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Schmidt. Carol. CIV. WSO-BRAC 

To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Abrell, Timothy, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Knoepfle, Martin, WSO-BRAC; Pantelides, Thomas, CIV, 
WSO-BRAC; McDaniel, Brian, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Van Saun, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Turner, Colleen, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
FW: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720C - JCS Clearinghouse Request #29 

Attachments: Tasker 0720 Response. 050805.pdf; Schmidt-Antiterrorism Force Protection Request.doc 

This is the answer to whether OSD surveyed all the leased buildings to determine to what level each building met ATlFP 
standards. The answer is as we suspected. 

"Leased space" recommendations break out fairly easily into two categories (two for the purposes of this discussion) - 1) 
realignment out of leased space with force protection and lease cost the main justification, and 2) realignment out of 
leased and other facilities for the purpose of consolidating like functions. 

All of us have some leased space elements/recommendations. My opinion is that all DOD recommendations on leased 
space (that fall into first category above) should go essentially the same way at Final Deliberations. Is there a time early 
next week that we could gather to 'debate' the direction of the leased space recommendations? My preference is earlier 
rather than later and I recommend Monday afternoon. Please let me know what's best for you. And my intention is not to 
restrict attendees by the limited addressee block, so invite whomever you think would benefit from joining the discussion. 
Thanks. Carol 

From: Coulson, Carla, COL, WSO-HSAJCSG 
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2005 10:44 AM 
To: Schmidt, Carol, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Subject: FW: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720C - JCS Clearinghouse Request #29 

Carol: I hope this helps. Please call or write if you need more. 

Cheers, Carla 

COL Carla Coulson 
Deputy Director 
Headquarters & Support Activities 
Joint Cross Service Group BRAC 05 
(703) 696-9448 (EX 136) 
Carla.Coulson@wso.whs.mil 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Zander, Susan, CTR, WSO-HSAJCSG 
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2005 10:38 AM 
To: RSS dd - WSO BRAC Clearinghouse 
Cc: Coulson, Carla, COL, HSAJCSG; Langohr, Michael, CAPT, WSO-HSAJCSG; Fletcher, Dave, CTR, WSO-HSAICSG; Brown, 
Tyrone, COL, WSO-HSAJCSG; Schwartz, Mark, CTR, WSO-HSAJCSG; Zander, Susan, CTR, WSO-HSAJCSG 
Subject: FW: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720C - JCS Clearinghouse Request #29 

The response t o  tasker 0720C is attached. 

Vlr, 
Susan 

Susan Zander 
HSA JCSG 
1401 Wilson Blvd, Suite 400 
Arlington, VA 22209 
Phone 703.696.9448 x161 (DSN 426) 
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Fax 703.696.9478 

Tasker 0720 
esponse. 050805. p. 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Schmidt, Carol, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2005 11: 18 AM 
To: Coulson, Carla, COL, WSO-HSAJCSG 
Subject: FW: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720C - JCS Clearinghouse Request #29 

Carla, this is the request I mentioned earlier. Carol 

From: Dean, Ryan, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2005 3:24 PM 
To: Schmidt, Carol, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Subject: FW: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720C - JCS Clearinghouse Request #29 

From: RSS dd - WSO BRAC Clearinghouse 
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2005 3:15 PM 
To: Alford, Ralph, CTR, OSD-ATL; Yellin, Alex, CTR, OSD-ATL; Buzzell, Brian, CTR, OSD-ATL; Casey, James, OR, OSD-ATL; Meyer, 

Robert, CTR, OSD-ATL 
Cc: Dean, Ryan, QV, WSO-BRAC; Sillin, Nathaniel, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Subject: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720C - JCS Clearinghouse Request #29 

Please provide a response to the inquiry below and return to OSD BRAC Clearinghouse NLT noon Friday, 29 July 2005, 
with the designated signature authority, in PDF format. 

When contacting the Clearinghouse, please refer to OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720C. 

Thank you for your cooperation and timeliness in this matter. 

OSD BRAC Clearinghouse 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dean, Ryan, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2005 3:05 PM 
To: RSS dd - WSO BRAC Clearinghouse; Meyer, Robert, CTR, OSD-ATL; Sillin, Nathaniel, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Subject: JCS Clearinghouse Request #29 

Schmidt-Antiterroris 
m Force Pr ... 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, e-8 

700 ARMY PENTAOON 
WASHINGTON DC 203104700 

HSA-JCSGD-05-488 

DAPR-ZB 5 August 2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR OSD BRAC CLEARINGHOUSE 

SUBJECT: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720 - ATIFP Assessment of DoD leased 
facilities within the US. 

1. Reference letter from Frank Cirillo, Director of Review & Analysis for the Defense Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission, July 27,2005, subject as above. 

During the drafting of recommendations, did the Joint Cross Service Group have 
information, by individual buildings or street addresses that specified compliance with 
DOD ATIFP standards and the level of compliance? If the Group did not have 
compliance information, how did the Group determine that individual buildingslstreet 
addresses did not comply with the standards? 

By street address, or other nomenclature that describes individual buildings by the 
specific DOD recommendation (do not "bundle"), state the extent that each 
addresslbuilding complies with 

a. DOD ATJFP standards (UFC 04-010-OI), or 

b. Minimum Federal security standards as established by the Interagency Security 
Committee. 

3. Response: 

The extent to which each building complies with DoD ATIFP standards was not 
considered exdusively in the development of recommendations. It was a factor in Military 
Value which served as input to the analysis and development of scenarios. Specifically, 
activities were scored based on several metrics, one of which was ATEP. The score on 
this metric was determined by the disposition of space against each ATIFP category, 
which will be described in detail below, We structured recommendations against activities 
and never exclusively organized data at building level by recommendation. The Military 
Value input data can be found on the Do0 BRAC website (htt~://www.dod.mil/brac/). 
Instructions are posted on the "Additional Documentation" page, beneath the Joint Cross 
Service Groups, Headquarters and Support Activities heading. 

The HSA JCSG considered Anti TerrorismlForce Protection (ATIFP) as a factor in its 
military value analysis. ATIFP was a metric that supported several attributes and Military 
Selection Criteria across several of our functions. Our initial challenge was how to take 
the complex compliance standards from UFC 4-01 0-01 that form the foundation of DoD's 
ATIFP policy and represent them in a manner that was both feasible in terms of execution 
and meaningful as a measurement. The original scoring plans for ATIFP, as reflected in 
several subgroups including the Major Administrative and Headquarters (MAH), called for 
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DAPR-ZB 
SUBJECT: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0720 - ATIFP Assessment of DoD leased 
facilities within the U.S. 

a seven-level metric to be collected at the building level. This metric was intended to 
consider presence on a DoD installation, occupancy percentage, controlled perimeter, 
stand-off distance to perimeter, standoff distance to parking and roadways, and 
underground parking with control factors. 

As data streamed in, an error in the collection mechanism became apparent. The tool 
presented more questions than it allowed answers, so it became impossible to 
differentiate the underground parking factors. The HSA JCSG considered courses of 
action to address the situation in a deliberative session on 1 February 2005. In this 
session, the available data showed that respondents in buildings significantly occupied by 
DoD activities (25 percent or more of the building) were not likely to meet ATIFP 
standards. Based on this information, the leadership decided to change the metric to 
three levels--one to account for presence on a Do0 installation (value of 1.0), one to 
account for those who are exempt from the ATIFP standards due to occupancy of less 
then 25 percent (value of 0.8), and one to account for all others (value of 0.0). 

An update of this data is provided based on responses in the final Military Value 
database. The data shows 663 respondents with usable data. Of these, 197 (29.7%) 
meet ATIFP based on occupying less than 25% of their leased buildings; these are given 
value in the current scoring plan. This number may be inflated because of difficulty in 
combining reported occupancy of the same building. Of the 466 respondents occupying 
25% or more of their leased buildings, only16 report meeting the stand-off distance 
requirements for ATIFP. This is only 3.4% of those respondents occupying 25% or more 
that will meet ATIFP. This does not mean this group meets ATIFP, but rather that they 
have the potential to meet it. The response to the controlled underground parking 
questions would have shown if they meet the standards. Since only 3.4 percent even 
have a chance to meet ATIFP, the assumption that all leased space occupying greater 
than 25 percent of the building does not meet ATIFP standards is reasonable. These 
statistics only apply to the data provided to the HSA JCSG. Other Military Departments, or 
JCSGs, may have different results. 

The following directions will facilitate finding the data on the DoD BRAC website 
(htt~:llwww.dod.miVbracJ); however, there are instructions on the website in the "Read Me" 
document. Click on the link titled "Additional Documentation on the left side of the page. 
Then find a series of zip files under the Joint Cross Service Groups, Headquarters and 
Support Activities. Unzip and extract the file under the link titled "Military Values 
Documentation Zip file 13MB." Specific data files can be found under each subgroup in 
the folder entitled "Data Response Source Sheet". 

4. Coordination: None required. 

CARLA K. COULSON 
COL, GS 
Deputy Director, Headquarters and 

Support Activities JCSG 
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time that growing maneuver speeds and 
ranges of modern weapons demand the 
availability of greater expanses of real 
estate and air space for training. Chapter 
3 contains a further discussion of this issue. 

Large joint-training areas will help 
optimize the military use of restricted land, 
air, and water space, and allow the Services 
to train as they would expect to fight. In 
order to do this, the Services should be 
seeking ways in which they might expand 
training areas, such as the National 
Training Center at Fort Irwin, California 
to accommodate the need for battalion, 
brigade, and division-level maneuver with 
artillery, missile, and air support, and to 
recognize the diminishing ability to 
accomplish such training in now-inadequate 
areas. For example, a joining of 
Twentynine Palms, Fort Irwin, and Camp 
Roberts, California; Nellis AFB, Nevada; 
arid range areas in Western Utah could, 
with the addition of several hundred 
thousand acres of leased land in Death 
Valley, provide a greatly expanded training 
area to better satisfy the needs set forth 
above. 

Therefore, the Commission recommends 
that, in addition to current initiatives, the 
Secretary of Defense also consider using 
funds that may remain available in the 
Base Closure Account, after costs to 
i m p l e m e n t  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  
recommendations have been satisfied, to 
lease or acquire land to facilitate the 
creation of an expanded range complex. 

Department of Defense Presence 
in the National Capital Region (NCR) 

'The Commission is aware of the 
Congress' concern with the DoD presence 
in the NCR as discussed in Senate Report 
100-57, "National Defense Authorization 

Act for 1988 and 1989,"dated May 8, 1987. 
The Commission has reviewed the results 
of a master-development planning effort 
documented In "AReport to the Congress 
on DoD Administrative Space Planning 
for the National Capital Region," dated 
May 1988, conducted under the auspices 
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD:). 

The Conlmission notes that much of 
DoD-occupied administrative space in the 
NCR is leased, that lease costs in the NCR 
are among the highest in the nation, and 
that occupancy costs for DoD space in the 
NCR are expected to soar in the next ten 
years unless remedial action is initiated. 

Consequently, the Commission endorses 
the broad planning goals developed in the 
study and urges the Secretary of Defense 
to consider long-range alternatives to 
reduce the cost of leased space in the 
NCR. The Commission specifically 
encourages the Amy's public-private 
development plans for the Fort Belvoir 
Engineer Proving Ground. The 
development concept is to encourage the 
sale or exchange of the 820-acre parcel to 
a private developer who would, in turn, 
construct needed office facilities for the 
Department of the Army on a portion of 
the site, and develop the balance of the 
site as private office parks and residential 
communities. The Commission supports 
the passage of special legislation 
authorizing this public-private development 
and similar DoD initiatives in the National 
Capital Region. Certain of the 
Commission's recommendations with 
respect to Fort Meade, Maryland, are also 
in consonance with this concept. 

Innovative Real Estate Transactions 

The Amy's development plan at Fort 
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DOD RECOMMENDATION #133 (HSA 0053/H&SA 12) 
COLLOCATE MISCELLANEOUS OSD, DEFENSE AGENCY, AND FIELD ACTIVITY 

LEASED LOCATIONS 

DOD RECOMMENDATION # 147 (HSAO 122/H&SA 44) 
RELOCATE AIR FORCE REAL PROPERTY AGENCY (AFRPA) 

DOD RECOMMENDATION #I49 (HSA 0078/H&SA 49) 
RELOCATE MISCELLANEOUS DEPARTMENT OF NAVY LEASED LOCATIONS 

DOD RECOMMENDATION #129 (HSA0132 /H&SA 3) 
COLLOCATE MISCELLANEOUS AIR FORCE LEASED LOCATIONS AND NATIONAL 

GUARD HEADQUARTERS LEASED LOCATIONS 

DOD RECOMMENDATION #I32 (HSA0069/H&SA 10) 
COLLOCATE MISCELLANEOUS ARMY LEASED LOCATIONS 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 
Meets two important Department of Defense (DOD) objectives with regard to future use 

of lease space and enhanced security for DoD Activities. 
Results in a significant improvement in military value as a result of the movement from 

leased space to a military installation. 
Implementation will reduce the Department's reliance on leased space which has 

historically higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti- 
terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-01 0-1 0. 

Eliminates xxx Usable Square Feet of leased administrative space within the NCR. This, 
plus the immediate benefit of enhanced Force Protection afforded by a location within a military 
installation fence-line, will provide immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards. 
Current leased locations are non-compliant with current Force Protection Standards. 

Average Military Value based on current locations: 
REC #I33 - 272nd to 332"d out of 334 entities 
REC #I32 - 233rd to 327th out of 334 entities 
REC #I49 - 192"~ to 326th out of 334 entities 
REC #I47 - 302"~ out of 334 entities 
REC #I32 - 230th to 333rd out of 334 entities 

One-time AT/FP cost avoidance ("savings") is computed by multiplying the amount of GSF 
involved times $28.28. 

DOD did not conduct vulnerability assessments to determine level of compliance with ATIFP 
standards but rather made the assumption that leased locations did not meet the standards. 

VOL I, Part 1, chapter 3, page 22: Section 291 3(d) of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, requires the Department's cost and savings criteria to 
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"take into account the effect of the proposed closure or realignment on the costs of any other 
activity of the Department of Defense or any other Federal agency that may be required to 
assume responsibility for activities at the military installations." With respect to determining the 
effect of the proposed action on the costs of "any other Federal agency that may be required to 
assume responsibility for activities" at a closing or realigning installation, the COBRA model is 
insufficient because it does not include estimates of non-DOD entity costs or savings. 

In order to satisfy the requirements of Section 291 3(d) with respect to non-DOD Federal 
agencies, when a scenario directly impacted a non-DOD Federal agency, the scenario proponent 
assumed that such agency will be required to assume responsibility for base operating activities 
on the military installation. The scenario proponent further assumed that because such agency 
will be required to assume base operating responsibilities it did not have before the proposed 
action, the effect of the action will be to increase that agency's costs. The scenario proponent 
documented these effects for consideration by decisionmakers. 

GAO comments 
Leased facilities - including ATlFP savings also has an impact on the recommendations' 
savings 
Recommendation(s) raise questions about a limitation in projected savings and impact on 
local communities. 
application of the standards in BRAC was not the result of a threat or vulnerability 
assessment of the affected facilities. 
Pentagon Force Protection Agency will begin a 10-month antiterrorism and force 
protection vulnerability assessment of about 60 DOD-occupied leased buildings in the 
NCR. (FP standards apply only where DOD personnel occupy at least 25 percent of the 
net interior usable area; only to that portion occupied by DOD personnel; to all new 
leases executed on or after October 1,2005; to leases renewed or extended on or after 
October 1,2009.) 
Group applied the cost avoidance factor consistently, but did not collect data that would 
indicate whether existing leases met the standards. 

