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1. Section 2913(e) of the BRAC Statute requires DoD to consider the costs that will
be incurred by non-DoD agencies present on installations identified for closure.
The requirement is that a complete profile of the entire costs to the Government
related to a recommended BRAC action be obtained (EXHIBIT A).

2. The recommendation to close Fort Monmouth was based upon missing data
(EXHIBIT B). The failure to consider non-DoD agencies is in direct violation of
Section 2913(e) as enacted by Congress to insure consideration of all costs to the
Federal Government that will be incurred as a result of a BRAC Closure
Recommendation.

3. Fort Monmouth includes five non-DoD agencies, specifically the U.S. Post Office
(PO), Department of Justice (DolJ), General Services Administration (GSA),
Veterans Administration (VA) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). While the recommendation acknowledges the presence of the PO, DoJ
and GSA, it failed to address costs associated with these three agencies. More
egregiously, it failed to even acknowledge the VA (EXHIBIT C) or FEMA
(EXHIBIT D). These two non-DoD) agencies are totally omitted.

4. Congressman Rush Holt queried DoD as to why the non-DoD agencies were not
considered before the recommendation to close Fort Monmouth as required by the
statute. The response by Geoffrey G. Prosch, Principal Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Army Installations and Environment, stated that since the
Department did not have cost data from non-DoD agencies located on
installations targeted for closure, they merely noted their presence on such
installations and assumed they would experience some undetermined increase in
costs (EXHIBIT E). It is clear that Mr. Prosch’s response was predicated upon
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the Policy Memorandum dated December 7, 2004 by the Acting Undersecretary
of Defense (Acquisition, Technology & Logistics) (EXHIBIT F); it is
indisputable that the recommendation failed to comply with the statutory mandate
of Congress.

5. In summary, the PO, DoJ and GSA are merely “noted.” The recommendation
entirely ignores the presence of the Department of Homeland Security, FEMA
Region II Contingency Operations Point, an emergency center that has been
instrumental in protecting security after the 9/11 attacks. Most ironically, the
recommendation to close Fort Monmouth completely overlooks the presence of
the Veterans Administration Health Facility which services motre than 10,000
veterans annually.

It is respectfully requested that the BRAC process regarding Fort Monmouth be stayed
until DoD complies with Section 2913(e) of the BRAC Statute.

/}GKR.Poitras
President of A.F.G.E.

Local 1904 (AFL-CIO)
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SEC. 2913. SELECTION CRITERIA FOR 2005 ROUND.

(a) FINAL SELECTION CRITERIA.—The final criteria to be used by the Secretary in making
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installlations inside the
United States

under this part in 2005 shall be the military value and other criteria specified in
subsections (b) '

and (c).

(b) MILITARY VALUE CRITERIA.— The military value criteria are as follows:

(1) The current and futre mission capabilities adn the impact on operational

readiness o the total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint
warfighting, training, and readiness.

(2) The availability and condition of land, faciliteis, and associated airspace

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

(3) The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total

force requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations
and training.

(4) The cost of operations and the manpower implications.

(c) OTHER CRITIERA.—The other criteria that the Secretary shall use in making
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the United
States

under this part in 2005 are as follows:

(1) The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of

years, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the
savings .

to exceed the costs.

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

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

(4) The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities.
37

(d) PRIORITY GIVEN TO MILITARY VALUE.—The Secretary shall give priority
consideration tot he military value criteria specified in subsection (b) in the making of
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations.

(e) EFFECT ON DEPARTMENT AND OTHER AGENCY COSTS.—The selection criteria
relating

to the cost savings or return on investment from the proposed closure or realignment of
military

installations shall take into account the effect of the proposed closure or realignment on
the costs

of any other activity of the Department of Defense or any other Federal agency that may

be
required to assume responsibility for activities at the military installations.
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(f) RELATION TO OTHER MATERIALS.—The final selection criteria specified in this section
shall be the only criteria to be used, along with the force-structure plan and infrastructure
inventory referred to in section 2912, in making recommendations for the closure or

realignment _

of military installations inside the Untied States under this part in 2005.

(2) RELATION TO CRITERIA FOR EARLIER ROUNDS.—Section 2903(b), and the selection
criteria prepared under such section, shall not apply with respect to the process of making
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military instaltations in 2005.

