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WASHINGTON DC 203106700 

HSA-JCSG-0-05-433 

1 .  Rctkrcncc ;Inalysi\ o i  DOT)', N O S  Selection Process and Rrcomnisntlations for B:tsc 
Clos~ms mcl Re,~lignments (tih0-05-785). July 2005. 

a. Trcinsfcmnational Options (p;lge 153). 'l'hc list of Transh)rmalion;rl Options docs not 
rnzllch the correct list that wa.. provided in the final DRAC rc(xlr.1. 3s submitted by the 
Scc~rcrlry of Dcknw.  The HS.4 JCSG applicd a sonsistcnr appro;tch th;rt uscd a srrrttcp 
driwn. data-wriiied method ot' gcncrrlring sc.cnxios and recommendations. Thc 
rmnsfonnarional option?;. along uirh thc fhunilaliond principles. formed thc hacis of HSA 
JC'SGs stratcgy . 

11 Costs. It is s ig i f i cant  and impan;int to note r h t  lhc romovnl o f  the ATiFP 
premium does not marcrislly aftccl m y  of  he HS.4 J U G  sccol~lmcndations. Kenlrwin~ 
10Oc.'i of the A l'/l:P prcmwrn only decreases the aggrcptc 20-ycar Nct Presenr Valuc 
(NPV) savings -1.G%, and thc remaining SPI,' savings still totd $5.546 billion. In the 
~ p ~ i t i i  Sicnnis cxamplc citcd in rhc CIAO reporl. remoc.al of thc i\'l'/lT prcrnium reduces 
S P V  snvirigs from SI96.669 million to %lY;I.S87 million. n i t h  no i m p x t  ctn payback ycirs 
That said. thouph the most accuratc wa) to assess [he cost of A'L/l'P complisncc 1s t o  grade 
c w h  Iwilding in the I>i\l) inventory both lcasccl and owned t h i s  ;~pprn;ich u.xs r101 l'ca5ihlc. 
given time and resource conktr;~ir~ts. 'I hcrcforc. thc HSA JCSG applied ;i conscnsivt.  
ATiFP premium t o  it11 c a m  in ordcr It:) cnsurt: ;I h ; i l i i n ~ ~ d .  cquitablc, s n d  realistic 
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DAPK-ZB 
SLBJECT: Response to Analysis of DoDs Sclcction Proccss and Rccomn~encla~ic)ns 
for Base Closures and Rsalignments t G AO-05-785 1, July 2005 

ccimpmson. It \vah appropnaLr fix the t1SA .I('SG to appl) the premium e \ w  in cases 
~vhcrc thc current Icascd occupancy rcprtxnts lcth\ than 25 percent o i  the vpxe In the 
twlld~ng (thus currcnlly APPP compliant by L I T ) .  as tuture biuld~ng occup;inc)-bascd 
campltnncc could shangc o r  thc Icsscc may nor rrmaln rn p l ~ e  ~hroughotrt the J3RAC 
honzon. 

i 2 )  Threat. 'Pht: future Penlapon Forcc Ysolcctiuri Agency (Pl-PA) ~ tudy nxntioncd 
in  he GAO report WL'~ and is n o t  available I t )  the HSA .ICSG. and is n o t  nzltvant to the 
BRAC process. Ccn:t~nly. rhrut \ ulncrr~hili!~ is a dynamic 01' rlT/FP and the PFP.4 \ l i d > .  

\{,hen conducted, will he helplul w t h  respect 10 the threat associated with a specific 
hui lding. '1'111s information rnny prove uscful i n  r hc t'uturc management of leased spact 
trithin rhc Jep;rrtment. but could not be .t ftrcror i n  the I ISA JC'SG rrcornmcnd;lt~ons. 

c. Joint Basrng (pagcs 16 1-2). While Joint Basing initia~iws may prtwnt 
irnplcrncnfotion challenges. these chilllcngcs arc surrnourltablc and rhc porcntiul for 
inmasell el'ficiency ;rnJ dl'ec[ivt.ness is hignificant. -41 t11c ruot. there is no foundsrionsl 
impcdimcnt rcflcctcd hcru. other than "trusting" a slstc'r scrvic'c. 'The t;;lct is,  tenan1 
relationships exist aboard nlilny Bases and Stations today. The pricxl of timc prccciling 
implementation allo\cs ample opportunity to develop and reline cornmcm tt:nninolog), imd 
operriting st;lnJards. Tu.o inst;~ll;itiuns with ;r common boundary. or in clnsc proximity. arc 
not so u~iique thaf one ccwld not ;irrange m d  manage cc?rnmon suppon filnc.tions likc 
cutling grass or rnaxlmidng cflicicncy of single supporl conlraclh. Leveraging this 
pti'ntial I cds  to ct'ticicncics ~ t x i t  hcncfit optrational forces and [he ~axpayrr. 

J, Bundling Co\ts (pages 162-2). Integration of scenarios was a manligcn~cnt tool for 
thc Iarp numbcr of rccotnmcnda~ions during the latter stages ol'ciclihcralions. and 
vtrnerally ccntcred on ctjmmon closure rt.cornmt.nciatic~ns o r  proupings ot'erllitics with 
L. 

similar funclions. Thc HSA JCSG pn)vidcd multiple rtxomn-~endalion\ to the .Army ~ h i ~ t  
combitwd to suppon thc closures of Forts Xloicsnroc a t d  McPhmon. Thc rncbbcmcnt of 
I lciidquancrs from the IX' arc3 to I:oll S m  Housrnn, onc mal l  clcmcnt fic-rm R w k  Island, 
and the Army M~~eriel Command (.4MC) remained. 'lhc i ISA JCSG grouped thcsc 
rern;;ining entilies as the "Rt.loca[iun of. Headqui~rters ;ind Field Opcmting Agcncics fwrn 
thc National Capital Region" rccamrncndatior1. Thc rclocntion at  AMC f i t  c,lcml y into thi v 
"muping." ., Furthermore. a proposrd dml't of a n  upcoming in?;prcror General repon, "l)ol) 
Purchases MaJc Through ~ h c  GS:l." st:ilcb that AMC pays $7hi/ycar for temporary 
buildings at For4 Bclvoir. Though rhcsc costs wcrc no[ identified arid available to he 
included in the COBRA ;~nalysis, the>, \+auld ha\,e h e n  irpprupriate. If includcd, the hP\: 
hr [he A M C  component of the rttcc?rnrnt.nda~ic)n \t,oulrl have chimged from a 9;77.3M cost 
to a SI0.1M sa\.inss, and thc KPV of rhc agprqated rccommcndrttion \+.oulJ change I'rcm a 
fS127.9M saving to a $2 IO,jM S;II ings. 
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DA PR-ZB 
SUBJECI': Kcsponse to Analysis of DoIYs 2005 Selection Process ;rnd Recommendations 
for- Base Closures ;~nd Rsalignmrnrs (CiAO-05-78.5). July LOO5 

e .  Contextual ClariI?calion. 

( 1 ) Lcasccl Spacc ( p q y  158 1. Thc rcpnn discusses thc rcducrion nt Icascd spacc 
wilhin the Natic~nal Capital Rcgion (NC:R) from 8.3 m~llion squarc fcct ru 1.7 m~llion, a 
rcducrion of 6.6 million squarc fc'ct. It is imponant to highlight the relative size of DoL) 
Icascd space within the comnicrcial real esra~e sectur i n  the region. There an: 
approxima~cly -369 n ~ i l l i o n  zquarc fcct of cammcr.cisl Icascd spncc within !:he DC nictro 
arca and I64 million square feet in Northern Virginia. The rcducrion rcprt:sonih an 
ins~gnificant pc.rcen[:cpc. o f  the tolal comrncrcial r u l  cstarc m;~rkct. Hisrorical shsorption 
rxcs also suggcst that rccowry is xtchicvablc, itnd thc impact is likely insignific;int for thc 
KCR. 

(2)  Rounding and E1imin;llic-)ns (page 151). The HS:\ JCSG implemenred a prudent 
pcrsonnel rcductiun dclcmination prwsss that bcgsn with application of a standard 
conser\ativc clin~inarion raw based on co-location or' consolidation. and followcd with 
ncgoriating with thc affected entities. and ewr is ing  military judgmen~ ~hrc.)ugh 
dclihcr;rrions. 'I'he unge ofelirnina1ir)ns both reflected and al lo~wd for unique 

chnractcristics of each organization involved. %'hilt the application of eliminations or 
rounding mitv seem nonstmhrd, tha~ truly retlecls the strengrh c d  the HSA JCSG 
approach. Insled ol'appl>ing a standard and arbitrary Saclor to c'\cry s c ~ n m i ) .  thc HS;l 
JCSG tostcrcd a p~nccss to ha1:lnce ( a )  ohr;jining efficiency and hhtlred sairngs w i t h  (h) the 
operational necds of the entitks under consitkr~tion. Reflecting this conservative 
apprnach, approximrtlely 80 percenr of [he HSA JCSG recommendations had elimination 
rare5 of less than 20  pcrccnt. 

(3) Fat Belvoir Scenirrios (page 160). The GAO reptm states thal HSA JCSG 
rtrcommendarions asstciaid w-ith movement to FOTI Relwir includc a $55 million cstimatc 
to improve r o d s  and infmstsuc~ure. While [his i s  cc~npci. the estimate is on ly  the HSA 
JC'SC; portion. l'hc A~niy has xt.ually estimated an impn)wrnttnl requirement tb f  

appro.timu~cly .P; 125 rnilliun. 

4. 'I'hc t1SA JCSG efforts represent a seminal joint andysis of Ihe functions under its 
scope within the BRAC process. The HSA JCSG faced signiticanr challenges thal may he 
unique within Ihe R R A C  consrruct. Its mcthodotogics and appronchcs prmldc thc most 
f'air and accurate representation of the thla that i s  :~\.ailuhle. 

5. Please direcl any issues or o f  contwt. COL Cnrla 
C'oulson at (703 I 696.9456. 

DOSIZLD C'. 'I'ISON 
A\si.itant Depulp Chief 
Chairman. HSA JCSG 

o i  Staff. (3-8 
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ACQUISITION, 
TECHNOLOGY 

AND LOGISTICS 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

301 0 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -301 0 

Mr. Barry Holman 
Defense Capabilities and Management 
U.S. Government Accountability Office 
44 1 G Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Holman, 

This is the Department of Defense response to the Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) final report, GAO-05-785, "Analysis of DoDys 2005 Selection Process and 
Recommendations for Base Closures and Realignments," dated July 1,2005. 

The Department previously provided technical corrections and oral comments on 
the draft report during the week of June 20,2005. The Department appreciates GAO's 
recognition that "DODys decision-making process for developing its recommendations 
was generally logical, well documented, and reasoned." The report also notes that 
Department was "consistent in adhering to the use of military value criteria, including 
new considerations introduced for this round, such as surge and homeland defense." 
Additionally, the Department filly agrees with GAO's finding that audits by the DoD 
Inspector General and the individual Service Audit Agencies "concluded that the 
extensive amount of data used as a basis for BRAC decisions was sufficiently valid and 
accurate for the purposes intended." 

The Department generally agrees with GAOys observations on the process, but 
disagrees with GAO's concerns regarding projected savings. While the report 
acknowledges that savings would be achieved and that projected savings are large, it 
expresses concern, however, that much of the savings result from military personnel 
reductions at BRAC sites. The report states "without recognition that these are not dollar 
savings that can be readily applied elsewhere, this could create a false sense of savings 
available for other purposes." 

The issue regarding the treatment of military personnel savings represents a 
longstanding difference of opinion between DoD and GAO. The Department considers 
military personnel reductions as savings that are just as real as monetary savings. While 
the Department may not reduce overall end-strength, the reductions in military personnel 
for each recommendation at a specific location are real. As is the case of monetary 
savings, personnel reductions allow the Department to apply these military personnel to 
generate new capabilities and to improve operational efficiencies. 
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As the Department has indicated in its oral comments, it intends to develop a 
system for tracking and periodically updating its savings estimates for the BRAC 2005 
round as recommended by GAO. 

The Department's additional concerns are outlined in the enclosure. 

The Department appreciates the work performed by the GAO in this regard and 
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the final report. 

Sincerei y, 

(Chairman, fiastructure Steering Group P 
Enclosure: 
As stated 
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Additional Issues 
on 

GAO Report GAO-05-785, "Analysis of DoD's 2005 Selection Process and 
Recommendations for Base Closures and Realignments" 

Deuartment of Armv 

Issue: The GAO is concerned that uncertainties regarding the rebasing of Army Overseas 
Forces to the United States and force structure changes due to modularity may cause 
projected BRAC costs and savings to be incorrect (pg. 83). 

Response: The GAO listed three specific areas of concern that contribute to their 
perceived uncertainties. All three are directly related to the Army's force structure and 
manpower authorizations. While some uncertainties remain with respect to these areas, 
the Army's BRAC Recommendations were based on decisions and the Twenty-year 
Force Structure Plan which are unlikely to change significantly. As stated in the Force 
Structure Plan, the authorized strength of the Army is expected to remain at 482,400 and 
includes 43 Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) through 201 1 and beyond. Temporary 
authorizations have allowed the Army to retain up to approximately 512,000 soldiers in 
support of the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT). BRAC analysis and the subsequent 
recommendations considered this temporary increase. 

The Army took a holistic approach to the operational Army in its BRAC analysis 
and accounted for all 43 BCTs. In order to expand the operational Army by an additional 
10 BCTs before the end of Fiscal Year 2006, the Army had to account for approximately 
3,500 Soldier authorizations per BCT. As the GAO noted on page 84, "over half of the 
Army's forces returning from overseas are expected to be folded into the new modular 
brigades being formed in the United States." As the units overseas inactivate over the 
next few years, their authorizations will be applied to the approximately 35,000 Soldier 
authorizations required for the 10 additional BCTs. Their return is timed to support the 
Army force generation cycle in order to meet current and projected operational 
requirements. If operational requirements delay the inactivation of unit scheduled to 
return from overseas, this would require a continuation of the Army's temporary over 
strength which would not impact the BRAC recommendations but could delay the closure 
of installations overseas. 

Issue: The GAO is concerned that proposed BRAC actions may overstress already 
cons trained training ranges (pg. 85). 

Response: The Army's BRAC analysis considered the increase in the number of BCTs 
and the BRAC recommendations reflect what the Army believes is the optimal solution. 

Enclosure pg. 1 
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For example, the Army's capacity analysis indicated that Fort Hood did not have the 
amount of training land to adequately meet the training requirements for six BCTs. 
Similarly, when the Education and Training Joint Cross Service Group proposed to move 
the Armor School and Center to Fort Benning, the capacity analysis indicated that Fort 
Benning could not adequately support the requirements of a second BCT that the Army 
had previously announced it would activate at Fort Benning in 2006 and the BRAC 
recommendation would activate it at Fort Knox instead. We also reviewed planned 
modernization efforts at each installation to determine additional training range 
requirements at installations included in the BRAC recommendations. This resulted in 
the inclusion of $240 million for range construction and upgrades at Fort Bliss and $40 
million at Fort Carson. 

Issue: GAO reported that most of the Army's reserve component recommendations are 
contingent upon certain actions that have either yet to take place or be decided (pg. 87). 

Response: The participation by the States in the Army RC recommendations is 
voluntary. However, each State that participated in the development of these: 
recommendations did so with the intent to implement them'. Where possible, the Army 
obtained a certified document signed by a representative from the office of the State 
Adjutant General that supports implementation of these recommendations. 

In land acquisition contingent recommendations, a cost to obtain suitable land was 
included in the analysis. Commercial property is readily available in those locations 
identified for the new Armed Forces Reserve Centers that require land acquisition. 

Issue: Bundling of various recommendations reduces visibility of costs (pg. 87). 

Response: Combining the various recommended actions at a specific installation into one 
recommendation improves the visibility of the overall cost and savings estimates at that 
particular installation. This also ensured that excess facilities are considered only once 
and that the revised requirements for community facilities and installation staff are more 
accurate. The Cost of Base Realignment and Closure Actions (COBRA) repcrts for each 
recommendation break down all costs and savings by location. 

Issue: GAO indicated that storage capacity at McAlester Army Ammunition may be 
insufficient to handle Red River's munitions (pg. 89). 

Response: The Industrial JCSG analysis determined that McAlester Army Ammunition 
Plant will have sufficient storage space for munitions that will be relocated from Red 
River Munitions. McAlester Army Ammunition Plant will demilitarize 16 percent of the 
munitions it is currently storing (102,603 short tons) and this will enable McAlester to 
store the roughly 77,000 short tons of munitions it will receive from Red River Munitions 
Center, Texas. 

Enclosure pg. 2 
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Issue: GAO indicated that the Army and the Navy did not include additional force 
protection costs in their analysis (pg. 44). 

Response: The Army considered standoff distances when establishing the footprint of the 
new facilities. Additionally, with the exception of the majority of the RC 
recommendations, the new facilities are built on military installations that provide 
additional force protection. Therefore, force protection costs were indirectly included in 
the costs of the recommendations and were considered for all the recommendations. 

Issue: The report implies that additional funding was not included for increased housing 
requirements at gaining installations (pg. 5 1). 

Response: Additional housing costs were included in each of the Army's 
recommendations where the addition of new personnel exceeded the capacity at the 
installation based on the current on base housing percentage. For example, at Fort Bliss 
more than $587 million was included as a one time cost for RCI housing investment. 

Issue: GAO indicated that the Army moved lower value installations "up on the list" (pp 
76-77). 

Response: The military value of these installations did not change; the installations were 
forced.into the portfolio based on unique capabilities or upon direction of the SRG which 
caused some installations to move out of the portfolio. The portfolio was the minimum 
number of installations required to meet the Army's requirements and provided the 
starting point for analysis. The report also comments that the Army did not establish a 1 
to N list for the RC installations. As discussed earlier, this was due to the unique nature 
of the mission and organization of the RC; establishing a 1 to N list would have no 
meaning or practical application. 

Department of Navv 

Issue: GAO states "the recommendations to close Submarine Base New London, 
Connecticut, and Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Maine. ..are based on projected decreases 
in the number of submarines in the future force structure" (pg. 104). 

Response: This statement is not factually correct for Submarine Base New London, and 
is repeated in substance in the second sentence of the second paragraph in this section 
("...the projected 21 percent reduction in the submarine force led the Navy to analyze 
various proposals to close submarine bases"). The analysis leading to the 
recommendation to close Submarine Base New London was based on a calculation of 
aggregate excess capacity for the entire surface/subsurface function derived from the 
original Force Structure Plan, without regard to type of platform. As the Chief' of Naval 
Operations indicated in his testimony on May 17,2005, the subsequent reduction of 
submarine force structure in the revised Force Structure Plan served to confirm: the 

Enclosure pg. 3 
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viability of this recommendation. However, submarine bases were not analyzed as a 
separate subset of installations, and the details of Force Structure Plan decreases were not 
used to develop scenarios for analysis. To the extent the decommissioning of ships was 
reflected in the Force Structure Plan, this was accounted for in scenario analysis, as in the 
case of Naval Station Ingleside (decommissioning of mine warfare ships). That was not 
the case for Submarine Base New London: all reported submarines homeported at 
Submarine Base New London were relocated in the scenario analysis. 

Issue: Regarding the Submarine School at Submarine Base New London, GAO states 
"The BRAC Commission may want to assure itself that the Navy has developed a 
transition plan to satisfy the training and certification requirements until the receiving 
sites are able to perform this training, without unduly interrupting the training pipeline" 
(pg. 105). 

Response: We have already responded to a question from the Commission on this topic 
and look forward to continuing the discussion. 

Issue: Regarding Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, GAO states 'The Commission may wish 
to consider the views of the shipyard employees and the results of the Navy's review in 
their analysis of this recommendation" (pg. 108). 

Response: We have already responded to a question from the Commission on this topic 
and look forward to continuing the discussion. 

De~artment of Air Force 

Issue: GAO states, "Although this [capacity] analysis indicated the ability of bases to bed 
down additional aircraft, according to Air Force officials, it did not provide a specific 
excess capacity percentage by installation or major command. Accordingly, an overall 
capacity analysis report was not made available to us, comparable to that provided by the 
other military departments" (pg. 1 14). 

