
(Only shows distances where personnel or equipment are moving) 

Point A: 
- - - - - - - - 
CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 
BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Point B: 
- - - - - - - - 
ARLINGTON HALL, 
ARLINGTON HALL, 
ARLINGTON HALL, 
ARLINGTON HALL, 
ARLINGTON HALL, 
ARLINGTON HALL, 

Distance : 
--------- 

VA (N00014) 3 mi 
VA (N00014) 3 m i  
VA (N00014) 15 mi 
VA (N00014) 265 mi 
VA (N00014) 4 mi 
VA (N00014) 4 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) to ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt(tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
"cenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) to ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt(tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from BELVOIR, VA (51062) to ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from ARL - NC, NC (3721K) to ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

---- 
a i c e r  positions: o 
Enlisted Positions: 0 
Civilian Positions: 0 
Student Positions: 0 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt(tons) : 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 
Military Light Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 

Transfers from BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) to ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt(tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) to ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
NonVeh Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 
Area Cost Factor: 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile): 
Latitude : 3 8 
Longitude: -77 

Name: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 

Total Officer Employees: 17 
Total Enlisted Employees: 1 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 182 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 0 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 2,006 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 1,415 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.147 
Area Cost Factor: 1.02 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 201 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.33 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile): 4.84 
Latitude : 38.849136 
Longitude: -77.140812 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust) : 
Total Sustainment($K/Year): 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Installation PRV ($K) : 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Navy 
0 
0 

127 
0 
0 
0 

114 
NO 

TRICARE In -Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 7,030.00 96.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65-k 0 0 0 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): Army 
Total Sustainment($K/Year): 0 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 0 
Installation PRV ($K) : 0 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 0 
Homeowner Assistance Program: No 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 4 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
lenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 

Total Officer Employees: 1,585 
Total Enlisted Employees: 1, 699 
Total Student Employees: 393 
Total Civilian Employees: 10,526 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 12,025 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 2,006 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 1,415 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.146 
Area Cost Factor: 1.02 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 201 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.33 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/~ile): 4.84 
Latitude: 38.683334 
Longitude: -77.133334 

Name: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

Total Officer Employees: 1 
Total Enlisted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 113 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
 listed Housing Units Avail: 0 
arting Facilities (KSF) : 0 
f ficer BAH ($/Month) : 1 1,211 

Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 944 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.109 
Area Cost Factor: 0.87 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 129 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.33 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 4.84 
Latitude : 0 .OOOOOO 
Longitude : 0.000000 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): Army 
Total Sustainment($K/Year): 27,468 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 11,641 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 47,707 
Family Housing  year) : 0 
Installation PRV($K) : 2,047,450 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 103 
Homeowner Assistance Program: No 

TRICARE In -Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 7,029.66 94 .OO 28.15 
Actv MTF 2,212 190,340 153,436 
Actv Purch 86 8,689 
Retiree 620 82,951 143,920 
Retiree65t 399 38,978 127,451 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): Army 
Total Sustainment($K/Year): 0 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 0 
Installation PRV ($K) : 0 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 103 
Homeowner Assistance Program: No 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65t 0 0 0 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 5 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 
Area Cost Factor: 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 
Latitude: 
Longitude: 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Total Officer Employees: 2 2 
Total Enlisted Employees: 1 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 110 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Starting Facilities(KSF): 0 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 2,006 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 1,415 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.146 
Area Cost Factor: 1.02 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 201 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.33 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile): 4.84 
Latitude: 0.000000 
Longitude: 0.000000 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): Army 
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 0 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 
Family Housing ($K/Yf?ar) : 0 
Installation PRV ($K) : 0 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 103 
Homeowner Assistance Program: No 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): 
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Installation PRV($K): 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Army 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

103 
NO 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 6 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'~enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Starting Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer BAH ($/Month) : 
Enlisted BAH ($/Month): 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 
Area Cost Factor: 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 
Latitude : 
Longitude: 

Name: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

Total Officer Employees: 0 
Total Enlisted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 0 
Accomp Mil not Receiving BAH: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
 listed Housing Units Avail: 0 a arting Facilities (KSF) : 0 
fficer BAH ($/Month): 2,006 

Enlisted BAH ($/Month) : 1,415 
Civ Locality Pay Factor: 1.147 
Area Cost Factor: 1.02 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 201 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.48 
Vehicle Cost ($/Lift/Mile) : 4.84 
Latitude: 38.880000 
Longitude: -77.110000 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust) : 
Total Sustainment($K/Year): 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Installation PRV($K) : 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years) : 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Navy 
15,554 
4,330 
4,482 

227,944 
0 

924,532 
114 
No 

TRICARE In -Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 7,030.00 96.00 20.30 
Actv MTF 5,807 256,799 245,327 
Actv Purch 91 16,663 
Retiree 1,722 125,532 214,929 
Retiree65+ 1,975 103,214 243,291 

Base Service (for BOS/Sust): 
Total Sustainment ($K/Year) : 
Sustain Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Installation PRV ($K) : 
Svc/Agcy Recap Rate (Years): 
Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Navy 
886 
0 

274 
0 
0 
0 

114 
NO 

TRICARE In-Pat Out-Pat 
Admits Visits Prescrip 

CostFactor 7,030.00 96.00 0.00 
Actv MTF 0 0 0 
Actv Purch 0 0 
Retiree 0 0 0 
Retiree65+ 0 0 0 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 7 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1 . c ~ ~  
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misn Contract Start (SK) : 
Misn Contract Term (SKI: 
Supt Contract Term (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
One-Time IT Costs (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