John R. Poitras
President of A.F.G.E.
Local 1904 (AFL-CIO)

X 24675

(732)542-4345
Representing Americans
Working for America
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Fort Monmouth, NJ

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

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

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

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

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

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

The recommendation establishes a Land C4ISR Lifecycle Management Command
(LCMC) to focus technical activity and accelerate transition. This recommendation
addresses the transformational objective of Network Centric Warfare. The solution of the
significant challenges of realizing the potential of Network Centric Warfare for land
combat forces requires integrated research in C41SR technologies (engineered networks
of sensors, communications, information processing), and individual and networked
human behavior. The recommendation increases efficiency through consolidation.
Research, Development and Acquisition (RDA), Test and Evaluation (T&E) of Army
Land C4ISR technologies and systems is currently split among three major sites — Ft
Monmouth, NJ, Ft Dix, NJ, Adelphi, MD and Ft Belvoir, VA and several smaller sites,
including Redstone Arsenal and Fort Knox. Consolidation of RDA at fewer sites
achieves efficiency and synergy at a lower cost than would be required for multiple sites.
This action preserves the Army’s "commodity" business mode! by near collocation of
Research, Development, Acquisition, and Logistics functions. Further, combining RDA
and T&E requires test ranges — which cannot be created at Ft Monmouth.

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

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

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

these agencies into account when making this recommendation.

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

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in 2 maximum
potential reduction of 20 jobs (11 direct and 9 indirect jobs) over the 2006 — 2011 periods
in the Elizabethtown, KY Metropolitan Division, which is 0.03 percent of economic area
employment.

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

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

area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential increase of 9,834 jobs (5,042 direct and 4,792 indirect jobs) over the 2006 —

2011 periods in the Baltimore-Towson, MD Metropolitan Division, which is 0.63 percent
of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in 2 maximum
potential increase of 422 jobs (264 direct and 158 indirect jobs) over the 2006 - 2011
periods in the Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY Metropolitan Division, which is
0.1 percent of economic area employment.

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

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes revealed no
significant issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of communities to support
forces, missions, and personnel. When moving from Ft. Monmouth to Aberdeen, MD,
the following local area capabilities improve: Cost of Living and Medical Health, The
following attributes decline: Safety and Transportation. When moving from Ft.
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Monmouth to West Point, the following local area capabilities improve: Education and

Employment. The following attribute declines: Housing. When moving from Ft.
Monmouth to Ft. Belvoir, the following local area capabilities improve: Employment
and Medical Health. The following attributes decline: Education and Safety. When
moving from Ft. Monmouth to Ft. Meade, the following local area capabilities improve:
Cost of Living and Medical Health. The following attributes decline: Education and
Safety. When moving from Ft. Monmouth to Columbus, OH, the following local area
capabilities improved: Cost of living, Employment, and Medical Health. The following
attribute declines: Safety. When moving from Ft. Belvoir to Aberdeen, MD, the
following local area capabilities improve: Cost of living and Education. The following
attributes decline: Employment, Safety and Transportation. When moving from Ft. Knox
to Aberdeen, MD, the following local area capabilities improve: Housing, Employment,
and Medical Health. The following attributes decline: Cost of Living, Safety, and
Transportation. When moving from Redstone Arsenal to Aberdeen, MD, the following
local area capabilities improve: Child Care, Housing, and Medical Health. The following
attributes decline: Employment, Safety, Population Center, and Transportation. When
moving from Arlington, VA to Aberdeen, MD), the following attributes decline:
Population Center, and Transportation.

Environmental Impact: Closure of Fort Monmouth will necessitate consultations with
the State Historic Preservation Office to ensure that sites are continued to be protected.
Fort Monmouth’s previous mission-related activities will result in land use
constraints/sensitive resource area impacts. An Air Conformity Analysis and a New
Source Review and permitting effort is required at Aberdeen, West Point, and Fort
Belvoir. The extent of the cultural resources on Aberdeen, West Point, and Fort Belvoir
are uncertain. Potential impacts may occur as result of increased times delays and
negotiated restrictions. Additional operations at Aberdeen, West Point, and Fort Belvoir
may further impact threatened/endangered species leading to additional restrictions on
training or operations. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases may be required
to reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards. Due to
the increase in personnel there would be a minimal impact on waste production and water
consumptionat Defense Supply Center Coluinbus (DSCC), OH. This recommendation
has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine
mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; or wetlands. This recommendation will
require spending approximately $2.95 million for environmental compliance activities.
These costs were included in the payback calculation. Fort Monmouth reports $2.9
million in environmental restoration costs. Because the Department has a legal obligation
to perform environmental restorationregardless of whether an installation is closed,
realigned, or remains open, these costs were not included in the payback calculation. This
recommendation does not impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all reccommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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The Honoradle Rush D, Hoit
1018 Longworth HOB
Washington, DC 20515-3012