(See table 26, page 159, Impact of One-Time Antiterrorism and Force Protection Savings on 
Recommendations Involving Leased Space) 

tecommended Action 
savings 

savings 

telocate miscellaneous Navy 
:onsolidate civilian personnel offices 

164.0 
196.7 

1 Y 
4 MS 

151.2 
189.6 

2 ~ r s  
4 ws 
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Four H&SA recommendations involve moving personnel to Ft Belvoir, mostly at the 
Engineering Proving Ground, increasing Ft Belvoir's population by about 10,700, requiring 
MILCON. Army estimates $55 million to improve roads and other infrastructure in the area. 
It is uncertain whether this will be sufficient to fully support the impact on the surrounding 
community's infrastructure, or the likelihood that federal assistance is likely to be sought by 
local governments to help communities reduce the impact - costs that will have the effect of 
increasing one-time costs and offsetting short-term savings from the recommendations. 

20-locate miscellaneous OSD, defense agency, 
ind field activity 
20-locate defenselmilitary adjudication activities 

257.6 

13.5 

May 1 5'h final 
NPV I Payback 

Period 

Proposed new language for DOD recommendation: 

(make more like Navy) 

9 yrs 

13 yrs 

COBRA Update 
NPV I Payback 

I Period 
I 

200.1 

10.0 

No MIL PERS Reductions 

Period 

9 yrs 
l y r  
5 

#133/0053 
#149/0078 
#I4710122 

10 yrs 

14 yrs 

NPV 

$257.6M 
$164.OM 
$7.9M 

Payback 

$256.4M 
$164.7M 

9 yrs 
1 yr 

- 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
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Leased Space Issues - Topics for Discussion - 5 Aug 2005 

1. The Department of Defense, by their own admission, did not gather certified data, as required by 
law, with regard to the actual costs and capabilities of individual leased facilities. 

a. See Attachment A: 28 July Letter To Commission "The HAS JCSG did not gather information 
via the BRAC certified data gathering processes regarding the costs of leased space in FY2004 
dollars and lease termination dates.. ." 

2. The Department of Defense used inaccurate data, both because DoD used incorrect industry 
standard measurements and because DoD failed to use actual data, which is easily available 

a. DoD used COSTAR Market Averages, as opposed to the more defensible sub-market averages 
available in the same document. (COSTAR Report provided on CD-ROM) 

b. However, actual lease data is easily accessible and shows that actual negotiated leased costs are 
below market averages. See Attachment 13: Summary of recent lease activity 

3. The basis for the data point used by DoD to estimate the cost per USF for bringing a building 
into ATIFP compliance ($28.28/GSF) appears unreliable as it does not take into account the 
individual capabilities of specific buildings. 

a. Assessment of security needs of individual properties will not be completed until after BRAC 
process, per GAO and DoD regulation. 

b. Without accurate and certified data concerning security upgrade requirements, the cost and 
savings analysis is not reliable. 

c. See Attachment C: Reasonable Estimate of ATIFP compliance for Skyline Complex 

epartment of Defense frequently "bundled" unrelated actions into recommendation 
packages, resulting in the illusion of cost effectiveness. When these recommendations are 

led, the cost effectiveness of the actions becomes significantly less attractive. 
entagon Swing Space is, by definition, temporary space. Hence, a recommendation to build 

permanent facilities at Fort Belvoir to house temporarily needed offices is counter-intuitive. If 
the Pentagon Swing Space is removed from the recommendation package, the payback 
timeframe jumps from 9 to 25 years. See Attachments D: COBRA run removes Pentagon 

wing Space from HAS 0053R, Misc. OSD Package; 
both the Pentagon Swing Space and the Washington Headquarters Services space is removed 
m the OSD recommendation package, the payback period jumps from 9 years to 40 years. 

See Attachment E: COBRA run removes Pentagon Swing Space and Washington Headquarters 
Services from Misc. OSD package. 

5. The Department's primary justification for all NCR leased space recommendations is to ensure 
that personnel are  housed in ATIFP compliant buildings. However, as the Skyline complex 
illustrates, leased facilities can provide ATIFP compliant space, which is both near the Pentagon 
and more cost effective, and in significantly shorter time span. 

a. E.g., Charles E. Smith Realty, owner of the Skyline Complex, estimates a cost of approx. 
$25.00/GSF and an implementation timeframe of less than 18 months. 

b. If desired by the Commission, fully developed assessments of the property and the costs to 
bring to ATIFP compliance can be completed and provided as certified data. 

* Detail outputs from revised COBRA runs provided on CD-ROM. 
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RECENT GOVERNMENT LEASE TRANSACTIONS ESTABLISH TRUE MEASURE OF MARKET RENTS 

SSA Lease Number 

Date Lease Awarded by GSA 

Tenant 

Rentable Square Feet 

Term 

Lease Commencement 

Face Rent per RSF for Lease Term 

Less Concessions That Inflate Face 
Rent and Not Required by DOD 

Value of Free Rent per year 

Value of Improvement Allowance 
per Year 

Value of Leasing Commissionper Year 
Paid to GSA Broker per Year 

Yields Average Base Rent: 

One Potomac Yard 
GS-11 B-01718 

6-May-04 

Environmental Protection 
Agency 

309,179 

10 years 

May, 2006 

$32.08 per RSF 

$1.60 per RSF 
(6 months free) 

$3.60 per RSF 
($1 1,138,737) 

$0.61 per RSF 

$26.27 per RSF 

Two Potomac Yard 2200 Crystal Drive 
GS-11 B-01719 GS-11B-01712 

Environmental Protection Federal Supply Service 
Agency 

95,938 278,101 

10 years 

May, 2006 

10 years 

January, 2006 

$32.74 per RSF $28.77 per RSF 

$1.64 per RSF 
(6 months free) 

$3.68 per RSF 
($3,526,650) 

$0.62 per RSF 

$0.48 per RSF 
(2 months free) 

$3.37 per RSF 
($9,383,500) 

$0.86 per RSF 

$26.80 per RSF $24.06 per RSF 

Plus Paint and Carpet allowance for renewal: ($5 over 10 years) $0.50 per RSF 

Total Weighted Average Base Rate for a DOD Renewal Based on Three Leases Above: $25.94 per RSF 

BRAC materials cite the number as: (1 $31 . I4 
based on COSTAR "Quoted Rate" for DC metro area - "asking rate" - 
Using this number led to a "Lease Cost Avoidance" cost of : (1) $37.29 

"Lease Cost Avoidance" cost number should be: (1) $31.03 

(1) The $31 . I 4  per RSF in the COSTAR report converted to the $37.29 per GSF used in the COBRA models by applying the 10% 
RSFlGSF conversion factor and adding in the GSA, WHS and ATIFP fees cited in the COBRA models. The $25.94 per RSF 
derived above converts to $31.03 per GSF, which is $7.26 per GSF less than DOD used in the COBRA models. 
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DOD OVERSTATED LEASE COST PER GSF FOR NORTHERN VIRGINIA LEASED SPACE BY $6.27 PER GSF 

Aarket Rent Stated as $ per RSF used as Starting Point 

:OSTAR Mid-Year 2004 Quoted Rate for Class A Space 
Average for Washington Metropolitan Aea 

3ase Rate Using Actual GSA Transactions in Mid-Year 2004 

livided by 1.1 to Yield Cost per GSF * 

fields Market Level Class A Lease Cost per GSF 

Yus GSA Fee of 8% * 

rota1 of Market Level Lease Cost plus GSA Fee 

W s  PFPA Cost at 15% * 

rota1 of Market Level Lease Cost plus GSA Fee and PFPA Fee 

Jlus WHS O&M Fee at 6.8% * 

rota1 Lease Cost per GSF 

rotal Lease Cost per GSF Used by DOD In COBRA Runs 

rota1 Lease Cost per GSF Based on Actual GSA Deals 

tmount per GSF by Which DOD Overstated Lease Cost 

Calculation of Lease Cost 
per GSF used by DOD 

in COBRA Runs on Northern 
Virginia Leased Space 

$ 31.14 per RSF 

$ 28.3091 per GSF 

$ 2.2647 per GSF (28.3091 x .08) 

$ 30.5738 per GSF 

$ 4.5861 per GSF (30.5738 x . I  5) 

$ 35.1599 per GSF 

$ 2.0790 per GSF (30.5738 x ,068 

$ 37.2389 per GSF 

$ 37.29 per GSF 

Calculation of Lease Cost 
per GSF Based on Actual GSA 

Leases Awarded in Mid-Year 2004 
for Northern Virginia Leased Space 

$ 25.94 per RSF 

$ 23.5818 per GSF 

$ 1.8865 per GSF (23.5818 x .08) 

$ 25.4684 per GSF 

$ 3.8203 per GSF (25.4684 x .15) 

$ 29.2886 per GSF 

$ 1.731 8 per GSF (25.4684 x ,068) 

$ 31.0205 per GSF 

$ 6.27 per GSF 

* Factor Used Was Stipulated by DOD in Assumptions Stated in COBRA Runs Used by DOD 
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Costs to Upgrade Skyline Office Buildings 4-5-6-7-Tower 
to Meet DOD ATlFP Standards 

Create 82' Secured Perimeter 
(including guard houses, pop-up barriers, bollards and planters) 

For Four, Five and Six Skyline Place 
For One Skyline Tower 

Harden Exterior Wall System of Buildings 
(upgrades to precast and window systems) 

Four Skyline Place 
Five Skyline Place 
Six Skyline Place 
One Skyline Tower 

(has 148 foot setback; existing Exterior Wall System is acceptable) 

Harden First Floor of Buildings 4-5-6 Over Parking Garage 
Harden First Floor of One Skyline Tower Over Parking Garage 

Harden Structural Elements within Parking Garage 

Four Skyline Place 
Five Skyline Place 
Six Skyline Place 
One Skyline Tower 

Design and Permit Fees on Total Project 

SUBTOTAL FOR BUILDINGS 4-5-6-TOWER 
SUBTOTAL FOR BUILDING 7 (DISA BUILDING) (DETAILS ATTACHED) 
COMBINED SUBTOTAL 

CONTINGENCY (1 0%) 

TOTAL 

TOTAL RENTABLE SQUARE FEET IN ALL FIVE BUILDINGS 

COST OF ATlFP UPGRADES PER RENTABLE SQUARE FOOT 
Conversion Factor to Obtain Cost per Gross Square Foot 
COST OF ATlFP UPGRADES PER GROSS SQUARE FOOT 

DCN: 11936



Details - One Skyline Tower 

Create 148' Perimeter 
Guard Houses 
Pop-up Barriers 
Planters and Bollards 

First Floor 
Install Carbon Fiber on the top of the first floor slab 
Demo and replace lobby floor finishes 
Carbon Fiber 
Assumes all finishes are demolished for DOD Occupancy 

Garage 
Jacket columns under building only 
5 levels total 
Assume 4 levels at 8'-0" 
Assume loading dock level at 15'-0" 

Desian Permits and Fees .. is $1 50,000 
Subtotal $4,131,330 
Contingency 10.0% $413,133 
Total $4,544,463 
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Details - Skyline 4, 5 & 6 

Create 82' Perimeter 
Guard Houses 
Pop-up Barriers 
Planters and Bollards 

Harden Exterior Wall System 
Skyline 4 
First Floor Perimeter 
Blended Costs First Floor 

Precastlblock 
Glass 

Total Blended Costs First Floor 

Typical Floor Perimeter 
Blended Costs Typical Floor 

Precast 
Glass 

Total Blended Costs Typical Floor 

Skyline 5 
First Floor Perimeter (Rear Only) 
Blended Costs First Floor 
Precastlblock 
Glass 

Total Blended Costs First Floor 

Typical Floor Perimeter 
Blended Costs Typical Floor 
Precast 
Glass 

Total Blended Costs Typical Floor 

Skyline 6 (Rear and Partial Side) 
First Floor Perimeter 
Blended Costs First Floor 

Precastlblock 
Glass 

Total Blended Costs First Floor 
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Typical Floor Perimeter 
Blended Costs Typical Floor 
Precast 
Glass 

Total Blended Costs Typical Floor 

First Floor over Garage 
Install Carbon Fiber on the top of the first floor slab 
Demo and replace lobby floor finishes 
Skyline 4 
Skyline 5 
Skyline 6 

Carbon Fiber (less Building Common Areas) 
Skyline 4 
Skyline 5 
Skyline 6 
Assumes all finishes are demolished for DOD Occupancy 

Garage 
Skyline 4 
Jacket columns under building only 
3 levels totaling 32' 

Skyline 5 
Jacket columns under building only 
3 levels totaling 32' 

Skyline 6 
Jacket columns under building only 
3 levels totaling 32' 

Design Permits and Fees LS $600,000 
Subtotal $26,008,425 
Contingency 10.0% $2,600,843 
Total $28,609,268 
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Seven Skyline Place - DlSA 

Budget to upgrade the building to meet theDOD ATlFP Standards 613012005 

Create 84' Perimeter 
Guard Houses 0 $45,000 $0 
Pop-up Barriers 0 EA $75,000 $0 
Planters and Bollards , 0 LF $300 $0 

Harden Exterior Wall System 
G-2 Wall at Garage Ramp 
First Floor Perimeter 
Blended Costs First Floor 

Precasffblock 
Glass 

Total Blended Costs First Floor 

Typical Floor Perimeter 5,400 ' LF $1,525 $8,235,000 
Blended Costs Typical Floor 

Precast 4 $50 $200 
Glass 8.83 $150 $1,325 

Total Blended Costs Typical Floor $1,525 LF 

First Floor over Garage 
Install Carbon Fiber on the top of the first floor slab 
Demo and replace lobby floor finishes 
Carbon Fiber (less Building Common Areas) 
Assumes all finishes are demolished for DOD Occupancy 

Garage 
Jacket columns under building only 
2 levels total 
1 levels at 8'-0" 
1 level at 9'-0" 

Design Permits and Fees LS $350,000 
Subtotal $15,187,000 
Contingency 10.0% $1,518,700 
Rounded Total $16,706,000 

Say $1 6,700,000 
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Executive Summary for HSA 0053R (OSD 4th Est to Belvoir & NNMC).CBR without temporary 
space at 1500 Wilson Blvd, Presidential Tower and Rossylyn North 

Case: 

Results: 
Data Changes: 

Change Justification: 

Runl.1 Case without temporary space 

25 year payback period (increased from 9 yr before) 
#1 - Input Screen 5 - change Alexandria 1 1-395 Area 
misc Recurring savings, one-time unique savings and one-time 
unique cost. 
#1 - Input Screen 5 - change Rosslyn - Ballston 
misc Recurring savings, one-time unique savings and one-time 
unique cost 

# 1 - The amount of reduction is proportional to the temporary 
space in the total GSF. Detail calculations are shown below. 
Overall, 26.24% reductions in savings & costs due to removed 
temporary space. 

#1 - The amount of reduction is proportional to the temporary 
space in the total GSF. Detail calculations are shown below. 
Overall, 60% reduction in savings & costs due to removed 
temporary space 
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Perc of total 
Locations GSF Base name Total Base GSF GSF 

1500 Wilson Blvd 241,426 Rosslyn - Hallston 906,669 0.2663 

Rosslyn Plaza North 301,489 Rosslyn - Ballston 906,669 0.3325 

Presidential Tower 393,628 Alexandria1 1-395 Area 1,500,030 0.2624 

Originial Base cost 

One time 
unique 

Total Mics Recurring Total Mics Recurring One time Unique One time Unique cost One time unique 
Base name savings in 2010 ($K) savings in 201 1 ($K) savings 201 0 savings 201 1 201 0 savings 201 1 

Rosslyn - Ballston 30955 30955 23476 498 

Alexandria / 1-395 Area 40369.3 55047.3 30614.8 11132 649.6 236 

Deduction percentage 

Rosslyn - Ballston 
(0.2663 + 0.333) 0.6 

Alexandria / 1-395 Area 0.2624 

Revised base cost after deducting the three locations 
Revised 
One time 

Revised Mics Revised Revised unique Revised 
Revised Mics Recurring Recurring One time Unique One time Unique cost One time unique 

Base name savings in 2010 ($K) savings in 201 1 ($K) savings 201 0 savings 201 1 201 0 savings 201 1 

Rosslyn - Ballston 12382 12382 9390 0 199 0 

Alexandria / 1-395 Area 29776 40603 22581 821 1 479 1 74 

After the removal of temporary space from the COBRA model, the total rented GSF in two bases - 
Alexandria and Rossylyn reduces significantly. The claimed savings in lease costs in COBRA model 
drops by 26.2% and 60% respectively at the two bases, the pay back period increases from 9 years to 40 
years. 
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Executive Summary for HSA 0053R (OSD 4th Est to Belvoir & NNMC).CBR without temporary 
space at 1500 Wilson Blvd, Presidential Tower and Rossylyn North and WHS buildings 

Case: 

Results: 
Data Changes: 

Change Justification: 

Runl.2 Case without temporary space and WHS 

25 vear ~avback ~er iod  (increased from 9 vr before) 
#1 - Input Screen 5 - change Alexandria / 1-395 Area 
misc Recurring savings, one-time unique savings and one-time 
unique cost. 