Name: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misn Contract Start($K): 
Misn Contract Term (SK): 
Supt Contract Term (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
One-Time IT Costs (SK): 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
MTF Closure Action: 

(N00014) 
2006 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0 % 
0 
0 

None Fac 

2007 2008 
---- ---- 

0 5 7 
0 4,709 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 8,774 
0 0 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 

ShDn (KSF) : 

VA (51Hs05) 
2006 2007 2008 
---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 
0 0 7,132 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 38,500 
0 0 2,851 
0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

None Fac ShDn (KS F) : 

2010 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

8,639 
0 
0 % 
0% 
0 
0 

FH ShDn: 

2010 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

38,500 
0 
0 8 
0% 
0 
0 

FH ShDn: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 8 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'cenario File : C:\P~SG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
2006 2007 2008 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misn Contract Start (SKI : 
Misn Contract Term (SKI : 
Supt Contract Term (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
One-Time IT Costs (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

Name: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
-Time Moving Save (SK): 

II v Non-MilCon Reqd($K): ctiv Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misn Contract Start ($K) : 
Misn Contract Term (SK): 
Supt Contract Term ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
One-Time IT Costs (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
M i s n  M i l c o n  A v o i d n c ( $ K ) :  

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

---- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0% 
0 
0 

None Fac 

2006 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0 % 
0 
0 

None Fac 

---- ---- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 120 
0 2,657 
0 0 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 

ShDn (KSF) : 

2007 2008 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 1,061 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 504 
0 0 
0% 0 % 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 

ShDn (KSF) : 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

120 120 
2,657 2,657 

0 0 
0 % 0% 
0% 0 % 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

504 504 
0 0 
0 % 0% 
0 % 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 Ffi ShDn: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 2007 2008 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misn Contract Start (SK) : 
Misn Contract Term (SK): 
Supt Contract Term (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
One-Time IT Costs (SKI: 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 8 )  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
MTF Closure Action: 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0 % 
0 
0 

None Fac 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0% 
0 
0 

ShDn (KSF) : 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L.2) 
2 0 0 6  2007  2008 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misn Contract Start (SK) : 
Misn Contract Term (SK): 
Supt Contract Term ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
One-Time IT Costs (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % ) :  
Misn Milcon Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
MTF Closure Action: 

---- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0 % 
0 
0 

None Fac 

---- ---- 
0 0 
0 1,094 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1,254 
0 0 
0% 0% 
0 % 0% 
0 0 
0 0 

ShDn (KSF) : 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0% 0 % 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,254 1,254 
0 0 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 10 
Data AS Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'7enarlo File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : 

1-Time 
1-Time 
1-Time 
1-Time 

NNMC BETHESDA, MD 

Unique Cost (SK): 
Unique Save (SK) : 
Moving Cost ( $K) : 
Moving Save (SK) : 

Env  on-~ilC& Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misn Contract Start (SK) : 
Misn Contract Term (SK) : 
Supt Contract Term (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
One-Time IT Costs ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 0% 0% 0 % 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 0 % 0% 0% 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 0 0 0 
MTF Closure Action: None Fac ShDn (KSF) : 

Name : 

1-Time 
1-Time 
1-Time 
.Time 

ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

Unique Cost (SK) : 0 0 
Unique Save (SK) : 0 0 
Moving Cost (SK): 0 0 
Movinq Save (SK) : 0 0 

F  on-~il~on Reqd($K) : ctiv Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misn Contract Start ($K) : 
Misn Contract Term (SK) : 
Supt Contract Term (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
One-Time IT Costs (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % I  : 
Misn Milcon Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 0 0 0 

2009 2010 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0% 0 % 
0 % 0 % 
0 0 
0 0 
0 FH ShDn: 

MTF Closure Action: None Fac ShDn (KSF) : 0 FH ShDn: 0.000% 



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 11 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report  C r e a t e d  7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technica l  JCSG 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\PPSG\Clients \ l  C u r r e n t \ V i r g i n i a  (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington H a l l  1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: A r l i n g t o n  H a l l  1 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 A p r i l  2 1  2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: CNR ARLINGTON VA, 

Off S c e n a r i o  Change: 
En1 S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Civ  S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ Prog nonBRAC Change: 
S t u  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH P r i v a t i z a t i o n :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: Roslyn-Balls ton Corr ,  

Off Scenar io  Change: 
En1 Scenar io  Change: 
Civ Scenar io  Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
S t u  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog EX P r i v a t i z a t i o n :  

Name: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 

Off S c e n a r i o  Change: 
En1 S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Civ  S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ Prog nonBRAC Change: 
S t u  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH P r i v a t i z a t i o n :  

Name: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

Off S c e n a r i o  Change: 
En1 S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Civ  S c e n a r i o  Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ Prog nonBRAC Change: 
S t u  Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH P r i v a t i z a t i o n :  



COBRA INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 12 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'yenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BALSTON LEASE, VA 

Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Prog nonBRAC Change: 
En1 Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Civ Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Stu Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog FH Privatization: 

Name: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 

Off 
En1 
Civ 
Off 
En1 
Civ 
Stu 

Scenario Change: 
Scenario Change: 
Scenario Change: 
Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog nonBRAC Change: 
Prog nonBRAC Change: 

Prog FH Privatization: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE 

SF File Descrip: 
Perc Officers Accompanied: 
-rc Enlisted Accompanied: 

- PERSONNEL 

Ib ficer Salary ($/Year) : 124,971.93 
listed Salary ($/Year) : 82,399.09 

Civilian Salary ($/Year) : 59,959.18 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 272.90 
Unemployment Eligibility (Weeks) : 16 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.00% 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 9.16% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 8.10% 
Civilian Regular 
Civilian RIF Pay 
Civ Early Retire 