Daar Representative Hoft:

The Dapartment of Dstenss is pleased to respond to Congressional inquiries concemmg
the 2006 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) recommendations. The delegation from the
State of New Jersey has expressed three particular quastions about the recornmendead closure
of Fort Monmouth and the relocation of high technology research and devetopment functions to
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. All the data, supporting analysis, and doliborative minutes
conceming the Fort Monmouth recommendation has been provided an the OSD BRAC website
ar htp:/Awww.defenselfink.mil'brac/.

Question: Provide data and recards of ciscussion that considerad tha cost impact 1o
non-PoD agencies residem aon bases recommended for closura.

Response: The Department of Defente racognizes that thera may be ocoete to tho
Depanment associated with relocating these agencias and costs to the agencies themseives for
suppornt thet was previousty provided by the DoD. BRACG 2005 Policy Memorandum Three
states that the COBRA model cannat detamminie the effect of the praposed action on the costs of
“any other Federal agency thas may be requirxi 0 assume responsibility for activities” at a
closing or realigning instaliation because it doas not include estimates of the non-DoD emity
costs or savings. Indegendent cost and savings estimates for these agencios may ba
inadequate becauss required cost information is outside the control of the Departmem, and
effons 10 estimate these cosis would be speculative. Therefore, these costs must ba
dewermined during the implememation of BRAC recommendations and no astimates were
included in recommendation cost analysis. At Fort Monmouth, these agencies include the U.S.
Post Office, the U.S. Daparntment of Justice arx! the General Services Adminiswation. Policy
Memorandum Three may ba found in Volume: 1 Part 1, page £-69 of the DaD Base Closum and
Realgnment Repon aslivered to your office on May 13, 2005, as well as at
http://iwww.defensalink.milbrac/vol_{_parts_1_and_2.htmml.

Quastion: Page A-3 of Volume XIi of the DoD BRAC Report states that the T-JCSG
“astimated future exoess capacily.” Prowvids any data, briefings, draft raports, or records of
discussaion regarding future excess capacity sspacially in she technical areas of “sensors™
and “information systems.”

Answer: .The Teohnical Jaint Croas Servico Group (TJCSG) developed a future force
adjustment factor to apply 10 all capacity measures. Whiie the term was applied to afl
capacity measures, the TJCSG focused on full-ime equivalont manpower as the meaasure af
technical capacity. The future force adjustment term was compuied separately for research,
devaiopment and soquisition, and test and evatuation for each tachnical area.
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For Ft. Monmauth, the technical capability areas that apply ars information technology and
canaore. A futuro foroe adjustment term greater than one maana that thars should be
 greater capability required across the entire DoD in the future compared to today.

The future force adjustmant term is actually calculatad by using the change in funding in
the tachnical area from the preaent 1o the orxi of the estimatad program and then adjusted
using expert milltary judgment of the itixe importance of a parmicular technical capabifity
area. The spacific terms and factors are found in the minutes. in the aggregate, the future
torce adjustment terms for the importan techrical areas ware;

Information Systems Sensors

Research 1.09 1.28
D&A 1.07 1.04
T&E 109 1.15

Agpplication of the force structure adjustment indicates that, acoss the DoD, the TICSG
anticipates an approximately 8% increase in capacity for infofmation systems, and a 10-12
peroemmcmaselnsonsors(mndmmwtsmud\hrgermanmoom.rmfuncnms)
Tne TJCSG capacity measures applied primarily w full ime equivaleny manpower, 8o, the
capacity measures mean we anticipate slightly mora full time aquivalent people than 1oday.