Response: The capacity of Air Force installations varied depending on the mission 
design series (MDS) (type of aircraft) assigned. Variables, such as buildable acres, 
runway, taxiway and ramp dimensions, hangar size and fuel system type and capacity, 
affect the capacity of a base to house a particular MDS. The Air Force capacity analysis 
considered these variables and focused on identifying the potential to add force structure 
of similar MDS to each installation. The intent of the analysis effort was to provide an 
estimate of total maximum theoretical capacity at each location and across the .Air Force 
by MDS. Assessments were provided by Air Force Major Commands using certified 
data provided in Data Call #1 and approved weapons systems templates used in initial 
Major Command capacity briefings (April 2004). The assessments identified each 
installation's potential to add units of similar force structure considering existing 
conditions, facilities, additional construction requirements, and operational and 

Enclosure pg. 4 
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environmental constraints. This information was available and the process used suited 
Air Force analysis needs exceptionally well. 

Education and train in^ Joint Cross-Service Grour, 

Issue: GAO states, 'The group did not analyze the extent to which its proposed 
recommendations would reduce excess capacity across all education and training 
functions. Nonetheless, the Air Force estimated that the recommendation to consolidate 
undergraduate pilot training would reduce excess capacity by 2 percent. At the same 
time, the excess capacity identified will remain in undergraduate rotary wing training 
because the Navy could not agree on a scenario to consolidate training (pg. 135)." 

Response: The E&T JCSG did analyze the extent to which all scenario options for 
undergraduate fixed wing and rotary wing would reduce excess capacity across the 12 
undergraduate flight training bases. The results were presented to the ISG leadership 
during their review and evaluation of proposed scenarios. 

Issue: GAO states "Our analysis indicates that $1.3 billion, or over 95 percent, of the 
group's projected 20-year savings results from two recommendations that involve only 
the Army-the combat service support center and the air defense artillery center" (pg. 
141). 

Response: These are not exclusively Army recommendations. Although predominately 
Army, the Specialized Skill Training portion of the recommendations include the Navy, 
Air Force and Marine Corps. 

Issue: GAO states, "However, the chairman noted that his group could not get the Navy 
to agree to the consolidation because of the Navy's concerns over how such actions 
would affect other training schedules, so it was not pursued (pg. 142). 

Response: The Department of the Navy did not support the consolidation because the 
scenario had a payback that exceeded 100 years. However, if the consolidation at Fort 
Rucker included a closure of Naval Air Station Whiting Field, or other airfields in related 
scenarios, a reasonable payback would have been realized. Other scenarios that included 
rotary wing training consolidation were not approved because of concerns over impact on 
student production, increased travel costs, and airfield and airspace capacity saturation. 

Issue: GAO states, "The Education and Training Joint Cross Service Group also 
developed a proposal to privatize graduate education that was conducted at the Naval 
Postgraduate School at Monterey, California, and the Air Force Institute of Technology at 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. The group estimated that the proposal would 
produce $14 million in 20-year savings, with payback in 13 years, and enable the closure 
of the Monterey location." (pg. 143). 

Enclosure pg. 5 
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Response: The E&T JCSG, along with the Department of Navy, estimated the scenario 
would produce $1.12 billion in 20-year savings, with payback as immediate, and enable 
the closure of the Monterey location and the facility supporting graduate education for 
the Air Force Institute of Technology at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. 

Issue: GAO states, "The group also developed a recommendation to consolidate all the 
military services' senior war colleges at Fort McNair, Washington, D.C., making them 
one college of the National Defense University. The group estimated that the proposal 
would produce $213 million in 20-year savings, with payback in 2 years" (pg. 143) 

Response: The candidate recommendation in question actually called for co-locating all 
the military services' senior war colleges at Fort McNair, Washington, D.C., making 
them part of the National Defense University. The E&T JCSG estimated that the 
proposal would produce $408 million in 20-year savings, with payback in 1 year. 

Headauarters and Support Activitv Joint Cross-Service Grour, 

Issue: The GAO report cites concerns the DoD Inspector General's raised about how the 
Headquarters and Support Activity (HSA) JCSG applied rounding in applying personnel 
eliminations (pg. 152). 

Response: The HSA JCSG implemented a prudent personnel reduction determination 
process that began with application of a standard, and conservative, elimination rate 
based on co-location or consolidation, followed with negotiating with the affected 
entities, and exercising military judgment through deliberations to avoid creating an 
arbitrary factor. The range of eliminations both reflected and allowed for unique 
characteristics of each organization involved. While the application of eliminations or 
rounding may seem nonstandard, that truly reflects the strength of the HSA JCSG 
approach. Instead of applying a standard and arbitrary factor to every scenario, the HSA 
JCSG fostered a process to balance (a) obtaining efficiency and shared savings with (b) 
the operational needs of the entities under consideration. Reflecting this conservative 
approach, approximately 80 percent of the HSA JCSG recommendations had elimination 
rates of less than 20 percent. 

Issue: The GAO report notes that DoD's recommendations would "reduce total DoD 
leased space in the National Capital Region from 8.3 million square feet to about 1.7 
million square feet, or by 80 percent." The report states "the recommendations related to 
vacating leased space also raise questions about a limitation in projected savings and 
impact on local co.mmunities," (pg. 158). 

Response: It is important to highlight the relative size of Do? leased space within the 
commercial real estate sector in the region. There are approximately 369 million square 
feet of commercial leased space within the Washington, DC, metro area and 164 million 
square feet in Northern Virginia. The reduction represents an insignificant percentage of 
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the total commercial real estate market. Historical absorption rates also suggest that 
recovery is achievable, and the impact is likely insignificant for the National Capital 
Region. 

Issue: The GAO discusses the application of one time cost avoidances associated from 
moving from leased facilities onto government owned and protected facilities. The report 
notes that HSA applied the cost avoidance factor consistently "but did not collect data 
that would indicate whether existing leases met" force protection standards (pp. 158- 
159)." 

Response: While deliberating movement from leased space, the HSA JCSG considered 
current Department policy for meeting Anti-Terrorisrn/Force Protection (AT/FP) a 
necessity. It is important to note that the removal of the ATIFP premium does not 
materially affect any of the HSA JCSG recommendations, Removing 100 percent of the 
AT/FP premium only decreases the aggregate 20-year Net Present Value (NPV) savings 
4.6 percent, and the remaining NPV savings still total $5.546 billion. In the specific 
Stennis example cited in the GAO report, removal of the AT/FP premium reduces NPV 
savings from $196.669 million to $194.887 million, with no impact on payback years. 
Although the most accurate way to assess the cost of ATIFP compliance would be to 
grade each leased and owned building in the DoD inventory, this approach was not 
feasible given time and resource constraints. Therefore, the HSA JCSG applied a 
conservative ATIFP premium to all cases in order to ensure a balanced, equitable, and 
realistic comparison. It was appropriate for the HSA JCSG to apply the premium even in 
cases where the current leased occupancy represents less than 25 percent of the space in 
the building (thus currently ATFP compliant by Uniform Facilities Criteria), as future 
building occupancy-based compliance could change or the lessee may not remain in place 
throughout the BRAC horizon, 

The future Pentagon Force Protection Agency (PFPA) study mentioned in the 
GAO report was not available to the HSA JCSG, and is not relevant to the BRAC 
process. Certainly, threat vulnerability is a dynamic of AT/FP and the PFPA study, when 
conducted, will be helpful with respect to the threat associated with a specific building. 
This information may prove useful in the future management of leased space within the 
Department, but could not be a factor in the HSA JCSG recommendations. 

Issue: GAO states, "While the proposal to create joint bases by consolidating common L 

installation management functions is projected to create greater efficiencies, our prior 
work suggests that implementation of these actions may prove challenging," (pg. 161). 

Response: While Joint Basing initiatives may present implementation challenges, these 
challenges are surmountable and the potential for increased efficiency and effectiveness 
is signdicant. The fact is, tenant relationships exist aboard many Bases and Stations 
today. The period of time preceding implementation allows ample opportunity to 
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develop and refine common terminology and operating standards. Leveraging this 
potential leads to efficiencies that benefit operational forces and the taxpayer. 

Issue: Under the heading "Bundling Lessens Visibility of Costs," GAO states, "We found 
that in 7 instances, the more than 10-year payback periods of initially stand-alone 
proposals tended to be masked after they were combined in such packages," (pg. 162). 

Response: Integration of scenarios was a management tool for the large number of 
recommendations during the latter stages of deliberations, and generally centered on 
common closure recommendations or groupings of entities with similar functions. The 
HSA JCSG provided multiple recommendations to the Army that combined to support 
the closures of Forts Monroe and McPherson. The movement of Headquarters from the 
Washington, DC, area to Fort Sam Houston, one small element from Rock Island, and the 
Army Materiel Command (AMC) remained. The HSA JCSG grouped these remaining 
entities as the "Relocation of Headquarters and Field Operating Agencies from the 
National Capital Region" recommendation. The relocation of AMC fit cleanly into this 
"grouping." 

Issue: The report indicates that JCSG personnel stated that the Infrastructure Steering 
Group (ISG) rejected the U.S. Southern Command recommendation because costs 
associated with the relocation were too high (pg. 164). 

.Response: For clarity, the reasons why the ISG removed this recommendation from 
further consideration are as documented in the ISG minutes for March 25,2005. The 
ISG agreed that the options presented at that meeting (moving SOUTHCOM to a state- 
owned leased facility, Patrick AFB, Lackland AFB or Homestead AFB) were not viable 
because SOUTHCOM can be accommodated locally without a costly relocation. In 
addition, SOUTHCOM judged Miami to be the best location for its mission for efficiency 
reasons. 

Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group 

Issue: The GAO cites the concerns raised by Red River Army Depot officials about the 
complexities associated with replicating its rubber production capability, which consists of 
removing and replacing rubber pads for vehicle track and road wheels, at Amfiston Army 
Depot, Alabama, and points out Red River is currently the only source for road wheels for the 
Abrarns M1 tank (pg. 90). 

Response: The Industrial J'CSG (IJCSG) did recommend that Red River's Rubber Products 
capability be realigned to Anniston Army Depot. Anniston responded by estimating the costs 
to transition this capability during several scenario data calls. In addition, the IJCSG did 
consider the impact of maintaining current rubber production capacity and capability during 
this transition period in making its recommendation to realign Red River's depot maintenance 
activities. There are many historical examples where a Service has successfully implemented 
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BRAC decisions to disestablish capability at a losing depot and re-establish capability at a 
gaining depot during periods of high operational tempo without jeopardizing support to the 
war fighter. The same approaches and several of the same actions can be applied to 
maintaining rubber production capacity and inventory levels during the transition process. 
While the certification of the rubber production capability at Anniston Army Depot must be 
qualified through rigorous testing and is expected to be a time consuming process, production 
capability will remain at Red River until the certification is complete and transition can occur 
without negatively impacting the war fighter. 

Issue: The GAO states, "no recommendations were developed regarding the Air Force's 
three relatively large air logistics centers and only Navy-centric recommendations were 
developed regarding the Navy's three naval air depots, despite that the industrial group 
had registered scenarios consolidating similar types of work from a naval air depot into 
air logistics centers." The report states the IJCSG "decided not to propose these as 
recommendations because of the Navy's desire to combine its aircraft depot and 
intermediate work into fleet readiness centers and because this recommendation offered 
greater financial benefits" (pg. 177). 

Response: The IJCSG did analyze the depot maintenance workloads remaining at the Naval 
Air Depots after development of the fleet readiness center scenario construct. Based on the 
optimization model analysis, which included all aviation depots (including Air Force depots), 
a potential candidate was identified for realignment. However, further analysis revealed it 
was not an economically sound scenario. 

Issue: The GAO discusses the commercial leases at Army ammunition plants entered into 
under the authority of the Armament Retooling and Manufacturing Support Initiative 
(ARMS). The GAO speculates that early lease terminations could cause the Department 
to incur increased costs should these leases be terminated early. GAO cites an example 
of Indiana Army Ammunition Plant and increased costs of $41 million due to early 
contract termination. They suggest termination costs should be included in the analysis 
for any contract that extends past the closure date (pp 182- 183). 

Response: IJCSG officials confirmed through the Joint Munitions Command that all 
existing ARMS related contracts expire within the BRAC window. Therefore there are 
no termination costs to include in the analysis. A list of all of the contracts with 
expiration dates was forwarded to the GAO on June 29, 2005. 

SUDQ~V and Storage Joint Cross-Service Grou~ 

Issue: GAO reports that the savings projected by the Supply and Storage (S&S) JCSG 
from the use of performance-based logistics and reductions to duplicate inventories are 
uncertain. GAO notes that it lacked sufficient time to fully evaluate supporting 
documentation underpinning the S&S JCSG assumptions for savings. GAO correctly 
noted, however, that savings would be generated through the increased use of 
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performance based agreements that leverage the buying power that accrues from 
combining multi-service purchases under one agency (DLA) and concomitant reductions 
in inventory requirements (pg. 2 16). 

Response: The S&S JCSG based its savings estimates on historically proven and 
documented results experienced in similar business process improvements such as the 
Performance Based Agreements currently in use by DLA. The savings projections were 
incorporated in S&S JCSG recommendations only after military judgment assessment 
and concurrence by the SBS JCSG Principals representing each Military Service. 

Issue: GAO reports that the Supply and Storage (S&S) JCSG assumed that vacated 
infrastructure projected in S&S JCSG BRAC recommendations would remain unused 
after implementation and that the Defense Department would incur no sustainrnent or 
recapitalization costs. GAO states that this assumption was the basis for the 
approximately $100M in net annual recurring savings claimed by the S&S JCSG. GAO 
further notes that the assumption that space vacated as a result of BRAC would remain 
unused is not necessarily valid and, as a result, savings may be overstated (pg. 217). 

Response: The S&S JCSG did not-make assumptions with respect to the disposition of 
vacated infrastructure following implementation of BRAC recommendations. S&S is 
unaware of any approved model or tool that can predict the future use of a structure or 
decision by an installation commander that would prevent re-occupation of a vacated 
structure. The savings associated with vacated infrastructure were generated by the Cost 
of Base Realignment Activity (COBRA) model. The S&S JCSG agrees with GAO that if 
vacated facility space continues to be used after implementation of the BRAC 
recommendations then savings estimates may not be achieved. However, if ~~pproved and 
implemented, this recommendation will vacate infrastructure and it is arguable that 
savings will still accrue to the Department even if the space is reoccupied. This is 
because once the S&S entities vacate, any other entity requiring infrastructure would 
otherwise have to create infrastructure and incur the associated costs. The availability of 
S&S vacated space would serve to offset or avoid those costs that would be incurred 
elsewhere. 

Issue: GAO reports that the S&S JCSG had alternative recommendations other than the 
recommendation that was approved by the IEC for depot level reparable procurement 
management consolidation to DLA. GAO reports that additional savings could have 
been generated if Service representatives would have been less risk averse and therefore 
willing to transfer more responsibility from the inventory control points (ICP,) to DLA 
using the S&S JCSG alternative recommendations (pg. 217). 

Response: This recommendation reflects the combined military judgment of the S&S 
JCSG and Military Services. The S&S JCSG Principals engaged in .substantive dialogue 
on depot level reparable procurement management consolidation in order to ensure that 
support for the warfighter was in no way compromised by any of the recommendations 
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that would ultimately be implemented. Maintaining support for the warfigh.ter, especially 
critical during this period as Military Services are engaged and forward deployed in the 
global war against terror, was a main tenet of the S&S JCSG throughout thi:s BRAC 
round. Highly technical functions such as engineering were never envisioned as 
functionality that should transfer to an agency such as DLA that does not perform 
weapons systems engineering as a core function. The transfer of other ICP functions as 
suggested by GAO were also discussed and deliberated. However, the functions that 
were agreed upon to be transferred, the degree of responsibility that would transfer with 
them and the associated risk that would accompany implementation of the 
recommendation were validated as acceptable outcomes by the collective military 
judgment of the S&S JCSG Principals. As GAO maintains in this GAO report, "GAO 
believes DLA management of ICPs and DLRs is transfornational." 
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Report No. D-2005-090 
(Project No. D2003-DOOOCG-0135.000) 

July 15,2005 

Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service 
Group Data Integrity and Internal Control Processes 

for Base Realignment and Closure 2005 

Executive Summary 

Who Should Read This Report and Why? Office of the Secretary of'Defense 
personnel, members of the Headquarters and Support Activities (HSA) Joint Cross- 
Service Group (JCSG), and anyone interested in the Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process should read this report. The report discusses the validity, integrity, and 
documentation of data used by HSA JCSG for BRAC 2005. 

Background. BRAC 2005 is the formal process outlined in Public Law 10 1-5 10, 
"Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990," as amended, under which the 
Secretary of Defense may realign or close military installations inside the United States 
and its territories. As part of BRAC 2005, the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics issued "Transformation Through Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum One-Policy, 
Responsibilities, and Procedures," April 16, 2003, to request that the Department of 
Defense Office of Inspector General review the accuracy of BRAC data and the 
certification process. In addition, the Department of Defense Office of Inspector General 
was responsible for validating that the BRAC data used by the JCSGs for developing 
recommendations were certified by the appropriate authority. 

The BRAC 2005 process was mandated for the United States and its territories and was 
divided into the following data calls: capacity analysis, supplemental capacity, military 
value, Cost of Base Realignment Actions, Joint Process Action Team Criterion 
Number 7, and scenario specific. The supplemental capacity, military va.lue, Cost of 
Base Realignment Actions, and Joint Process Action Team Criterion Number 7 data calls 
were collectively known as the second data call. This report is one of seven that 
discusses JCSG involvement in the BRAC 2005 process. 

Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group. The HSA JCSG is 
one of six JCSGs established by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics as the Chairman of the Infrastructure Steering Group on 
March 15,2003. The Infrastructure Steering Group later established a seventh JCSG. 
Each JCSG was responsible for overseeing the joint cross-service analysi,~ of hnctions 
within its area. The Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8, Department of the Army was 
appointed to chair the HSA JCSG, which was established to address common business- 
related functions and processes across DoD, the Services, and the Defense agencies. The 
HSA JCSG was composed of three functional areas for which separate and distinct 
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subgroups were formed: the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup, the 
Mobilization Subgroup, and the Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities 
Subgroup. 

Results. We evaluated whether the HSA JCSG used certified data and created an 
adequate audit trail for capacity analysis and military value analysis. In addition, we 
evaluated whether the HSA JCSG created an adequate audit trail for the data input to the 
Cost of Base Realignment Actions model. 

The HSA JCSG generally used certified data for capacity analysis and military value 
analysis; however, it also used data obtained from authoritative sources and derived data. 
In addition, after corrections were made, the HSA JCSG generally created adequate audit 
trails for capacity analysis, military value analysis, and Cost of Base Realignment 
Actions model input. The HSA JCSG complied with the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense internal control plan and HSA JCSG standard operating procedures. Throughout 
the BRAC process, the HSA JCSG took action to correct the deficiencies that we 
identified; however, some data discrepancies and audit trail issues remained uncorrected 
at the end of our fieldwork. We could not determine the materiality of the unresolved 
data discrepancies and audit trail issues on the overall HSA JCSG BRAC process. 

Management Comments and Audit Response. We provided a draft of this report on 
June 10, 2005. Although no comments were required, the Chairman, HSA JCSG stated 
that the group continued to work on specific deficiencies, but that it considered those 
deficiencies to be relatively small because they had no material impact on the 
recommendations. In addition, the Chairman stated there were six areas in which the 
HSA JCSG disagreed with the DoD Office of Inspector General: use of authoritative 
sources, derived data, judgment-based data, Anti-TerrorisdForce Protection Premium, 
commercial data sources, and eliminationslrounding. 

The DoD Office of Inspector General auditors continued to review corrections made by 
the HSA JCSG between the issuance of the draft and final reports. The HSA JCSG made 
additional corrections to capacity analysis, military value analysis, and Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions model input data; however, the HSA JCSG stated that not a11 of 
these corrections were forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. In addition, we did not take 
issue with the six areas that the HSA JCSG identified, but we highlighted them for full 
disclosure of the HSA JCSG process. See the Finding section of the report for a 
discussion of management comments and the Management Comments section of'the 
report for the complete text of the comments. 
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Background 

Base Realignment and Closure 2005. Public Law 10 1-5 10, "Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990," as amended, establishes the procedures 
under which the Secretary of Defense may realign or close military installations 
inside the United States and its territories. Congress authorized a Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) in 2005. The law authorizes the establishment 
of an independent Commission to review the Secretary of Defense 
recommendations for realigning and closing military installations. The deadline 
for the Secretary of Defense to submit recommendations to the -independent 
Commission was May 16, 2005. 