STANDARD FACTORS 

Retire Rate: 1.67% 
Factor: 86.32% 
Pay Factor: 18.03% 

Priority Placement Program: 
PPP Actions Involvinq PCS: 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ )  : 35,496.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 50,000.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 25,000.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 68.40% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 13.46% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 18.44% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

Army Navy Air Force Marines 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

Service Sustainment Rate 
Unit Cost Adjustment (BOS) 
Program Management Factor: 
Mothball (Close) ($/SF) : 
Mothball (Deac/Realn) ($/SF) 
Rehab vs . MilCon (Default) : 
Rehab vs . MilCon (Red) : 
Rehab vs. MilCon (Amber): 

87 .OO% 93.00% 92.00% 97.00% 
10332.00 8879 .OO 3032.00 3904.00 

10 .OO MilCon Site Prep Cost ($/SF) : 0.74 
0.18 MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
0.45 MilCon Design Rate (Medical): 13.00% 
47.00% MilCon Design Rate (Other): 9.00% 
64.00% MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
29.00% Discount Rate for NPV/Payback: 2.80% 

Hall 1.CBR 
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STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Mil (Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Accomp (Lb) : 15,290.00 
HHG Per En1 Accomp (Lb) : 9,204.00 
HHG Per Off Unaccomp ( L b ) :  13,712.00 
HHG Per En1 Unaccomp (Lb): 6,960.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 8.78 
Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 180.67 

Storage-In-Transit ($/Pers) : 373.76 
POV Reimburse ($/Mile) : 0.20 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
IT Connect ($/Person): 200.00 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employee) : 1,000.00 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Months): 30.02 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ( $ )  : 10,477.58 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost($): 3,998.52 
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1. Adds "Arlington Hall" (AH) based on CNR Arlington Static Base information to retain cost characteristics 
of location. - Screen One 

2. Sets distance to AH at 3 miles to force movement of equipment. - Screen Two 

3. Uses BOS cost of $273,846 and Sustainment cost of $885,713 based on change to Bethesda rates 
created by baseline action. - Screen Four 

4. Deletes all costs associated with move at Bethesda except $22.566 Million needed for specialized 
security, HVAC controls, Uninterruptible Power Supply system, enhanced fiber, etc. reported as required by 
TJCSG per email from SASC staff - Screen Five 

5. Uses 446,708 SF Net requirement for action and prices it at $17.19 / SF. - Screen Five. 

6. Deletes MILCON at Bethesda. - Screen Seven 

Footnotes Revised April 27th, 2005 

Close the Office of Naval Research, Arlington, VA; the Air Force Office of Scientific Research, Arlington, 
VA; the Army Research Offices, Durham, NC, Fort Belvoir, VA, and Arlington, VA; and the Defense 
Advanced Research Project Agency, Arlington, VA. Relocate all functions to National Naval Medical 
Center in Bethesda, MD. Realign the Defense Threat Reduction Agency Eisenhower Avenue facility, 
Alexandria, VA, by relocating the Extramural Research Program Management function, except the 
conventional armanents and Chemical Biological Defense research, to National Naval Medical Center in 
?thesda. MD 

@!:end State will be co-location of the named organizations at a single location in a single facility, or a 
cluster of facilities. This "Joint Center of Excellence" will foster additional coordination among the 
extramural 
research activities of OSD and the Military Departments. Further it will enhance the Force Protection 
posture of the organizations by relocating them from leased space onto a Military Base. 
The Force Structure Plan of 2020 implies need for a rigorous research community to provide high 
technology weapons to assure the national defense. The organizations being collocated in this Joint Center 
of Excellence are responsible for funding, mentoring and monitoring the basic, applied and advanced 
research performed by government, industry and academia that will transition weapons to the warfighter. 
The research synergies created by this Joint Center of Excellence will better allow the organizations to 
s a t i s f y  t o  t h e  needs a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  Force S t r u c t u r e  P l a n  of 2020.  

[DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES TO AFFECTED BASES FROM ORIGINAL SCENARIO] 

Because these are leased sites, the static database is incomplete. Accordingly, we updated the file names 
for: 
Roslyn- Ballston Corridor : changed to Roslyn-Ballston DARP 
Belvoir: Added DTRA 
Ballston Lease: Added ARO 
Ballston Lease: Added AF-OSR 

List of Certified Source Data 
~.TECH-OO~O-DARPA-~~-NOV-~OO~ 
2.TECH-0040-DTRA-8-DEC-20044COMPLETE 
3.TECH-0040 USAF Complete (12/13/04) 
4.TECH-0040A Response from DON, 21 Dec 2004 
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5.TECH-0040-USN-from TECH0010 Response from DON, 8 Dec 2004 
6.TECH-0010 and 0040-Completed Army-USA-Gainer-7-Feb-2005 
7. TECH-0040A Response from DON, 21 Dec 2004 

12.SDD 062 DTRA Email Jan 10, 2005 
13. SDD 53, 54, 55 DARPA Email 
Jan 21, 2005. (Screen 5) 
14. SDD 56 DARPA Email Jan 21, 
2005. (Screen 6) 
15.SDD 224 DARPA Email Dec 15, 
2004 
17.SDD 61 JS-627 Tech 0040 AFMC-RFC-Response 
18. SDD 63 Army Lease costs for TECH 10 also apply to Tech 40. 
19. TECH-0038 thru 0041-Completed Army USA-24-Nov-2004 
20. TECH 32 DTRA 
21 TECH 18 DTRA 
22 JS-605, Tech-0010, AFMC (DP)-1 
23 TECH-0040D Response from DON, 25 Apr 2005 