Piease reference TJCSG mimstas for 15 Mar 05, 17 Mar 05, and 20 May 05, found at
hitp-/www defenselink. mijbmc/minytes/brac_minutes-hmj and following the link for
“ZipFlle9” unaer Technical. Auditkrwlly, &8 stated in Vohsne Xil of the DoD BRAG Report,
Full-Tima-Equivalent man ysars (FTEs) were adopted as the metric for all three of the
wchnmlmmonsammedaummeanTJCSGCwadtymcah found &t

; : imil and following the various

'Scenano Dam Calls lmm under Technu.al.

Queston: During development of the Land C4ISR canter recommendation by the T-
JCSG., the payback period dropped from () years 0 4 years, and finally setled to 6 years.
Thare ia no explanation for the signiticant cirop that coourred during the period Aprii 1 to
April 15, 2008. Provide ali data, analyses, assumptions, and records of discussion that
address the significant changes in payback period far the Land C4ISR center.

Answer; The diffarence in payback periods is due o the packaging of the various
actions associated with establishing the C41SR center. The first Land C4ISR center candidate
recommendation inciuded realignmens of organizations from several installations including Ft.
Monmouth, NdJ, Adeiphi Laboratories, MD, and F1. Beivolr, VA. The relocation of these research
and development organizations required a karpe amount of costly construction. In adkéition, the
original candidate recommendation, with a 20 year payback, did not propose o close any
installations. One of several intarim versions of he recommendation closed Fr. Morymouth, but
aid not relocate any of the aorganizations on Adelphi Laboratorias ar Ft. Belvoir. Tha actions at
Adelphi and Ft. Belvoir were instaad included in a different candidate recommendation
producing a shortar payback period of four years for the F.. Monmauth racommendation.
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The final version recommended the ciosure of Ft. Monmouth, inciuded several organization
relocations from Ft. Belvolr and other aites, but lofs the Adelphi arganizations in place. The
aadition of the Pt Beivoir reiocations to the Ft, Monmouth closure analysis inoreased the
payback penod from four to six years. References for interim versions of this recommendation
may be found at litip/Mww.datenselink. miVbrac/minuteshimo_soonario i, by following the
¥nks for “inactive Draft Recommendations Scanario Data Calis and Other Data * under
Technical. TheaanymnnswaremlyzedbymeTJCSGammbundmﬁlescomalmg
TECH-0035" i m tha ﬂlemme Thoﬂnal versian s found at

D defe milbac/ming sconar0.himi, by following the links for “Army
Hecommendaﬂons and'ﬂocommmuon COBRA Flles* undar Department of the Amy. in
addition, the deflberative minutes for the TJCSG are locatad at
httn/www.defepselink mitbracininutes/minyte-files/TECH/tachS.2ip with related discussion in
the files named 3/21,3/28, 401, 4/05, 412, 4/18,4/14, 415, 4/18, 4/20, 4/22, 4126, 4r28"and 5/3,
Nmydelubemuvebﬂeﬁngnmmymfmda

, With relatad discussion

mownmmesnamodforSRGsao 81, 33, 34, 35, 36, ana 88. ThelntrutmcmnSteanng
Grou deliberawe minutes amlocatedct

tp:/vw.dete nk.milbrac/mins igq.himi, with related discussion shown in the file
dated 24 Ma! Tha InMuaumExoaﬂveComdl deliberative minutes are located at
htip:/iwww.detenselink mibracminuies/drac_jec. limi, with reiated discussion shown in files
dated 7 Fab, 23 Feb, 10 Mar, 25 Apr, 2 May, 9 May, and 10 May.

The Department is continuing 1o addrass informaton 1oquests and is conmivied 10
providing timely and accumte information regarding BRAC recommendations to the Congress
and the BRAC Commission. We will continue fo provide support and assistance to
Congrossional and Commisaion ataffa as the BRAC procass movea forward.