In the Secretary of Defense "Transformation Through Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC 2005) Memorandum," November 15,2002, the Secretary of 
Defense established two senior groups to oversee and operate the BRAC 2005 
process. The two senior groups were the Infrastructure Executive Council (IEC) 
and the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG). Distinct functional boundaries and 
levels of authority separated these two groups. The Secretary of Defense 
established and chartered the IEC and the ISG as the BRAC 2005 deliberative 
bodies responsible for leadership, direction, and guidance. 

Infrastructure Executive Council. The IEC was chaired by the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense and was composed of the Secretaries of the Military 
Departments and their Chiefs of Services, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics. The IEC was the policymaking and oversight body far the entire 
BRAC 2005 process and the approval authority for all BRAC recommendations 
to the Secretary of Defense. 

Infrastructure Steering Group. The ISG was chaired by the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics and was composed of the 
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Military Department Assistant 
Secretaries for Installations and Environment, the Service Vice Chiefs, and the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment. The ISG 
oversaw the joint cross-service analyses of common business-oriented functions 
and ensured that the process was integrated with the Military Department and 
Defense agency-specific analyses of all other functions. The IS(; provided 
progress reports to the IEC. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics had the authority and responsibility for issuing the 
operating policies and detailed direction necessary to conduct the BRAC 2005 
analyses. 

"Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum One-Policy, Responsibilities, 
and Procedures," (Policy Memorandum One), April 16,2003. 
Policy Memorandum One applies to the Military Departments, 
Defense agencies (DoD Components), and Joint Cross-Service Groups 
(JCSGs) in developing the Secretary of Defense BRAC 
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recommendations for submission to the 2005 BRAC Commission for 
its review. Policy Memorandum One describes policy, 
responsibilities, and procedures to be followed by participants in the 
BRAC process. Additionally, Appendix B of Policy Memorandum 
One is the Office of the Secretary Defense (OSD) internal control plan 
(ICP) for the BRAC 2005 process, which the JCSGs were to use in 
order to ensure the accuracy of data collection and analysis. 

"Policy Memorandum Two-BRAC 2005 Military Value 
Principles," October 14,2004. Policy Memorandum Two .states that 
all recommendations made by the JCSGs and Military Departments 
will use military value as the determining factor. When making 
realignment or closure recommendations, JCSGs and Military 
Departments were to apply appropriate use of military judgment in 
order to meet all requirements by the Department. Military judgment 
is applied through the following principles: Recruit and Train; Quality 
of Life; Organize; Equip; Supply, Service, and Maintain; Deploy and 
Employ (Operational); and Intelligence. 

"Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum Threeselection Criterion 5," 
December 7,2004. Policy Memorandum Three describes how BRAC 
Selection Criterion 5 will be implemented during the BRAC process. 
The JCSGs and Military Departments were to apply Selection 
Criterion 5 to their scenarios to estimate the projected costs and 
savings. 

"Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum Four-Selection Criteria 7 
and 8," December 7,2004. Policy Memorandum Four provides 
guidance and clarification on the assessment of communities' 
infrastructure and consideration of the environmental impacts of 
realignment and closure scenarios. 

"Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum Five-Homeland Defense," 
December 10,2004. Policy Memorandum Five gives guidance that 
establishes policies and procedures for the Military Departments and 
JCSGs to ensure that DoD retains the necessary capabilities to support 
the homeland defense mission. 

"Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum Six-Selection Criterion 6," 
December 20,2004. Policy Memorandum Six provides guidance that 
establishes policies and procedures for the Military Departments and 
JCSGs on how to use the Economic Impact Tool when applying 
BRAC Selection Criterion 6 to realignment and closure scenarios. 
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"Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum Seven-Surge," 
January 4,2005. Policy Memorandum Seven provides guidance for 
the Military Departments and JCSGs to meet the DoD statutory 
requirement to consider surge in realignment and closure scenarios. 

"Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum Eight-Selection Criterion 8," 
January 4,2005. Policy Memorandum Eight provides guidance on 
how to identify the environmental impacts of a particular scenario in 
order to provide decision makers with the informati0.n they need to 
fully consider the impacts. 

Joint Cross-Service Groups. In addition to realigning base structure, a primary 
objective of BRAC 2005 was to examine and implement opportunities for greater 
joint activity. Prior BRAC analyses considered all functions on a Service-by- 
Service basis and therefore, did not result in the joint examination of functions 
that cross Services. The JCSGs addressed issues that affect common business- 
oriented support functions, examined functions in the context of facilities, and 
developed realignment and closure recommendations based on force structure 
plans of the Armed Forces and on selection criteria. The JCSGs reported their 
results through the ISG to the IEC. The OSD established seven JCSGs: 
Education and Training; Headquarters and Support Activities (HSA), formerly 
known as the Administration JCSG; Industrial; Intelligence; Medical; Supply and 
Storage; and Technical. Each JCSG was responsible for overseeing the joint 
cross-service analysis of functions within its area. 

Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group. The HSA 
JCSG was one of six JCSGs established by the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics as the Chairman of the ISG on 
March 15,2003. The ISG later added a seventh JCSG. Chaired by the Assistant 
Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8, Department of the Army, the HSA JCSG was 
composed of six principal members representing each of the four Services, the 
Joint Staff, and OSD. The HSA JCSG was established to address common 
business-related functions and processes across DoD, the Services, and the 
Defense agencies. The HSA JCSG scope was further narrowed into three 
functional areas for which separate and distinct subgroups were formed: the 
Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup, the Mobilization Subgroup, and 
the Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup. 

Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup. The Administrative 
Assistant to the Secretary of the Air Force chaired the Geographic Clusters and 
Functional Subgroup. The Subgroup was divided into teams to further address 
the following four functions: installation management, personnel, corrections, 
and financial management. Analysis of the functions included the following: 

Installation Management. The installation management function analyzed 
installations in geographic clusters to evaluate the potential for reducing 
or eliminating redundant or duplicative support functions. 
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Personnel. The personnel function analyzed opportunities and 
possibilities for collocating or consolidating civilian and milita~y 
personnel functions. The HSA JCSG hrther broke out the personnel 
function into the Civilian Personnel Team and Military Personn.el Team. 

Corrections. The corrections function analyzed correctional facilities to 
evaluate the potential for transferring prisoner load or consolida.ting 
activities. 

Financial Management. The financial management function analyzed 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) central and field 
operating sites to evaluate the potential for combining functions to reduce 
the size and number of DFAS locations. 

Mobilization Subgroup. The Deputy Commandant for Manpo-wer and 
Reserve Affairs, Headquarters Marine Corps chaired the Mobilization Subgroup. 
Analysis of this function included any activity that is performed to bring Reserve 
and National Guard members to active military service. 

Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup. The 
Commandant of Naval District Washington, Department of the Navy chaired the 
Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup. Analysis of this 
function included the availability and support of common services and facilities 
within and outside the National Capital Region. 

BRAC Data Calls. The BRAC 2005 data collection process, which was 
mandated for the United States and its territories, was divided into the following 
data calls: capacity analysis, supplemental capacity, military value, Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA), Joint Process Action Team Criterion Number 7 
(JPAT 7), and scenario specific. The supplemental capacity, military value, 
COBRA, and JPAT 7 data calls were collectively known as the second data call. 
Each JCSG developed data call questions related to capacity analysis and military 
value to obtain information about the functions that it reviewed. Each JCSG 
issued a capacity analysis and military value analysis report. Each data (;all had a 
specific purpose as follows. 

The capacity analysis data call gathered data on infrastructure, current 
workload, surge requirements, and maximum capacity. 

The supplemental capacity data call clarified inconsistent data 
gathered with the initial capacity analysis data call. 

The military value data call gathered data on mission requirements, 
land and facilities, mobilization and contingency, and cost and 
manpower. 

The COBRA data call gathered data to develop costs, savings. and 
payback (formerly known as return on investments) of proposed 
realignment and closure actions. 

DCN: 11928



The JPAT 7 data call gathered data to assess the community's ability 
to support additi~nal~forces, missions, and personnel associated with 
individual scenarios. 

The scenario specific data call gathered data related to specific 
scenario conditions for realignment or closure. 

OSD Master Database. DoD collected certified data for BRAC 2005 using a 
mix of automated and manual processes. The Services and six Defense agencies 
used automated tools to collect the data while the other Defense agencies and 
organizations collected data in electronic format for the data calls. Portions of 
that automated data were then transferred to OSD and compiled into Microsoft 
Access databases called the Capacity Analysis Database and the Military Value 
Analysis Database. We refer to the Capacity Analysis Database and the Military 
Value Analysis Database together as the OSD Master Database, which OSD used 
as the centralized point of data distribution to the JCSGs. However, some data 
were collected external to the OSD Master Database and provide:d to the JCSGs 
separately. 

COBRA Model. The COBRA model provides a uniform methodology for 
estimating and itemizing projected costs and savings associated with BRAC 
scenarios. The COBRA model calculates the costs, savings, and payback of 
proposed realignment and closure actions. It is not designed to produce budget 
estimates, but to provide a consistent method of evaluating these actions. The 
COBRA model calculates the costs and savings of scenarios over a period of 
20 years. It models all activities (moves, construction, procurements, sales, 
closures) as taking place during the first 6 years, and thereafter, all costs and 
savings are treated at a steady state. The key output value produced is the 
payback year; which is the point when the realignment or closure has paid for 
itself and net savings start to accrue. The COBRA model can also be used to 
compare the relative cost and savings differences among various .scenarios. 

To perform COBRA analysis, the HSA JCSG loaded scenario-specific data into 
the COBRA model. These data, used in combination with model algorithms and 
standard cost factors already developed and pre-loaded into the model, resulted in 
an estimate of costs, savings, and payback for the proposed realignment or closure 
scenario. To obtain the necessary COBRA model input, the HSA JCSG 
developed and issued COBRA-related questions during the scenario-specific data 
calls. These COBRA-related questions primarily focused on data not previously 
gathered for specific gaining or losing sites. 

Internal Control Plans. The OSD ICP was issued as part of Policy 
Memorandum One. Appendix B of Policy Memorandum One was the ICP for all 
JCSGs. In addition, each JCSG prepared standard operating procedures that 
further delineated controls specific to that JCSG. 

I A scenario is a description of one or more potential realignment or closure actions identified for formal 
analysis by either a JCSG or a Military Department. 

5 
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In October 2003, the HSA JCSG prepared standard operating procedures and 
issued the procedures in April 2005 after a series of updates. The standard 
operating procedures supplemented the OSD ICP in that they addressed HSA 
JCSG-specific data controls, office and computer security, and included a process 
for the use of judgment-based data and assumptions. 

DoD Office of Inspector General Responsibility. Policy Memorandum One 
requires the DoD Office of Inspector General (OIG) to provide ICP development 
and implementation advice and review the accuracy of BRAC data and the 
certification process. In addition, the memorandum requires DoD OIG ;personnel 
to assist the JCSGs and DoD Components as needed. This resulting report 
summarizes issues related to the HSA JCSG BRAC 2005 process. 

Objectives 

The overall objective of the audit was to evaluate the validity, integrity, and 
documentation of data used by HSA JCSG. Specifically, we determined whether 
the HSA JCSG used certified data and created an adequate audit trail for capacity 
analysis and military value analysis. In addition, we determined whether the HSA 
JCSG created an adequate audit trail for its potential candidate recommendations. 

We also evaluated whether the HSA JCSG complied with the OSD ICP i~nd the 
specific HSA JCSG standard operating procedures. This report is one in a series 
on JCSG data integrity and internal control processes for BRAC 2005. See 
Appendix A for a discussion of the audit scope and methodology and our review 
of the management control program related to the objectives. See Appendix B for 
prior coverage. 
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Headquarters and Support Activities 
Joint Cross-Service Group Data Integrity 
and Internal Control Processes 
The HSA JCSG generally used certified data for capacity analysis and 
military value analysis; however, it also used data obtained from 
authoritative sources and derived data. In addition, after corrections were 
made, the HSA JCSG generally created adequate audit trails for capacity 
analysis, military value analysis, and COBRA model input. The HSA 
JCSG complied with the OSD ICP and HSA JCSG standard operating 
procedures. Throughout the BRAC process, the HSA JCSG took action to 
correct the deficiencies that we identified; however, some data 
discrepancies and audit trail issues remained uncorrected at the end of our 
fieldwork. We could not determine the materiality of the unresolved data 
discrepancies and audit trail issues on the overall HSA JCSG BRAC 
process. 

HSA JCSG Data Integrity and Documentation for BRAC 2005 

The HSA JCSG generally used certified data for capacity analysis and military 
value analysis; however, it also used data from authoritative sources and derived 
data. Further, after corrections were made, the HSA JCSG generally created 
adequate audit trails for capacity analysis, military value analysis, and COBRA 
model input. Public Law 10 1-5 10, "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
of 1990," as amended, section 2903(c)(5) requires that all information used to 
develop and make realignment and closure recommendations to the Secretary of 
Defense and the 2005 BRAC Commission must be certified as accurate and 
complete to the best of the certifier's knowledge and belief. Additionally, the 
BRAC 2005 OSD ICP states that the BRAC 2005 process will be recorded and 
clearly documented to ensure the integrity of the process performed by the 
JCSGs. 

Authoritative Data. The HSA JCSG used data from authoritative sources for 
military value analysis and COBRA model input. The OSD ICP states, 

Any data file forwarded to the JCSGs by the Military Departments or . . 

Defense Agencies must be certified. Data and information gathered - 

from authoritative or official sources external to DoD (such as the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics national employment data) need only be 
certified as to the source if the sources' accuracy can be determined tly 
the audit community in accordance with US. General Accounting 
Office (GAO) [agency name changed to US.  Government 
Accountability Office on July 7, 20041 guidance. 
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Specifically, the HSA JCSG used data from the following authoritative sources: 
Department of Labor, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Joint 'Travel 
Regulation, Office of Personnel Management, and U.S. Census Bureau. The 
HSA JCSG also used the Defense Technical Information Center, Costar, and the 
Society of Industrial and Office Realtors (SIOR) databases; however, those 
sources are not authoritative as defined by the OSD ICP. 

Derived Data. The HSA JCSG used derived data for capacity analysis and 
military value analysis and for COBRA model input. It also developed and 
applied factors to certified data, which resulted in the derived data that were used 
in the analytical process. During deliberative meetings and in memorandums, 
either the principal members or the Chair of the HSA JCSG approved the use of 
certain HSA JCSG-developed factors, which included, but were not limited to, the 
following: personnel savings, square footage, lease cost estimates, and 
Anti-TerrorisdForce Protection (ATIFP) premiums. 

Capacity Analysis. The HSA JCSG generally used certified data for capacity 
analysis; however, it also used derived data. In addition, the HSA JCSG 
generally created an adequate audit trail after corrections were made. An initial 
validation was performed from November 2004 through February 2005 to 
determine whether the HSA JCSG used certified data obtained from the OSD 
Master Database and created an adequate audit trail. Additionally, we validated 
data collected external to the OSD Master Database and determined whether it 
was certified by the appropriate designated personnel. A second validation of the 
capacity analysis data was performed from March 2005 through May 2005. 
During both validations, we identified data discrepancies and audit trail issues and 
briefed the results to the HSA JCSG subgroups or teams. The HSA JCSG took 
corrective action to address most data discrepancies and audit trail issue:;. After 
we issued the draft audit report, the HSA JCSG provided additional supporting 
documentation and we revalidated the discrepancies identified in the draft audit 
report. The following describes the outstanding data discrepancies and audit trail 
issues and includes statements which identify where derived data were used for 
analysis. We could not determine the materiality of the unresolved data 
discrepancies and audit trail issues on the overall HSA JCSG BRAC process. 

Installation Management Team. The Installation Management Team 
did not use the certified data reported in the OSD Master Database for 
over 
90 data elements. After we issued the draft audit report, the ~nstallation' 
Management Team provided supporting documentation to the DoD OIG 
auditors for the revisions that were made to the identified data elements. 
The Installation Management Team correctly revised over 65 data 
elements and stated that the revisions were incorporated into the final 
Capacity Analysis report. However, the 25 remaining data elements were 
incorrectly revised. Subsequently, the Installation Management Team 
corrected the 25 data elements but stated that the revisions were not 
incorporated into the final Capacity Analysis report. The Installation 

- - 

Costar is an external database of current commercial market-based lease cost information. 
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Management Team believes those changes had no effect on the capacity 
analysis. 

Civilian Personnel Team. The Civilian Personnel Team used derived 
data based on HSA JCSG-approved factors for useable and gross square 
footage to calculate Current Capacity, Maximum Potential Capacity, and 
Current Usage. 

Military Personnel Team. The Military Personnel Team used derived 
data based on HSA JCSG-approved factors for useable and gross square 
footage to calculate Current Capacity, Maximum Potential Capacity, and 
Current Usage. 

Financial Management Team. The Financial Management Team used 
derived data based on HSA JCSG-approved factors for calculating Current 
Usage. 

Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup. The 
Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup used derived 
data based on HSA JCSG-approved factors for useable and gross square 
footage to calculate Current Capacity and Current Usage. 

Military Value Analysis. The HSA JCSG generally used certified data for 
military value analysis; however, it also used data obtained from authoritative 
sources and derived data. In addition, the HSA JCSG generally created an 
adequate audit trail after corrections were made. An initial validation was 
performed from November 2004 through March 2005 to determine whether the 
HSA JCSG used certified data obtained from the OSD Master Database and 
whether it created an adequate audit trail. Additionally, we validated data 
collected external to the OSD Master Database and determined whether it was 
certified by the appropriate designated personnel. A second validation of the 
military value analysis data was performed from March 2005 through May 2005. 
During both validations, we identified data discrepancies and audit trail issues. 
For example, the Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup 
created a methodology that used a numeric system for converting and analyzing 
facility condition codes. The Army and Navy do not report facility condition 
codes in numerals. After corrections were made, the methodology was 
adequately documented; however, the methodology did not allow the Army or 
Navy to score as high as Air Force facilities. The Major Administrative and 
Headquarters Activities Subgroup, the Corrections Team, the Civilian Personnel 
Team, and the Military Personnel Team used this methodology. The groups did 
not adequately document the facility codes that each team used for its analysis. 
Therefore, we could not recreate the facility condition codes for numerous 
locations in the HSA JCSG military value analysis. 

We briefed the results to the HSA JCSG subgroups or teams. The HSA JCSG 
provided supporting documentation after we issued the draft audit report, and we 
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revalidated the issues identified in the draft audit report. The following describes 
the outstanding data discrepancies and audit trail issues and statements that 
identify where authoritative and derived data were used for analysis. We could 
not determine the materiality of the unresolved data discrepancies and audit trail 
issues on the overall HSA JCSG BRAC process. 

Civilian Personnel Team. The Civilian Personnel Team had one minor 
data discrepancy for one location and did not correct this discrepancy after 
the draft report was issued. The HSA JCSG believes the data element is 
immaterial and does not affect the military value ranking. 

Financial Management Team. The Financial Management Team used 
data from the Office of Personnel Management and Department of Labor 
Web sites. The Financial Management Team normalized data elements in 
the "Hiring" column at three locations and in the "On a DoD Insl:allationfl 
column at two locations. The Financial Management Team used two 
acceptable methodologies to normalize the "Hiring" data. For 
consistency, we suggested using one methodology. 

Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup. The 
Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup used data 
obtained from the Office of Personnel Management, the U.S. Census 
Bureau, the Defense Technical Information Center, and the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. The Major Administrative and 
Headquarters Activities Subgroup also used derived data based on HSA 
JCSG-approved factors to convert useable square footage to gross square 
footage. Further, the Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities 
Subgroup did not use the certified data for about 60 data elements. After 
we issued the draft audit report, the HSA JCSG revised 30 data elements, 
but stated that revisions were not incorporated in the final Military Value 
Analysis report forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. The remaining 
30 data elements were not corrected. 

Mobilization Subgroup. The Mobilization Subgroup used data obtained 
from the Joint Travel Regulation to determine per diem costs. The 
Mobilization Subgroup provided inconsistent and unclear written 
methodologies for the "Total Number of Ranges" and "Total Fire Points" 
columns. Further, two minor data discrepancies were identified in the data 
elements. After we issued the draft audit report, the HSA JCSG provided 
adequate methodologies and corrected the data discrepancies, but it stated 
that the revisions were not incorporated into the final submission 
forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. 