Data Standards 
Data Standards 

A. Start Dates 
1) For moves requiring no renovation or new office space - 2006 
2) For moves requiring O f f i c e  Space - move i n  2008 
3) For moves requiring Lab Space - move in 2009 

B. MILCON 
1) For purposes of COBRA, assume 160 Gross Square Feet (DOD Standard) for Office 
Space (FAC 6100) 
2) For S&T organizations requiring MILCON, absent a detailed breakout of equipment 
and facilities, use 150 Gross Square feet per person (this from the NAVFAC guide for Laboratories). 
3) For SCIFS the FAC code is 1404. For purposes of housing people is SCIFS (when 
they are reported as separate and additional facilities), We want to assume 1 person per 1000 square feet 
will use that space as an office. That person should be removed from the other portion of the building. 
4) The following calculation is performed to determine whether there is sufficient space 
to accept donor base personnel: 160* reassigned personnel + 150 * research FTEs being reassigned. If this 
figure exceeds the space being constructed, renovated or available at the receiving base by 50,000 square 
feet, the phrase insufficient milcon is displayed in the comments. Similarly, if the space being constructed, 
renovated or available at the receiving base exceeds the needed space, the phrase excessive milcon is 
displayed in the comments. 

C. Addition Network/IT Costs 
1) COBRA allows $1200 per person for a single network. Use $1200 person for an 
addition networks (S,TS) . 

D. Additional savings 
1) If leased space has not had an AT/FP upgrade, HSA is assuming a one-time savings 
of $28.28 per gross square foot in NCR. This means that if we move out of a leased space in the DC area 
that has not been upgraded we can take that as a savings. 

E. Personnel Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all government personnel moved 
2) There are three types of organizations at the receiving site: 
Consolidated 
Joint 
Co-Located 
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3) Subgroups can use their best judgment on the personnel reductions possible in all 
three, but it would seem that Consolidated has the best opportunities for reductions in PLT, with Joint slightly 
less and Co-Located the leas potential for reduction. 

F. Contractor Reductions 
1) Subgroups can apply a 15% reduction against all contractor personnel 
2) Show a $200K Misc. Recurring Savings for each contractor eliminated. 

There was no impact on costs between running the scenario using COBRA 6.07 and COBRA 6.08. 
Costs reduced under 6.0.9 

FOOTNOTES FOR SCREEN TWO 
........................ ........................ 
Added Second Ballston Lease for AF OSR, because they are in the same building as ARO Ballston. 

Used 12 miles for DARPA in Ballston/Roslyn Corridor. Recieved from Defense Table of Official Distances 
Trip Report (https://dtod.sddc.army.mil). 

Used 265 Miles from ARL NC (27709) to (20814), recieved from Defense Table of Official Distances Trip 
Report (https://dtod.sddc.army.mil). Static data for ARL NC is incorrect (7 Mi) to NNMC as is the 
Lat/Long (O.OW, O.ON) of ARL NC. 

Belvoir - DTRAandARO (Source Files 2 & 6) moves 102 Officers for DTRAand 1 for ARO. (Source Files 20 
and 21 identify 31 officers from DTRA who are not included in this recommendation.) This leaves 71 
officers from DTRA and 1 from ARO. 

Moved all personnel in 2008. Assumed all Milcon complete and moved all personnel at the same time. 
Standard ~ssumption 13 Jan 2005. 

e b d a r d  TJCSG assumptions applied to personnel numbers. 13 Jan 2005. 

ARL- NC Adjusted down the movement of personnel from 121 to 113 reported in Screen 4 Static data. 

TJCSG assumption: 

Personnel reduction approved TJCSG Meeting 13 Jan 2005 
Assumed no military reductions 
Assumed 15% of "support" civilians reduced 
Assumed 37% of total civilians are support (supported by Capacity data) 
Start/reduction/Finish # of personnel 
CNR 313/17/296 
DARPA 182/10/172 
DTRA 132/7/125 (132 people are the DTRA folks from Source File 2 less those identified in Source File 20 
& 21) 

ARO-NC 113/6/107 
Ballston ARO 1/0/1 
Ballston AFOSR 110/6/104 

FOOTNOTES FOR SCREEN FOUR 
......................... ......................... 
Adjusted number of personnel for AFRL at Ballston Lease. Indicated by total move of personnel from the 
location. 
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ARL NC is located at O.ON, O.OW in the static database, used Defense Table of Distances for the Distance 
from ARL NC to NNMC 

Estimated Misc Recurring savings starting in 2008 due to Lease, Security, and Utilities for facilities moved 
out of. 
Source File # for Misc Recurring Savings (including lease costs) and the amount: 
1) DARPA, 38,50OK, note that this from DARPA side note. 
12) DTRA 2,656.7K 
17 ) AF OSR, 1,254.5K 
5) CNR 8,774K - note that this number changes per year as indicated in Source File #5. 
6) ARONC, 504K 

Contractors from Screen 9 of SDC Worksheets, Sources Files 1,2,22,4,6 
CNR 401 
DARPA 5 92 
DTRA/ARO Belvoir = 106. Of these 106 contractors, 3 of those contractors are conventional armanments 
and are included in Tech 18, (Source File 21), and 11 of them are Chem Bio Defense which are included in 
Tech 32 (Source File 20) leaving 92 (106-14) contractors. 
ARO Ballston 1 
ARL NC = 8 
AFOSR = 5 5  
total of 1149 contractors from losing locations. 