#I - Input Screen 5 - change Rosslyn - Ballston 
misc Recurring savings, one-time unique savings and one-time 
unique cost 

#1 - The amount of reduction is proportional to the temporary 
and WHS space in the total GSF. WHS buildings account for 
12% of all base GSF. Temporary space accounts for 26.24% of 
total space. So, in total, 38.24% of space is removed from the 
model which results in 38.24% reduction in lease savings, etc. 
Detail calculations are shown below. 

#1 - The amount of reduction is proportional to the temporary 
and WHS space in the total GSF. WHS accounts for 3% of total 
space at Rosslyn and temporary space accounts for 60%. So, the 
total removed space is 63% of total space at Rosslyn. Detail 
calculations are shown below. 
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Base: 
Alexandria 1 1-395 Area 

WHS buildings 

400 Army Navy Drive 

Crystal Gateway 1 

Crystal Gateway 2 

Crystal Gateway 3 

Crystal Gateway North 

Crystal Mall 2-3-4 

Hoffman I 

James Polk Bldg 

Total 

Percentage of 
Total Base GSF 

Rosslyn - Ballston 
(0.2663 + 0.333) 
Alexandria 1 1-395 Area 

Base name 

Rosslyn - Ballston 

Alexandria 1 1-395 Area 

Total Base 
GSF 

GSF 

6340 

10400 

4859 

11190 

Base: 
Rosslyn - Ballston 

WHS buildings 

1401 Wilson Blvd 

Skyline 4 

Rosslyn Plaza North 

Total 

Percentage of 
Total Base GSF 

Total 
Base 
GSF 90666' 

GSF 

I676 

4904 

24720 

31 300 

Total 
Existing deduction New deduction Deduction 

One time 
One time unique 

Total Mics Recurring Total Mics Recurring One time Unique One time Unique unique savings 
savings in 2010 ($K) savings in 201 1 ($K) savings 2010 savings 201 1 cost2010 2011 

30955 30955 23476 498 

40369.3 55047.3 30614.8 11132 649.6 231 

Revised base cost after deducting the three locations 

Base name 

Rosslyn - Ballston 

Alexandria 1 1-395 Area 

Revised 
Revised One time 

Revised Mics Revised Mics Revised Revised One time unique 
Recurring Recurring One time Unique One time Unique unique savings 
savings in 2010 ($K) savings in 201 1 ($K) savings 2010 savings 201 1 cost 201 0 201 1 

After the removal of temporary and WHS space from the COBRA model, the total rented GSF in two 
bases - Alexandria and Rossylyn reduces significantly. The claimed savings in lease costs in COBRA 
model drops by 38% and 63% respectively at the two bases, the pay back period increases from 9 years 
to 40 years. 
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W i l l i a m  H. M a t t h e w s  
Assistant Commissioner 
Off ice of Real Property Asset 
Management 

G S A  Public Buildings Service 
Cen t ra l  O f f i c e  

U.S. General  Se rv i ces  
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
1800 F Street, NW, Room 7300 
Washington, DC 20405 
Telephone 202.501.0638 
Fax 202.208.1482 
Cellular 202.841.1036 
wil l iam.matthews@gsa.gov , 

Cath leen C. K ronopo lus  
Deputy Assistant Commissioner 
Real Estate Portfolio Management 
Off ice of Real Property Asset  
Management 

G S A  Public Buildings Service 
Cen t ra l  O f f i c e  

U.S. General  Se rv i ces  
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
1800 F Street, NW, Room 7300 
Washington, D C  20405 
Telephone 202.219.1577 
Fax 202.208.1482 
Cellular 202.253.3917 
cath~.kronopolus@gsa.go~ 

James L. Ferracci 
Director, Region 7 
Real Property Disposal 

U.S. General Services 
Administration 
7PR/Room I lB lO 
819 Taylor Street 
Fort Worth, TX 76102 
Telephone 817.978.4240 
Fax 817.978.2063 
Cellular 817.825.2621 
james.ferracci@gsa.gov 
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ashington, 

Montgomery County 

Prince Georges County 

- Virginia 
Arlington, Loudoun, Fairfax, Prince William Counties 

Alexandria, Falls Church, Fairfax and other Cities within the 
Boundaries 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure 
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- Washington, DC 
* Bolling AFB, NRL, Anacostia NAS 

* Ft. McNair 
Wasliington Navy Yard 

* WRAMC 

- Maryland 
Andrews AFB 
Ft. Meade ('just outside) (284 ac, 4+ million gsf) 

* NNMC 

- Virginia 
* Henderson Hall 
* Ft. Belvoir & EPG (300 ac, 3 million gsf; 800 ac. 4.5 inillion gsf) 

Ft. Myer 
* MCB Quantico (split, in & out) 

Pentagon 

Transforming Through Base Realignment and Closure 
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GSA Leased Space Occupied by DOD 
Assessment Based on DOD Recommendations May 2005 
Dated June 8,2005 -These Numbers Subject to Change as BRAC Process Continues 

ALL NUMBERS IN USABLE SQUARE FEET (USF) 

Fiscal Year 

BRAC Relocating Space Total Non BRAC Space Expiring Total * Expiring Lease Space Total 

FY05 371,118 1 16,320 

FY06 561,006 92,946 

FY07 403,121 77,228 

FY08 1,143,669 625,102 

FY09 552,955 156,064 

FYlO 1,083,633 60,041 

F Y l l  354,847 68,049 

FYI2 10,060 29,166 

FYI3 931,818 44,125 

Totals in USF - NCR 5,412,227 1,269,041 

Totals in USF - Non NCR 364,274 0 

Total GSA Nationwide 5,776,501 1,269,041 

Non BRAC Expiring Lease Space Will Have a Lease by Lease Determination on Application of 
Anti-Terrorism Construction Standards During Replacement Planning 
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GSA Public Buildings Service 

BRAC CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 
IMPACT ON GSA CONTROLLED BUILDINGS 

Impact on GSA-Controlled and Owned 
Buildings 

-- 

a BRAC createsl.4 million rsf of vacant space in 11 
buildings 
Greatest impact: 

Missouri: 858,565 rsf vacated 
Ohio: Up to 428,540 rsf vacated 
Virginia: 1 02,051 rsf vacated 
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Impact on GSA-Controlled and Owned 
Buildings 

BRAC could require additional space in: 
Indianapolis, IN 

Re uirement to house 3,495 staff gain for 51 DF S -7 

* Vacant s ace available: 
Federal 8 enter 

Impact on GSA Leased Buildings 

Closures and realignments impact 5.8 million usable 
square feet of leased space 
Greatest impact: 

Virginia: 5.3 million usf 

DCN: 11936



IN1703 
Major General Emmett J. Bean Federal Center 

8899 East 56th Street 

I Indianapolis, IN 

1.6 million rsf 
1.2 million usf 

BRAC impact: 
3,495 additional 
staff 

OH01 92 
A.J. Celebrezze Federal Building 

1240 East 9th Street 
Cleveland, OH 

1.2 million rsf 
899,699 usf 
Major Tenants : 

DFAS: 428,540 rsf 
VA :138,884 rsf 
Treasury: 

126,694 rsf 
DHS: 122,486 rsf 

Vacant Space: 134,484 
rsf 
BRAC impact 

428,540 rsf vacated 
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MOO544 Building 1 
Bannister Federal Complex 

1500 E. Bannister Road 
Kansas City, MO 

* 1 million rsf 
841,076 usf 

* Major tenants: 

r s f 

f Commerce. 31 1,046 

DFAS:189,783 
-. ,& L.DO6i 

,--a DOE: 292,049 5 
GSA: 80,346 

BRAC impact 
189,783 rsf vacated 

MOO531 
Building 2 

Bannister Federal Complex 
1500 E. Bannister Road 

Kansas City, MO 

260,521 rsf 
200,198 usf 

Major tenant: 

GSA: 136,918 rsf 
DFAS: 97,801 rsf 
Marine Corps: 1,956 
rsf 

BRAC impact 
99,757 rsf vacated 
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Bannister Federal Complex 

MOO61 8 Building 11 0 
4300 Goodfellow Boulevard 

St. Louis, MO 

191,101 rsf 
146,643 usf 
Major tenant: 
* DFAS: 107,865 rsf 

Vacant Space: 80,116 
rsf 
BRAC impact 

107,865 rsf vacated 
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MOO551 Building 100 

Federal Records Center 9700 Page Overland, MO 

1 million rsf I 867,021usf 
Major Tenants: 

NARA: 789,941 rsf 
Army: 152,440 rsf 

Vacant Space: 14,040 
rsf 
BRAC impact 

152,440 rsf vacated 

MOO552 
Building 101 

Federal Records Center 
9700 Page 

Overland, MO 

52,266 rsf 
36,351 usf 
Major Tenants: 

Joint Use: 31,380 rsf No Picture Available ' 
Army: 18,292 rsf 

Vacant Space: 0 
BRAC impact 

18,292 rsf vacated 
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MOO570 
Building 109 (Prevedel Federal Building) 

Federal Records Center 
9700 Page 

Overland, MO 

377,024 rsf 
271,398 usf 

Federal Records Center 

Bldg. 100 - Federal 
Records Center 
(MOO55 1 AG) 
Bldg. 101 - 
Cafeterialfitness 
Center (M00552AG) 
Bldg. 102 - 

( 1  .-....7--....----........-.- 
Powerhouse =A -- L --.-, r-----, z!) 1 
(M00553AG) 

-.-.-i, ,%:"PO 
-., -.. :: ..P 3-3 ;=,zi;; 

n [ i - ; + d  &i % + n, E: g J j j j ~ ~ $ - p  

*.---Blda. 109 - Charles ,.-..-.... 2:..=. ---Am.--.- 
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VA0085 
Hybla Valley Office Building 

6801 Telegraph Road 
Alexandria, VA 

93,150 rsf 
* 77,443 usf 

Major Tenant: 
* DOD 93,042 rsf 

Vacant Space: 108 rsf 
BRAC impact 

93,042 rsf vacated 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS SERVICES 

1 155 D E F E N S E  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301 - 1  155 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, HSA-JCSG 

SUBJECT: Leased Space Measurement and Cost Assumptions 

In developing the data for the CORBA rms that consider ihe continiied occupancy of 
leased space as the alternative to moving an activity to a Military Installation, there are a series 
of assumptions and factors that need io be used. Tnese assumptions and factors are discussed in 
the paragraphs below. 

Leased space can be measured in several ways such as gross square feet (GSF), rentable 
square feet (RSF), or useable square feet (USF). Market rates for leased space are generally 
quoted in RSF; however, leased space is measured and billed to Department of Defense (DoD) 
components in USF. Military installations measure space in GSF. The General Services 
Administration (GSA) and Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) have conversion factors 
that allow them to convert space measured as one type of space to another space measurement. 
These conversion factors allow consistency across space and cost data. For example, both USF 
and RSF can be converted to GSF which is the measurement used by CORBA. The Office of 
Government Policy of GSA specifies conversion factors in their report titled "Space Use Update 
2002". GSA and WHS use the following conversion factors: 

A. USF times 1.25 equals GSF. 
B. RSF times 1.10 equals GSF. 

GSA leased space used by DoD Components falls into two management categories, each 
'with its own cost structure. In the NCR, GSA generally delegates the management of large 
predominantly DoD leases to WHS, if WHS so requests. Although GSA does not delegate all 
leased space to DoD for management, it is assumed that all new leased space that would meet 
ATFP requirements would be in facilities that would be appropriate for delegation. Outside the 
NCR GSA manages most of the leased space that is used by DoD Components. An explanation 
of the fee structure for delegated and non-delegated leases follows: 

A. An 8% administrative fee is charged by GSA for all leased space. This fee 
includes a 2% fee to cover lease cancellation to allow government tenants to terminate a lease 
with a 120-day notice at no additional lease termination fee. 

B. Security Fees: 
I .  In the NCR, the Pentagon Force Protection Agency charges a fee equal 

to about 15% of the total lease cost of delegated buildings for force 
protection and anti-terrorism cost. This cost is applied only on leases 
delegated to WHS and can vary significantly from building to 
building. 

2. Outside the NCR leased space is riot delegated and GSA applies a 
$0.34 per USF for security fees. 

C. In the NCR WHS charges an operations and maintenance fee that is 6.8% of the 
total delegated buildings iease cost. This fee is applied oniy on leases deiegated to WHS and can 
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vary significantly from building to building. This fce is in addition to the GSA administration 
fee. Leased space outside the NCR is typically not delegated by GSA and has no additioital 
administrative fees. 

D. The WHS has ont: example of a Ieased space restoration fee hat is $0.75 per 
USF to remove local area network (LAN) lines for classified and unclassified computer 
networks. No other restoration fees are immediately evident at this time. In the absence of other 
restoration fees it is reasonable to use this fee for all leased space. 

The table below indicates how to apply the fees described above. 

DELEGATED AND NON-DELEGATED 

Fee descriptions 

GSA Administrative Fee 
8% of lease cost. (2% is for 
leased cancellation with 120 
days notice time) 

Pentagon Force Protection 
Anti-terror (PFPA) 15% of 
lease cost 
Security Fees Outside NCR 

$0.34 per USF 
WHS O & MFee 
6.8% of total lease space 
cost plus the 8% GSA 
administrative cost. 

One Time Restoration Fees 
$0.75 per USF to remove 
Local Area Network (LAN) 
lines for classified and 
unclassified LAN services. 

LEASED SPACE FEES 
In NCR I Outside NCR 

Should you need any clarification on these assumptions and factors, please contact Jerry 
R. Shiplett of my staff. He may be reached o n  (793) 614-9203. 

Delegated Space 

I certify that these assumptions and factors are valid for the analytical purposes proposed 
by the HSA-JCSG. 

Non-delegated Space 

.' Howard G. Becker 
Director 
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DEPUM CHIEF OF STAFF, G-8 
700 ARMY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 203104700 
HSA-JCS8-D.04-2X) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

DAPR-ZB 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, lNFRASTRUCTURE STEERING GROUP 

SUBJECT: Request for Approval to Use Lease Market Data 

1. Reference memorandum, Chairman, Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross 
Service Group (HSA JCSG), dated November 2,2004, subject: Request for Use of 
Commercial Data Sources. 

2. Reference 1 requests your approval to use CoStar current market commercial lease 
cost information, an external database containing authoritative data, to populate lease 
data requirements in the COBRA model. We have assumed your concurrence of this 
request and are using it to analyze our various scenarios affecting leased property. It 
appears, however, that there are several markets of interest missing in the CoStar 
database. Generally they are market areas that are smaller than those covered by 
Costar. This memo requests your approval of our use of the Society of Industrial and 
Office Realtors (SIOR) Comparative Statistics 2004 Market database for markets not 
covered by CoStar. The SIOR database, like CoStar, is a recognized professional source 
of realty market data. 