Sinceraly,

" e

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
Installations and Environment

ce:  Chair, Sanate Committes on Homatand Security and Govemmsntat Affaire
Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
Chalr, Senate Comnittee on Anmed Sarvices
Ranking Member, Senate Commifiee on Armed Sefvices
Chair, House Committee on Armed Services
Ranking Member, House Commmittee on Armed Services
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3010 PEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3010

ACQUIGITION,
TECHROLOGY
AND LOGISTICS

MEMORANDUM FOR INFRASTRUCTURE EXECUTIVE COUNSEL MEMBERS
INFRASTRUCTURZE STEERING GROUP ({SG) MEMBERS
CHAIRMEN, JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS (JCSG)

SUBJECT: Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 2005) Palicy
Memorandum Three — Selection Criterion 5

Backgroynd

The Secreiary of Defense’s memorandum of November 15, 2002, established the
authorities, organizational strucrure, goals, and objectives for the Department’s
development of BRAC 2005 recommendasions. Policy Memaranda One and Two
provided fusther guidance on implementing BRAC 2005. This memorandum is the third ia
a series of Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics
(USD(AT&L)) policy memoranda implementing BRAC 200S. The USD (AT&L) will
issue additional policy guidance, as necessary, throughour the BRAC process.

Purpose

This memorandum describes how BRAC selection criterion S, “The extens and
timing of porential costs and savings. including vhe number of years, beginning wirth the
date of complerion of the closure or realignmens, for the savings 10 exceed the costs” will
be implemented during the BRAC process. Selection criterion § will be assessed against
all scenarios considered during the BRAC scenario analysis process. This memorandum
applies to the Military Deparmments and Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs).

Policy Memorandum One, dated April 16, 2003, directed the Military
Deparmments and the JCSGs to use the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA)
mode} 1o calculate costs, savings, and payback (formerly known as retum on investment)
of proposed realignment and closure actions. Policy Memarandum One also directed the
Deparrment of the Army to take the lead in recommending improvements in the COBRA
mode) and in revising standard cost factors used with the model.

COBRA provides a uniform methodology for estimating and itequzing projected
costs and savings associated with BRAC closure and realignment scenarios. This
guidance, applicable 1w the Military Departments and the JCSGs, establishes policy and
procedures for use of the updaied COBRA model when evaluating BRAC selection
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criterion 5. Itincludes policy, responsibilitics, and procedures for COBRA use, and
discusses how the model's outputs will be used 10 support the overall BRAC 2005
process. Additionally, this memorandum specifies how the Deparnnent will comply with
the requiremen 1o 1ake intw accouat the effect of a proposed closure or realignment on
the costs of any other activity of the Department of Defense or any other Federal agency
that may be required to assume respongibility for activires at an affected military

installation.
Policy Guidance
General

The Military Departments and JCSGs, hereafter referred 1o as the “scenario

proponents,” are required to use the COBRA model in assessing proposed realignment
and closure scenarios during rheir selecrion criterion 5 assessments. To perform these

assessments, proponents must load scenario-specific data into the COBRA model. This
data, used in combinaton with model algorithms and standard cost faciors already
developed and pre-loaded into the model, will result in an estimare of cosis, savings, and
payback for the proposed closure/realignment scenario. The COBRA model uses a
Windows format and is easily vailored to pravide a variety of reports and information,
including payback year, one-timne costs, 6-year costs and savings, annual recurring costs
and savings, and 20-year net present value (NPV).

Due to the complexity of the COBRA model, four documents will be issued that
supplement the palicies and procedures in this memorandum. To ensure consistent
implementation of the COBRA model in support of selection criterion 5 assessments, all
users of the model should become familiar with the content of these documents:

COBRA Users Manual

COBRA Algorithm Documentation
COBRA Analyst Template
COBRA User Checklist

To obtain needed COBRA data tnput, scenario proponents will develop COBRA
related questions that will be included in scenario data calls. These COBRA-related
questons focus exclusively on data not previously gathered concerning specific losing
and receiving installatons. Scenario dara calls will be prepared by the scenario
proponents and collected by the apprapriate Milivary Department or Defense Agency.

COBRA results may suggest minor changes in the scenario thay would reduce
costs or improve long term savings. Comparative assessments of COBRA results for
scenarios may enable Military Departments and JCSGs to eliminate scenarios thar are
inferior to others from a cost perspective.
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Responsibilities

Proponents will maintain a list of all scenarios evaluaed by COBRA as well as a
COBRA summary sheet on each scenario evaluated during the deliberative process.
COBRA results and recommendations will be presented in the format provided herein.

Because the updated COBRA software contains many pre-joaded base
characteristics and standard cost factors designed to simplify BRAC analysis, access 1o
the COBRA model is restricted to internal Department of Defense use until the release of
final recommendations.