Standard personnel reduction assumption applied at NNMC, eliminating 64 contractors per 
TJCSG 1 13 2005, Standard cost per contrator of $200K per TJCSG 1 13 2005, applied (64 X $200K), 
recurring savings at NNMC is $12,800: 

ARL-NC: Cost/Savings Data from Source 19 
ARL-NC: Per Tech 3013 (Certified MAD-CAD Data) is 37500 Sq. Taking one-time ATFP cost avoidance of 
$28.28/sqft $1061K savings. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

Belvoir/DTRA: Misc Recurring Costs $120K. Certified Data without Itemization. Source File 2 
Belvoir/DTRA: Allowed $120K T-3 Misc Recurring cost for DTRA 
Belvoir/DTRA: Misc Recurring costs move to year of move 2008 as per TJCSG 1 13 2005. 

Belvoir/DTRA: Per Source File 12, DTRA savings were $2656K. Certified Data without Itemization 

Belvoir/DTRA: One-time IT Costs of $600K in 2010 and $1200K in 2011. Source File 2. Certified data 
without Itemization. 

Assumptions: Cobra allows for nominal one-time IT costs. Additional costs removed. 

DARPA: SDD issued to correct all costs and savings from billions to millions. Reflected in summary of 
original costs. Source File 13 
DARPA: 1 time Unique cost of $11.8B for furniture (3.8M) and SCIF replacement (EM). Certified Data with 
justificaiton. Source File 13 
Assumption: Eliminated DARPA 1 time Unique Cost $11.88 for furniture and SCIF replacement. COBRA 
MILCON and Personnel Movement Algorithm calculates this. 

DARPA: 1 time moving cost of $3.23M for lost productivity. Certified Data with Itemization. Source File 1. 
Assumption: Eliminated DARPA 1 time moving cost for lost productivity. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 
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DARPA: Contract termination costs of $7.1M for cost to restore lease site. Certified Data with Itemization. 
Assumption: Eliminated DARPA Mission Contract Termination Costs. Based on OSD Memo #8, that 
responsibility of Leased building to include environment is the responsibility of the owner not 
tenant. Source File 1. 

Disallowed SCIF removal as the incoming tennant might desire the SCIF space. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

DARPA: Misc Recurring Costs of $158M (sic) for 2 vehicles and 2 drivers. Certified Data with Itemization. 
Source File 1. 

Assumption: Eliminated $158M DARPA cost for drivers and vehicles. New base in close proximity to 
existing local not requiring additional cars and drivers. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

DARPA: 1 time IT Cost of $41.3M (31.5M for materials, $9.8m for labor/installation). Certified Data with 
Itemization. Source File 1. 

Assumption: DARPA 1 time IT cost determined to be excessive. Allowed COBRA IT Cost is $1200 per 
person. Added in $2400 per person for a two additional networks for 792 personnel (Govt, and Contractors 
for whom obligated to provide space) Set cost incurrement in 2008 to coincide with construction. TJCSG 
13 Jan 2005 

DARPA: Recurring savings of 38500K from sidenotes of Screen 3 of DARPA response where DARPA 
claims costs of operation at Leased location costs 38500K per year. Source File 1 

CNR 1 time unique cost of $887 K for various activities. Certified Data with Itemization, Source File 5 
Assumption: Eliminated CNR 1 time unique cost $830K for raised floor removal and restoration since it may 
be potential utilized by next leasee. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

CNR 1 time moving cost are for hiring contractor to manage move and special handling (models, classified 
Documents). Certified Data with Itemization, Source File 5. 

sumption: Eliminated CNR 1-time moving cost $253K since "normal" moving costs are included in 
BRA. TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

CNR misc recurring savings for lease costs for space occuppied at location. Certified Data with justification. 
Itemization: Start of savings move to year of move, Source File 5. 

One-time unique savings for DARPA $7,132K for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space in NCR per HSA 
JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

One-time unique savings for ONR $4,709K for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space in NCR per HSA 
JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

One-time unique savings for ARL-NC $1,06lK for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space per HSA 
JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

One-time unique savings for AFOSR $1,094K for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space per HSA 
JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

One-time unique savings for Ballston-Lease ARO $9.8K for minimal AT/FP upgrade for leased space per 
HSA JCSG with TJCSG approved calculations. TJCSG 1 13 2005 

NNMC : One time unique costs $22556K in 2007. New gate costs 
provided as "non FAC Coded Milcon on Screen 7". To eliminate COBRA errors, this cost was moved to 
Screen 5, Cost $3,00OK. Certified Data with Itemization. Source File 7 

NNMC: Env Non-milcon $500K, Source File 23 
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One Time IT costs - 1369K, Source File 23 
Recurring MISC Costs, 451K, Source File 23 

Determined entries into this screen are in error. There are no non-mission personnel to be moved in a leased 
activity. 
1) DARPA Roslyn-Ballston Coridor increases of 25 Officers and 211 Civilians in Certified Data without 
justification. SDD 14 Confirmed error. 
2) DTRA Belvoir increases of 102 Officers and 205 Civilians in Certified Data without justification. SDD 
12 Confirmed error. 

Personnel reductions: 
Assumed no military reductions 
Assumed 15% of "support" civilians reduced 
Assumed 37% of total civilians are support 

Number of Personnel Removed 
CNR 17 
DARPA 10 
DTRA 7 
ARO-NC 6 
Ballston ARO 0 
Ballston AFOSR 6 

As per TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

Per Naval District Washington/Navy BRAC Intergration Team an additional 22 BOS personnel will be 
required at NNMC for this building. Accordingly they are entered on Screen 6. 

FOOTNOTES FOR SCREEN SEVEN 
.......................... .......................... 
NNMC: General Administrative Building 484325sqft at $113675K in Certified Data with 
Itemization. Source File 23. 
All Milcon Costs at NNMC are itemized in Source File 23. 