3. As previously noted, in order to proceed with analysis of Criterion 5 we must assume 
your concurrence of this request. The HSA JCSG point of contact for additional 
information pertaining to this request is Dr. Jim Harris,(703) 696-9448, ext 204 or 

-- -- - - 

DONALD C. TISON-- -- --- 

Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8 
Chairman. HSA JCSG 
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GEPARTMENT OF TEE ARMY 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF. G-8 

700 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 203104700 

HSA JCSG-Dd5362 

SUBJECT: Update to Previous Request for Use of Comrneicial Data Sources 

1. Reference Headquarters and Siipport Activities Joint Cross-Service Group (HSA 
JCSG) memorandum, 2 Nov 04, subject: Request for Use of Commercial Data 
Sources (Encll). 

2. In paragraph 3 of referenced memorandum, we proposed using the CoStar 
Office Report Midyear 2004 database as our source of information for commercial 
lease space costs. In our analysis, we actually used the Third Quarter 2004 
database. This updated version of the CoStar database provided the most current 
market prices for leased space in the United States. 

3. The HSA JCSG point of contact for additional information regarding this update 
is COL Carla Coulson at 696-9456, carla coulson@us.arrnv.mil. 

Encl 
as 

DONALD C. TISON 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8 
Chzimzc, HS.4 JCSG 
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Poorman, Helen, CTR, WSO-HSAJCSG 

From: Poorman, Helen, CTR, WSO-HSAJCSG 

Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2004 1036 AM 

To : HSAJCSG Staff: Mend, Pegge N M s  OASA(I&E) 

Subject: New Leased Space Gu~dance for COBRA 

The purpose of this e-mail is to refine the methodology for computing the costs for savings associated 
with moving out of leased space. Dr. Harris, myself, and others have continued to work on r'nese issues 
over the !ast few wee1:s. The methodology described belcm. has been sent to :he ISG f ~ r  concurrefice 
but no final approval has been received. 

There are two changes from the guidance that I sent out on November 18, 2004. First, I have converted 
the calculation of per square foot applicable lease rates to GSF (instead of USF, which required a further 
conversion by you). Second, further research on the potential costs of complying with ATIFP 
regulations in new leased space has led us to a different methodology about how to incorporate this 
factor into the COBRA runs. The ATIFP cost avoidance will now be a lump sum "savings" in the year 
that your model relocates, rather than a factor added into the annual lease cost avoidance figure. We 
will use $28.28 per GSF; this is based on an average MILCON cost from COBRA static data of $168.34 
per GSF multiplied by 16.8% - the estimated percentage increase to the building cost to provide 
prescribed ATIFP improvements under a likely build-to-suit situation. 

Within the DC Area 

NCR. This involves the following areasicounties: the District of Columbia, Montgomery County, 
Prince George's County, Fairfax County, Prince William County, Loudon County, Arlington, 
Alexandria and any other jurisdictions that fall within the outer boundaries of these counties. 

This methodology recommends using ONE rate that represents the current market plus fees and other 
add-ons for any lcascd spacc in this arca. U7e recommend using this figure for the following 
applications: 

1.  To estimate leased costs avoided in the future after moving to an installation as a result of a 
BRAC action. 

2. After your current lease exnirec h11t yo11 need leased space 11ntil yo11 move tn an inst2llatinn a <  

result of a BRAC action. 

The agregated leased cost figure for the NCR is $37.29 per Gross Square Foot (GSF) as of the 
beginning of FYO5. This captures the current market rate plus all fees for GSA, WHS, and security 
(PFPA) that are added to leases. The computations are shown below. 
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Baltimore: Cn-Star also reports market rates for Ea!timore. The figure you should use for !eased space 
in the Baitinlore Area is $23.45 per GSF. This rare is significantly lower than the DC Area rate because 
market rents are less and because there is no PFPA fee added to the lease cost. 

Cn-Star 3Q 2004, Class A RateiRSFiBaltimor-c 
Dividc by 1.10 to convcr: from RSF to GSF 

=Ciln-ent Rate'GSF 
Mu!tip!y by 1.08 to add GSA Fee 
=Current Rate + GSA Fee 
Multiply by 1.068 to add M'HS Fee 
=Current Rate + GS.4 and WHS Fees 
Add GSA Security Fee (.34 per USF = 2 7  per GSF) 
=Grand TotalIGSF 

Per GSF 
$22.10 

1.10 
20.09 

1.08 
21.70 

I .06S -- 

23.!8 
.27 

$23.45 

One-time ATIFP cost avoidance ("savings") is computed by nlultiplying the amount of GSF involved 
times $28.28. 

Other Market Areas within the DC Area: Co-star provides data for only the DC Area and for 
Baltimore. We have located an additional data source that provides market data for a few of the smaller 
markets within the DC Area, including Annapolis and Richmond. If you need the starting market rate, 
please see me. 

Outside of the DC Area 

The calculation for rates outside of the DC Area is similar to the calculation for the Baltimore area, but 
does not include the fees for WHS administration or PFPA. The formula you should use is shown 
below. Your starting point is the Costar Third Quarter 2004 National Office Market Report. Go to 
Page 1 1, which shows Class A market statistics, and select the rate for the most applicable market area. 
If you need data for a market other than what is available in Co-star, please see me as I have an 
additional source for a number of smal!er cities across CONUS. 

Step 1. 
C b - S L i  3C 2C34, C : i i ~  A X ~ ~ , ' R S T , ' Y G , ,  : v ? a i L b ;  A iii C 1 7 T I X T  aL'\L%''\ 

Divide by 1.10 to convert from RSF to GSF 1.10 
=Current Market RateIGSF $YYY 
Multiply by 1 .CS to add GSA Fee 1.08 
=Current Rate + GSA Fee $ ZZZ 

Step 2. 
Add GSA Security Fee ( 2 7  per GSF) .27 

Step 3. 
Grand TotalIGSF = SZZZ $ 2 7  = $Total RateIGSF 

One-time ATIFP cost avoidance ("savings") is computed by multiplying the amount of GSF invnli-ed 
rimes $28.28. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, G-8 

700 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0700 

REPLY TO HSAJCSG-D-04-249 .- -. . -  

ATTENTION OF 

DAPR-ZB 
I I 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, INFRASTRUCTURE STEERING GROUP 

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of Use of Anti-TerrorismIForce Protection (ATIFP) 
Premium 

1. In order to project 20-year savings associated with the divestiture of lease space, the 
cost associated with leasing ATIFP compliant facilities must be estimated. It is reasonable 
to assume that achieving the necessary standoff and required building reinforcement will 
result in an increase in lease costs. This ATIFP premium, not resident in COBRA, can be 
estimated by making a series of assumptions. The Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) DoD 
Security Facilities Planning Manuals, UFCs 4-010-01,4-011-01 and 4-020-01 are the 
foundational documents and basis for calculation of the premium recommended herein. 

2. UFC 4-010-01 identifies and labels administrative space as a "primary gathering 
building" and assigns a "low" level of protection to this building type. Under a "low" level of 
protection, one would expect less than 10% fatalities, but significant injuries. UFC 4-020- 
01 (draft) associates the costs to bring existing facilities to "lown level protection with 
varying effective standoff distances under various threats. Using a mid-range standoff 
(80-96 feet) and assigning the threat of 200 pounds of vehicle-delivered explosives, a 
premium of 16.8% of baseline costs of the building components typically found in a military 
construction (MILCON) project is required. Using an average static COBRA data cost of 
$168.34 per gross square feet (GSF) for MILCON, one may estimate the ATIFP premium 
to be $28.28 per GSF for the conditions described. The HSA JCSG intends to apply this 
figure as a premium to future lease space costs as a lump sum reimbursement in an 
attempt to depict savings. This assumes all current lease space is non-ATIFP compliant. 
Request your approval to use this methodology in our calculation of cost savings. 

--- - - - - - - -- -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - 
3. As previously noted, in order to proceed with analysis of Criterion 5 we must assume 
your concurrence of this request. Additional information on the proposed methodology is 
available upon request. The HSA JCSG points of contact for additional information 
pertaining to this request are Dr. Jim Harris, (703) 696-9448, ext 204 or 
james.harris@wso.whs.mil and Ms. Helen Poorman, (703) 696-9448, ext 128 or 
helen.poorrnan@wso.whs.mil. 

-DONALD C. TISON 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8 
Chairman, HSA JCSG 
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DAPR-ZB 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, G-8 

700 ARMY PENTAGON 
\Yf.SHINGTON DC 203104700 

HSAdCSG-Dd4-178 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, INFRASTRUCTURE STEERING GROUP (ISG) 

SUBJECT: Request for Use of Commercial Data Sources 

1. A commercial source (CoStar) provides leased space information in 50 major metropolitan areas 
across the continental United States (CONUS). This memo requests approval to use Costar current 
market commercial lease space cost information as described and justified below in the BRAC 2005 
process. 

2. The Department of Defense Inspector General requested that we seek ISG approval to use an 
external database containing authoritative data that we feel is essential to our analysis. The 
Headquarters Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group is studying scenarios that include 
activities located in leased space throughout the United States. The data for leased space is a 
necessary input into the CORBA model. There is little relationship to the leased space that activities 
now occupy and the leased space they may occupy in the future. Therefore, in order to compare 
costs, we assume :he activity concerned wi!l move into new (force protection compliant) leased 
space as the alternative to relocation to a government owned facility. This results in a more accurate 
estimate of cost savings. 

3. We propose using the CoStar Office Report Midyear 2004 database. which contains current 
market commercial lease values for CONUS. The CoStar Group develops and maintains the 
database; they are a national provider of commercial real estate informati~n. The General Services 
Administration uses CoStar to monitor lease space values in CONUS metropolitan areas; and 
Washington Headquarters Services uses this data for leased space current market prices in the 
National Cap~tal Region. The CoStar data is an appropriate expedient as a single scarce of 
commercial lease space cost. 

4. CoStar hes three levels of current market commercial lease costs, Classes A, B 2nd C. The 
differentiation among the three classes is reflected in the types of mechanical systems in the leased 
buildings, as well as building maintenance and management. Class A has the most modern 
systems and the best maintenance and management. We recommend using the "Class A," current 
market commercial lease cost. 

5. In order to proceed with COBRA analysis now we must assume your concurrence of this request. 
Please notify us immediately if there are issues pertaining to this request. The HSA JCSG point of 
contact for additional information regarding this request is Dr. Jim Harris, (703) 696-9448, ext 204 or 
j2rr.e~ b8srr;s&,x ;vhr_.qi!. f i  

DGNLDC. TISCN 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8 
Chairman HSA JCSG 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS SERVICES 

1 155 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 - 1 1 55 

2 7 DEC 2004 
MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, HSA-JCSG 

SUBJECT: Leased Space Measurement and Cost Assumptions 

In developing the data for the CORBA runs that consider the continued occupancy of 
leased space as the alternative to moving an activity to a Military Installation, there are a series 
of assumptions and factors that need to be used. These assumptions and factors are discussed in 
the paragraphs below. 

Leased space can be measured in several ways such as gross square feet (GSF), rentable 
square feet (RSF), or useable square feet (USF). Market rates for leased space are generally 
quoted in RSF; however, leased space is measured and billed to Department of Defense (DoD) 
components in USF. Military installations measure space in GSF. The General Services 
Administration (GSA) and Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) have conversion factors 
that allow them to convert space measured as one type of space to another space measurement. 
These conversion factors allow consistency across space and cost data. For example, both USF 
and RSF can be converted to GSF which is the measurement used by CORBA. The Office of 
Government Policy of GSA specifies conversion factors in their report titled "Space Use Update 
2002". GSA and WHS use the following conversion factors: 

A. USF times 1.25 equals GSF. 
B. RSF times 1.10 equals GSF. 

. . GSA leased space used by DoD Components falls into two management categories, each 
with its own cost structure. In the NCR, GSA generally delegates the management of large 
predominantly DoD leases to WHS, if WHS so requests. Although GSA does not delegate all 
leased space to DoD for management, it is assumed that all new leased space that would meet 
ATFP requirements would be in facilities that would be appropriate for delegation. Outside the 
NCR GSA manages most of the leased space that is used by DoD Components. An explanation 
of the fee structure for delegated and non-delegated leases follows: 

A. An 8% administrative fee is charged by GSA for all leased space. This fee 
includes a 2% fee to cover lease cancellation to allow government tenants to terminate a lease 
with a 120-day notice at no additional lease termination fee. 

B. Security Fees: 
1. In the NCR, the Pentagon Force Protection Agency charges a fee equal 

to about 15% of the total lease cost of delegated buildings for force 
protection and anti-terrorism cost. This cost is applied only on leases 
delegated to WHS and can vary significantly from building to 
building. 

2. Outside the NCR leased space is not delegated and GSA applies a 
$0.34 per USF for security fees. 

C. In the NCR WHS charges an operations and maintenance fee that is 6.8% of the 
total delegated buildings lease cost. This fee is applied only on leases delegated to WHS and can 
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vary significantly from building to building. This fee is in addition to the GSA administration 
fee. Leased space outside the NCR is typically not delegated by GSA and has no additional 
administrative fees. 

D. The WHS has one example of a leased space restoration fee that is $0.75 per 
USF to remove local area network (LAN) lines for classified and unclassified computer 
networks. No other restoration fees are immediately evident at this time. In the absence of other 
restoration fees it is reasonable to use this fee for ali leased space. 

The table below indicates how to apply the fees described above. 

DELEGATED AND NON-DELEGATED 
LEASED SPACE FEES 

days notice time) 
Pentagon Force Protection 

Fee descriptions I In NCR - 
GSA Administrative Fee 
8% of lease cost. (2% is for 
leased cancellation with 120 

~nti-terror (PFPA) 15% of I X I 

Outside NCR 

lease cost 
Security Fees Outside NCR 

Delegated Space 

X 

Non-delegated Space 

X 

$0.34 per USF 
WHS 0 & MFee 

administrative cost. 
One Time Restoration Fees 

X 

6.8% of total lease space 
cost plus the 8% GSA 

X I 

Should you need any clarification on these assumptions and factors, please contact Jerry 
R. Shiplett of my staff. He may be reached on (703) 614-9203. 

$0.75 per USF to remove 
Local Area Network (LAN) 
lines for classified and 
unclassified LAN services. 

I certify that these assumptions and factors are valid for the analytical purposes proposed 
by the HSA-JCSG. 

Howard G. Becker 
Director 

X X 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, G-8 

700 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0700 

HSA-JCSG-D-04-250 
ATTENTION OF 

DAPR-ZB 
' ;. 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, INFRASTRUCTURE STEERING GROUP 

SUBJECT: Request for Approval to Use Lease Market Data 

1. Reference memorandum, Chairman, Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross 
Service Group (HSA JCSG), dated November 2,2004, subject: Request for Use of 
Commercial Data Sources. 

2. Reference 1 requests your approval to use CoStar current market commercial lease 
cost information, an external database containing authoritative data, to populate lease 
data requirements in the COBRA model. We have assumed your concurrence of this 
request and are using it to analyze our various scenarios affecting leased property. It 
appears, however, that there are several markets of interest missing in the CoStar 
database. Generally they are market areas that are smaller than those covered by 
CoStar. This memo requests your approval of our use of the Society of Industrial and 
Office Realtors (SIOR) Comparative Statistics 2004 Market database for markets not 
covered by CoStar. The SIOR database, like CoStar, is a recognized professional source 
of realty market data. 

3. As previously noted, in order to proceed with analysis of Criterion 5 we must assume 
your concurrence of this request. The HSA JCSG point of contact for additional 
information pertaining to this request is Dr. Jim Harris,(703) 696-9448, ext 204 or 
~arnes.narns@wso.wns.rn~l. 