COBRA Model Input. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG generally 
created adequate audit trails for COBRA model input. The HSA JCSG used 
certified data, derived data, and data from authoritative sources for COBRA 
model input, and also sought approval from the ISG to use commercial data 
sources. In addition, the principal members deliberated and approved the use of 
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factors and methodologies. The following information is included in the COBRA 
model input. 

Anti-TerrorismIForce Protection. The HSA JCSG reported total ATIFP 
savings of about $208.8 million for 12 candidate recommendations 
(HSA-003 1, HSA-0045, HSA-0047, HSA-0053, HSA-0071, HSA-0078, 
HSA-0099, HSA-0 108, HSA-0 109, HSA-0 1 14, HSA-0 132, and 
HSA-0145). The HSA JCSG assumed that all current leased space is not 
compliant with ATIFP guidance, and calculated a "One-Time Unique 
Savings" in the COBRA model by applying an ATIFP premium of $28.28 
per gross square foot to current existing leased space square footage. 
Based on existing questions that the HSA JCSG asked during the BRAC 
data calls, information was not obtained to reasonably assess the current 
state of ATIFP compliance among the existing leased facilities. 
Specifically, data were not obtained on improvements already made, those 
required for future compliance, and on the potential for movement into 
ATIFP-compliant space. 

Commercial Data Sources. The HSA JCSG used commercial data 
sources to calculate "Miscellaneous Recurring Savings" in the COBRA 
model for potential candidate recommendations reviewed (HSA-003 1, 
HSA-0045, HSA-0047, HSA-0053, HSA-007 1, HSA-0099, HSA-0 109, 
HSA-0 1 14, HSA-0 132, and HSA-0 145) and reported a total savings of 
about $493.5 million from FY 2006 through FY 201 1. The HSA JCSG 
considered two commercial sources, the CoStar and SlOR databases, as 
authoritative data. CoStar is an external database of current commercial 
market-based lease cost information. The HSA JCSG also1 used the SIOR 
database, which provided data for markets not covered in Costar. 

Personnel Reductions. The HSA JCSG developed and applied factors to 
certified data in scenarios where consolidation of activities with similar 
common support functions could yield potential savings. The HSA JCSG 
approved personnel savings factors ranging from about 1 percent to 
30 percent, which it applied to specific potential candidate 
recommendations. 

We reviewed the COBRA model input for 15 of 2 1 HSA JCSG potential 
candidate recommendations (see Appendix C). We did not hl ly  validate the 
remaining six potential candidate recommendations because of time constraints or 
because the potential candidate recommendation was provided to the Military 
Departments for hrther analysis. All COBRA validation was perfbrmed using 
COBRA model version 6.10. During our review, we identified data discrepancies 
and audit trail issues. The HSA JCSG corrected many of the issues identified (see 
Appendix C); however, some data discrepancies and audit trail issues remained 
uncorrected at the end of our fieldwork. 
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HSA JCSG Internal Control Processes for BRAC 2005 

The HSA JCSG complied with the OSD ICP and the HSA JCSG standard 
operating procedures. We evaluated whether the HSA JCSG complied with the 
OSD ICP and the HSA JCSG standard operating procedures during the BRAC 
process. Specifically, we attended meetings to observe the deliberation process, 
reviewed meeting minutes used to document the process, and verified that the 
meeting participants signed nondisclosure agreements. We also reviewed 
controls such as data transfer, storage, maintenance, and office and computer 
security for safeguarding the BRAC data. 

Compliance with OSD ICP. The HSA JCSG generally complied with the OSD 
ICP procedures during the BRAC process. The ICP procedures required that: 

the BRAC 2005 process be clearly recorded; 

information used in the analysis be certified by the appropriate authority 
for accuracy and completeness and be used consistently; 

data collected and used for analyses or decision making, or both, be 
obtained from appropriate sources; 

minutes be recorded for all deliberative meetings; 

oral briefings be captured in minutes; 

outside studies be brought to the attention of any BRAC group; 

technical experts submit information or data in writing with the required 
certification if the JCSG considers the data relevant; 

nondisclosure agreements be maintained for all participants in the BRAC 
process; and 

BRAC 2005 documents be marked as draft deliberative and/or sensitive. 

Compliance with Standard Operating Procedures. The HSA JCSG generally 
complied with its standard operating procedures during the BRAC process. The 
HSA JCSG standard operating procedures required that: 

the BRAC information be safeguarded through physical security and 
computer security; 

release or receipt of the BRAC information be controlled; 

facsimile and e-mail not be used for information dealing with scenarios, 
alternatives, and recommendations; 

DCN: 11928



analysis be performed by specified HSA JCSG staff in the designated 
space except when external expertise and assistance are needed and 
approved; 

data integrity be maintained in three segregated databases with appropriate 
user-right controls and periodic backups; and 

judgment-based data and assumptions be limited to substitution for 
unobtainable certified data, approved by the JCSG principal members, and 
documented in minutes. 

In addition, from June 16,2004 through June 22,2004, we conducted a quality 
control review of the data conversion process performed by the HSA JCSG to test 
its reliability and accuracy. The data conversion process required the HSA JCSG 
to convert certified data responses received in Microsoft Word to Microsoft 
Access. DoD collected certified data for BRAC 2005 using a mix of automated 
and manual processes. The Services and six Defense agencies used automated 
tools to collect the data; the other Defense agencies and organizations used an 
electronic Microsoft Word document format to collect data. The MSA JCSG 
processed the electronic Microsoft Word documents received from OSD into 
Microsoft Access files for incorporation into the HSA JCSG Master Database and 
Capacity Analysis Database. In addition, the HSA JCSG conducted quality 
assurance reviews by meeting with representatives from the applicable Defense 
agencies and organizations to review the data conversion process and results. We 
determined that the HSA JCSG accurately converted the certified data. 

Conclusion 

The HSA JCSG used certified data, but it also used data obtained from 
authoritative sources and derived data for capacity analysis and military value 
analysis. In addition, the HSA JCSG generally created adequate audit trails for 
capacity analysis, military value analysis, and COBRA model input after 
corrections were made. The HSA JCSG generally complied with the OSD ICP 
and HSA JCSG standard operating procedures. 

After completing our reviews, we discussed the results with the HSA JCSG, 
which then took steps to correct most of the data discrepancies and audit trail 
deficiencies. However, the HSA JCSG stated that not all of the corrections were 
provided to the OSD BRAC office prior to the Secretary making his 
recommendations. We could not determine the materiality of the unresolved data 
discrepancies and audit trail issues on the overall HSA JCSG BRAC process. 
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Management Comments on the Finding and Audit Response 

Although not required, the Chairman, HSA JCSG commented on the draft report. 
For the full text of comments, see the Management Comments section of the 
report. 

HSA JCSG Comments. The Chairman, HSA JCSG stated that the HSA JCSG 
disagreed with the following six areas discussed in the draft report: use of 
authoritative sources, derived data, judgment-based data (normalized data 
elements), Anti-TerrorismrdForce Protection Premium, market-based leased costs 
(commercial data sources), and eliminations/rounding (personnel reductions). 
According to the HSA JCSG, these methodologies were necessary to accomplish 
their analytical process. The HSA JCSG stated that the data deficiencies 
identified by the DoD OIG had no material impact on the recommendations. 

Audit Response. Auditors in the DoD OIG continued to review corrections made 
by the HSA JCSG between the issuance of the draft and final reports. 'The HSA 
JCSG made additional corrections to capacity analysis, military value analysis, 
and COBRA model input data; but stated that not all of these corrections were 
forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. In addition, we did not take issue with the 
six areas that the HSA JCSG identified, but we instead highlighted them for full 
disclosure of the HSA JCSG process. 
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Appendix A. Scope and Methodology 

We evaluated the validity, integrity, and documentation of data used by the HSA 
JCSG. Specifically, we determined whether the HSA JCSG used certified data 
and created an adequate audit trail for capacity analysis, military value analysis, 
and for COBRA model input for its candidate recommendations. We also 
evaluated whether the HSA JCSG complied with the OSD ICP and HSA JCSG 
standard operating procedures. 

We performed reviews to determine whether the HSA JCSG used certified data or 
data obtained from authoritative sources for developing BRAC recommendations. 
We evaluated the integrity of the HSA JCSG BRAC 2005 process. Our 
evaluation included: 

verifying whether methodologies were sufficiently documented, and 

comparing data used to make deliberative decisions to certified or 
authoritative data. 

From June 2003 through June 2005, we attended the HSA JCSG meetings. We 
reviewed the formal minutes and briefing charts of the meetings to verify that 
decisions made by the HSA JCSG were adequately documented. During the 
period from October 9,2003, through April 19,2005, we reviewed elements of 
the HSA JCSG standard operating procedures to determine HSA JCSG 
compliance. Our review of the implementation of the standard operating 
procedures included: 

examining nondisclosure agreements for the attendees of I1 meetings 
selected for the period from March 19,2003 through November 2, 
2004; 

attending staff calls and working group meetings from August 2003 
through May 2005; 

reviewing conversion of non-automated data from June 16, 
2004 through June 22,2004; 

examining document controls including markings, tracking logs, and 
using e-mail and facsimile; and 

observing office practices and computer security controls. 
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Scope Limitations. We did not review the use of the Optimization model 
because it was not required by any of the policy memorandums issued by the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics. In 
addition, we were unable to fully validate two potential candidate 
recommendations (HSA-0047 and HSA-0053') developed by the Major 
Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup because of time constraints. 
We did, however, review the "One-Time Unique and Miscellaneous R.ecurring 
Savings" associated with each of the two potential candidate recommendations. 
Further, we did not validate four additional potential candidate recornrnendations 
(HSA-0065, HSA-0069, HSA-0092, and HSA-0122) because they were provided 
to the Military Departments for hrther analysis. We did not verifjl that the HSA 
JCSG incorporated issues identified during our data integrity reviews into the 
final Capacity Analysis and Military Value Analysis reports. 

Capacity Analysis. We planned to review all data elements that the HSA JCSG 
used for capacity analysis and the adequacy of the audit trails. From November 
2004 through February 2005, we attempted the first validation of the HSA JCSG 
capacity analysis data; however, because the HSA JCSG did not provide all the 
data and the initial audit trails were insufficient, we were unable to perform a 
complete validation. We obtained the HSA JCSG capacity analysis spreadsheets 
and documented methodologies from subgroup or team leaders and cornpared 
them to the certified data in the OSD Master Database or to the data collected 
external to the database that were to be certified by designated appropriate 
personnel. Table 1 shows the date we received the data from the HSA JCSG and 
the date of the OSD Master Database extract that we used for comparison 
purposes. We discussed the results of the initial capacity analysis validation with 
the appropriate HSA JCSG subgroup or team and issued eight memorandums 
summarizing the results. 

' The DoD OIG is 1 of 9 Defense agencies or organizations encompassing 35 locations included in this 
recommendation. 

16 

DCN: 11928



Table 1. Dates for Comparison of HSA JCSG Capacity Analysis Data and 
the OSD Master Database-Initial Validation 

Novernber 1 5, 2004 

SubgroupITeam 

Civilian Personnel 
Corrections 
Financial Management 

I We issued two me~norandums for the Financial Management Capacity Analysis data. 

- We prepared one memorandum for the Mob~lization Team Capacity Analysis and Military 

We revalidated capacity analysis data from March 2005 through May 2005. The 
same process used for the initial validation was also used for the revalidation. We 
discussed the results of the revalidation with the appropriate HSA JCSG subgroup 
or team and incorporated the results in the Finding section of this report. The 
table below identifies the dates that we received the HSA JCSG ciipacity analysis 
spreadsheets from the HSA JCSG subgroup or team leaders and the date of the 
OSD Master Database extract that was used for comparison purposes. 

Received Initial HSA 
JCSG Data 

December 16,2004 
December 17,2004 
December 6,2004 

Table 2. Dates for Comparison of HSA JCSG Capacity Analysis Data and 
the OSD Master Database-Revalidation 

OSD Master Database 
Extract Date 

November 8,2004 
November 8,2004 
November 8,2004 

Received Intial HSA 
JCSG Data 

OSD hlaster Database 
Extract Date 

Civilian Personnel 
Corrections 

March 23,2005 
March 24,2005 

Financial Management 
Installation Management 
Major Administrative and 

During June 2005, between the issuance of the draft and final reports, we only 
revalidated data discrepancies and audit trail issues identified in the draft audit 
report. Specifically, we reviewed corrections made to the Installat~on 
Management Team's capacity analysis spreadsheets. We obtained updated HSA 

March 16,2005 
March 16, 2005 
March 28, 2005 

Headquarters Activities 

Military Personnel 
Mobilization 

March 18,2005 
March 24, 2005 

March 14,2005 
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JCSG capacity analysis spreadsheets and documented methodologies from the 
team leaders on June 9,2005. We compared them to the certified data extracted 
from the OSD Master Database (see Table 2). The results of the revalidation 
were incorporated into the Finding section of this report. 

Military Value Analysis. We planned to review all data elements that the HSA 
JCSG used for military value analysis and the adequacy of the audit trails. From 
November 2004 through March 2005, we attempted the first validation of the 
HSA JCSG military value analysis data. However, because the HSA JCSG did 
not provide all of the data and the initial audit trails were insufficient, we were 
unable to perform a complete validation. We obtained the HSA JCSG military 
value spreadsheets and documented methodologies from the HSA JCSCi subgroup 
or team leaders and compared them to the certified data in the OSD Master 
Database or to data collected external to the database that were to be certified by 
designated appropriate personnel or to authoritative data sources. Table 3 shows 
the date we received the data from the HSA JCSG and the date of the OSD 
Master Database extract that was used for comparison purposes. We discussed 
the results of the initial military value analysis validation with the appropriate 
HSA JCSG subgroup or team and issued seven memorandums summarizing the 
results. 

Table 3. Dates for Comparison of HSA JCSG Military Value Analysis Data 
and the OSD Master Databas+Initial Validation 

Received Initial HSA JCSG 
Data 

. ~ e a d ~ u a r t e r s  Activities 
Military Personnel December 15,2004 I November 8,2004 

OSD Master Database 
Extract Date 

Civilian Personnel 
Corrections 
Financial Management 
Installation Management 
Major Administrative and 

I Mobilization- ) November 19,2004 ) November 8,2004 
I ' We prepared one memorandum for the Mob~lization Team Capacity Analysis and Military Value Analysis data. 

December 16,2004 
December 17,2004 
September 7,2004 
November 8,2004 

January 6,2005 

We revalidated military value analysis data from March 2005 through May 2005. 
The same process used in the initial validation was also used for the revalidation. 
We discussed the results of the revalidation with the appropriate HSA JCSG 
subgroup or team and incorporated the results in the Finding section of this report. 
Table 4 identifies the dates that we received the HSA JCSG military value 
spreadsheets from the HSA JCSG subgroup or team leaders and the date of the 
OSD Master Database extract that we used for comparison purposes. 

November 8,2004 
November 8,2004 
November 8,2004 
November 8,2004 
November 8,2004 
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Table 4. Dates for Comparison of HSA JCSG Military Value Analysis Data 
and the OSD Master Database-Revalidation 

Received Initial HSA OSD Master Database 
JCSG Data Extract Date 

March 28, 2005 
Headquarters Activities 
Military Personnel March 18, 2005 
Mobilization March 24, 2005 

During June 2005, between the issuance of the draft and final reports, we only 
revalidated data discrepancies and audit trail issues identified in the draft audit 
report. Specifically, we reviewed corrections made to the Civilian Personnel 
Team, the Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities Subgroup and the 
Mobilization Subgroup's military value analysis spreadsheets. We obtained 
updated HSA JCSG military value analysis spreadsheets and documented 
methodologies from the subgroup or team leaders on June 15,2005. We 
compared them to the certified data extracted from the OSD Master Database (see 
Table 4). The results of the revalidation were incorporated into the Finding 
section of this report. 

COBRA Model Input. We reviewed all COBRA model input for 15 of 
2 1 potential candidate recommendations. We also reviewed the COBRA model 
input for determining the "One-Time Unique and Miscellaneous Recurring 
Savings" for two other potential candidate recommendations (HSA-0047 and 
HSA-0053). We used COBRA model version 6.10, beginning April 2005, for our 
review. We compared the COBRA model input to certified data, derived data, 
and authoritative data as identified in the audit trails created by the HSA JCSG 
subgroups and teams. See Appendix C for additional details regarding the 
COBRA model input review. 

Use of Computer-Processed Data. We relied on computer-processed data from 
the OSD Master Database and the HSA JCSG Master Database. Our review of 
the controls over the HSA JCSG Master Database provided reasonable assurance 
of the validity of the data. Assessing the reliability of the OSD Master Database 
was beyond the scope of our review. 

Use of Technical Assistance. Statisticians from the Analysis, Planning, and 
Technical Support, Quantitative Methods Division, Office of the Assistant 
Inspector General for Auditing provided assistance by reviewing military value 
calculations in the HSA JCSG military value models. 
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Government Accountability Office High-Risk Areas. The Government 
Accountability Office has identified several high-risk areas in DoD. This report 
provides coverage of the Federal Real Property and the DoD Approach to 
Business Transformation, DoD Support Infrastructure Management high-risk 
areas. 

Audit Type, Dates, Standards. We performed this performance audit from June 
2003 through June 2005 in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. 

Contacts During the Audit. We visited or contacted organizations within DoD. 
Further details are available upon request. 

Management Control Program Review 

We evaluated the HSA JCSG management controls for documenting and 
safeguarding information associated with the BRAC 2005 data calls, as directed 
by the OSD ICP. Specifically, we reviewed nondisclosure agreements, 
deliberative meeting minutes, proper marking and storage of BRAC data, and 
supporting documentation for the HSA JCSG BRAC data. Management controls 
were adequate as they applied to the audit objectives (see the Finding section of 
this report for specific details). The JCSGs were specifically established as part 
of the BRAC process and therefore would not have management control programs 
outside the BRAC process. 
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Appendix B. Prior Coverage 

During the last 5 years, the DoD Inspector General and Army Audit Agency 
issued 17 memorandums and reports related to HSA JCSG and 1 report on the 
COBRA model for BRAC 2005. 

DoD Inspector General 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Re-validation of the Base Realignment: and Closure 2005 
Specific Capacity Data Used by the Geographic Clusters Subgroup-Financial 
Management Team," March 9,2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Data Used by the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup-Installation 
Management Team for Military Value Analysis," March 8, 2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Data Used by the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup-Civilian 
Personnel Team for Military Value Analysis," March 3, 2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Data Used by the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup-Corrections 
Team for Military Value Analysis," March 3, 2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Data Used by the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup-Military 
Personnel Team for Military Value Analysis," March 3, 2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Capacity Data Used by the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup- 
Civilian Personnel Team," March 2,2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Capacity Data Used by the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup- 
Corrections Team," March 2,2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Capacity Data Used by the Geographic Clusters and Functional Subgroup- 
Military Personnel Team," March 2, 2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Data Used by the Mobilization Subgroup for Capacity and Military Value 
Analysis," March 1, 2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Capacity Data Used by the Geographic Clusters Subgroup-Financial Management 
Team," February 25,2005 
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DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Military Value Data Used by the Geographic Clusters Subgroup-Financial 
Management Team," February 25,2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Capacity Data Used by the Geographic Clusters Subgroup-Installation 
Management Team," February 23,2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Capacity Data Used by the Major Administrative Headquarters Subgroup," 
February 23,2005 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Validation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Data Used by the Major Administrative Headquarters Subgroup for Military 
Value Analysis," February 23,2005 

Army Audit Agency 

Army Audit Agency Report No. A-2005-0 169-ALT, "Validation of Anny 
Responses for Joint Cross-Service Group Questions," April 22,2005 

Army Audit Agency Report No. A-2005-0083-ALT, "Army Military Value Data: 
The Army Basing Study 2005," December 21,2004 

Army Audit Agency Report No. A-2004-0544-IMT, "Cost of Base Realignment 
Action (COBRA) Model: The Army Basing Study 2005," September 30, 2004 

Army Audit Agency Report No. A-2004-0484-IMT, "Validation of Anriy 
Capacity Data for Base Realignment and Closure 2005, Headquarters and Support 
Activities Joint Cross-Service Group," September 2,2004 
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Appendix C. Review of COBRA Model. 
Input for Potential Candidate 
Recommendations 

We reviewed the COBRA model input for 15 of 2 1 potential candidate 
recommendations. We evaluated each of the recommendations using COBRA 
model version 6.10. All issues identified during the review were brought to the 
attention of the HSA JCSG subgroups or teams. The HSA JCSG took action to 
correct most of the DoD OIG issues. In addition, the HSA JCSG sought approval 
from the ISG to use commercial data sources, and the principal members 
deliberated and approved the use of factors and methodologies to calculate ATIFP 
premiums and personnel reductions. After we issued the draft audit report, the 
HSA JCSG corrected most of the COBRA model input data discrepancies and 
audit trail issues. However, the HSA JCSG stated that not all of the corrections 
were forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. The following is a synopsis of our 
reviews for each potential candidate recommendation. 