Contractors from Screen 9 of SDC Worksheets, Sources Files 1,2,22,4,6 
CNR 401 
DARPA 592 
DTRA/ARO Belvoir = 106. 3 of those contractors are conventional armanments (included in Tech 18), 11 
of them are Chem Bio Defense (Tech 32).. 
= 92(106-14) 
ARO Ballston 1 
ARL NC = 8 
AFOSR = 55 
total of 1149 contractors from losing locations. Per TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 

From Screen 3 of Sources 1,2,3,4,6 949 gov and and Screen 9's referenced above 1,085 contractors ( 
1149-64) TJCSG approved reduction taken TJCSG 13 Jan 2005 
Total 2034 Personnel moving to NNMC: 949 Gov, 1085 Contractors 
This number is down from the 2101 originally provided to the Navy. 
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CNR ARLINGTON VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 
BELVOIR 
ARL - NC 
BALSTON LEASE 
BALSTON LEASE 
NNMC BETHESDA 
ARLINGTON HALL 
----- 
TOTAL 

Base Start 
---- 
CNR ARLINGTON VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 
BELVOIR 
ARL - NC 
BALSTON LEASE 
BALSTON LEASE 
NNMC BETHESDA 
ARLINGTON HALL 
----- 

Square Footage 
Finish Change %Change Chg/Per 

Base Start* 
------------- - 

ARLINGTON VA 126,722 
oslyn-Ballston Corr *- 0 
BELVOIR 11,641,996 
ARL - NC 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
NNMC BETHESDA 4,462,277 
ARLINGTON HALL 273,846 

Base Operations Support (2005$) 
Finish* Change %Change 

------------- ------- - 
122,075 -4,646 -4% 

0 0 0% 
11,543,307 -98,689 -1% 

0 0 0 % 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0 % 

4,462,277 0 0 % 
303,084 29,238 11% 



COBRA PERSONNEL/SF/SUSTAINMENT/RECAP/BOS DELTAS REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base Start 
---- ------------- 

Sustainment (ZOOS$) 
Finish Change %Change 

------------- ----------+-- ------- 
. .  0 0 0 % 

0 0 0 % 
27,467,854 0 0% 

0 0 0 % 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0% 

11,224,214 0 0% 
885,713 0 0 % 

CNR ARLINGTON VA 0 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 0 
BELVOIR 27,467,854 
ARL - NC 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
NNMC BETHESDA 11,224,214 
ARLINGTON HALL 885,713 

TOTAL 

Recapitalization (2005$) 
Finish Change %Change Base Start 

CNR ARLINGTON VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 
BELVOIR 
ARL - NC 
BALSTON LEASE 
BALSTON LEASE 
NNMC BETHESDA 
ARLINGTON HALL 
----- 
TOTAL 

Sustain + Recap + BOS (ZOOS$) 
Finish Change %Change 

------------- ------------- ------- 
122,075 -4,646 -4% 

0 0 0% 
58,889,322 -98,689 0 % 

0 0 0% 
0 0 0% 
0 0 0% 

23,796,422 0 0% 
1,188,797 29,238 3% 

------------- ------------- ------- 
83,996,616 -74,097 0% 

Base Start 
---- ------------- 
CNR ARLINGTON VA 126,722 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 0 
BELVOIR 58,988,011 
ARL - NC 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 
NNMC BETHESDA 23,796,422 
ARLINGTON HALL 1,159,559 
----- ------------- 
TOTAL 84,070,714 

Plant ~eplacement Value (2005$) 
Start Finish Change %Change Base 

CNR ARLINGTON VA 0 0 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 0 0 
BELVOIR 2,047,450,590 2,047,450,590 
ARL - NC 0 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 0 
BALSTON LEASE 0 0 
NNMC BETHESDA 924,532,166 924,532,166 
ARLINGTON HALL 0 0 

TOTAL 
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d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

* "Start" and "Finish" values for Personnel and BOS both include the Programmed 
~nstallation Population (non-BRAC) Changes, so that only changes attributable 
to the BRAC action are reflected in the "Change" columns of this report. 



TOTAL COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\~lients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkq Name: Arlinqton Hall 1 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ( SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

: C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 



TOTAL COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
lenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion, Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
OCM 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 

117 
974 

3,133 

0 
0 
9 6 

0 
31,196 
35,516 

66,834 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

4 

0 
14,006 
14,010 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

413 
11,018 

0 
0 
58 

0 
0 

206,403 
217,892 

231,902 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 

2 9 
243 
783 

0 
0 
2 4 

0 
7,799 
8,879 

8,879 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 

103 
3,148 

0 
0 
14 

0 
0 

51,470 
54,736 

54,736 



Department 
Scenario File : 
Option Pkg Name: 
Std Fctrs File : 

ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainrnent 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 

TOTAL COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Technical JCSG 
C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB) \Arlington\Arlington Hall 1. 
Arlington Hall 1 
C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

CBR 

Total 
----- 

0 

1,439 
4,058 
2,868 
328 

-1 

0 
0 
0 

8,617 
17,308 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

-296 
-10,044 
3,133 

0 
3 8 

0 
0 

-175,207 
-182,376 

-165,068 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 

-74 
-2,904 

783 

0 
9 

0 
0 

-43,671 
-45,857 

-45,857 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 4/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virqinia (VCOMB)\Arlinoton\Arlinaton Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
'*IL MOVING 
er Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

VA, VA 
2006 
---- 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
12 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
12 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 5/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA. VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

687 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
4,709 
4,709 

T otal 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
18 

4,089 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

34,742 
38,850 

43,559 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 6/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
$nario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA 
ONE-TIME NET 2006 
----- (SK) ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Info Tech 0 
Other 12 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Misn Contract 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 12 