I 

-- - --- - - -- -. . - - - - - - - 
S ~ ~ N A L D  c. TISON - 

Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8 
Chairman, HSA JCSG 
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Fznd J/S/C'5 

-, h%&d. p 1; [h k i 
BRAC 2005 Headquarters & Support Activities 

Joint Cross-Service Group (HSA JCSG) ,bn 2 P / / L  &LA 

Executive Session with sirvice Liaisons 

Deliberative Meeting Minutes of December 10,2004 
Rosslyn, VA, 7:30 a.m. . - 12:OO p.m. 

I .  The Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8, US Army, chaired the meeting. List of 
attendees 1s attached. 

2. The HSA JCSG membcrs will consider InstaIiation Management scenarios for 
candidate recornmendation on Tuesday, December 14; 230-G:30 p.m. 

3. The Army Liaison presented two new scenarios to HSA JCSG membership. The 
Army will perform thc analysis for these if the mcmbers agrcc. 

a. The first proposal was to relocate Headquarters Anny Materiel Command (HQ 
Ah4C) and IIeadquarters Army Secur~ty Assistance Command (SAC) to Anniston 
Army Depot. The Vice Chief of Staff of the A m y  nskcd the BRAC Office 
to conslder ths  proposal. HSA is currently looking at relocating HQ AMC to 
Aberdeen Provmg Ground or liedstone Arsenal. AMCOM belongs to AMC and 
is at Redstone Arsenal. Army dcpots arc traditionally blue collar and most dcpots 
are filled to capacity now. Anniston Army Depot is an aging facility and is not 
located near a metropoIitan area. Redstone Arsenal has the appropriate white- 
collar workforce for HQ NMC. USASAC is included in the HSA scenario. 
Members dccidcd not to pursue this proposal. 

b. The second proposal was to relocite Headquarters Forces Command to Pope Air 
Forcc Base. This proposal would enable closure of Ft. McPherson and create 
operational synergy by locating ~t next to XVIII Airborne Corps and Army 
Special Operations Cornmand. The members ageed to dcclare this as a scenario 

4. A discussion ensued concerning tactics for declaring candidate recommendations. 
The Chaiman suggested the members make bold recornrnendatiorls to support the 
Secretary of Dcfense. 1f the bold recommendations are not accepted by the ISG, the 
members can fall back to less aggressive scenarios. The Air Force Mernbcr asked for 
clarification on the guidance. He had heard the Secretary of Defense's guidance was 
jointness, but he has also secn Service unique scenarios. The NSA JCSG Deputy 
stated thc guidance is jointness but the membcrs have to rnake that decision based on 
data and military judgment, which makes it a difikuit process. The ISG wiIl only 
comment on mditary judgment not on long-standing Service doctrinal issues. Those 
will be sent to the E C  for consideration. 
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5. Milit4dry Personnel Center (MPC) Candidate Recommendation Deiiberations. 

a. HSA-0002, Mega MPC Scenario at Randolph AFD and Ft. Sam Houston. This 
scenario only affects military personnel. This wilI climinate over 473,000 gross 
square feet (GSF) of excess capacity from exisling h/OlCs. lt will also eliminate 
over 1. I million square feet (SF) of leased spacc with cost avoidance of over 
$26.6 million. 'There is an enabling potential to close NSA Mid-South 
(Millington) and with Major Admin Headquarters scenarios enables closure of 
NSA New OrIeans. 

The Marine Corps Member asked if wc were double counting the excess 
capacity and leased space square footage. The answer is no, they arc two 
separate categories and are not added together. 

The Marine Corps Member asked what the driving [actors ivere for 
RandoIph AFB i n  our model. The driving factors were whether they were 
on a military installation, buildable land, facility condition code, locality 
pay, and ATIFP compliance. 

No Military Construction (MILCON) MW requircd at Ft. Sam Flouston, hut 
$172M or 69% is required at Randolph APB for Administrative space. 
lTowever, Randolph AFB is incrcusing its military persorule1 forcc by 46%. 

The Deputy mentioned the IISA JCSG analysts are finding inconsistency in 
what the Serviccs are including in thc~r  MIICON figurcs. Somc of the 
items added to MlLCON are storage buildings, cornm~ssaries, chapels, 
religious education f'acilities, nursery and childcase facilities, famlly service 
centers, recreation ccnters and indoor physical fitness facilities. After 
discussing the best way to normalize t11c MILCCIN needs for consistzncy 
without changing any data, the HSA JCSG mctnbers decided to only use the 
figures for thc necessary MlLCON and telI the ISG that wc are using only 
direct costs (adrnin fac~lltres only) now for consistency. 

Community and environmental impacts scores was favorable overall. 

'The HSA JCSG Deputy stated Air Force DRAC personncl said that 
Iiandolph AFB would not support this sccnarm because there is not enough 
space. l xk land  AFB appears to be emptying out though. The Joint Staff 
Member stated he was stationed at Randolph AFB, and agrccs that there is 
no space there to support this scenario. The Deputy suggested if the 
members approve this concept, tllcy also guide the HSA to consider 
1,ackland AFB and 12t. Sam Houston as receiving locations. The capacity 
data indicates there was enough available spacc at all three Iocatrons. Thc 
Joint Staff Member voted for Randolph AE'R if this scenario is chosen as a 
candidate recomrncndation. 
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b. HS A-0005, Mega MPC at Ft. I .eavenworth, KS. Thc di !Terence betwecn tkrs 
sccnano and I ISA-0002 is that AFPC rnilitnry personnel would move from 
Randolph AFB. This will eliminate ovcr 473,000 GSF or 20% of escess capacity 
from existing MPCs. It will also elinilnate over 1 .1  m~llion SF of Ieascd spacc 
with a cost avoidancc of over $26.2 million. Therc is an enabling potential to 
close NSA Mid-South (Millington) and w t h  Major Admin Hcadqrmtexs 
scenarios enables closure of NSA New Orleans. 

( I )  The Marine Corps Membct asked what the primary drivers wcre in the I;[. 
Leavenworth model. They included greater number of bachelor degrees in 
the area and proximity to the airport. 

(2) The community and environmental impacts scores were favorable overall. 

(3) The HSA JCSG Members prefer HSA-0002 for the mega MPC. 

c. HSA-0074, Consolidate Army Active and Reserve personnel, A m y  Accessions 
Command and co-locate all at Ft. Sam Houston, 'l'X. It is strong bccause the 
receiving location is the San Antonio Geo-Cluster, so in a sense allows for co- 
location of Arr Force Mihtary Personnel components. There is an enabling 
potenria1 to close Ft. Monroe This sccnario will eliminate over 384,000 GSF 
(26%) of excess capacity, and over 1.1 million SF of kased space. Ft. Sam 
1-Iouston scorcd third out of 147 locations in the military value model. The 
MI1,CON is $18  nill lion for adrnin (87%) out of a total MILCON of $20.8 
million. 

The group asked the OSD BRAC Representative if the mega MPC scenario 
is rejected by the IHC, would the Service unique scenarios go forward. The 
OSD BRAC Representative stated he had a verbal answer of yes. 

The Reserve and Recruiting Command (RcYrRC) T a m  I.ead stated if this 
sccnario is ct~osen as a candidate recommendation, thc K&RC separate 
scenarios can be deleted because they are included in this scenario. 

'I'he Marine Corps and Navy Members said they think all Scrvices llkc the 
scenarios that co-locate therr Service fimctions that are alike. 

This scenario is less than half the one-time costs of the mega MPC 
scenarios. The Marine Corps Member suggested that HSA could analyze 
the Navy MPC functions separateIy and a joint Army/Air Force scenario. 
He stated these are not joint scenarios they are co-locations only. 
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( 5 )  The Chairman stated there arc functions and activities. There are some 
opportunities to describe a function as an activity, such as JIFAS. Thc 
MPCs can be described activities. They can be co-located but not 
consolidated, The Deputy stated the Service-unique MJ'C scenarios 
consolidate Active and Kescrve recruiting functions. 

d. HSA-0006, "Realign Army Human Resources Command-hsed spacc in 
Alexandria: VA; Indianapolis, IN; and St. Louis, MO; by consolidatmg all at Ft. 
Knox, KY. Realtgn Ft. Monroe, VA, by relocating A m y  Accessions Command 
and Cadet Cornn~and and co-locating with U.S. Army Kecruitmg Command and 
Human Resources Command at Ft Knox, KY." There is an enabling potential to 
close Ft. Monroe. This scenario will eliminate over 382,000 GSF (26%) of' excess 
capacity, and over 1.1 million square feet of leased space. Ft, Knox scored 12th 
out of L47 Iocations in the military value model No MIIKON is required for t h s  
scenario. The $4 million MILCON is for indirect costs. Renovations are 
included in the one-time MIICON costs. Adequate admin space exists at Ft. 
Knox. 

( I )  The community impact score was unfavorabIc due to a lack of housing. Ft. 
b o x  currently houses 100% of its military personneI. There are no 
nationally accredited childcare centers al or near Ft. Knox, but this scenario 
may solve the hor~sing and childcare issues. Louisville IS about 20 minutes 
away so logic would indicate that new housing would be built between Ft. 
Knox and Louisville, KY, which would put personnel closcr to Louisville. 

(2) The environmental impact score was favorablc overall: however, water 
constraints and noise indicate red cond~tion. Restrictions or controls Iimit 
the production or distribution of potable water. Groundwater contamination 
is reported. Surface watcr contamination is not reported. The state requires 
permits for thc withdrawal of groundwater. Ft. Knox has 7,896 acre-fcct of 
surplus watcr potentially ava11ablc for expansion. On averagc, it uses 3.5 
MGD of potable and non-potable water, with the capacity to prodrrce 10.5 
MGD. It processed on averagc 4 MGD of domestic wastewater in the peak 
month (past 3 years), with the capacity to process 6 MGD. 

(3) The Chairman stated the Ft. Knox payback is good. The Marine Corps 
Member agreed and stated he believcs this scenario has the potential to 
succeed. The Dcputy stated if the members choose Ft. Knox over the mega 
MPC scenario, they would Ioose the synergy of co-locating Randolph AFD 
and Ft. Sam Houston. 

(4) The Members chose Ft. Knox as a candidate recommendation rather than 
the mega MPC scenarios. 
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e. HSA-0008, Realign Air Reserve Personnel Center at Buckley Annex, CO, by 
relocaling to Kandolph AFB, TX, and consolidating w-ith the Air Forcc Personnel 
Center. Keaiign Kob~ns AFH, GA. by relocating Air Force Reserve Recruiting 
Service and co-locating with Air Force Recruiting Senl~ce at Randolph AFB, TX. 

This scenario is costly as a shnd-alone scenario for the Air Forcc due to the 
costs of the additional community facilities the Air Forcc added into 
MI1 .CON. 

Formerly BRAC'd Lowry AE'B houses DFAS and ARl'C. If the Air Force 
lieserve Personncl Center is moved out of Ruckley Annex, DFAS can 
expand at Buckley Annex resulting in cost avoitfancc for the DFAS 
candidate recommendation. 

Members stated if the Army consolidates Active and Reserve Personnel 
centers; signilkant reductions are realized. If Air Force consolidates Active 
and Reserve Personnel centers, there are no significant rcduct~ons. 

The Air Force Member stated the Air Force Reserve non-concurs with co- 
locating Air Forcc Reserve Recruitrng Servi.ce filth Air Force Recruiting 
Service at Randolph AFH. The reasons are included in the attached Air 
Forcc memo dated December 9,2004, subject: Air Force Position on SCSG 
Scenarios in Support of BRnC 2005. The Air Force Mcmber statcd the Air 
Forcc agrees that Reserve personnel need to move, they just do not want to 
move the Kecruiting from Robins AFE. 

The HSA JCSti Members voted to declare this scenario as a candidate 
recomrnendatron, but consider merging with HSA-Ol I I .  Members directed 
the team to wait on this action until after they hear and decide on the 
Civilian PcrsonneI scenarios. 

f. I-ISA-0 11 I ,  Realign Air Reserve Personnel Center at Buckley Annex, CO, Air 
Force Materiel Command's Interim Personncl Centers at H i l l  Air Force Base, U'I', 
Warner-Kobins Air Force Base, CIA, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH, 
Tinker Air Force Base, OK, and t I t h  Wing's Interim Personnel Center at BolIing 
Air Force Base, DC, by relocating and consolidating with the Air Force I'ersonnel 
Center at Randolph AFB, TX. (This was an Air Force requested scenario.) 

(1) The Air Force vision is to have all civilian and rn i l i t a~  personnel functions 
combined and pcrfomed at Randolph AE'H. 
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(2) Tltc Chairman met with the Principal Deputy Under Secretary of 1-lef'ense 
Sor Personnel and Readiness anti his perspective is there is no reason not to 
combine the military and civilian personnel back room functions. The 
civilian back room functions are very similar among the Services (far more 
than military personnel). The policy portion of what AFPC does would 
rcrnain intact because the civilian personnel scenario only moves back room 
activities. 

(3) Members declared this scenario as a candidate recommendation but dirccted 
the team to wait on find action of HSA-0008 and MSA-0111 until after they 
hear and decide on thc Civilian Personnel scenarios. The Recruiting 
function would remain in the combined scenario. 

g. HSA-0004, Realign Army I Turnan Resource Command-lensed space in 
Alexandria, VA, fndianapolis, IN, and St I m i s ,  MO; and the Air Rescrvc 
Personnel Center at Buckley Annex, CO, and Air Force Personnel Center at 
Randolph Ab", TX, by conso1rdating the Active and Reserve Military Personnel 
Centers within each Service and co-locating them at Randolph AFR. TX. 

( 1 )  The original rationale was to crcate a joint scenario and since the Army had 
to move anyway, we looked at combining Army and Air Force. 

(2) Members do not support this scenario as a candidate recornmcndation. 
Members think HSA-0006 and I ISA-0074 for Ft. Knox and Ft. Sam 
IIouston are better scenarios. Thcy think we are putting too many people at 
Randolph AFH, the pay back is not as attractive, and other scenarios ail 
offer a greater opportunity for integration and transSonnation. 

h. HS A-0007, "Realign NavaI Support Activity Ncw Orleans, LA: by consolidating 
the Naval Reserve Personnel Center and the Enlistcd Placement and Management 
Center with Navy Personnel Command at Naval Support Activity Mid-South in 
Millington, TN. Rcalign Naval Support Activity New Orleans, LA, by 
consol~dating the Navy Recruiting Command office at Naval Support Actjwty 
New Orleans office with the Navy Rccniiting Command office at Naval Support 
Activity Mid-South in Millington, TN," 

( I )  This scenario will eliminate over 103,000 GSF (17%) of excess capacity. 
The MILCON is $7.2 million, onc-time costs are S 13.7 million, anti the 
payback is two years. 

(2) Members declared as a candidate recommendation. 

i .  Thc members discussed choosing one of the mega MPC scenarios or the Service- 
unique scenarios as candidate recomtnendations. 
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( 1 )  The OSD Member asked ~f the mega sccnarios are reaI[y joint and 
transformational and what they would break. 

(2) The Marine Corps Member believes the Service-unique sccnarios include 
the same elements for Ft. Monroe and NSA New Orleans as the mega 
scenarios. He belicves HSA should vote fbr the Service-unique scenarios. 

(3) The Chaim~an believcs the mega scenarios would provide an advantage i n  
the future if  the Services decide to consolidate military personnel functions 
because they would already be co-located. The OSD BRAC Representative 
stated the mcga scenarios allow closing of Millington, TN. The Service- 
unique scenarios do not. 'I'he Navy Member statcd the Navy just made a 
huge investment at MilIington and he would rather see an older base dosed 
tirst. 

(4) The Marine Corps Member said the Service-unique scenarios still allow 
significant integration and are mom economically fcasibk. The OSD 
Member stated MTLCON is more. reasonable in the Service-unique 
scenarios. 

(5) The Navy Member stiited the Service-unique scenarios are bold and 
chaI lenging enough. The Chairman agreed the Service-unique scenarios are 
more transfortnationaI arid the savings are better. 

( 6 )  'Fhe Navy Member cautioned against going to a single point of failure. 