Key Terms and Procedures

The following guidance provides instructions on key COBRA calculations. More
complete and derailed guidance is provided to COBRA users in the four documents listed
in the General section above. A review of these documents is required before using the
model.

Losing Installation: An installation from which missions, units or activities would
cease or be relocated pursuant to a closure or realignment recommendation. An
installation can be a losing installation for one recommendation and a receiving
installation for a different recommendarion.

Receiving Inswullation: An justallation to which missions, unirs or activities would
be relocated pursuant 1o a closure or realignment recommendation. An installation can be
a receiving installation for one recommendation and a losing installation for a different
recommendation.

Close: Any action that ceases or relocates all current missions of an installation
and eliminates ar relocates all current personnel positions (military, civilian and
contractor), except for personne! required for caretaking, conducting any ongoing
environmental cleanup, or property disposal. Retention of a small enclave, not associated
with the main mission of the base, is still a closure. (To ensure the application of a
specific COBRA algorithm, users are instructed to use a “deactivate butron for closures
where an enclave is going 1o be maimained).

Realign: Includes any action that both reduces and relocates functions and civilian
personne] positions, but does not include a reduction in force resulting from workload
adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels, or skill imbalances.

Proposal: A description of one or more potential closure or realignment actions

that have nor been declared as a scenario for formal analysis by eithera JCSG or a
Military Deparmment. Normally includes detail on the wansfer of units, missions or other
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work activity; facilities or Jocarions that would close or lose such effort; facilities or
locations that would gain from the losing locations; tenants or other missions or functions
that would be affected by the action. A proposal can come from ideas ot oprions derived
from Optimization Tools. Praposals must be caralogued at the JCSG or MilDep level for
tracking

Scenario: A proposal that has been declared for formal analysis by a Military
Department/JCSG deliberative body. The content of a scenario is the same as the content
of & proposal. The only difference is that iv has becn declared for analysis by a
deliberative body. Once declared, a scenario is registered at the ISG by inputting it into
the ISG BRAC Scenario Tracking Tool.

Scenario Analysis: The process to formally evaluate a scenario against all eight
selection criteria.

Candidare recommendations: A scenario that 8 JCSG or Military Department has
formally analyzed against all eight selection criteria and which it recommends 10 the ISG
and [EC respectively for SecDef approval. A JCSG Candidate Recommendarion must be
approved by the ISG, IEC, and SecDef before it becomes a Recommendation. A Military
Department Candidate Recommendation must be approved by the JEC and SecDef before
it becomes a Recammendation.

Payback (formerly known as “return on investment”™)

Scenario proponents will calculate payback (in years) for each proposed closure or
realignment recommendation. In accordance with guidance herein, all costs and savings
arributable over time to a closure or realignment scenario must be calculared, including
costs and/or savings at receiving locations. Costs or savings elements that are identified,
but determined insignificant, need not be reported in the recommendation. However,
scenario proponents must maintain 8 record of these determinations with each scenario
file 10 document that these cost or savings elements have been considered during the
scenario analysis.

Discount and Inflation Rates

OMB establishes a discount rate for government-wide use in February each year,
10 be used for the succeeding twelve months. Based on the most current guidance
provided in OMB Circular A-94, dated February 2004, COBRA will use the average of
the 10-year real discount race and the 30-year real discount rate 1o create the required 20-
year rase. This average rate is presently 3.15 percent and is alrcady pre-laaded into the
COBRA model. If a significant change in the real discount rate is realized in 2005, the
OSD BRAC Office will update COBRA standard factors and forward them 1o scenario
proponents 1o be used 1w updare COBRA results.
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Costs and savings data entered into the COBRA mode} during the scenario
analysis process must be entered in fiscal year 2005 dollars. When dara is in other than
fiscal year 2005 dollars, it must be converted using the mble below. To convert then-year
dollars to fiscal year 2005 dollars, multiply the then-year dollar by the appropriate
adjustmem factor. For example, to convert 1999 or 2008 dollars to 2005 dotlars, mulsiply
those amounts by 1.163 and 0.929, respectively.

Table for Converting Then-Year Dollars to 2005 Dallars*

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Faetor 1.19% 1.163 1.133 1,100 1.069 1.044 1.020

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Factor 1.000 0.977 0.953 0.929 0.906 0.88 0.86

* Derived from the “Narional Defense Budger Estimares for FY 2005, " Office of the Under Secretary of

Defense (Comprrolier), March 2004, Table 5-3, Toral Column.