Total 
----- 

0 

428 
142 
0 
6 0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-4,652 
-4,022 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 

Total 

Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 12 9 -13,407 -9,947 -9,812 -9,728 -42,872 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 7/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 2006 
----- (SK) ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
OLM 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Retire 0 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPP 0 
RITA 0 
FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Unemployment 0 
OTHER 
Info Tech 0 
Prog Manage 0 
Supt Contrac 0 
Mothball 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Misn Contract 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 8/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

3,189 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
7,132 
7,132 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

2,405 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

154,000 
156,405 

163,537 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
0 

687 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

38,500 
39,187 

39,187 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 9/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, 
ONE-TIME NET 2006 
----- (SK) ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Info Tech 0 
Other 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Misn Contract 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 -42,786 -39,187 -39,187 -39,187 

Total 
----- 

0 

250 
7 1 

2,851 
18 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-7,132 
-3,942 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-2,405 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-154,000 
-156,405 

-160,348 

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 10/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virgmia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base : BELVOIR, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ( $ K )  ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 11/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
480 
480 

8 92 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

395 
1,683 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

10,627 
12,705 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
120 
120 

120 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
99 
481 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2,657 
3,236 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 12/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
j e n a r i o  File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
td Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 
ONE-TIME NET 2006 
----- (SK) ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Info Tech 0 
Other 8 7 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Misn Contract 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 8 7 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OLM 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 

Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 87 

Total 
----- 

0 

131 
7 1 
0 

210 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

412 

Total Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 

-99 
-481 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-2,537 
-3,116 

-3,116 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 13/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
~ t d  ~ctrs-~ile : C: \PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005 \BRACZOO5. SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

0 

344 
108 

513 
4 

1,774 
226 
83 

309 
35 
752 

5 
35 
0 
2 7 

17 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
2 
I 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

4,237 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 14/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
:enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
-Time Other 
TAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

4,237 

Total 

0 

0 

4 

0 
1,061 
1,065 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

1,396 

0 
0 
58 

0 
0 

2,016 
3,470 

4,536 

Bey ond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
0 

399 

0 
0 
14 

0 
0 

504 
917 

917 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 15/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 

Total 
----- 

0 

452 
3,738 

17 
27 

-1 

0 
0 
0 

-1,061 
3,172 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-1,396 
0 

0 
-58 

0 
0 

-2,016 
-3,470 

-2 98 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 16/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'yenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
'IIL MOVING 
er Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 
---- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 17/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF w 

Beyond 
Base: BALSTON LEASE, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SKI ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 227 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
10 
10 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 

1,443 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1,443 

1,453 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 18/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
d n a r i o  File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall l.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
OLM 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 
---- 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OLM 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 

Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 11 -412 -412 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 19/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 Total 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 20/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
a n a r i o  File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hail 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- ( S K )  ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1,094 
1,094 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

5,018 
5,018 

6,112 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1,254 
1,254 

1,254 



Department 
Scenario File : 
Option Pkg Name: 
Std Fctrs File : 

Base: BALSTON 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
'CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 21/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Technical JCSG 
C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1,CBR 
Arlington Hall 1 
C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

LEASE, VA (510L2) 
2006 
---- 

TOTAL NET COST 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-1,094 
-1,094 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-5,018 
-5,018 

-6,112 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 22/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
:enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (NO01681 
ONE-TIME COSTS 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 23/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 24/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 

d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- ( S K )  ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Info Tech 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- ( S K )  ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary &E' ""OW 

Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 0 0 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 25/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARLINGTON 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
OLM 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPP 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Info Tech 
Prog Manage 
Supt Contrac 
Mothball 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 

, Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Misn Contract 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

HALL, VA (N00014) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 26/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
ienario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARLINGTON 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- (SK) ----- 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

HALL, VA (N00014) 
2006 2007 
---- ---- 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 

117 
974 

3,133 

0 
0 
96 

0 
30,7 16 
35,036 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 31,325 8,759 8,759 8,759 57,602 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Environmental 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 27/27 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
~ t d  ~ctrs-~ile : C: \PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005 .SFF 

Base: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 
ONE-TIME NET 2006 2007 
----- (SK) ----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 
Info Tech 0 0 
Other 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
Misn Contract 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
Sustainment 
Recap 
BOS 
Civ Salary 
TRICARE 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission Activ 
Misc Recur 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

22,566 
22,566 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 

117 
974 

3,133 

0 
9 6 

0 
0 

30,716 
35,036 

57,602 

Beyond 



TOTAL COBRA MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
'yenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

All values in 2005 Constant Dollars 
Total 

Base Name MilCon* 
- - - - - - - - - 
CNR ARLINGTON VA 
Roslyn-Ballston Corr 
BELVOIR 
ARL - NC 
BALSTON LEASE 
BALSTON LEASE 
NNMC BETHESDA 
ARLINGTON HALL 
............................ 