(7) The Deputy said 1-f S A could package the Service-unique sccnarios together. 
The OSD BRAC Representative agreed and stated HSA could run COBRA 
on the comhined scenarios. 

(8) The IISA JCSG Meinbers voted to declare the Service-unique scenarios as 
candidate recommendations. They ageed to delete the folfowing scenarios 
that are included in the Military PersonneI Service-unique sccnarios; I-ISA- 
0087, HSA-0086, and HSA-0085. l'he Service-uniquc scenarios support the 
six guiding principles. 

6. Major Admin Ifcadquarters ( M I - I )  Candidate Rcc.ormnendation Deliberations. 

a. HSA-0067, Relocate DCMR Headquarters to Ft. Lee, VA. DCMA is currently in 
two leased buildings in Springfield, VA. 

( I ) This scenario meets two 'Transformational Opt~ons by relocating DCMA 
outside the DC area and locating them on an A'I'/FP compliant facility. It 
eliminates 83,408 usable square feet (USE') of leased space w t h n  the DC 
area. 
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'The analyst used military judgment in choosing Ft. I ,ee; VA. Ft. Lee is 
close lo the DC area and closc to Richrno~~d, VA. DCMA has travel 
requirements and need io be close to a good airport. 

'I'he payback corltains good savings considering the size of the move. 

Members declared this as a candidate recommendation. 

b. 1 ISA-0 I 16, Relocate DCMA Headquarters to Carlisle Barracks. 

(1) This scenario is dcpendent on Carlisle Barracks becoming available. The 
scenario gets DCMA out of leased space but not out of the IIC area, DCMA 
can perform their function anywhere and do not need to remain in the I)C 
arca. 

(2) Members do not support this scenario as a candidate recommendation, 

7. On December 14,2004, m.embcrs will consider the Instaliation Management 
scenarios for candidate recommendation. The Air Force concepl ofjoint basing is at 
the oppositc end of the spectrum from our scenarios. 

8. Mr. Grone and VADM Weaver are looking at common standards and governance. 

9. The Marine Corps wrotc an eight-page rebuttal to the joint base Myer-1Ienderson tiall 
scenario, IISA-00 14. Reason was no personnel -. savings. 

DONAI,D C. 'I'ISON 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8 
Chairman, HSA JCSG 

Attachments: 
1. List of Attendees 
2 Agenda 
3 HSA JCSG Scenarios, Decembcr 10,2004 
4 Anny proposals 
5 .  COBRA list of definitions 
6. HSA Road Map, December 14,2004 
7. SAFJIE Memo, December 9,2004, subject: AF position on JCSG scenarios in 

support of BRAC 2005 
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HRAC 2005 I Ieadquarters & Support Activities 
Joint Cross-Service Group (HSA JCSG) 
Meeting December 10. 2004 Attendees 

Members: 
Mr. Don Tison, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8, Chair 
Mr. William Davidson, SAFIAA, Air Force Member, Acting Chair 
Ms. 1 Ioward Reeker: DD, A&M, OSD Member 
RDML Jan Gaudio, USN, Commandant, Naval District Washtngton, Navy Member 
Mr. Mike Rhodes, Assistant Deputy Colnmandant for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, 

IJSMC Member 
Col Dan Woodward, USAF, Joint Staff Alternate 

Others: 
COI, Carla Coulson, USA, HSA JCSC;, Deputy Chair 
Col Kay Knapp, TJSAF, HSA JCSG 
CAPT Mike Langohr, USNR, HSA JCSG, Navy Alternate 
COL Chris Phiibsick, USA, HSA JCSG 
Go1 Charlie Sachs, AFRC, I ISA JCSG 
LTC Chns Hill, USA, HSA JCSG 
CDR John Lathroum, JCS J8, HSA JCSG 
ILT Pat Chapin, IJSAF, HSA JCSG 
Mr. Marty AIford 
Mr. Dave Fletcher, HSA. JCSG 
1Mr. Bill Foote, HSA JCSG 
James W. I Ianjs, DSc, HSA JCSCi 
Mr. Joe Kaseler, Don IG 
Ms. Miwon Kim, Do11 IG 
Ms. Linda I.aBarbera, IISA JCSG 
Mr. Mike Mchdrew, OSD n R A C  
Mr. Doug McCoy, I-ISA JCSG 
Mr. Joe McG111, HSA JCSG 
Ms. Cheryl Manning, IISA JCSG 
Ms. Pegye Mencl, HSA JCSG 
Ms. IIolly Russell, HSA JCSG 
Mr. Jerry Shiplett, HSA JCSG 
Ms. Kathy Simonton, AE' I N 0  
Ms. Elisa Tunler, HSA JCSG 
Ms. Susan Zander, I ISA JCSG 
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Candidate Recommendation: Realign Fort Belvoir, Anacostia Annex, 2320 Mill Road and 601 North Fairfax Street, leased 
installations in Alexandria, VA, and 103 Norton Street, a leased installation in San Antonio, TX by consolidating Army 
Broadcasting Service, Soldiers Radio & TV, Soldiers Magazine, Air Force News Agency, AnnyIAir Force Hometown News 
Service, and the Naval Media Center; into a newly created DoD Media Activity at Ft. Meade. Close 601 North Fairfax Street, a 
leased installation in Alexandria, VA by co-locating the American Forces Information Service with the Defense Information 
School and the new DoD Media Activitv at Ft. Meade. 

4 Eliminates 84,000 USF of leased space. 
4 Consolidation of organizations with like nlissions into new 

Agency promotes "jointness" and creates opportunities for 
savings and synergy. 

4 Co-location of new Media Activity with AFIS and Defense 
Information School facilitates possible consolidation of 
common support functions. 

*. Moves several Activities to an ATIFP compliant location. 

4 One Time Cost: $44.6M 
4 Net Implementation Cost: $35.3hI 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $1.6M 
4 Payback Period: 5 1 Years 
4 NPV (cost): S 1 8.5M 

JMillCiv Reductions: 0,'O 
JMillCiv Rclocatcd: 2481250 
JContractors: 262 

4 OCPA(for Army Broadcasting and Soldiers Radio & TV): 
239th of 3 1.2 

J Soldiers Magazine: N/A 
J AF News Agency: NIA 
4 Army/AF Hometown News: NIA 
J Naval Media Center: 1 72"d of 3 14 
4 AFIS: 241th of 3 14 
4 Ft. Meade: 143rd of 3 14. 

J Criterion 6: NIA. 
J Criterion 7: NIA. 
4 Criterion 8: NIA. 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis 1 Data Verification 

J COBRA J Militam Value Analysis I Data Verification 

R JCSGMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w1JCSGs 

R Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w/MilDeps 

DCN: 11936



DCN: 11936



Personnel 5 %  AFIS; 10% AFIS; 
20% Others Savinas 10% Others 

GSF Required 
Personnel: 
Militarv 
Civilian 
Contractors 
Cumulative Change 

NPV (Cost1 
\ 

One Time Cost 
PavbackNears 
Break Even 
Annual Savings 
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Candidate Recommendation: Close 2 1920 Nickles Road, 22 148 Elmer Road, 22478 Cedar 
Point Road, 2258 1 Saufley Road, 22595 Saufley Road, 2 14191 Great Mills Road, and 2 1535 
Pacific Drive, leased installations in Patuxent River and Lexington Park, Maryland by relocating 
NAVAIR Components to NAS Patuxent River. 

Justification 
,----- 

J Eliminates approximately 92,000 
within the DC Area. 

J Consolidation of HQs from 
locations eliminates redundancy. 

4 Moves NAVAIR 
location. 

4 One Time Cost: 
4 Kct 1inpleinentation Cost: 
.I Annual Recuirring Savings: 
4 Payback Period: 70 Years 
.I NPV (cost): 

JMillCiv Reductions: 01'0 
JMillCiv Relocated: 6213 18 
+'Contractors: 240 

241" of 3 14. 
River: 143rd of 3 14. 

J Crite - on 7: change between locations. 
L--cxi20n 8 X A .  

Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 

O JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

O Criteria 6-8 Analysis De-conflicted w1MilDeps 
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Close 10 1 North Glebe Road, 15 15 Wilson Boulevard, 4850 Mark Center Drive, 
the Crown Ridge Building at 4035 Ridgetop, the Forest Glen Annex, and 190 1 N. 
Beauregard by relocating offices of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) to 
the Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Close 400 Army Navy Drive by relocating offices of OSD, Washington 
Headquarters Services (WHS), and the DoD Inspector General (DoDIG) to the 
Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Close North Tower at 2800 Crystal Drive by relocating the DoDIG to the 
Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir 
Close 1600 Wilson Boulevard by relocating offices of the Defense Human 
Resources Activity (DHRA) to the Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Close the Webb Building by relocating offices of Department of Defense Education 
Activity (DoDEA) and DHRA to the Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. 
Belvoir. 
Close 1500 Wilson Boulevard and Presidential Tower by relocating offices 

to the Engineering Proving 
Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Close Rosslyn Plaza North by relocating offices accommodating Pentagon 
Renovation temporary space and WHS to the Engineering Proving Ground site at 
Ft. Belvoir. 
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Realign One Liberty Center by relocating offices of OSD and the Defense Legal Services 
Agency to the Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir 
Realign Crystal Gateway North by relocating offices of OSD, WHS, and the DoDIG to the 
Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir 
Realign 201 North Beauregard Street, 621 North Payne Street, Ballston Metro Center, Crystal 
Mall 3, Crystal Square 4, Crystal Square 5, Crystal Plaza 6, Skyline 5, and Skyline 6 by 
relocating offices of the OSD to the Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Realign Hoffman 1, Crystal Gateway 1, Crystal Gateway 2, Crystal Gateway 3, and the James 
K. Polk Building by relocating offices of OSD and WHS to the Engineering Proving Ground 
site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Realign the Nash Street Building by relocating offices of DHRA to the Engineering Proving 
Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Realign Alexandria Tech Center IV by relocating offices of Defense Technology Security 
Administration to the Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir 
Realign 1400-1450 South Eads Street by relocating the DoDIG to the Engineering Proving 
Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Realign 1401 Wilson Boulevard by relocating offices of OSD, WHS, and DHRA to the 
Engineering Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Realign 1555 Wilson Boulevard by relocating offices of OSD and DHRA to the Engineering 
Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
Realign Crystal Mall 2-3-4 and Skyline 4 by relocating offices of WHS to the Engineering 
Proving Ground site at Ft. Belvoir. 
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Candidate Recommendation (summary): Close 13 and realign 23 leased installations in Northern Virginia by 
relocating offices of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, the Defense 
Technology Security Administration, the Defense Legal Services Agency, the Defense Human Resources 
Activity, the DoD Education Activity, the DoD Inspector General, and Pentagon Renovation Project temporary 

ustificatio 
4 Eliminates approximately 1.75 million USF of leased 

space within the NCR. 
Co-location of organizations facilitates possible 
consolidation of common support functions. 

4 Relocate leased space to an AT/FP compliant 
location. 

J OSD-246th; DODIG-308t11; WHS-247th; 
DTSA-264th; DLSA- 299th; DHRA-25 (jth; 

DODEA-3 1 1 th - out of 3 14 
4 Ft. Belvoir: 44th of 3 14 

- - -- - - - -- - 

J One Time Cost: $43 1.7M 
J Net Implementation Cost: $267.6M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 55.9M 
J Payback Period: 9 Years 
J NPV (savings): $270.9M 

J Criterion 6: No net job change in DC Area. 
J Criterion 7: In process. 
4 Criterion 8: In process. 

4 Strategy J Capacity Analysis I Data Verification 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis I Data Verification 

0 JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

0 Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w1MilDeps 
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Candidate Recommendation (summary): Close 13 and realign 23 leased installations in Northern Virginia by 
relocating offices of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, the Defense 
Technology Security Administration, the Defense Legal Services Agency, the Defense Human Resources 
Activity, the DoD Education Activity, the DoD Inspector General, and Pentagon Renovation Project temporary 

stificaltion 
4 Eliminates approximately 1.75 million USF of leased 

space within the NCR. 
Enabled by MED-0002. 

4 Co-location of organizations facilitates possible 
consolidation of common support functions. 
Relocate leased space to an AT!FP compliant 
location. 

4 OSD-24tjth; DODIG-308th; WHS-247th; 
DTSA-264th; DLSA- 2Wth; DHRA-25 bth; 
DODEA-3 1 1 th - out of 3 14 

4 WRAMC: 44th of 3 14 

J One Time Cost: $25 1.1M 
J Net Implementatioi~ Cost: $ 33.4M 
J Annual Recurring Savings: $ 78.OM 
J Payback Period: 3 Years 
J NPV (savings): $690.2M 

4 Criterion 6: No net job change in DC Area. 
4 Criterion 7: In process. 
4 Criterion 8: In process. 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis 1 Data Verification 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 

O JCSG!MilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

O Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w/MilDeps 
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Candidate Recommendation (summary): Realign Ballston Metro Center, Park Center IV, Skyline VI, the Zachary Taylor 
Building, Crystal Square 2, Crystal Gateway 2, Hoffman 1, Hoffman 2, and Rosslyn Metro Center, leased installations in northern 
Virginia, by relocating HQDA Staff elements to Ft. Belvoir. Realign the Zachary Taylor Building, Crystal Square 2, Jefferson 
Plaza 2, Crystal Gateway North, Crystal Plaza 5, Crystal Mall 4, Crystal Gateway 1, leased locations in northern Virginia, by 
relocating HQDA Staff elements to the A m y  National Guard Readiness Center(ANGRC) in Arlington, Virginia. 

Justifieatio 
4 Consolidates HQDA staff elements in two locations 

near the Pentagon; eliminates redundancy and 
enhances efficiency. 

4 Eliminates approximately 650,000 USF of leased 
space within the NCR. 

4 Moves HQDA staff elements to ATRP compliant 
locations 

4 Enabled by HSA-0035. 

4 One Time Cost: $ 65.9M 
4 Net Implementation Savings: S 29.4M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 25.7M 
4 Payback Period: 3 Years 
4 K PV (savings): $262.OM 

JMillCiv Reductions: 010 
JMillCiv Relocated: 547 '1 600 
JContractors: 552 

4 Activities Range from 234" to 273rd of 3 14 
4 Ft. Belvoir: 441h of 3 14 
4 ARNGRC: TBD 

J Criterion 6: In process 
J Criterion 7: In process 
J Criterion 8: In process 
J Other risks: ARYGRC space is not available. 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 

COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 

O JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

CI Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted wIMilDeps 
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Candidate Recommendation (summary): Realign Ballston Metro Center, Park Center IV, Skyline VI, the 
Zachary Taylor Building, Crystal Square 2, Crystal Gateway 2, Hoffman 1, Hoffman 2, Jefferson Plaza 2, 
Crystal Gateway North, Crystal Plaza 5, Crystal Mall 4, Crystal Gateway 1, and Rosslyn Metro Center, leased 
installations in northern Virginia, by relocating HQDA Staff elements to Walter Reed Army Medical 

ustification 
J Consolidates HQDA staff elements in leased space in 

one locations near the Pentagon; eliminates 
redundancy and enhances efficiency. 

J Eliminates approximately 650,000 USF of leased 
space within the NCR. 

J Moves HQDA staff elements to AT/FP compliant 
locations 

J Enabled by MED-0002. 

4 One Time Cost: $ 32.7M 
4 Net Implementation Savings: S 75.7M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: S; 28.9hl 
4 Payback Period: 1 Year 

NPV (savings): $336.3M 
JMi1;Civ Reductions: 010 
JMil, Civ Relocated: 547: 1600 
JContractors: 552 

- -  

4 Activities Range from 234t11 to 273rd of 3 14 
4 WRAMC: 126Ih of 3 14 

J Criterion 6: N/A. 
J Criterion 7: In process 
4 Criterion 8: ln process 
J Other risks: WRAMC space is not available. 

Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 

Cl JCSG/MilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

Cl Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w/MilDeps 
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Candidate Recommendation (summary): Realign Ballston Metro Center, Park Center IV, Skyline VI, the 
Zachary Taylor Building, Crystal Square 2, Crystal Gateway 2, Hoffman 1, Hoffman 2, Jefferson Plaza 2, 
Crystal Gateway North, Crystal Plaza 5, Crystal Mall 4, Crystal Gateway 1, and Rosslyn Metro Center, leased 
installations in northern Virginia, by relocating HQDA Staff elements to Ft. Belvoir. 

ustificatisn 
J Consolidates HQDA staff elements in leased space in 

one locations near the Pentagon; eliminates 
redundancy and enhances efficiency. 

J Eliminates approximately 650,000 USF of leased 
space within the NCR. 

4 Moves HQDA staff elements to ATFP compliant 
locations. 

4 One Time Cost: $1 10.7M 
4 Nct Imple~ncntation Cost: $ 28.4M 
./ Annual Recurring Savings: $ 22.4M 
4 Payback Period: 5 Year 
4 NPV (savings): $176.3M 

JMillCiv Reductions: 0:O 
JMillCiv Relocated: 5471 1600 
/Contractors: 552 

4 Activities Range from 234'11 to 273rd of 3 14 
J Ft. Belvoir: 44th of 3 14 

-- 

J Criterion 6: NIA. 
4 C~itci-ion 7: In process 
J Criterion 8: In process 
4 Other risks: 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 

J COBRA 4 Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 

O JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

O Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted wNilDeps 
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Candidate Recommendation: Close Crystal Park 3 and Crystal Square 3 by relocating NSMA to Anacostia 
Annex(AA). Realign 1400-1450 S. Eads Street, 2300 Clarendon Blvd, Crystal Mall 2, Crystal Mall 3, Cryst; 
Park 1, Crystal Square 2 by relocating NSMA to AA. Realign Crystal Gateway 3 by relocating NAVAIR an, 
NSMA to AA. Realign Crystal Gateway 4 by relocating NAVAIR to AA. Realign Crystal Park 5 by relocati 

ustifieation 
4 Eliminates approximately 188,000 USF of leased 

space within the NCR. 
4 Co-location of organizations faciiitates possible 

consolidation of common support functions. 
4 Moves Navy leased space to an AT/FP compliant 

location. 

4 NSMA: 30Sh of 3 14 
4 NAVAIR: 241" of 3 14 
4 SPAWAR: 222nd of 3 14 
4 NMCRS: TBD 
4 Anacostia Annex: 6Yh of 3 14 
4 WNY: 52ndof314 

O JCSGMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

4 One Time Cost: $67.OM 
4 Net Implementation Cost: $36.4M 
4 Annual Recurring Savings: $ 7.OM 
4 Payback Period: 8 Years 
4 NPV (savings): S32.8M 

JMil 'Civ Reductions: 010 
JMil Civ Relocated: 381642 
JContractors: 159 

4 Criterion 6: No net job change. 
J Criterion 7: In process 
4 Criterion 8: In process. 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 

J COBRA Military Value Analysis / Data Verification Cl Criteria 6-8 Analysis De-conflicted w/MilDeps 
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Candidate Recommendation: Realign Rosslyn Center and the Nash Street Building, leased 
installations in Arlington, Virginia, by co-locating the Air Force Real Property Agency with the 
Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence at Brooks City-Base, Texas. 

stificaticpn 
J Eliminates approximately 16,437 USF of leased space 

within the NCR. 
J Co-location of organizations creates synergy for 

installation planning and environnlental response. 
./ Moves USAF leased space to an ATEP compliant 

location. 

J One Time Cost: $3.3M 
J Net Inlple~nentation Savings: $ .9M 
J Annual Recurring Savings: $ .9M 
J Payback Period: 4 Years 
J KPV (savings): S9.3M 

JMiliCiv Reductions: O i l  0 
JMillCiv Relocated: 0 60 
JContractors Retained: 3 

4 AFRPA(AF/IE): 28@ of 3 14 
d Brooks City-Base: TBD 

4 Criterion 6: In process 
J Criterion 7: In process 
4 Criterion 8: Possible impact on historic properties and 

wetlands. 

4 Strategy d Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 

J COBRA 4 Military Value Analysis / Data Verification 

LI JCSGIMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted w1MilDeps 
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Opening Statement of Chairman Tom Davis 
Committee on Government Reform 

"BRAC and Beyond: An Examination of the Rationale 
Behind Federal Security Standards for Leased Space" 

July 27,2005 

Good morning. I would like to welcome everyone to today's hearing on security 
standards for Federal leased space. 

The federal government owns or leases approximately 3.4 billion square feet of 
space. As the federal government's primary property manager, the General Services 
Administration is responsible for a large percentage of that space, while other agencies, 
such as DOD, have independent landholding and leasing authorities. These agencies are 
responsible for ensuring the safety and security of the sites they own and lease. In light 
of foreign and domestic terrorist attacks against U.S. targets over the past ten years, 
federal agencies have been at a heightened state of alert. In fact, the threat of terrorist 
attacks against federal facilities was one of several factors that prompted GAO to include 
federal property on its January 2003 High-Risk Series. We need to take every possible 
measure to secure and protect Federal facilities, employees, and visitors. 

Immediately following the Oklahoma City bombing in 1995, the President 
directed the Department of Justice (DOJ) to assess the vulnerabilities of federal facilities 
to terrorist attacks and recommend minimum security standards for federally occupied 
space. The result was the categorization of federal buildings into five levels based on 
several factors, such as building size, agency mission and function, tenant population, and 
volume of public access. DOJ also published its Vulnerability Assessment of Federal 
Facilities report in June 1995, which proposed minimum security standards for federal 
buildings - the first time govement-wide security standards were established. 

In 1995, the Interagency Security Committee (ISC) was established by executive 
order and is currently chaired by the Department of Homeland Security. The ISC was 
tasked with developing and evaluating security standards for Federal facilities and 
overseeing the implementation of appropriate security measures for those sites. 
However, these standards were not readily applicable to leased space. So the ISC 
established a committee to develop its Security Standards for Leased Space, which were 
approved by OMB in September 2004. 

Meanwhile, the Department of Defense (DOD) created the Anti-Terrorism Force 
Protection standards. These standards will apply to new construction and new leased 
space beginning in October of this year; and beginning in October 2009, they will apply 
to the rollover of an existing lease. We are here today because it is unclear to many of us 

with the ISC standards, but it does not apply them appropriately. For instance, DOD used 
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Testimony by Congressman Jim Moran 
before the House Government Reform Committee 

"BRAC and Beyond: An Examination of the Rationale Behind Federal Security 
Standards for Leased Space" 

July 27,2005 

Chairman Davis and Ranking Member Waxman, thank you for the opportunity to 
appear today and for holding this oversight hearing to examine DoD's building security 
standards for leased space and the rationale behind using these standards in the BRAC 
process. I'd like to address the problems I foresee with the Department of Defense's 
approach in both the BRAC process and the larger building security standards for leased 
space: 

The adoption of these standards wifiout any 
The strong bias against leased space without supporting data and documentation; 

o The arbitrary nature of the standards; 
The message these standards send to the nation; 
The lack of -unlike any other government agency-performance-based standards 
that would take advantage of the extraordinary wealth of innovation and 
technology we have in Northern Virginia to provide incentives for producing 
better building security methods that will make all Americans safer. 

Issued on October 8,2003, the Department of Defense's Minimum Anti-terrorism 
Standards for buildings and leased space represent a prescriptive approach that deviates 
from the performance-based standards that most government agencies currently follow. 
Furthermore, these standards overlook how to prevent other forms of terrorist threats, 
such as suicide bombings and chem-bio contamination, and would have done nothing to 
prevent the attacks of 911 1. They have not been subjected to public comment and, until 
now, have not undergone any Congressional hearings. 

Effective on October lSt of this year, these standards will apply to any new 
construction and any new leased space, as well as any rollover of existing lease terms 
effective October 1,2009. These DoD building standards are designed to protect against 
one primary threat - a truck bomb - but are poorly conceived. The standard is 
prescription-based, requiring all DoD agencies - military command centers and even 
some private DoD contractors - to abandon their present locations in favor of new sites 
on bases, or in locations without underground parking and that are set back at least 82 
feet from the street. It will be difficult, if not impossible, for military facilities in leased 
space in an urban area such as Washington (and its heavily developed suburbs), New 
York, Dallas, San Diego, Miami, Boston, or any other of our metropolitan areas to meet 
this demand. 

What lund of a message are we sending to our citizens with these kinds of 
security measures? That it is less safe to live in urban areas? That civilian employees of 
the Defense Department must have a different level of protection than CIA employees or 
the President or elementary school children in our communities? 
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adversely affect our military readiness if our highly trained personnel do not move with 
their agencies and leave the federal workforce. In light of the costs and minimal added 
security offered by these standards, it is difficult to understand why the Department of 
Defense would unilaterally impose such standards and then expect the Congress, and the 
country, to foot the bill. 

At a meeting that Chairman Davis and I convened last week with representatives 
from Northern Virginia's business community and Ralph Newton, Principal Deputy of 
the Washington Headquarters Service and the Director of Defense Facilities, we raised 
several concerns with DoD's minimum anti-terrorism building security standards. It was 
clear from this briefing that many questions remain unanswered concerning the 
Department's rationale behind its standard and why such limited criteria were used over 
other methods of achieving maximum building security. 

I hope that today's officials will be able to shed some much needed light on the 
development of these standards and why they were applied to the BRAC process, which 
never included building security standards among its criteria. The DoD building security 
standard was unfairly applied in the BRAC&process in a manner that d i m e d  leased 
s p m .  It seemed to be a back door attempt by the Secretary of Defense to eliminate 
leased space in the National Capital ~ e ~ c o n ,  a move whichis not going to produce cost 
savings and could resultin. ,--.-.--- the loss of too many of our most talented person~el, many oJ .- - a  "&_. -_ ". * I "  * 

whom I _--- have ..___ indicated they ~~l~~l;llii~~iiiov6~if.theifageI!ciie~~el~cate~outside the Metro 
*_ _ " _ _ "  _ ,-__^_- ""." - - - "I--. - -.* ŵ  - 

corridor. 

Reasonable efforts toward security should be encouraged and continually 
reviewed. But they should be subjected to Congressional review, third-party analysis, 
and a formal public comment period. The management of the agencies and leased office 
buildings that will be affected by the Department's proposed building security standards 
were not approached for comment or input on what should be considered in designing 
more stringent security standards or how they could be reasonably met. 

In addition, almost no other leased space in the country was targeted, and the \ 

Department made no effort to even determine whether the facilities they recommended 
for closure were compliant with those proposed building standards or could comply with 
minimal costs. While we can all agree that the security of our government facilities and 
workforce should be paramount, these standards base building security merely in terms of 
perimeter stand-off but fail to address the broader security challenges our nation 
confronts. 

The Department's new standards overlook the work of the Interagency Security 
Committee's (ISC) security standards for leased space approved less than a year ago, and 
do not allow alternative means to achieve maximum security at leased office space. 

Furthermore, the architects of these new building standards have never been in a 
meeting to defend their actions. Despite repeated attempts by Senator Warner, myself 
and the distinguished Chairman before me, we still cannot get anyone at DoD to 
acknowledge who drafted these standards and why the Secretary of Defense used them in 
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Statement of Dwight Williams 
Chief Security Officer 

Department of Homeland Security 
Before the House Committee on Government Reform 

July 27,2005 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Minority Member Waxman, and members of the 

Committee: Thank you for the opportunity to address you today and for your ongoing 

support of the Department of Homeland Security's efforts to keep America secure. 

I am Dwight Williams, the Chief Security Officer for the Department of 

Homeland Security, and, as such, I am also the Chair of the Interagency Security 

Committee (ISC). I am honored and pleased to appear before the House Government 

Reform Committee today to discuss the ISC's "Security Standards for Leased Space," 

our process for developing these standards, and our efforts to implement them. 

Backaound on the Interagencv Security Committee 

The bombing of the Federal building in Oklahoma City on April 19, 1995, 

painfully illustrated the need for effective and consistent standards for the security of our 

Federal facilities. In the aftermath of the attack, an Executive Order was issued to 

establish the Interagency Security Committee to enhance the quality and effectiveness of 

security and protection of Federal buildings and facilities for nonmilitary activities, and 

to provide a permanent body to address Government-wide security issues for these 

Federal facilities. 

Specifically, the duties and responsibilities of the ISC are to: 

Establish policies for security and protection of Federal facilities; 

Develop and evaluate security standards for Federal facilities; 

Develop a strategy for ensuring compliance with such standards; 
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Oversee the implementation of appropriate security measures in Federal 

facilities; and 

Take actions to enhance the quality and effectiveness of security and 

protection at Federal facilities. 

There are 21 primary members of the ISC and 14 associate members. The ISC is 

composed of representatives from every Federal department (including the Departments 

of Justice, Defense, State, and the Treasury), as well as officials from other agencies with 

key roles in setting security policy for the Federal Government. Executive Order 13286 

transferred the functions and responsibilities of the ISC to the Department of Homeland 

Security, designating the Secretary of Homeland Security as the Chair of the ISC. The 

Secretary has, in turn, delegated this authority to me, as the Chief Security Officer of the 

Department. 

When the Oklahoma City tragedy occurred in April 1995, the Government had 

not established building security standards for either Federally-owned or leased 

buildings. At the direction of the President, the Department of Justice completed a study 

shortly after the bombing to assess the vulnerability of Federal office buildings in the 

United States -- particularly with respect to acts of terrorism and other forms of violent 

activities. The Department of Justice study recommended minimum security standards 

for these Federal buildings, setting forth specific security requirements regarding 

perimeter, entry, and interior security, as well as general security planning considerations. 

In 1997, the General Services Administration (GSA) compiled draft Security 

Criteria based on the Department of Justice standards. In a series of working group 

discussions, the ISC updated the criteria by incorporating recommendations based upon 
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the experiences of agencies, cost considerations, and technological innovations. This 

effort resulted in the ISC issuing formal Security Design Criteria for New Federal Office 

Buildings on May 30,2001. As the name implies, these standards applied primarily to 

new buildings and construction. 

Challenges of Leased Space and Development of Security Standards 

Although the standards established by the Department of Justice study were '. 
1-__ ____ ___ -- - - - -- . - -  - - ---- 

intended for use in all Federally-occupied facilities, they were not readily adaptable to 
- I_I___ _- - _..._. * --- .- - -- . - - 

most leased locations. Building owners were often reluctant to make the significant -_ I_l.I^cI--I--I-- ----- - ------ - X---.--_X_" ^ _  

alterations required to comply with stringent security standards, wary of the considerable 
- - -  - -  _ _  -- ---.__I- -- 

expense involved. In addition, owners were concerned that non-Federal tenants may seek 

office space elsewhere, so that their employees and customers would not be 

inconvenienced by security measures. A recent Government Accountability Office report 

on Protection of National Icons and Federal Office Buildings issued last month confirmed 

the difficulty of these challenges in negotiating security for leased facilities. 

This situation created what was essentially a double standard for owned buildings, 

which were required to comply with the security standards, and leased buildings, to 

which the ISC standards did not apply. In order to resolve this inequity, the ISC 

members established the "Lease Security Subcommittee" to develop a set of standards 

specifically for leased facilities. This Subcommittee consisted of experts from the 

Departments of Defense, Homeland Security, Justice, Transportation, and Health and 

Human Services, GSA, and other Government agencies. These participants were 

members of a multi-profession team that included security specialists, design 

professionals, engineers, architects, and fire and safety specialists from the member 
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agencies. The GSA Real Property Officer was designated as Chair of the Subcommittee 

with oversight by the Executive Director of the ISC. 