Medical Costs

COBRA already incorporates discrete cost assumptions based upon a variety of
facrors including the type of patient population served and the non-DoD medical care
options such as TRICARE and MEDICARE available vo the DoD-seyved population.
Scenario proponents must manually enter any costs or savings from hospital contracts.

Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP)

The US Army Corps of Engineers will provide a list of installations that have a
reasonable possibility of having a HAP program approved if the installation is selected
for closure or realignment. That list will be incorporated into the COBRA model
algorithms and HAP costs for these installations will automatically be incinded in
COBRA calculations.

Land Purchases

If scenario proponents plan a land purchase to support a scenario option, this
estimated expense must be manually entered as a unique one-time cost.

Force Structure snd Manpower Chunges
The costs or savings associated with farce sructure changes are not included in

the COBRA calculations because they were previously identified in the Force Structure
Plan and are not assaciated with the BRAC action to close or realign an installation. To
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do orherwise would be to inappropriately credit costs or savings to the BRAC action.
The manpower costs o savings associated with the BRAC action, however, should be
included in the COBRA calculations because they are a direct resulr of the BRAC
recommendazion and are not the result of previously identified force structure changes.

Military Construction

When a scenario requires new consfruction or renovation of an existing facility,
scenario propanents will input anticipated consuruction requirements in terms of facility
analysis category (FAC) code, square footage, and other known requirements. The
model uses this input to project a military conetruction cost.

Military Construction Cost Avoidance

When a scenario affects 2 losing installation where recapitalization resources for
an existing facility are programmed, the savings associated with this facility are already
capiured by the model's recapitalization calculation. Therefore, scengrio proponents will
not enter any construction cost avoidances (savings) for this type of military consucrion.

When a scenario affects an installation at which there is a military construction
project, authorized and appropriated in Fiscal Year 2005 or easlier, for a new facility thar
creates new foorprint or supports new missions, such that the project is no longer required
due to the RRAC action, scenanio propanents must manually enter the construction cost
avoidance (savings) associated with that project.

Designation of Recejving Bases

When a scenario involves the relocation of 100 or more persoane] (any
combination of military or civilian), scenario propoaenis must identify a specific
receiving base for that scenario. For scenarios involving relocarion of less than 100
personnel, scenario proponents may, but do not have w identify a specific receiving site.
If they do not identify a specific receiving location, they must establish a generic “base x”
within the COBRA model to act as the surrogate receiving base for these smaller units or
acuvities. The COBRA Users Manual referenced previously highlights the detailed
information that must be entered in the model 1o characterize the BRAC closure or
realignment action as it impacts both losing and receiving installations.

DoD Tenants and Eaclaves

Scenario proponents (Military Departrnents and JCSGs) will consider the impact
of a scenario on each 1enans or supported actvity occupying an installation, including
Reserve Component organizations, regardless of Military Service. All costs associated
with relocating tenants affected by the scenario to receiving sites should be included in
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the COBRA calculations. In some cases, the scenario may specify the creation of an
installation enclave to gvoid the transfer of tenant/supported activities. If an enclave is
specified, scenario proponents must enter into COBRA cach FAC code for a facility vo be
included in the enclave, along with required construction and any other costs to ourfit the
enclave. The candidate recommendation must include an explanation of any planned
enclaves, including affected units/activities.

Unemployment Costs

Military Departments and Defense Agencies annually budget unemployment
conmibutions to the Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and
civilian employees. COBRA automatically calculates this cost based on the DoD
employees whose unemployment is direcrtly arrributed to closures and realignments.

Standard Factors for COBRA

All of the standard factors used in COBRA algorithms reflect standard raves which
will be applied consistently in all closure and reslignment scenario calculations. A single
COBRA standard-factors file will be issued with the COBRA model and will not be
changed without OSD approval.