Milcon Cost 
Avoidence 

Total 
Net Costs 

Totals : 0 0 0 

* All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



COBRA NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v6.10) 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Year 
---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 

Adjusted Cost ( $ 1  
---------------- 

98,079 
71,556 

-25,542,054 
-41,831,176 
-40,572,581 
-39,395,328 
-38,322,304 
-37,278,505 
-36,263,138 
-35,275,426 
-34,314,616 
-33,379,977 
-32,470,795 
-31,586,376 
-30,726,047 
-29,889,151 
-29,075,049 
-28,283,122 
-27,512,764 
-26,763,390 



TOTAL COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-7enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Rate 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIREMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

and Civilians Not Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, , 
w i l l i n g  to Move are not applicable tor moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014)Rate 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
:enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington 
tion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51HsO5)Rate 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
@Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

Hall 1 .CBR 

Total 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 



COBRA PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 7 0 0 0 
Early Retirement 8.10% 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 0 0 3 0 0 0 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 2 0 0 0 

Total 
----- 
125 
0 
0 
0 
0 

125 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 
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Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 

d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) Rate 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.108 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total 
----- 
107 
9 
2 

10 
6 
80 
27 

6 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
3 
3 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

9 
6 
2 
0 

4 arly Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not illing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 
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Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (5lOL2) Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

2011 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 
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Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
--enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
d Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2)Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total 
----- 
104 
0 
0 
0 
0 

104 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not piling to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 
# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 
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Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
Scenario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Std Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168)Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.008 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

2011 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 
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Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-7enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014)Rate 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 8.10% 
Regular Retirement* 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover* 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 8.10% 
Regular Retirement 1.67% 
Civilian Turnover 9.16% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 39.97% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civi 
w i l l i n g  to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. 
of PPP placements involving a PCS is 50.70% 

lians Not 

The rate 



COBRA PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department 
Scenario File 
Option Pkg Name 
Std Fctrs File 

: Technical JCSG 
: C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
: Arlington Hall 1 
: C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: CNR ARLINGTON VA, VA (N00014) 

Year 
---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved 
Total 

In/Added 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0 .OO% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - 
0.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Base: Roslyn-Ballston Corr, VA (51Hs05) 

Year 
---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved In/Added 
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

Base: BELVOIR, VA (51062) 

Year 
---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved In/Added 
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

----- - - - - - - - 
0 0.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

MilCon 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

66.67% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 

Pers Moved 
Total 
----- 

0 
0 

338 
0 
0 
0 

----- 
338 

Out/Eliminated 
Percent 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated 
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

Pers Moved Out/Elirninated 
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

208 100.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

----- - - - - - - - 
208 100.00% 

ShutDn 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

0.00% 
0.00% 

100 .OO% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 

ShutDn 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 



COBRA PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT (COBRA ~6.10) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department : Technical JCSG 
-7enario File : C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 

ion Pkg Name: Arlington Hall 1 
Fctrs File : C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: ARL - NC, NC (3721K) 

Pers Moved 
Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

In/Added 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

66.67% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

Pers Moved 
Total 
----- 

0 
0 

114 
0 
0 
0 

Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Percent TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
0.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 

100.00% 100.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 

Year 

TOTALS 

Base: BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Pers Moved In/Added 
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

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

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated 
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

Year 
---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 

BALSTON LEASE, VA (510L2) 

Pers Moved In/Added MilCon 
Total Percent Timephase 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase Year 



COBRA PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 6/27/2005 10:00:28 AM, Report Created 7/4/2005 10:05:31 AM 

Department 
Scenario File 
Option Pkg Name 
Std Fctrs File 

: Technical JCSG 
: C:\PPSG\Clients\l Current\Virginia (VCOMB)\Arlington\Arlington Hall 1.CBR 
: Arlington Hall 1 
: C:\PPSG\COBRA 2005\Model\COBRA 6.10 April 21 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Base: NNMC BETHESDA, MD (N00168) 

Year 
---- 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved 
Total 

Mi lCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved 
Total 

Base: ARLINGTON HALL, VA (N00014) 

Year 
---- 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved 
Total 

In/Added 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 
0.00% 
0.00% 

lOO.OO% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - 
100.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved 
Total 

Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Percent TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Out/Eliminated 
Percent 

ShutDn 
TimePha se 
- - - - - - - - - 

16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 

- - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 



Ballston Cost Savings. Compared to the DOD recommendation, the Ballston 
Site alternative lowers the one time cost to DOD by $122 million. Over the 
implementation period, it saves $52 million over 6 years and a NPV of $4 million 
over a 20 year period. The COBRA model also indicates that this option 
represents a cost savings of $58 million over the initial six year BRAC period and 
a long term (20 year) savings of $576 million. The complete COBRA analysis is 
included on the Supplemental CD. 

The cost estimates for the Ballston Site have been prepared by a developer and 
contractor currently constructing similar buildings in the Arlington market.48 This 
alternative assumes that the developer would build and lease-back the new 
building to DOD. State and local contrib.utions would be used to defray a portion 
of the cost of the project. Detailed pro forma analysis of the construction costs 
are included on the Supplemental CD. 

The construction of the Ballston Site alternative could be financed by the Virginia 
Resources Authority (VRA), which would provide both construction and long term 
financing. VRA is rated as an AAA lender and their cost of capital is among the 

-, lowest in the market. An analysis of the imputed net lease costs and financing 
plan is included on the Supplemental CD. 

A further option associated with this alternative would permit DOD to own the 
building after the lease period. The cost of this option is not included in the 
COBRA analysis, but is an approach the developer and County would consider. 

Ballston Communitv Infrastructure and Environmental Considerations. The - - 

  ail st on Site will meet all local planning and zoning provisions in terms of use 
and density. It is currently shown on the General Land Use Plan for Medium 
Office-Apartment-Hotel with 2.5 FAR allowable office density. The 2.5 FAR of 
allowable office development would support the development of a 485,000 sq. ft. 
office project based on the overall consolidated site area of 218,652 sq. ft. A 
local development company has control of the entire site. Project approval is 
fully within the control of the County Board. The costs of the environmental 
remediation from the WMATA use and the removal of the existing gas station are 
included in the site development costs. 

48 The developer is the John Shooshan Company which constructed Liberty Center I, the building 
currently occupied by ONR, AFOSR and AOR. 