Establishment of Joint Bases (HSA-0010). We identified a few data 
discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took steps to address 
the issues. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG created an adequate audit 
trail for HSA-00 10 COBRA model input as of April 27,2005. The COBRA 
model input was either judgment based or negotiated data derived from certified 
data. The methodology reflected a predominant use of subject-matter expertise 
and judgment, and contained a few numeric errors that had no impact on COBRA 
model input. The HSA JCSG documented assumptions taken for personnel 
reduction rates and justifications for the data exclusions. The HSA JCSG 
principal members reviewed and approved the methodology. The HSA JCSG 
applied different personnel reduction rates ranging from about 1 to 10 percent 
within the potential candidate recommendation. The COBRA model input did not 
include complete costs, savings, or military construction data that the Services 
provided for scenario specific data calls or allocations resulting from the Army 
scenario integration review. 

Consolidation of the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (HSA-0018). 
We identified a few data discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA 
JCSG took steps to address the issues. After corrections were made, HSA JCSG 
created an adequate audit trail for HSA-0018 COBRA model input as of May 4, 
2005. The COBRA model input was based on certified data and subject-matter 
expertise. The footnotes contained reasonable and well-documented 
methodologies. The HSA JCSG entered the certified DFAS response into the 
COBRA model for the DFAS Lawton site at Fort Sill, which moved six more 
personnel than authorized. The HSA JCSG erroneously adjusted the DFAS- 
reported personnel reductions for the DFAS Rock Island site at R.ock Island 
Arsenal, which reduced personnel by three instead of five in FY 2009. After we 
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issued the draft report, the HSA JCSG corrected the data discrepancies identified 
regarding personnel. However, the HSA JCSG stated that the corrections were 
not included in the submission to the OSD BRAC office. 

Consolidation of Civilian Personnel Offices within the Military Departments 
and Defense Agencies (HSA-0031). We identified a few data discrepancies and 
audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took steps to address the issues. After 
corrections were made, the HSA JCSG created an adequate audit trail for HSA- 
003 1 COBRA model input as of April 27,2005. The footnotes contained 
reasonable and well-documented methodologies and COBRA model input was 
based on certified and derived data. The HSA JCSG also used subject-matter 
expertise for COBRA model input. Included in the COBRA model input were the 
following: an ATIFP premium calculation for "One-Time Unique Savings," 
which equated to about $10.6 million; Costar calculations for "Miscellaneous 
Recurring Savings," for COBRA which equated to about $19.7 million from 
FY 20 10 through FY 20 1 1 ; and the HSA JCSG applied personnel reduct ion rates 
of 12.5 and 17.7 percent, respectively, to each relocating Navy and Army sites 
considered in the potential candidate recommendation. 

Consolidation of the Defense Information Systems Agency (HSA-0045). We 
identified a few data discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG 
took steps to address the issues. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG 
created an adequate audit trail for HSA-0045 COBRA model input as of May 10, 
2005. In most cases, with the exception of a few additional references required to 
complete the footnotes, the footnotes contained reasonable and well-documented 
methodologies. COBRA model input was based on certified data, derived data, 
and subject-matter expertise. Included in the COBRA model input were the 
following: an ATIFP premium calculation for "One-Time Unique Savings," 
which equated to about $18.7 million and CoStarISIOR calculations for 
"Miscellaneous Recurring Savings," for COBRA which equated to about 
$33.2 million from FY 2010 through FY 201 1. After we issued the draft audit 
report, the HSA JCSG included additional references to complete the foo~tnotes. 
However, the HSA JCSG stated that the additional references were not included 
in the submission forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. 

Creation of New Media and Publications Agency (HSA-0071). We identified 
a few data discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, HSA JCSG took steps to 
address most of the issues. After corrections were made, HSA JCSG created a 
generally adequate audit trail for HSA-0071 COBRA model input as of May 5, 
2005. In most cases, with the exception of a few additional references required to 
complete the footnotes, the footnotes contained reasonable and well-documented 
methodologies. COBRA model input was based on certified data, derived data, 
and subject-matter expertise. Included in the COBRA model input were the 
following: an ATIFP premium calculation for "One-Time Unique Savings," 
equating to about $2.6 million and CoStarISIOR calculations for "Miscellaneous 
Recurring Savings," for COBRA, which equated to about $1 1.9 million fi-om 
FY 2008 through FY 201 1. Also, the HSA JCSG applied a personnel reduction 
rate different from the Military Departments to the one Defense organization 
included in the potential candidate recommendation. After we issued the draft 
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audit report, the HSA JCSG included additional references to complete the 
footnotes. However, the HSA JCSG stated that the additional footnote references 
were not included in the submission forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. 

Consolidation of Navy Leased Locations (HSA-0078). We identified many 
data discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took steps to 
address the issues. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG created an 
adequate audit trail as of June 20,2005. The COBRA model input was based on 
certified and derived data. The HSA JCSG also used subject-matter expertise for 
COBRA model input. Included in the COBRA model input were the following: 
an AT/FP premium calculation for "One-Time Unique Savings," .which equated 
to about $15.3 million and Costar calculations for "Miscellaneou:~ Recurring 
Savings," for COBRA, which equated to about $38.5 million from FY 2009 
through FY 201 1. However, the corrections reflected in the June 20,2005, 
COBRA model input were not included in HSA JCSG submission to the OSD 
BRAC office. 

Collocation of Adjudication Activities (HSA-0099). We identified a few data 
discrepancies and audit trail issues. The HSA JCSG took steps to address some 
issues; however, issues remained unresolved for COBRA model input as of 
May 4, 2005. Specifically, additional references were required to complete 
footnotes and documentation was needed to support COBRA mod.el input. 
Although the input was based on certified data, the HSA JCSG also used subject- 
matter expertise and derived data for COBRA model input. Included in the 
COBRA model input were the following: an ATIFP premium calculation for 
"One-Time Unique Savings," which equated to about $3.9 million; CoStar/SIOR 
calculations for "Miscellaneous Recurring Savings," for COBRA, which equated 
to about $1 1.3 million from FY 2006 through FY 201 1; the HSA SCSG 
application of a 7 percent personnel reduction rate; and abnormal rounding, which 
overstated personnel reductions and understated personnel movements by 
three officers, four enlisted personnel, and seven civilians and resulted in an 
approximate $509,000 per year overstatement of "Miscellaneous Recurring 
Savings" from contractor reductions beginning in FY 2009. After we issued the 
draft audit report, the HSA JCSG included additional references to complete the 
footnotes and provided additional supporting documentation. However, the HSA 
JCSG stated that the additional footnote references were not included in the 
submission forwarded to OSD BRAC office. 

Consolidation of Counterintelligence Field Activity and Defense Security 
Service and Collocation of Counterintelligence Field Activity Components 
(HSA-0108). We identified a few data discrepancies and audit trail issues. The 
HSA JCSG took steps to address most of the issues; however, issues remained 
unresolved for COBRA model footnotes as of June 21,2005. Spedically, 
additional references were required to complete the footnotes. Although the input 
was based on certified data, HSA JCSG also used subject-matter expertise and 
derived data for COBRA model input. Included in the COBRA model input were 
the following: an ATIFP premium calculation for "One-Time Uniique Savings," 
which equated to about $12.1 million; CoStarISIOR calculations fix 
"Miscellaneous Recurring Savings," for COBRA, which equated to about 
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$40.9 million from FY 2009 through FY 20 1 1; the HSA JCSG application of a 
7 percent personnel reduction rate; and abnormal rounding, which overstated 
personnel reductions and understated personnel movement by two officers, one 
enlisted position, and six civilians and resulted in an approximate $972,000 
overstatement of "Miscellaneous Recurring Savings" from contractor reductions 
beginning in FY 2009. 

Consolidation of the Defense Commissary Agency (HSA-0109). We identified 
a few data discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took 
steps to address most of the issues. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG 
created a generally adequate audit trail for HSA-0109 COBRA model input as of 
April 30, 2005. In most cases, with the exception of a few additional references 
required to complete footnotes, the footnotes contained reasonable and well- 
documented methodologies. The COBRA model input was based on certified and 
derived data. The HSA JCSG also used subject-matter expertise for COBRA 
model input. Included in the COBRA model input were the following: an ATIFP 
premium calculation for "One-Time Unique Savings," which equated to about 
$2.8 million in FY 2009; CoStar/SIOR calculations for "Miscellaneous Recurring 
Savings," for COBRA, which equated to about $3.6 million from FY 2009 
through FY 20 1 1 ; and abnormal rounding, which overstated personnel reductions 
and understated personnel movement by one officer and one civilian. .4fter we 
issued the draft audit report, HSA JCSG included additional references to 
complete the footnotes. However, the HSA JCSG stated that the additional 
footnote references were not included in the submission forwarded to the OSD 
BRAC office. 

Collocation of U.S. Transportation Command (HSA-0114). We identified a 
few data discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took steps 
to address most of the issues. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG 
created a generally adequate audit trail for HSA-0 1 14 COBRA model input as of 
May 4,2005. However, the HSA JCSG used the incorrect square footage for the 
Alexandria1 1-395 location. In most cases, the footnotes contained reasonable and 
well-documented methodologies and the COBRA model input was based on 
certified and derived data. The HSA JCSG also used subject-matter expertise for 
COBRA model input. Included in the COBRA model input were the following: 
an ATIFP premium calculation for "One-Time Unique Savings," which equated 
to about $5.2 million, and a Costar calculation for "Miscellaneous Recurring 
Savings," for COBRA, which equated to $23.4 million from FY 2008 through 
FY 201 1. After we issued the draft report, the HSA JCSG corrected the square 
footage data. The change in square footage increased the "One-Time Unique 
Savings" to about $6.9 million and increased the "Miscellaneous Recun-ing 
Savings" to about $32.3 million. However, the HSA JCSG stated that the 
corrections were not forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. 

Relocation of Navy Education and Training Activities (HSA-0130). We 
identified a few data discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG 
took steps to address the issues. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG 
created an adequate audit trail for HSA-0130 COBRA model input as of' May 3, 
2005. The footnotes contained reasonable and well-documented methoclologies 
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and COBRA model input was based on certified and derived data. The HSA 
JCSG applied a personnel reduction rate of 7 percent to personnel moving from 
Naval Air Station Pensacola. 

Collocation of Miscellaneous Air Force and National Guard Headquarters 
Leased Locations (HSA-0132). We identified a few data discrepancies and audit 
trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took steps to address the issues. After 
corrections were made, the HSA JCSG created a generally adequate audit trail for 
HSA-0132 COBRA model input as of May 4,2005. The HSA JCSG entered 
inaccurate data for moving personnel and equipment from the Alexandria/ 1-395 
and Rosslyn locations to Andrews Air Force Base and inaccurate cost and savings 
data for the Alexandria/ 1-395 location. In most cases, the footnotes contained 
reasonable and well-documented methodologies and COBRA model input was 
based on certified and derived data. The HSA JCSG also used subject-matter 
expertise for COBRA model input. Included in the COBRA model input were the 
following: an ATIFP premium calculation for "One-Time Unique Savings," 
which equated to about $15.1 million; CoStarISIOR calculations for 
"Miscellaneous Recurring Savings," for COBRA, which equated to about 
$50.8 million from FY 2009 through FY 201 1; and the HSA JCSG applied a 
personnel reduction rate of 7 percent to personnel moving from Crystal City, 
Arlington Hall, and Andrews Air Force Base. After we issued the draft audit 
report, HSA JCSG corrected the data discrepancies identified, which decreased 
the "One-Time Unique Savings" to about $14.6 million and decreased the 
"Miscellaneous Recurring Savings" to about $49.6 million. However, the HSA 
JCSG stated that the corrections reflected in the June 20,2005, COBRA model 
input were not forwarded to the OSD BRAC office. 

Creation of Joint Mobilization Sites (HSA-0133). We identified a few data 
discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took steps to address 
the issues. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG created an adequate audit 
trail for HSA-0 133 COBRA model input as of April 2 1, 2005. The footnotes 
contained reasonable and well-documented methodologies and COBRA model 
input was based on certified and derived data. The HSA JCSG applied a 
10 percent personnel reduction rate to the losing location. 

Consolidation of Correctional Facilities (HSA-0135). We identified a few data 
discrepancies and audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took steps to address 
most of the issues. After corrections were made, the HSA JCSG created an 
adequate audit trail for HSA-0 135 COBRA model input as of May 6,2005. In 
most cases, with the exception of a few additional references required to complete 
footnotes, the footnotes contained reasonable and well-documented 
methodologies and COBRA model input was based on certified data. 

Consolidation and Collocation of Army and Air Force Personnel and 
Recruiting Centers (HSA-0145). We identified a few data discrepancies and 
audit trail issues; however, the HSA JCSG took steps to address the issues. After 
corrections were made, the HSA JCSG created an adequate audit trail for HSA- 
0145 COBRA model input as of April 25,2005. The footnotes contained 
reasonable and well-documented methodologies and COBRA model input was 
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based on certified and derived data. The HSA JCSG also used subject-matter 
expertise for COBRA model input. Included in the COBRA model input were the 
following: an AT/FP premium calculation for "One-Time Unique Savings," 
which equated to about $30.3 million in FY 2008, and CoStar/SIOR calculations 
for "Miscellaneous Recurring Savings, " for COBRA which, equated to about 
$126.6 million from FY 2008 through FY 201 1. 
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Appendix D. Report Distribution 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Director, Base Realignment and Closure (Installations and Environment) 
Chairman, Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group 

Non-Defense Federal Organization 
Government Accountability Office 
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Headquarters and Support Activities Joint 
Cross-Service Group Comments 

DAPR-ZB 
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5. Plcau direct my issues or questions to dhc HSA JCSQ poinr of amact, COL Carla 
Coulson at (703) 696-9456 

DONALD C. T W N  
Assistmt Deputy Chief of Staff, Tr-8 
Chi- HSA JcSci 
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THE FEASIBILITY OF CONSOLIDATING COMMON SCJPPORT FUNC'I'LONS 

OBJECTJI%rE; At ?he August 12,2004 mmting of the Hedqwers and Support Acdvihes 
Joint Cross Service Group (HSA-JCSG), the members conclded that fi~ncrional analysis of 
the identified 14 mmmnn support (CS) functions could not be successfidly completed within 
the BRAC process and directcd hat work case  in this area. They fitrther directed that a 
white Paper be prepared to address these hnctions and the merits of fiarther pursuing 
consolidarion initiatrves - thus fiut_ilerkig the investment made t ( ~  &te ill this mea. "Pis paper 
satisfies the directive. 

A White Paper typically argues a specific position or soludon to a prc~Mem. I3.afht.r 
than advnea&e a specific position, this paper will deaJ with "lessons learned" In the course of 
this lengthy exercise, the merits of hrther pursing consoli&fion initiatives ((in genemt, and 
with respect to specific functions). and the lmt approach to tackling s u ~ h  a ask. 

BACKGROUND: Secretary of Defense Donafd Rumsfeld set the tone for w r  efforts to 
ehminaee redundant processes when he declared in his, "Burmucmcy to Rattleiifialcii"' speech 
that our purpose is not to pkase everybody. "If we are cctrrcemed akmt waste, we must be 
prepared to advocate changes -- even anpapular ones., .. Were is our professionalismnur 
self respect if we fail to comet obvious inefiicie~eies:s?" 

To address these "obvious inefficiencies," in Aprit of 2003, the fnhstmctrtre 
Steering Group (KG) gave the JCSGs, "the 'widest aperture' .t<, reer~gineer husimss 
processes.'? Thus, BRAC 2005 taok on the objective of tying together re engineer in^; 'mc1 
transfont~ation dong with the tfadi~onal goal of closing down installations. E;y Stytmnbcr of 
2003, out IISA-JCSG bad taken on the mission of analyzing functions in the f)C area 
(defined as a 1 0  mile radius of the Pentagon) and rcviewbg hctions performed by I\tlajor 
Headquarters Activities (MHAs) (basad on DoD Directive 5 1 OO.73. "Mtijar Di2ppartment of 
Defense Headquarters Activities," May 13, 19991, with the objective of eonsolidniing what 
made sense. 

Using DoD Directive 5100.73 as the basis to determine what should be examined 
presented a serious chnilmgc and, perhaps also, reflected a tnisunderr;&n&~g rtf what this 
d~rectwe was intended to accomplish. Fmm an htstorical perspective, Congress mandated 
the promulgation of tlvs directive to create a canmf mechanism to bring coritrtd over die 
inability of the DoD to reduce the size of its major headquarters commensurate with the 
reduction in its force structure. By identifling the functions performed by MHAs (and the 
associafcd pawnnef and orgmiatic3m), Congress would be in a position to ~lrandatc 
personnel reductions (which they repeatedly did over the years). 

The. challenge presented was that since the 33 Fm~tioris listed in this dirccrivc were 
found at major headquarters, they were geared towards policy and oversight (not common 
support hctlons) and early guida~ce made it clear that we sirould not be coasulidatiag these 
headquarters. Thus, if the MHA functions were excluded ffom considemtion, then the only 
remaining functions had to be opert2ttionaticotnmc~n support fwetions prouided lo MMAs. 
That being the case, we f ~ s t  translated these functions into opemtional functions and then 
excluded those functious: that were spwifiualiy excluded m the Capacity Analysis Repor$, 
those that had been specifiesilty excXuded per OSD guidance, those that were being covered 
by the other teams within our JCSG, functions that were integral to the opmriot~ of a MHA, 
fiznctions ibat were being covered by other JCS Groups, and functicms &at are not cctmmon 
support functions to MHAs. This IefZ us with the fotlowing CS functions: 

Acquisition and Contracting 
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Ahmistration 
Audiovisual Services 
Cost Analysrs 
Environmental Services and Safety 
Executive Dining Facilities 
Facilrties Management 
Financial Management Services 
Health and Wellness 
Inspections and Evaluation 
Upemtions Analysis 
Simirity 
Supply and Support Services 
Transportation 

Before very long it was dete&ed th~t ,  with a few exceptions, the functions examined 
would he limited to those performed within specified geogmphlc clusters. l'hese clusters 
consistcvi of significant concmtmrions of DoD installations within a 25 male radius of 
specified geographic areas in the U S .  Eleven were identified that included such areas as 
Hanlpicx~ Roads, O&u, National Capital Region (NCR), dc,.. 

WHAT WENT WRONG:' Following are the main factors that contributed tu 'he decision 
to cease the investigation into these 14 CS fitnctions within the B M C  process: 

* LACK OF VISIBIL,ITY: Senior leadership within the DoD has the "sense'%at there 
are mnsfurnlational opportunities out there, but the '"data" to support or refute such 
inclinations is not readily available. 