Environmental Restoration Costs

Restoration costs are expenses associated with clean up and reclamation of

" environmentally contaminased arcas. Since the Department of Defense has a legal
obligation to perform environmental restoration regandless of whether a base is closed,
realigned, or remains open, environmental restoration costs at closing bases are not 1o be
considered in the cost of closure calculations. The Department will consider the impact
of costs related to potential environmental restoration in its Selection Criterion 8 analysis,
through the review of certified data regarding pre-existing, known environmental
restoration projects at installations that are identified during scenario development as
candidates for closure or realignment. More desailed information on the consideration of
environmental restoration costs within BRAC analyses is provided in separate policy
guidance.

Other Environmental Costs

Environmental compliance, poliution prevention, and conservation expenses are
already caprured in the COBRA model through the installarion Base Operating Suppory
costs. Orher environmenial costs that are capacity-related, such as costs associared with
increases or changes in the environmental camrying capacity of an installation, must be
manually added 1o the COBRA model, For insiance, if 8 scenario would exceed the
capacity of the wastewater treatunent plant at the receiving site, then the scenario
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proponent must decide whether to upgrade the old facility or build a new wastewater
weatment plant 1o accommodate the sconario. Likewise, the scenario proponent must
calculate the impact on landfills, other waste treatment facilities, and pollution conmrol
equipment. Scenario proponents will enrer such cxpenses as construction or
rehabilitation costs.

BRAC 2005 Effects on other Department of Defense Activities or other Federal
Agencies

Section 2913(d) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as
amended, requires the Department’s cast and savings criteris t0 “fake info account the
effect of the proposed closure or realignment on the casts of any orher activity of the
Department of Defense or any other Federal agency that may be required to assume
responsibility for activities at the military installations.

By estimating the casts and savings 1o the Department of Defense associated with
a proposed closure or realignment action, the COBRA model takes into account the effect
of the proposed clasure or realignment action on the costs of all DoD activities, satisfying
the requirements of Section 2913(d) with respect 1o acrivities of the Department of
Defense.

The COBRA model cannot determine the effect of the proposed action on the
costs of “‘any other Federal agency that may b required to assume responsihility for
activities” at a closing or realigning installarion because it does not include estimares of
non-DaD entity costs or savings. Furthermore, independently estimating the costs and
savings to these agencies may be inadequate because such informarion is outside the
control of the Deparmment and therefore any effort o estimate these costs would be highly
specularive. Additionally, the non-DoD agency may choose to relacate rather shan
remain and assume base operating responsibilities, potentially achieving savings that
would skew any DoD cost estimates. Consequently, the Department cannot rely on the
COBRA model or undertake independent estimates of the costs angd savings to these
agencies in order 1o tske into account the ¢ffect on these costs and satisfy the
requirements of Section 2913(d) with respect to non-DoD Federal agencies.

In order to satisfy the requirements of Section 2913(d) with respect 10 non-DoD
Federal agencies, when a scenario directly impacts a non-DoD Federal agency, the
scenario proponent will firsy assume that such agency will be required to assume
responsibility for base operating activities on the military insmllation. The scenario
proponent will further assume that because such agency will be required to assume base
operating responsibilities iv did not have before the proposed action, the effect of the
action will be to increase that agency’s costs. The scenario proponent will document
these effects for consideration by decision makers as further described below.
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BRAC 2005 COBRA Results and Recammendations

The following format will be used to display scenario COBRA payback
projections for each BRAC 200$ candidate recamnmendation:

The 10tal estimated one-time cost to the Diepartment of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $ . The net of all costs and savings to the Departraent
during the implementation period is a cost of § . Annual recurring Savings
to the Department after implementation are $ with a payback expected in

years. The aet present value of the costs and savings to the Department
over 20 years is a savings of §

If a proponent’s BRAC 2005 scenario affects another Federal agency, the
fotlowing additional paragraph will be added 1o the candidate recommendation:

*This recommendation affects » 3 non-DoD Federal
agency. In the absence of access 1o credible cost and savings information for that
agency or knowledge regarding whether that agency will remain on the
installavion, the Department assumed thas the non-DoD Federal agency will be
required to assume new base operating responsibilities on the affecred installarion.
The Departmeat further assumed that because of these new base operating
responsibilities, the effect of the recommendation on the non-DoD agency would
be an increase in its costs. As required bry Section 2913(d) of the BRAC statute,
the Department has raken the effect on the costs of this agency into account when
making this recommendation.”

chacl W. Yynne
cting USDA Acquisition, Technology & Logistics)
Chairman, Infrastructure Steering Group
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