* FIJNCTIONS 'TOO BROADLY DEFINED: in the inkrest of devefopirig a Iist &a% 
was both '"manageable" and comprehcnsive, simtltnr but d~scrcte hnctions were not 
separately identified. Thus, under Administration you will find maif roam and lrbriiry 
operations. However, when it comes to presenting a consolidation sceneino these two 
distinct operations umld  not be "consolidated." 
FUNCTIONS WITH UNTQUE, UNFAMILIAR DEFMTIONS: While definitions 
were provided (it was emphasized that reading them was pssentinf). the terns could 
lead one to assume that they knew the meaning when they did not (e.g., !At: term 
"Financial Management Sewiccs" does not include Finance and Accounting). 
LACK OF UNIVERSAL UNDERSTANDING OF EVEN COMMON TERMS: 
Some of these 14 CS hctions would be classified as base openitions support 
functions (sometimes referred to as commercial activities) that are necessary to 
support, operate, and maintain DoD instaliatians. Although OMB idcntiks 29 
services as base support hctions, DOT) does not have a generally accepted definition 
of base support services, md &e milltar): sm~ices differ in how they illd~vidudfy 
define them. Without a common definition i t  is difficult ta accurately determine the 
size of DoD's base support workforce. 'Thai there a the additional chaIlenge of 
nomfizing whatever data is received. 
DIFFICULTY 1K DEVELOPING/RESPONUfNC; TO QUESTIONS: $11 addition to 
the challenge (described above) in defining the 14 CS functions, &ere w . 3 ~  the add& 
requirement of developing Military Value questions that would be appfit.ahle to afI 
the CS futictions throughout all L)oD Comnpnenk Whlc some activities found that 
the questions were perfectly understandable, others indicated that those in the field 
wiwld not undersand or know how to respond. To relicfi a consensus often involved 
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long and arduous meetings; and even after agreement was reached. there were 
Frequent requests for clarification. This diEculty was compouadtd by the fact that 
we were not discussing these questions with pmple who were functional experts (c.g., 
finance and accomting) and thus, did not have a mutual unde~lanctmg of the relevant 
terms and issues in their arca of expertise. 

* TARGETING PROBLEM: With the fwus on MHAs, the initial targeting of 
activities in response la capacity and militmy yuestioas was restrict4 to MHAs. A 
diff'erent subgroup was looking at the potential consofidarm of installatinns (where 
various CS functions are dsu performed). It was eventuafly recognized that there 
were significant organizations in between these two extremes that were also 
perfbming CS furctions and the scope was expanded to include them. Hoavewr, 
examining the feasibility of consohdating CS functions perfom& by MWA, but 
ignoring the pe~onnance of the same fiznctions 4at the insratlation level, in the same 
geographic area, was not a logical approach to mximizing eficiencies, 

An additional problem was the lack of a simple way to identify organizations 
perfbnning some of these hctions.  U W e  Finance and Accounting Centers and 
Mobilimtion Centers are clearly ~dentifiable. there is no easy way to ascertam which 
organizations perform such hc t ions  as "administration" and "swur-ity." 
LACK OF BASIC MAN.GEMENT INFORMt%TIQN: This prob1t:m relates ro the 
above mentioned issues of the lack of common terns and the targeting challenges. 
The bottom linc is, that within limited exceptions, one cntmor go to i a  specific source 
within DoD to obtain the number of personnel perfbmring a GS hc tzon  with~n an 
identifiable orgmization. Further, this is basicalfy tntc across all the h4ifitary 
Departments. 

* WSTRICTIVE BRAC PROCESS: The rigid BRAC process requin:~ the mnduct of 
investigations at arms length and strict time lines for the conduct ttf the specified 
steps m the process (capacity d y s i s ,  military value, COBRA, ctc.) The in-depth 
understanding of Euncti ons, and related processes, required hy Ru&flt:?i~ P~C~CBSS Re- 
engmeering (BPR), camat be ascertained by demmining tihe number of perlronnal 
performing a function and the associated square feet that they occup~ . 

A s  the result of these significant obstacles, and others, the JCSCi initially considered 
downscoping tfie effort (examine only 3 or 4 functions and restrict them .to the NCR). Then, 
they finally conciudd that combining the traditional BRAC process with exploratory eA'nrts 
into BPR would not succeed and that the expenditure ofadditianal resources oft thrs effort 
would not likely produce an adequate solution. 

WHAT THE REPORTED DATA SHOWS: Enclosure A contains charts that display 
some of the information gathered at great effort in response to the Capacity Analysis 
questions. Note that this information reflects datzl "as received" that has not 1xm 
"scmbbed", is not considered comprehensive (due to the prohiems noted above), nor has it 
been validated through the rigorous BRAG process. Accordingly, i.t should nDt form the 
basis upon which a tfecision should be made to e~ther consdidate or not consolidate a 
particular tirnction. The information has been made available only to provide some h i r e d  
insight into the camparability of personnel resources devoted to the varioitu tS funcrxons. 
Thus, as we would intuitively assume, rherc are fx  [ewer persormef In the NGR supportirrg 
executive diniag facilities and health and welfness (with its very rcstrictcd dcf'mition) than 
are supporting administration and security. 

With our undmtandable desire to obtam ''souttd"'dm upon which to make important 
management dec~sions. it IS probably wise to bear in mind the wmiing provided by Sir Sctsiaih 
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Stanip, inland Revenue Deppartmmt, 1896-1 9 19, "The Government are very keeit on 
amassing sfatisties. They collect them, raise &m to the Nth power, the cube root, and 
prepare wonderhi d~agrarns. But you must never forget ehat every one of those :igirres 
comes in the first instance from the village watchman, who &st puts dawn what se damn 
pleases," 

POSSEBLE TWIVSFORMATrONAE OPPORTUNITIES: Based upon a liniited 
analysis of the 14 CS functions (primarily within the NCR), m assessment is provided far the 
uppartunities to gain greater efficiencies through the consoli&tion of these functions (See 
Enclosure B), 

FAILURES IN THE CONSOLmATION OF COMMON SUPPORT FVNCTIONS: 
While it is true that there are some significant exrirnples of successful consolidation of CS 
fimctions on a joint basis (as exemplified by many of the Defense Agencies and IDoD Field 
Activities) along with an innumerable number of assignments of Executive Agent 
Respc7nsihilities; there are, neverthctess, examples of the '"fpa~lure" of the consoXiilatzon of C X  
fwcticms &at opponents are likely to cite. The first example is the Snn Antunin Real 
Property Maintenance Agcncy and the San Antonlo Conmting Center (See enciosure C);  
and the second, more reeent example within the NCR, is tlne Defense Contracting; Cc~rmllaad- 
Washingtan ( K C - W )  (See Enclosure D). Our review of ihe reasons for Lheir faifu~e reveals 
that the failwe was not necessarily in the CONCEPT, brat in she IMPLEMENTATXOM. 

OPPORTUNITlESfCONCERWS WITH THE CONSOLIDATION OF CS 
FUNCTIONS IN THE PENTACONMAZ1[ONAL CAPITAL REGlON (ECW h %he 
c o m e  of our interview u.c met with Sandy Reilly, Ihe Administrative Assrslmt to thc 
S w r e t q  of the Amy; John La b i a ,  Assistant for AdrainismGon, Ot%m of the Secxctwy of 
the Navy: Bill Davldsan, Administrative Assistant to the Secretary a f  thr: Air Fcxce; and 
Howard Baker, Deputy Director, Administration and Management, Office of thr: Secrefary 
of Defense. The first &m individuals are Srqumtly referred to as the "three wise men" xn 
the Pentagon since they represent the bighest career civilians in their respective liniliary 
Departments and continue to occupy their positions when Senior Milnasy Officers md 
Political Appointees rotate nut. The last indivtdwd represents the highest camer civtfian m 
OSD and fie formerly served as the Deputy to the "Mayor" of the Pentagon (the lbmer D.O. 
Conke). All four individuafs are intimately invoived xn solving joint ptobfems tn rhe 
Pentagon. and frequently, also in the NCR, The views of these individuals were mllcited 
with respect to the ments of t.onsolidation of CS flmctions in the Perr%agoniTviCK. Their 
conlments are at Enclosure E. 

TRENDS TOWARD CENTRALIJ1ATIONICONSOLIF)ATlOM: Witl%in ;the NCR, our 
primary focus of investigation, &ere are concrete signs of "centraii7~/dtionsc~?ns~~Iidation*' in 
addition to the "infoml" joint efforts reflected above. Within ahe A&y, the Mil ihy  
District of Washington originally had a large mission to  pro^ ide services to other A m y  
activltics in the NCR arr well as to otfier I40D components. The Admiai~@atrve ,9ssistant to 
the Secretary of the Army has gradwdiy taken on the mission of providing more md more CS 
frrnctions in the NCR with the establishment of the U.S, Army Kesat~rces and I'rograms 
Agency, U.S. Amy Services and Operations Agency, and the 1 I.S. Amy Infom~atlart and 
Technology Agency, with combined personnel resources of approximately 2500. fa addition 
to these regional initiatives, the Army has also es~blished Amy-\vide o ~ a r ~ k a t i o n s  .tu 

manage instaIlations (Insrallation Management Agency) as well as to provide specific 
services (e.g., A m y  Contracting Agency). The Navy's efl'orts for pe&armance cf  CS 
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ftlnctions in the NCR are largely refleeted in the esablishent of the Naval District of 
Washington. However, their area of responsibility is far greater than just the NCR. The 
Navy has also nloved toward providing CS services 011 a Navy-wide basis with the 
establishment of the Naval Su~pply Systems Command and Naval FaciIitics Englneenng 
Ccmmiutd; the management of installations is now the responsihitity of' Ihc Commander, 
Navy Installations. The Marine Corps has dso recognized the benefits of providing CS on a 
mgional basis with t h  recent establishment of the Marine Corps NCR Comma&. This 
command has been established not only to support the Joint Forces Headquarters (3FHQ)- 
NCK, under USNORYHCOM, primarily in the area of antitemrism~force protection, but also 
to "facilitate regictnnlizatiun and consolidation of support functions by instrluting a NCR 
Base Upei-ating Support (BOS) structure in the NCR." Within the largely decenfrrlltzerd Air 
Force structure, &C prwision of CS is leii primarily in the hmds uE the Inst. ,r It atma 
Commander, Pinaily, Washington Headquarters Services was created and exists ;primat.ily t c ~  
provide CS services to DoD components in the MCR, rhough csnm:: scrvices arc yrovidd on a 
DoD-wide basis, 

Along w~th t l~e  edtablishrnent of the JFWQ-NGR is the rwognitton ofthe crlwiculiq of 
command and control with respcct to employing forces for homeland defense and military 
assisrance to civilian authorities, with a particular emphasis ou antitenorism force protection. 
However, when it comes to CS, there does mot ~ p p e m  to be the same rrrgency to met  tke. 
challenge and get it right - demonsimting what a power$ll.forcing$in~+tion w n  U C ' L ' O ~ ~ J ~ ~ ~ Y ~ I ,  

BENEFITS OF CENTR4L1ZATIONICONSOLIDATIUN: While it is beyond the scope 
of this paper to provide a business case analysis for the centrafi~~tionlcarnsol~dation of any 
particular CS function. the Military Depam-f~ents (MILDEPs) have hrgely ret;ctgn~zed the 
benefits of such initiatrvcs internaf to their own aperations. tn addition, the cor~cept of 
gaining cfEcienc~es through consolidation has been around for some time r m i  has 
engendered a certain level of support, as noted below: 

The Business Initiative Council (BIC), consisting ofthe highest level c~fftciais of DoD, 
supported the cotlcept of consolidating the DoD Defenses Agency and Field Activities 
overhead, non-core functions sucfi us PPBS, Hu~nan Resources, Iufomsation Teeb logy  
(I?'), Legal, Contracting, Facility Management, and Public AKaim in a CS activity, or tct 
outsource. 
The provision of CS at a joint  bas^ is not dissimilar to the Saty's "'Shared Services'' 
concept of operation uhmby consistent and standard senrxes are provided at a lower 
cost. 

The GA0 determined that another way to reduce Operations and Maintenkmce (O&M) 
costs would bc to assign one sex-vicc. command, or Defense Agency the exelusiw 
respnsibifity for carrying out a particular support function. Such actinns ''could reduce 
or eliminate underutilization and inefficiencies in the various support orgat~~zations 
within each service and reduce O&M spending.'" 
Due to the scarcity of defimitive &la docwnenxing savings, opponents of cctnsolidstion 
could argue that reductions in personnel are prcsportional to decreases in tyrtrkfoad fe.g., 
at depots). The CAO has countered, however, ?' s*chieving such ctecreast:~ in staffing 
in proportion to workload is more t l m  DUD typi a ~ E e v 4  for dmu~is&agi\rc 
service-wide hct ions that have continued to be managed by the services. 
In a EogisGcs Management Institute (LMI) study, the authors concluded that 
consolidation, on a joint regional basis of selected functions at installations located ncm 
each other, there would be a avhgs primarily from two sources: lower iabt~r costs, since 
red;unciant managcrnent personnel and assoc~ated overhad staff would Ire el irninared, and 
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greater operational efficiencies, which conwiidatcdl activities would achieve &rough 
economies of scalc. 
While the GAO wogaized that the evidmce &om DoD's recent expeaence with 
consolidation is sketchy, they, neveribcless, concluded that consolidaticln may makc i x  
easier for support organizations to decrease staffing ta nxatch workload and realize 
modest savings fwm the consofidation itself. 
?'he GAO has deu:mined that the potential far greater savings over the fongcr rem Qk 
addition to those tdized with the initial consolidation) may depend on an organizrttion's 
success in adopting comtosr management infonnzrtiun systems mc3 practices as we19 as 
reducing overhead and closing facilities. 
The GAO cuncludai that it appears likely that r;anunlidrteian, under wkkh a ilew 
organization is in charge of staffing, will increase the ftkelihood that persomel ievds will 
be cut ro match workload. Tlrus, savings may be gmter than the leiodest economies 
accounted for strictly with the reduction in overhead as a resulr of ccrnilnltdatizrll. 
Nuazerow studies Trom &e 1993 Botrams-UpReview, h u g h  the Qu;iclrc~nkl Defense 
Review, Defense Reform Iaitmve% a& National hfense Pmel have coftcluded that 
DoD could realize significant savings by outsousuing comrnercialfy avai iablc suppoG 
services. GAO suppond this posiaon with the statement. "Consolidsttnn, in advance of 
cantsactine: out could enhance the potentid for greater eficieacies and c t w  savings 
thruugh contracting out." 
There are also the BIC initiatives, such a the farther expansion of gt.i-vtasimtion efforts in 
order to trat~ition am-care competencies to the private sector. An example is the 
Desktop h&magement Services initiative under which a &fmsc Agency will esutswsce 
desktop computing hardware, softwares and support senticcs as a new recluiremmt and 
will negotiate with the private mtor  to accomplish this divestime. 
In a recent article m CiOVEUC.COM, entitled, "Agencies saw by sharing back-office 
jobs,"' it was pointed out that the Bush administration has advocatd the ~ ~ s c  of shared 
services whereby instead of performing back-office knctions - accoun11t:g~ invoicing: 
asld m i n e ;  caii centers on ti~eir own -- agencies are yoolirag resources and sharing tfre 
srunc pmvides for those services. Shared m i c a ,  which became populsx in the private 
sector a decade ago, can save 2%40% of service costs, 

While not limiting his comments to strictly the benefits of consaiid;tnon, General Boyd 
(Retired). tepresenbng Business Exwuiives for Natiornl St.t;u&y, h;& offered up the 
following obsert.alions on cransfomatioml options For DoD Infrastmcture: 

a B u s h e s ~  have trafsib'ormcd by focusuig on their cow missie~as, intcgmting their 
enterprises, and cutting aterhead. 
Congressional kgisfstton may have counter-productive effects by pmscnbing privatc 
sex;ta?- capabilities, eacouaging "wmplacent?mnnopaIisrie" behavior. 
The process of camperition has been sttinted in the; public sector, 
Back ofice functions - that are not core competencies and art. diswacmg 
mnagement attention fwm what is core - should be outsouxed. The same should 
apply to the pedormancc of Eunctions whm the organization is not the'-best in ~Iass." 

THE DOW%SIDE QF MONQPOLISTLC STRUCTIXRES: The hliLDEPS have 
recognized the benefits of consolidation of CS and back ofice functions, and t a w  been 
moving slowly, but inexorably In this direction. The benefitti of'movmg the prncess m e  step 
further axld perfom~ng CS &nctions on ajornt basis are discussed ahve,  This nlovement 
towards the tstablishment of one DaD psovidtr - the "best In cfuss" -- $3 mi, trow~wr, 
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without potential drawbacks. According to DoD's o m  assessment, the reality of the 
Defense Agencies is that, ''they exist in a 'monapalistir' envirorment. are fetcust:d on 
functions rlot procmses, pcrEorm many tasks not core to war figlitmg, and - as a i m s  all. of 
DoD - h e  an aging workforce." The dilemma that needs to be addressed is how to 
reconcile the benefits uf "jointness" and the downside of monoplistic stnicttrxes. One 
approach would be to ensure that it i s  Do13 policy that the private sector is the preferred 
provider of semices for I t s  back office fwctions (IT, dwument management. auditin$, 
financial management, human resource services, management of comodities. etc.) as well 
as any other comnnercidly perform& function. The spotlight of external review:; (Defmse 
BoardsiCommissions) Congressional oversight (GAO), and Cangressiuml ntaadates (o.$., 
Biennial Review of Defense Agencies), &so offers opportunities to anlelionte the negative 
affects of monopolist~c institutions md the absence of free-market inc~.ntives. 

TS REEIONALLZATIOIY THE ANSWER? The underlying assmprion of the review 
initially undertaken thnt the consolidation of CS functions would occur at &I= regions1 
levd. It was undmtood, and rightly so, rhat having one joint entity perfoming it fiinctinn on 
a regtonal basis would produce far greater efficiencies than if every organization perz'onnecl 
&c sane function themselves. Various ISSAs and other euopmtive ageemeats an the focilP 
level are a reflmtion of the bttefrts of this approach, The furtdameritral question that needs to 
be addressed is whether we arc? creating regional efficim~ies at the expense of thc whole'? 
This applies to not only regional, joint entiflcs, but also to regionat1 Service entirir:~. The 
White Paper on Field Contracting hopfully deinonsmtes that if a hnction is paformed 
throughout L)(?D then it needs to be examined holistically, with enterprise-wide solutions, 
One of the primary failures of the DCC-W expermem was that it was a stand-abnc entity. 
Regionaliation makes sense when the functions prforrned are h i t &  to just a gtarticula 
geogfnph~ area, or when the regional structures art: part of a Iarger lvhole (eg., regionu 
within DFAS, DLA, DCMA, etc,). Thus, m y  mommmdations tha~  mi& be made to look 
at the feas~hhity of consolidation of a function at the loedliregionai level. should be viewed as 
an interim measure until such time as an enterprise wide-review can be conduetd. 

BUSINESS PROCESS REENGINEERING (BPR): A working definition of BPR is the 
jiinnfatnenbal rethinking and mdieai design of business processes to achieve cirram~atr'c 
improvements in p e s e t m e e .  It requires ignixing what is and concmtrating on ~ k a z  J K ~ ~ M  
be. This i s  obviously what the top-level leadership of DcrD was haping for when fhe K G  
gave the JCSCi's "the 'widest aperture' to reengineer business processes " ft 1s sko  ohv~otls, 
h m  the cit&kms in the "WHAT WENT WRONG'' seetion, b t  a BPR revim has rrot beef1 
conducted of the 14 GS functions. Some of the reasons for the failure are in the process 
pursued; but otlxrs h e  to do with the very nature of hD, jvhich is exemplified by: 

* No centntl conmf over the organizational s&ucm, intern1 processes, and 
pemnnel resources; 
No enterprise-wide information system that produces sufficienr, aceumte, and reliable 
data; atld 

* No allocatian and assignment of oit?ces and personnet throughout the country based 
solely upon &c CS functions performed. widdoad r q u i ~ m e n b ,  a d  pgmph4c 
neccsdties. 

WHERE DO WE G;O FROM HERE AND HOW DO WE GET THERE? High-level 
h D  oEcials hluiriveIy gasped the beneiits that would accrue with the perfbmtt~ce oSCS 
fmctlons on a joint basis when they appmved the c W e r  of our JCSG. We have cited many 
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of the recognized (both within and outside the Department) benefits of punuing 
consolidation/centraii.mtion initiatives. Enclosure B idmtifies hose Functions where it 
cppears that wnsotidation may make sense. We have grouped our 14 CS fw~ctions into the 
following categories for further investigation by a joint task force considering the merits of 
consolidation on a juiut basis: 
PRIORITY CCINSIDERATION: Facilities Ma~anentiEnv$rommtaI Sa4ces and 

Safety, Administration, Security 
SECONDARY CUNSiDERATtON: ?'ranspctrtation. Audio Visuat Services, CMemtions 

Research 
TERTIARY CONSIDERATION: Cost halysis, Executive Dining Facilititz., Finmcial 

Management Services, Health and Wellness, Inspections anci Evaluatim, Supply and 
Support S d c e s  

c mess ease To move from the "possible'" to the "pmcticat" will undoubtedly require a bu-.' 
analysis where an adequate Renm on l~ivestment {ROI) can be denlc~nstmt&ci: or;. as n 
minimum, some reasonably good data to determine the magnitude of rhc rcsotlrces expended 
in support of the funct.ion(s), In the case of a localiregional solution (e.g., PentagnIliNCR), 
care should be taken thrtt the transformational scenario does not negatively impact existing 
regiaflaYSewice-uride instirutions, does not hamper DoD-wide efforts to dew lop an 
enterprise-wide solution, and is only pursued as an interim measure until such time that a 
DoD-wide solution is implemented. 

While some hccCions may be easy to get your hands around, othem art: more 
complex and art: performed by a multitude of organizations scattered both orgmizationafly 
and geographically rhroughout the U.S.iworld. Then there is the challenge of dersting with 
personnelfinancial/spending data that is fragmented across multiple information systems. 
Tllere are also thc fbllowing obstacles that have impeded past refarm effons mid would have 
to he overcome before "success" could be declared: 

* A cultural resistance to change, 
The existence of autonomous operations far dwdes/eenturies. 
Stakeholders who art: not able to put aside their particular military services' or 
agenciesYnteres1s to focus on IloD-wide appmaches. 

* The reluctanct: of autonomous organizations to share decision making authority. 
The ~fuctance of staff to communicate with others with whom ahey have not 
tmditionally communicated, 

To ensure "success" the following "critical factors" will have ti, be addressed in the case of 
CS functions h i t  are gerfomd thfoughout DoD: 

Very committed senior executive level support, 
o A willingness to mMe difticult back-room operatiom over tfie long haul and 

put the culture "on notice" that change m w  occur. 
Sustained "entrepreneurial" executive leadership at DoD, with the possible 
eshbfishmeat of ;a Program Management OEce within QSD. 
Resources that are adequate to ensure effective implementation. 
The est.ablishtuenr of a joint task force consisting o f  experienced, dedicalted, 
Functional professionals from within DoD and experts &om the private smtor. 

o This is a most critical factor. The JCSCs have been able to push the 
transfomat~onal envelope due to their independence from the MlLDEPS and 
Defense Agencies, For this to occur, these fiiactional expens need to be 
detailed to the task force and receive thcis personnel mutluations iiom tftt: 
leadership ofthe task force. 
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* Clearly communicate the rationale, goals, and expected results from the reengineering 
eRort. 

o Communication has to be seen as vital In edwat.ing and kwp,,ng staff on board 
with the changes. 

To achieve buy-in, need to make ii compelling case to the DOT) Components that 
reengincaing would enhance service delivery and redwe costs~ 
The possible involvement and support of Congress. 

* The essentiality of measuring whether the changes are having their irtknded effects. 

While the a b v e  factors are most critical to the success of rra~afomationat irritiatives, our 
experience has shown us that frequently it is the mandated budget wdge!reciuction target 
that provides the ""Euel" to drive the change. Finally, the effoizs it will uke to  owrcome tfie 
signiftern hurdles in the establishment of joint enti~ies to perfom any one of these CS 
fictions should in no way be minimized. 
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ENCLOSURE A 

REPORTED CS DATA 
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ENCLOSURE 3 

POSSIBLE TRANSFORnifATlONAL OPPORTUNITIES 

The purpose of this enclosure is to exmine the 14 specified CS functions and LO a w s u  the 
likelihood that a momendation to pursue futhcr analysis wouM produce an aaccepiabie 
ROI. Our rwctmmmdations are based on limited research into the specific Eru~cdons, frrniwd 
use of the "data" reporred, a review of f~terature on the merits of consolidatton;'ccramliaatPon, 
and intcwiews with seiected ThD offrcinlslfinctional cxperts. It pruvidcs us uilh a '%senr;c" 
of where further investigation (espechlly into the magnitude uf DnD resources comumed) by 
a jaint task force wouId produce appreciable efl2cienr:ies and wonomies tiuortgh 
cowdidation. 

ACQUISITION AND COWRACTING: Chtr initial review focused on the perfom~ncir: of 
&is iitnction in the NCR, As such, the DCC-W, with its Dol) ehatta?r, v t r s  olp-ime irzttfmst. 
However, with che decision to pwpsre a White Paper on the merits of corrsolidntix~g field 
contracting on a DoD-wide basis, the limited focus an the NCR was dropped. (Refer to tfie 
White Paper cntitted, "The Case for Consolsdation of Field (lastatlatian-Levcl) 17onating" 
dated Apn15, 2005, for further details an the RECOMMENDATIONS made ir: this mn.1  

AD,MINXSTMTION: This fkmtinn was bmadly defined to include dministrative 
communica~ans, docume~&ation, publicationl; (to include libraries), and reprwfucrion. ft 
should be noted that there is a DoD-wide recognition that the conrmctiag out for 
admnnistrative sewices is a major DoD expenditure that shoutd be exa51fmed for an 
enk~rise-wide solution. Speciftcafly, ir is one of only three fiuzetienal m a s  w h t i  
Commodity Councils haw been established at the QSD level to come up *i& lrjoitrt 
procurement strategy. Thus, the RECOMMENDED approach woufd be to first see to what 
extent these ;t:crinns could be performed by the private sector. Secondly, to see what 
ren~ilining functions could be &om& on a joint IloD-wide basis (q., publicadons). 
Finally, for those: fwctions that have to be performed at the heal level, the goal should be to 
hove than carried out by one provider in the local geographic area, 

ALmIOVISUPZL SERVICES: Thee sen-ices have been defined as thc provision of 
phumgraphtc, television, and graphic arts services. From thc limited data thitt we have at om 
disposal, it appears that the resources consumed in this arm are in h e  mid range. (3ur 
RECOMMENDED course of action would be snmiiar to that for Administration, 

COST ANALYSIS, EXECLTIVE DINING FACILITIES, FINANCIAL h4ANA.(?EMEXt"r 
SERVICES, HEALTH AND WELLNESS, INSPECvi'IUNS AND EVALUATI<)N, and 
SUPPLY AND SUPPORT SERVICES: From the limited itah that we Ilave at ow disposal, 
it appears that the resources cetnsumed in this area, relative to the offter functit~ns, .3re 111 the 
low range. While economres and ei%cren~res could undoubtedly be iihtaineci &mugti a 
thorough look at these functions, it is unlikely that the RQI would be that great. Tkrrs, it is 
NOT RECOMMENDED, at least initially, )f,t these hctions be malyzed with the objective 
of consolidating them regionally or nationally. 
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under tthc same management structure. Our limited dala shiws, that in cnmpaPison lo the 
other CS functions, the personnel resources consumed in &IS area are one of the fargest. 
Since both fiuictions are integrally part of the instc\lladon m,magcmcnt funciicrns, which &XI 
under the purview of the Installation Management Team flMT), we deferred t o  them to 
investigate the merits of consolidating tlxese fwction~. As a result of their analysis, the IMT 
put forth a number of recommendations to consolidate pubiic works hnctions as paaZ of 
broader installation management consolidations. While rhe lMT did lxoe separately identifj 
fncilities management for consolidation, they did consider having WMS provide instal fation 
management services to all of the DUD f'acilities in the NCR. This proposal never gnined 
traction and was dropped. 

However, if one looks at all the CS functions, facilities maszgement is not only 
substantial hut it oEers a large degree of cornmcmalty and compaubil~ty across dl DoD 
components. Facilities management i s  a prime candidate for performance on it joint basis 
throughout DoB. Whether this concept should be cxpmtnded to itzcludc all tt~sti~llation 
management functions remains to be seen: but it sliould be noted that his  i s  a concept that 
has advocates at. the highest levels of DoD. Two possible candidates for prowsion af 
facilities rnanagenicnt services rue the Corps of Engineers and NAVFAC. Thc. KAVFAC is 
aiready operating on a regiunaf basis, has a centralized mwagemeat dau base, aud maintains 
visibitity over its assets. It is important that this furtction be examined h n a  an enterprise 
perspective, so that any solutions proposed consider the implications of the Navy and the 
Amy's efforts to nmige their installations; consolidation in this area should not px-eclude 
fhe possible consoiidation of all installation functions sometinx in the future. it is 
RECOMMENDED that this fhction be placed high on the list of hncttons to bc cxnrnimd 
for potential consolidation on a joint basis. 

OPERATIONS ANALYSIS (OA): While only 20 personnel were reported la perfbrm this 
function in the NCR (baed on our Capacity Ana1ysis questior~s) we were info~nted fk;ll the 
Air Force's Studies and Analysis Agency (AFSAA) and the Arnly's Co~wpts  .Analysis 
Agency (C'A.4) utilize approximately 200 and 165 personncf respectiveiy (itxcl~xdmg 
contractor personnel). The Navy employs the services of  the Center for Naval Analyses 
(CNA), a Federal Funded Research Development Center (FFRDC). The r e w m  for 
opposing the consolidation of rhese entities into a joint analyticai service m g c  from it would 
create group think; leadersltip would not haw 'hust" in the joint activity: if' it, was &ken 
away, it would be recreated; mod& are different: to savings would be smiltl. On the other 
hand, OA is OA; these acrivitjes can and do operate In a joint env-irtmment (e,g , in support of 
the JCSGs), increasingly there is need for OA capabilities to address joint problems, arid the 
MILDEPS have utilized the services of other OA activities, White the potential persontiel 
savings would not be monumental (365 X 14% (personnel w i n g  factor) = 5 1 ), the synergy, 
cross fertiIization of ideas, and personnel advancement opporttmities coufd protluce a more 
adept worHorce. Additionally, the existence of CNA provides a usehi counterweight to the 
dangcrs inherent in all monopolistic structures. While not high on the list of potenha1 
candidates for consolihtjon, it appears that the advantages outweigh the disadvantclges. It is 
RECOMMENDED thor this function be p k x d  in fhc: second tier of furdons to be exmined 
for potential co~salidation on a joint basis. 

TRANSPORTATION: This function was detined as the provision of military and 
ccmmercial air, sea. and surface triznsptmtion; including motor vehicle mrsnugi:mealt and 
logistic trrsnswrtation planning and control. Initially, we were looking at the pcssibiiity of 
consoldating the non-tactical motor poob and executive level aviation rescturces in the NCR, 
There are two primary motor pools that provide support to exwudve-level DoD oficials 
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within the NCR. The A m y  motor pool provides service k3 all DoD components with the 
exception of the Navy: the Navy operates their own motor pool. In acfdltnor~, both opcratf: 
sdieddd bus service within the NCR. As a result of this amngexncnt, the cusromer 1s 
directed to call 5 diftkrent numbers in three different arm codes for inquiries about panicular 
DoD bus routes, The consojrdation of these two motor pools. with the creataora of a most 
efficient orgmizntionai stntcture, would increase the pssibility that providrm in the private 
sector woirld compete on the provision of services through rhc: A-75 pmces>~. The Air Force 
is the primary provider of executive-Ievel aviation strvices. However, the Army has 12 
aircraft and 52 personnel performing the same mission. Consoiidnt~on of th~ese operations 
and associated assets offers the possibility for greater elflciencres, persannel (and nssociated 
square footage of space) savmgs, greater flexibility, contract cost savings resultmg ti'om 
txortomies of scale, and fht: pmvision of comparable service. ta comparably ranked pmsonnel. 

While the proposal to comolidate the rnotw pools hils been n-studied," and the Navy 
did not agree with the proposal due to *'operat~onalty incompatible missions," one of the: 
primary factors in the turn down appeared to be the fact that ihe Navy provides services to 
individuals at a lower rank &mi what the Army motor p o l  pmvidcs. Thus, ;f A m y  polieies 
prevailed in the joint motor pool. certain Navy personnel would be depritred of this service. 
Of greater imjwtance, however, is the fact that trcmspomtion services are provided on the 
basis of affordabit~ty, with no enterprise-wide view of the totai costs mvolvai and assets 
consumed to provide this service. %We the p r s o m l  xcsourca mnsumcp-1 in support of t h s  
CS function are not of the same magnitude as those supprting such functions as 
ahinismtion, security, and conmcting, they appear, nevertheless, to be stlbstantial. 
Accordingty, we would RECOMMEND that this ftxnction be examined for possible 
pcrtbmmce on a joint basis, 

SECURfTY: This term was used to cover the "provision of physicnit, perwmef. mfamatxtln, 
anci communications security, as well as poliec or guard servxcs, when not citvcred by ttne 
of the other categories of hnctions." Due to its breath, it was probably not a vetJ. useful 
definition fur determining the merits of consolidation (e.g., a provider of police or guard 
sewiee may not in anyway be involved with eomunicatrons security). Early oft. the iMT 
tmk the Iead in examming force protectiortilaw enforcanent in the NCR - a major 
component of our "swwity" fitnctlon - and eventually sievdoped a scenario to sssrgn rhrs 
responsibility 10 tlrc Pentagon Forcc Protection Agcncy. 

Eorci: Protection includes but is not limited to Antitmrisrn Program C:apahili~rs; 
Chemical, Hioiogical, Radioiog~cal, Nucleax and W igh-Y iefd Exp!osives Program 
Capabifities; Physicaf Security Program Capabilities; and Opemtitms Security Program 
Capabilities, Elements OF '16 Dcffense Agencies. 10 Defetue Activities, and ktrr Nfllirargt 
Smices reside on in~urnerable installations or ofX-installation owned ar leased tacitities 
performing force protection or taw enforcement functions in the NCR. Assignmg tfiese 
functions to a single, joint provider wotaXd relieve other agencies of  thta non-core burden; eec 
rnifitary uniformed personnel fox war-fighting tasks; concerlmte glannmg. pro~:rarnmizip. and 
budgeting for this spwial~zed area to a single entity; produce management efficimcies. 
economies s f  scab, and improved continuity of opemtiot~s; create co~nmorialiQ in standards, 
mining, aod safety; and erhmce intempcmbility with the Department of Homeland Security, 
srate, regional, and pu btic safety agencresi'activitres. 

This scenario was dropped NOT because the idea did not &ve trterit: hut largely 
bmuuse the impact on "foo$rinrY" would he hard to substantlate and the BRAC jnrocess was 
not the appropriate avenue to pursue this proposal. The personnel resources daoted to thxs 
function xire subswntial, seennd only to tictnrkisfi-dtion. Thus, the potential gpe~onflcl a ~ i n g s  
would likewise be ssubstrmtiat. While force protectioni'law mforccment mttst be apphed 
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locally, md there arc considemble complexities and variations (especially jtlrisdietiilnal 
issues) t b r  must be addressed in any consolidation scenario, it is a k n c t i o ~ ~  that has a large 
degree of commonality and compmbility across all DoD components. Accnrdingly, it 
should be looked at first from an enterprise-nide perspeetive, what management satctures, 
infomarinn systems, training centmi, and "centers of expertise" wxtuid bc apprapriate for 
performance holistically; secondly, what regional/metropali?m centers could be created to 
pool resources, creatc efficiencies, and improvc services; and, lastfy, tvhrrt, i f  my, small, 
independent operations should he retained. It is RECOMMENDED that this fwction he high 
on the list of ftixiccians to be examined for potential consaliktion on a joint basis. 
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ENCLOSURE C 

'THE SAN ANTONIO REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE AGENCY AND THE 
SAN ANTONIO CONTIWCTTNC AGENCY* 

In ihe mid-to-late 1970s, Air Force and Army installation real property mnmtemnce 
and contracting sewices in tile San Antonio, Texas, area, were co~zsolidated, c;reaeitlg rhc Saa 
Antonio Real Property Mainrenance Agency {SARPMA) and the San Antonio Contmct~ng 
Center (SACIC). Both et'forts, to be managed by the Air Force, were cxpected to s a x  $2.2 
million annually in personnel. supplies, and equipment, or $24 miifion over the 1 1 -year life 
of the program The DoD agreed to disestablish both efforrs in 1989 at the Air ForceScl 
request. By the fall of 1989, both efforts had ceased operating and their hnctions were 
returned to the control of individual base commanders. 

Lu a 1989 rqort, GAO stated that DoD approved the request to dissolve the 
consolidnticm based on studies performed by it and the Air Force that cited installarlon 
comt~lan&m' coricern over a 1xk of command and cirntrol of tkdk cngixwxifig support 
hcrions. In its justification, the Air Force cited a Septmber 1986 DaD Direcf ve giving 
installation commanders broad authority to decide how to accomplish their engineermg 
hcrions and made them acco~intabIe for those resources, and stated that mant3ating 
SARPMA was at variance with this authority. One Air Force study questioned SARPMh7s 
customer respomi~eness and productivity, yet concluded tbar it provided scwiccs at about 
the same level as before the consolidation. However, it also nosed that custonms resented 
the loss of direct control of the civil engineering work resulting in a negative perception of 
SARPMAk performance. in retrospect, various service ofEcisls suggested thad rhls had been 
a situation in which Don had pushed the services toward consolidtition that the services had 
not E R I I ~  bought ~nto. 

A December 1990 Defense Management Report Decision concluded &;it 
comparisons of SARPMA savings was not possible dtte to the dramatic: differe~~ces in 
progm1 fknding, envimnmental issues, hiring: freezes, md o&er factors that ixslpacted DUD 
during the period the consolidation existed. Also, the original concept of organs~ation, 
supply, pennnnel. procurement suppoG automated data pacessing. and the client hnsa 
SARPMA was to serve never matmiafized. The report went on to say &at, con:iid~ring the 
range of fiindamental management pwblems iind mistakes, such as under staffing, an 
inadequate computer system, ruld not promptly reimbming vendors tirat caused them to 
refuse to deal with SAIU"hd.4, to blame its failure on consolidation alone was 
unwafranted (emphasas adiScd). 

4. in In&latiun * This information was extracted from GAO Report, "Miiitay Bases: Opportunities For Sal mg., 
Suppct~ Costs Are Being -M~ssed," April 23, 1996, Appendix 11 
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ENCLOSURE D 

IBACKGROU24'D: The benefits of establishing a joint contrticking office in the NCR was 
recognized several years ago with h e  estabiishment of Defense Supply Service- Washington 
jthc name was later cl~aninged to Defense Coat~twing Cornmand-Weshingtt?~~ {U<:C-W). i t  
was established as a joint activity with executive a g e l q  ~sgwnsibilit~~" assigned to the Army 
(DoDD 5335.2). Wh11e the DCC-W is still in existence, rhcir assign:nrareni inf this jomt 
mission %as llull~fied with OSD's cancellation of DoDD 5335.2 in 2004. 

REASONS FOR FAILURE: While same may maintain that the very concept ctf 
perfarming this service on a joint hasis is flawed; and, that it would be fi~oitsh to take on jomt 
canflac~ng on a SloU-wide basis when it has proven to be a failure an a metrspolibn basis, 
we would contend that it was not the CONCEPT that was flawed, but the 
IIMPLEMENTATION. While there was not any one particular causai defect, the 
combination af the following deficiencies msufttfd in the demise of DCC-W as ajoint 
institution: 

White all DoD components in the NCR were suppose to utxl~ze the sewices nf K C -  
W, there was no enfimement of noncompliance and there was a specifia "escape 
clat~se" that allowed exceptions to the required use of'DCC-W services. fjieforc: long 
the Nay,  Air Force, and parts of the 4th Estate were rttifizmg &etr own eontmcting 
resources to obtain necessary goods and services. 
While established wth  the best of inteittions, there was no consistent, loay,- tern1 
commitment to snaking it work. 
As one of m n y  Army entities, it was subject to the normal competition fcr scarce 
msources and required reductions. It didn't receive the high lwei attention (and 
Funding) that would occur if it w s  a DOE) Defense AgencylDoD Field Activity. 
Some would maintain that St was inadequately hnded. 
Many of thc pcrsonncf in WC-W were hired ;tnd promoted uith skills as myerrs 
making simplified purchases. ?"hey were inadquately prepared to pe&m more 
compllcnted procurement actions. Accordingly, dissatisfied customers tack &elr 
business elsew here. 
K C - W  operated as a stand-alone procurement office u iafiin the Of'fice of' the 
Admrnismtive Assistant to the Secretary of  the Army. Therefore, it didn't h e  the 
advantages of beis~g part of a large procurement organixation whlch could amvide 
far: 

o Redlocation of u90skload and persomcl resources as need dicta$ed 
o Centers of expertise in perfiormxng more spiptuiulizedicomplicafd coxitmcting 

aclions 
cr Oversight by procurement professionals and a common set- of merrtzs to 

campare effectiveness and e&t-ficiency thrr,~ighout numerous con&scling offices 
While assignment of executive agent respns~bility to a DoU conpnent is not a 
flawed concept, in this case it was not the most appropriate famat. 
'The leadership (with its idout military assignments) did not provide the necessary 
continuity to emwe implementation of long-range pl'ms. 

The end result is that DGC-W hm twome irrelevant as a Jaiut institution, but has still 
retained the illusion of being ow. 
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COMMENTS OF PENTAGON WISEMEN'" 

The foilawing is a collection of relevant comments taken from our numcmus interviews. 
Some are exact quotes; others are paraphrases. We have: been cmfd to retain the meaning 
while ensuring the confidentiality of the speaker and the context with& which the cammmts 
were made. 

Contracting out CS functions is not bener; can do cheaper/better in hotlse, 
The consolidation of the two motor pools that service the NCR (Amy and Navy) 
makes sense. 
'&e consolidzttion of publishing is something that is already being txa.mined (through 
the BIC process). 
*There is no justifiable mson why nvo military services are necessary lo pnwide 
execudve airline services in the NCR. 
The performance of facilities management &ncCions on a joint basis should Erc: 
considered. 
The biggest issue to tackle when considering consclfichtion is funding; rei~nbursable 
is best. The cost of providing CS services musf be treated like a tttilify service.. .must 
pay bill! 
Any consolidations proposal must recognize not only the different cultures, hat their 
importance. 

o For instance, with respect to certain hctions fe.g., ghysicaL"pe~lsnnne1 
security) how the organizaticm responds may very well vary depend on 
whether it is militmy or civivitian. 

The perfomance of adminismtive functions in thc NCR on a joint hasii is m option 
that sliuuld be considered. 
When military personnel are performing CS hnctions, must considcr to what cxtmt 
consolidation may degrade their camhat missinn. 
The existence of the " t h e  wise men and mayor of the Pentagon,'bctiqg as a11 
informal hoard of directors, IS a very useful forum to resolve problems. 

o Coryorateicollaborative values are more: important to resofvhg problems than 
the format organizational structure, 

o Infomlfy.. .can get things done; if have to go through the "formal" route, the 
process can kill you! 

Mi&-tech functional ofices with necessary expertise (e.g., in the ares nf'enntractitrg) 
can provide adequate services even though far removed from the cu-ustorner basc; 
geographic factors not that important. 

o Face-to-face contact'fiaison personnel are not always necessary 
The organizational structure of the CS prov~dcr, with its resuhnl: grade snucture, is a 
key factor in the quality of service provided. 
ShouId consider :ronsoh&tion of the following CS hct icm:  cmmcting, audio 
visual, facilities man~gemenUenvironnentat services and safety, security. supply and 
support services, aid transportation. 

o Within just the Pentagon, consider consolidatim of mailmoms 
Rather &an force an organizational structure on us, give us a rculwtion iwgct. 
We really ought ta address some of these consofidation oppoHunities, but we 
never seem Po have the time or energy to do so. 
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RElMB RATES FY05 
(DOD) (OTHIFMS) (PUBLIC) 

$7,931 $8,140 $8,465 
?<C-_135E $5,170 $5,410 $5,626 
KCg35R - $4,896 $5,136 $5,342 
KC-1 35T - - -- $5,319 $5,559 $5,782 
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LACKLAND AFB, GAO VISIT (Mr. Roger Tomlinson) 
15 JUN 05 

Concerns/Issues/Questions 

Define Joint Basing/Installation Management function and its organizational 
structure? 

Define and Identify service terminology differences? 

Priority of funding infrastructure - who would determine it? 

Will the Wing Commander have control of getting projects done? 

Who would the personnel work for (IdentifL command relationships)? 

What functions would fall under Installation Management Functions i.e., BOS 
organizations, Wing Staff Agencies? 

How will this organization be funded? 

Identify the structure of the organization i.e., how large? 

Where would the manpower come from? 

10. How will this affect the wing structure (would we lose manpower)? 

1 1 .  How will this organization interface with NAF and MAJCOM? 

12. NAFIAPF control - will it be controlled at winghase level or will this 
organization control it? 

13. Will the Head of Contracting activity report to the 4 star (AF)? 

14. Will we have to deal with the Pentagon on contract size (funds)? (Contracting 
requires transition period ref service FAR differences) 

15. How would we integrate Logistics between all services (Personnel 
Actionslsoftware programs)? 

16. How will this affect quality of life i.e., housing? 

17. How will this affect AEF BOS UTCs (how will the ARMY fall into AF 
deployment prograrnrningltaskings)? 

18. Will we be a Joint Group with squadrons at Ft. Sam and RAFB or will we have 
even more extended duty hours driving forces to post all over the SA area? 
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19. What will be the vehicle support, wholwhat will be the priority? 

20. Military PoliceISecurity Forces language differences, mission differences - how 
will we integrate who's system will take priority? 

21. Who is the QAE and who will pay for the contract guards at Ft. S~un and LAFB 
(one big contract)? 

22. Protection Level security and mission differences between Army and Air Force - 
Army doesn't protect their airframes like we do. 
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MILITARY JUDGMENT: NECESSARY - BUT NOT SUFFICIENT 
Issue # 11-15-04-01 

Issue: The Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG) has registered 29 closure / realignment 
scenarios on the Department's Scenario Tracking TOOL' But 20 months after the TJCSG's first 
deliberations in March 2003, and with the Cost of Base Closure and Realignment (C0:BRA) 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 data-derived 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 Summaw 

1 .  Background 

Military judgment is a filter through which all closure 1 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. Drifiing Away From a Data-Driven Process 

After 20 months, we have not accomplished two critical requirements: (a) contirmrng 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.' The second advantage is that the LOMprovides an 
objective means by which to defend our chosen few scenarios when so many orher,possibilities 
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 ISG's 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" (ref: 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 
clarifying guidance that these scenarios were to be notional, but nevertheless "usefill," a somewhat 
mixed message. OSD also asserted that scenario development is "the fiont-end of the analyhcal 
process,'" which was a departure from its guidance, issued a year ago, that called it. "the final step.'* 

One month after the ISG's request, the JCSGs began providing scenarios that identified "gainers" and 
"lo~ers."~ 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 september7 and, @) scheduled the: TJCSG to brief its 
scenarios (with "gainers" and "losers") to the ISG on 1 ~ctober.' 

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,9 in a process that was 
datadriven from 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.1° 

The DoD honored C. P. Nemfakos, the architect of the Navy process, as a "Defense Career Civilian of 
Distinction." His plaque, featured in the Pentagon's A-Ring exhibit, "Career Civil Servants in the 
Nation's Defense," states that he "oversaw the department's base closure process so effectively that his 
methodologies were adopted" 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 2004 
' USD(AT&L) memo. subj: "BRAC 2005 Guidance for the Technical Joint Cross-Service Group", 16 July 2003. 
' Briefing to the Infrastructure 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 Realignment", 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." 

DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT- FOR DlSClJSSlON PURPOSES ONLY - DO NOT RELEASE UNDER F O M  
14 November 2004 

DCN: 11928



DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY - DO NOT R E L E U E  UNDER FOIA 
14 November 2004 

4 .  The Problem -Defensibility 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 
~ynergy."'~ 

The epithet, "strategy-driven," while technically correct at a supeficial 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 multidisciplimnry sciences, at sites 
shown by data topossess the best people, state-of-the-art facilities, and an estab1i:rhed record of 
success in making scientific advances and creating new wa$ghting 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. 

fiom the belated use of data bec_ause OF i u d m n t -  
The best-;ase has them data-validated; and in 

corrective action, notions that we marshaled 
data to support @eexisting 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 - especial(y those that, unlike 
our study, actually examinedprojects 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 DoDFederal 
board of scientific and engineering experts. Conformance to other panel findings would enhance 
the credibility of our judgment-driven scenarios. Conflicts with other fmdings, 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 from sources 
outside the closure process. These arguments are not convincing for the following reasons: 

-- - 

l2 TJCSG Meeting Minutes of 25 October 2004. 
'' DDRCE Briefing to the Infrastructure Steering Group. "Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSCi): Shtegy I Initial 
Scenarios," 1 October 2004. 
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Other studies are unlikely to be any more subjective than our judgment-driven process. The more 
objective studies will be those that examined the R&D work itre[j; which we have not done. 

These would be official reports, authorized and approved by the DoD 1 Services. Ifthis 
information cannot be considered authoritative and certzBable, then why does the DoD continue 
to charter such studies - at considerable public expense - andprovuie them to Congress? 

BRAC-05 will use - for the first 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 used for generating scenarios, then the officialfindings ofDoD chartered 
and approved studies, must be acceptable and certifiable. 

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

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 Preadent. 

In short, what rationale could be offered for why OSD entertained ideas from 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 Military Value Scores -ASAP 

Even if we decide to consult other DoD studies, the fact remains that judgment. alone cannot 
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 
analytical foundation (emphasis added)."I4 

$ Deriving scenarios, wi~hout the foundation of quantitative analysis, c a w s  problems. First, it 
ignores the DEPSECDEF's policy and risks compromising the integngng 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.'' 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 MY scores 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--re available to 
inform our selection of gaings 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. 
I5 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 expensive. 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 I5 million dollars. 

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 betweea 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. wallphases in ourprocess, this is the most likely 
to be a "showstopper" (see issue paper, "Scenario Conflict Adjudication," dated 13 September). 

COBRA calls disru~t imoortant work. Labs and centers perform critical missions, many in direct 
support of our armed forces in Iraq and Afmstan ,  as well as the global war on terrorism. 
COBRA calls are major distractions and divert resources away fiom mission needs. The fact that 
we are risking the launch of unnecessaly andlor defective COBRA calls, due lo a lack of objective 
data, after 20 months of work, is more than unfortunate. It irr inexcusable. 

One last issue regardin the question of, "what gets assigned a score?" - i.e., 
will it be a bin, a Confining 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 connectivig of critical multidisciplinary projects and 
vertically integrated programs. The way out of this box is to assign MV to groups of bins, or to 
more meaningful organizational units, such as an activity (e.g., laboratory or center). 

(c) Simplifv the Cauacitv 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 objective& and accurately, 
and should have been cornpletedpnor to the generation of any closure scenarios. 

Reliable capacity data is still needed to confirm assertions made about the existence 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 fully-burdened compensation rate of a GS-13, and then the "losing" site spent approximately $225K to respond. 
Then assume the "gaining" site expended 115 the effort, which is probably conservative, and the cost for that site was roughly 
S45 K, making the totaffor the COBRA call  approximate^ $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's225 K for the "loser" 
and $45 K for each "gainer", the estimated cost for each scenario might be $495 K.  
I' The BRAC-95 COBRA call generated 165 pages of data from the "losing" site. Again, assuming the "gaining" site expended 
If5 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 work~oad),'~ (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, fiom 
a distance, everything from 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 j u d ~ e n t .  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 &om now. Needless to say, the FSA is not cettified data. 

To be blunt, the third metric -extramural finding - 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 b~i lding. '~  Second, it 
injects private sector infrastructure 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," predcted 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 CIT meeting, the Analyhc Team reported that a roll-up of capacity measures was 
necessary in order to compare apples-to-apples, but that this will also ensure double-counting (or 
worse). The Team's proposal to use only intramural funding, which would eliminate both the 
multiple-counting 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 differ&ces 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 n 

There is an e rmous difference between a closure & validated by judgment 
and one that adgrnent-driven & rationalized by proving excess capacity 
does indeed exist, can yield fair outcom an i.n-house system 
that meets long-term national interests. to America's security. 

I8 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). 
l9 http://www.darpa.miVbody/pd~03BudEst.pdf 

DRAFT DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT - FOR DISCUSSION PI!RPOSES ONLY - DO NOT RELEASE UNDER FOIA 
14 November 2004 

DCN: 11928



1 1d4$"DR4FT DELIBERATWE DOCUMENT - FOR DISCUSSLOPI PLXPOSES ONLY - DO NOT RELEASE UNDER FOIA 
14 November 2004 

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 tww steps: use valid capacity data, derived through a simplified and 
more analyh%gsound process, to venry t z t h e r e  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 world-class chemists with the Navy's laboratory at Indian Head, Maryland, who developed and 
fielded the thermobaric 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 forces2' 

Another in-house ability that must be preserved is its role as ayar&ick,2' 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 

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 identify 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; (b) use capacity data, derived through a simplified and more 
analytically 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." 

I Final Resolution: 
Army Position: 
AF Position: I POC Sirmature: Date: 
1 I 

'O RDECOM Magazine, "Vehicles in Iraq Go From Workhorse to Wanior with New Kits," February 2004. 
H. L. Nieburg, In the Name of Science (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1966). 

" William J. Perry, Required In-House Capabilities for Department of Defense Research. Development, Test and Evaluation 
(Washington, DC: Department of Defense, 1980). 

Yavy Position: 
Marine Corps Position: 
JCS Position: 
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ISSUE: Resolution of proposal by W&A for a "platform integration" scenario 

POINT OF CONTACT: Karen Higgins 

DISCUSSION: 

Goals of oriainal Dro~osal: 

1) Achieve potential efficiencies through a joint and common approach to platform integration and 

2) Ensure current synergies achieved by current ways of doing business are not unintentionally 
lost 

3) Create Transformational path for integration in the Network Centric Warfare future 

Backaround: 

Point 1 : In addition to desire for greater efficiencies and synergies, part of the impetus was that 
"integration" has been binned in one of two ways by various organizations. Some put this work in 
ALSS [as requested by data call] and some put it in W&A. This difference in binning caused a 
confusion factor that may not be noted in some of the scenarios, resulting in unintended 
consequences, i.e. undesired breaking of synergies without commensurate benefits. For 
example, Redstone and Eglin binned weapons integration work for air platforms with W&A, while 
China Lake binned it with ALSS. In addition, underwater weapons [Newportl Keyport] and ship 
surfaced launched weapons [Dahlgren] were binned in W&A--also causing a confusion factor with 
some scenarios that propose to handle weapons integration separate from some W&A work. 

Point 2: The issue has currently taken on an emotional wrap that needs to be rem'oved, so issues 
[and non-issues] can be clearly seen. 

Point 3: Discussion among W&A and ALSS subgroups notes the following: 

a) There are many similarities among services in how weapons system integration occurs on 
platforms. 

1) Funding and direction comes from plalform program offices. 

2) Both contractors and in-house government folks [e.g. Army Weapons Centorl Navy 
Warfare Centers1 Air Force ALCs] are engaged in all Services. 

b) Major differences in how'weapons system occurs include: the degree to which grime 
contractors are involved during the life cycle [more for the USAF in all phases]; and, the location 
at which integration occurs especially after IOC [Army-Weapons Centers; Navy-Warfare Centers; 
USAF-Prime Contractor sites, platform sites and ALCs]. 

c) After discussion and analysis among membership from ALSS and W&A subgroups, consensus 
was 
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1) A common process approach could be implemented [NOT part of BRAC] in a joint service 
environment so that software integration processes could become more efficient. 

2) A single organizational solution [i.e. move all integration to either platform or weapons 
sites] could break more synergies than it could gain efficiencies or other benefits. Scenario 
proposals need to ensure changes to current integration approach for all services do not have 
unintentional consequences. 

1) W&A remove the encompassing integration scenario from consideration Comments: Concur. 

2) ALSS proceed with considering ALCs in their scenarios that consolidate R, D&A, & T&E Mgmt 
at a few select sites across the services Comments: Concur: Army does not own Air Logistic 
Centers. However, Army develops missiles at Redstone, and integration on Air platforms occurs 
there as well. Army ground platform and gun integration is the subject of the Land Warfare 
scenario. Guns or missiles that cross these platforms are integrated at the platform development 
site. 

3) ALSS ensure movement of platform work does not encompass moving weapons integration. 
Concur with comment. Unless both move together to the same installation, which is being 
entertained in the Army LW scenario. 

4) W&A proceed with excursions that address ship platformlcombat systems integration and 
underwater weapons system integration. Concur with comment. Do not support excursion for 
energetics. It appears to be a presolution without at least the 15 Decision Factor analysis, when 
other scenarios are possible. 
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DATE: 17 November 2004, Revision 3 

ISSUE: Resolution of proposal by W&A for a "platform integration" scenario 

POINT OF CONTACT: Karen Higgins 

DISCUSSION: 

Goals of oriainal ~rooosal: 

1) Achieve potential efficiencies through a joint and common approach to Weapons and Platform 
integration 

2) Ensure current synergies achieved by current ways of doing business are not unintentionally 
lost 

3) Create Transformational path for integration in the Network Centric Warfare future 

Backaround: 

Point 1 : Inconsistent Binning 

In addition to desire for greater efficiencies and synergies, part of the impetus for this issue paper 
is that "integration" has been binned in one of several ways by various organizations. Some put 
this work in ALSS [as requested by data call] while some put it in W&A. In addition, others have 
chosen to place weapon related combat systems work in W&A and higher level platform combat 
systems andlor Integrated Warfare Systems under Information Systems and thus are part of C41 
subgroup scenarios. Given the DTAP structure and the widely varying approach each of the 
services used in allocating their FTUworkload, this difference in binning has caused a significant 
confusion factor that for most scenarios. will result in unintended consequences, i e. undesired 
breaking of mission critical synergies without commensurate benefits. For example, Redstone 
and Eglin binned weapons integration work for air platforms with W&A, while China Lake binned it 
with ALSS. In addition. submarine and undenvater weapons, sensors, combat systems and C41 
systems INewporV Keyport] and ship surfaced launched weapons, sensors, combat systems, C41 
and force systems [Dahlgren] were binned in W&A, and C41 

.Point 2: Discussion among W&A and ALSS subgroups notes the following: 

a) There are similarities and differences among the services in how weapons system integration 
occurs on platforms. Some of the similarities include: 

1) While often funding and direction comes from platform program offices.this is not always 
true. Funding and direction for newlupgraded weapon system, combat systems, Dl1 systems 
and other related missions systems can come from the weapon or equipment sponsors directly, 
especially for standardized, cross platform. cross service programs and requires (;lose 
coordination with platform sponsors. 

2) Contractors, University Labs, other FFRDC's, and traditional in-house government 
RID&AIT&E personnel [e.g. Army Weapons Center1 Navy Warfare Centers1 Air Force ALCs] are 
essential elements in this process and are often involved in supporting weapon and platform 
integration for other Services as well. 
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b) Some of the major differences in how weapons and platform development and system 
integration occurs include: 

1) The degree to which prime contractors are involved during the life cycle [more for the USAF 
in all phases]; and, the location at which integration occurs especially after IOC [Army-Weapons 
Centers; Navy-Warfare Centers; USAF-Prime Contractor sites, platform sites and ALCs]. 

2) While there may be similarities for Air platforms (USAF and Navy Air, Navy and USA Helo) 
and Ground platforms (USA and USMC), Surface Ship and Submarine Weapons and Platform 
integration is more unique to the Navy and Maritime applications. 

3) The hierarchy of systems engineering (element, subsystem, system, system-of-systems, 
force systems, and joint capability) must be supported by a professional development base of 
knowledge. To succeed at platform, force and joint levels, extensive professional development 
and experience must be supported within resident knowledge base extant in both government 
and industry. Varying models for how this is accomplished exist across the servicosc) After 
discussion and analysis among membership from ALSS and W&A subgroups, consensus was 

1) A common process approach could be implemented [NOT part of BRAC] in a joint service 
environment so that software integration processes could become more efficient. 

2) A single organizational solution [i.e. move all integration to either platform or. weapons 
sites] could break more synergies than it could gain efficiencies or other benefits. Scenario 
proposals need to ensure changes to current integration approach for all services do not have 
unintentional consequences. 

I) W&A remove the encompassing integration scenario from consideration 

2) ALSS proceed with considering ALCs in their scenarios that consolidate R, D&A, 8 T&E Mgmt 
at a few select sites across the services 

3) For Air-launched weapons, WBA recommends that other subgroups ensure that weapons1 
platform integration is not inadvertently relocated, thus breaking synergies referred to above. 

4) For surface ship1 underwater platform integration, as part of its primary strategy, W&A has 
developed options to retain surface ship platform1 combatlweapons systems integration intact. 
WBA has also developed options to address submarinelunderwater piatformlcombatlweapons 
systems integration, which may be remanded to the Navy. Gun integration with Navy surface 
ship platforms will be retained at existing sites. - 
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