To maintain consistency, the Subcommittee used the 1995 DOJ study and the 

2001 ISC security standards for new buildings as the basis for compiling standards for 

leased space. The ISC Subcommittee also sought input fiom the real estate private ---- --- - 

sector. For example, the Subcommittee presented the proposed standards at Roundtable 
rC- 

Sessions held in Washington D.C., Chicago, San Francisco, and New York. These 

sessions opened a dialogue between the Federal Government and prominent real estate 

holders who leased substantial amounts of office space to the Federal Government in 

each of these four cities. The comments received were valuable and allowed for the 

development of standards that provide the tightest security reasonably attainable and 

affordable within the marketplace. 

In addition to the Industry Roundtable Sessions, the initial draft of the standards 

for leased facilities was sent to all of the Departments and agencies represented on the 

ISC, which in turn disseminated the document to their field offices for review and 

consideration. Through collecting and reviewing the feedback from these agencies, the 

ISC was able to further refine the standards to ensure that the standards would be both 

feasible and effective. Subsequently, the Subcommittee issued a proposed draft in July 
/~' i.- 

2003. Following a careful analysis of the costs involved in implementing the standards, 
C---- 

the Subcommittee approved a final draft in July 2004 and forwarded the draft to the full 
\_-------.-.-.- --.-- 

ISC for final approval. 
ci-----------. 

The ISC formally approved the Security Standards for Leased Space on 

September 29,2004, and the former Chair of the ISC (my predecessor) issued the 
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approved document on February 10,2005. This product is the result of the efforts of 

many individuals, and it is a living document that will be reviewed annually at ISC 

meetings and updated as threats evolve and additional issues may be identified. The ISC 

continues to seek input from interested stakeholders and welcomes proposed suggestions 

for consideration. 

Application of Security Standards 

Federal agencies face a range of security threats that is limited only by the 

imagination of our adversary. In the last decade, we have seen an aerial suicide attack, a 

biological attack on a post office, and shootings at our courthouses. While explosives are 

often used by our attacker, we must be prepared to deal with a variety of dangers, 

including chemical, biological, and radiological threats. The Security Standards for 

Leased Space are aimed to address these various perils. 

Importantly, the Security Standards for Leased Space establish the recommended 

minimum security requirements for protection of a Federal facility, while providing 6-L 
agencies the necessary flexibility to address specific additional security threats or 

vulnerabilities. They do not prohibit an agency from imposing more stringent security 

r -  

One purpose of the standards is to educate Federal agencies regarding what 

minimum security standards are prudent, in order to make informed security decisions. 

They are not intended to substitute the ISC's judgment for the agency's own in dictating 

what precise security measures are appropriate for a particular facility. Deciding how to 

best protect any specific location requires an individualized threat and vulnerability 

assessment and consideration of a variety of factors on a case-by-case basis. The ISC 
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standards grant agencies the flexibility to do just that, while at the same time ensuring 

that minimum security standards are met. 

The ISC Security Standards adopt a balanced approach for agencies. They do not 
L 

establish a single, one-size-fits-all standard for every Federal leased facility across the 
-- -- 

nation. Indeed, the Standards impose security requirements commensurate to the threat, 

vulnerability, and consequences of a successful attack on that facility. The ISC 

recognized that resources are limited within the Government, and we must be good 

stewards of the American taxpayer dollar. The need to keep our federal buildings open 

and accessible to the visiting public was also taken into account. Therefore, the ISC 
\ 

aimed to strike a prudent balance between security and feasibility. Accordingly, the 
-1 Ir 

Security Standards initially require a security specialist to determine the appropriate level 

of risk a Federal leased facility faces. There are four levels of criticality: 

0 A Level IV facility has over 450 Federal employees and typically has more than 

150,000 square feet; high-volume of public contact; and tenant agencies may 

include high-risk law enforcement and intelligence agencies, courts, judicial 

offices, and highly sensitive Government records. 

A Level I11 facility has between 15 1 and 450 Federal employees and typically has 

fkom 80,000 to 150,000 square feet; a moderate to high volume of public contact; 

and tenant agencies may include law enforcement agencies, court related agencies 

and hnctions, and Government records and archives. 

A Level I1 facility has between 1 1 and 150 Federal employees and typically has 

from 2,500 to 80,000 square feet; a moderate volume of public contact; and 

Federal activities that are routine in nature similar to commercial activities. 
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A Level I facility has 10 or fewer Federal employees and typically has 2,500 

square feet or less of office space; and minimal public contact or contact with 

only a small segment of the population. 

Once the security specialist has determined the appropriate security level of a 

particular facility, the Security Standards for Leased Space set forth the specific security 

requirements for these levels regarding five areas of concern: perimeter security, entry 

security, interior security, administrative procedures, and blast setback standards. 

For example, the perimeter security standards prescribe requirements for securing 

the outside of the facility through vehicle inspections, garage access controls, exterior 

lighting, close circuit television monitoring, shatter-resistant materials, and similar 

measures. Entry security standards set forth the control of public lobbies and entryways 

through means such as security guards, magnetometers, X-ray machines, mail screening 

devices, and intrusion detection systems. Interior security includes control of access to 

the facility by visitors and securing restricted areas within the facility, while 

administrative procedures cover coordination with building managers and personnel 

security assurance. 

Blast setback standards specify the desired distance from the facility to the nearest 

point of an explosion. This last area of concern - blast setback distance - is the most 

challenging for leased facilities, as the Government has few practical options for 

prescribing a blast setback distance for a building that already exists in a dense, urban 

environment. 

Recognizing the limitations inherent in imposing security standards on leased 

facilities, the degree to which the standards must be applied depends on the particular 
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situation, whether it involves a new lease in an existing building, a new lease in a new 

building, or an existing lease that the Government has already entered. For new leases in 

existing buildings, the Security Standards must be met, except for those regarding blast 

setback. For new leases in new buildings, all of the Security Standards must be met, 

including those for blast setback, and the project must also meet the ISC standards for 

new buildings. For existing leases, every effort should be made to meet the Security 

Standards based upon a case-by-case assessment, recognizing that certain standards may 

not be feasible. 

Implementation of the Leased Standards 

The Department of Homeland Security is actively pursuing ways to implement 

these standards at its facilities. Our goal is to ensure that we have an effective program 

for securing leased facilities, using a risk-management approach based on three primary 

factors, as recently articulated by the Secretary: (1) threat; (2) vulnerability; and 

(3) consequences. As you can see, the level of security articulated in the ISC standards 

correspond directly to the level of risk incurred at each facility, particularly focused on 

events of mass consequence with the greatest damage. 

Now that the agencies have received the February 2005 final standards, they are 

in the process of conducting the necessary risk assessments on their facilities in order to 

apply the standards. In addition, the Department of Homeland Security's Chief 

Administrative Officer has been working with other stakeholders to communicate and 

implement these standards throughout the Department. Further, the Immigration and 

Customs Enforcement, Federal Protective Service, is already using the Security Standards 

for Leased Space in conducting vulnerability assessments of Federal buildings. 
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Also, the Department of Homeland Security, through the ISC, is working with 

other Departments and agencies to promote the application and implementation of the 

security standards for leased facilities. For instance, the GSA is incorporating the 

standards into its operations, requiring that the standards be included in Solicitations for 

Offers for new leased facilities. In addition, the ISC members have provided positive 

feedback regarding the leased standards, and the ISC will monitor the progress. 

In closing, I would like to thank the Committee again for the opportunity to 

appear before you here today. The security of our Federal employees is of paramount 

importance to the Department of Homeland Security, and we will continue to ensure that 

every effort is made to provide them with Government facilities that are designed and 

constructed with their security in mind. The Security Standards for Leased Space 

developed by the ISC membership establish consistency between Federally-owned and 

leased space, while also providing the flexibility for agencies to decide what additional 

security measures may be needed for a particular building or facility. 

I would now be pleased to answer any questions you may have. 
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Chairman Davis and members of the Committee, my name is F. Joseph Moravec and I 

am the Commissioner of the Public Buildings Service at the General Services 

Administration. I am here today to discuss security standards in Government leased 

space and, specifically, the implementation of the Interagency Security Committee's 

(ISC1s) standards. 

GSA Security Philosophy 

GSA manages a diverse portfolio of real estate.for the Federal Government-over 340 

million square feet of space in office buildings, courthouses, border stations, and 

warehouses. We serve nearly 60 agencies (consisting of more than 400 bureaus), the 

U.S. Courts, and Congress. Providing secure facilities for our client agencies, their 

customers, and the visiting public is of paramount concern for us. 

GSA strives to manage the delicate balance between security and openness in Federal 

buildings. Federal buildings need to be inviting to the citizens of this country, but very 

secure at the same time. GSA is forward-looking in its federally owned and leased 

architecture-showing that modern public architecture can be made safer yet still reflect 

the democratic qualities of openness and transparency. 

Security considerations are an integral part of our lease procurement process. In 

developing security requirements, a multi-disciplinary team determines the appropriate 

criteria for each leased project, based on a security assessment of the client and an 

analysis of all available information on threats and vulnerabilities as well as constraints 

imposed by budget and location. 

Our goal is to develop a meaningful program of security requirements that considers 

clients' needs and the availability of those requirements in the marketplace. 
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Overview of FPS-GSA Relationship 

GSA's primary partner in providing secure facilities for our clients is the Department of 

Homeland Security. GSA coordinates with various DHS entities to accomplish different 

security related goals for the facilities we own and lease. The DHS components include 

the Federal Protective Service, the lnteragency Security Committee and DHS' Office of 

Security. DHS's Federal Protective Service (FPS) provides law enforcement and 

physical security services, including security assessments at Federal buildings that are 

in GSA's portfolio, and is instrumental in developing and implementing the security 

program for all of our clients' space needs. 

On March I ,  2003, FPS was transferred from GSA to'DHS. We have focused 

significant effort toward assisting FPS's transition, specifically on their contracting 

capacity for guard service and their ability to appropriately acquire and maintain 

necessary security equipment on behalf of client agencies. A Memorandum of 

Agreement (MOA) between FPS and GSA that outlines our roles and responsibilities 

has governed our relationship. FPS and GSA are currently working together on a 

revised MOA that will further outline our relationship and responsibilities. This will 

enhance security provided to our clients and the properties they occupy. 

History of ISC and GSA 

The horrific bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Building in 1995 focused attention on the 

vulnerability of our public institutions to terrorist threats and forever altered the way the 

Government views security in its buildings. In addition to the development of the Justice 

Department's Vulnerability Assessment that same year, Executive Order (EO) 12977 

was issued. This EO created the lnteragency Security Committee (ISC), composed of 

21 Federal agencies, including GSA, "to establish policies for security in and protection 

of federal facilities." 
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The ISC produced the Security Design Criteria in 2001, which addressed security 

standards in new construction. At that time, GSA also concluded that security 

standards were needed for our leased facilities-standards that were informed by a 

client agency's risk, the vulnerability profile, and product availability in the marketplace. 

To that end, GSA initiated a subcommittee within the ISC composed of representatives 

from FPS, Department of Defense (DOD), Internal Revenue Service (IRS), Social 

Security Administration, Health and Human Services, Department of Transportation, the 

Department of Justice and the Federal Courts. We pursued a collaborative approach, 

working with the subcommittee members, vetting our progress with our regional offices 

and client agencies, and obtaining the perspective and contribution of private sector 

commercial building owners and managers. ISC issued a draft report in June 2003, and 

formally issued the end product, Security Standards in Leased Space, in February 

2005. 

Description of Leased Space Standards 

The ISC standards provide a consistent and considered level of security to Federal 

tenants in leased space. This level of security is commensurate with the tenant 

agency's mission-specific risk and vulnerability, including the necessity and degree of 

public access to the facility, as well as conditions in the market. 

The ISC standards are categorized into four levels based on inputs such as client 

mission, size of the space requirement, number of employees, and use of space. The 

stringency of security measures increases incrementally by level, ranging from secured 

utility areas and window glazing, at the low end, to full building control that includes the 

right to inspect, deny access, and remove persons and vehicles. For example, a Level 

I1 occupancy may need no more than adequate lighting, locks, emergency power, 

shatter-resistant windows, and controlled access to utility areas and the roof. By 

comparison, a Level IV occupancy will include those requirements plus additional 

requirements for guard service, magnetometers, control over public areas and parking, 
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surveillance and intrusion detection systems, inaccessible air intakes, and dedicated 

HVAC. 

The ISC requirements at each level are minimums, but any agency may se!ect certain 

elements from a higher level for incorporation into its program. For example, a Level II 

occupancy, such as a field office, may decide that guard service and magnetometers 

are appropriate because of the type of business they conduct and/or the location of the 

facility. 

When a Federal agency launches a search for new or replacement leased space, a 

collaborative effort between the agency, FPS, and GSA begins. FPS conducts a 

security evaluation for the client, and an appropriate level of security is determined that 

will guide the procurement from the market survey through to occupancy. GSA also 

provides current market and real estate information for consideration the client agency. 

The goal is to develop a meaningful validated program of security requirements for 

clients through this process. 

The ISC recognizes that not all standards are achievable in all markets, and they allow 

for alternative risk mitigation strategies in the event that no market solution is available. 

Where standards are unobtainable, the standard becomes to achieve the best security 

solution available. 

The standards recognize that the Government procures space in a commercial 

marketplace. The standards are not intended to force location decisions contrary to the 

client agency's mission requirements, and they do not preclude leasing in central 

business areas (CBA1s). 

Although we anticipate that ISC's process for setting an informed and appropriate level 

of security will accommodate the needs of Federal agencies and departments, I will 
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note that, if there is substantial demand for the most stringent security elements and 

countermeasures, it may pose particular procurement challenges. As the Government 

Accountability Office (GAO) pointed out in their June report, certain standards at 

Level IV "may put the government at odds with private lessors and other nonfederal 

occupants." In particular, the Level IV standard that requires Government control of 

entrances, common areas, and parking areas-with the right to inspect, deny access, 

and remove persons and vehicles-may receive less interest from the market and, thus, 

be less competitive. One solution to such a scenario may be to consolidate agencies 

with similar security profiles to achieve efficient and cost effective full-building 

occupancies. 

As you know, DOD has also promulgated its own security standards, known as the 

Unified Facilities Criteria. Where called to act on behalf of DOD, GSA will treat these 

standards like any other program requirement and will seek to obtain leased space 

meeting those standards. As with all our procurements, we will advise the client on the 

likelihood of success, potential location outcomes, and likely costs before issuing 

solicitations to procure space. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, I will reiterate the importance of recognizing that securing leased space 

for Federal agencies must be driven by several key factors, including mission-specific 

inputs, and the constraints imposed by location and budget. We believe the ISC 

standards for leased space provide a practical approach that will allow Federal agencies 

to fulfill their mission in secure facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared statement. I will be pleased to answer any 

questions that you or Members of the Committee may have. 
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equipment, identification cards, etc. The scope of UFC 4-010-01, however, is specifically for 

threats as they impact building design and construction. 

With respect to development of ISC's security standards for leased space, DoD did 

participate from both a design and construction standpoint as well as a security standpoint. 

For many of the areas where the UFC and the ISC guidelines overlap, we were able to achieve 

consistency, but one difference is in the area of standoff and blast mitigation. The Department 

has determined that vehicle-borne explosives are a significant threat and must be addressed in 

any security plan. Standoff and blast mitigation requirements are derived from building type, 

location, threat assessment, occupancy, proximity to other buildings, etc. Therefore each 

instance would have an entirely different standoff and blast mitigation requirement. ISC 

guidelines pennit agencies to identify and increase the level of security requirements unique to 

that agency. 

a When DoD issued its minimum standards in 2002, ISC had no security requirements for 

leased space. Employing a risk-based assessment, the Department considers UFC 4-010-01 

appropriate as the basic security requirement for leased buildings. DoD believes that personnel 

occupying leased buildings deserve the same level of protection as those in DoD-owned 

buildings. Implementation of these standards is therefore mandatory for all facilities leased for 

DoD use and for those buildings in which DoD receives a space assignment from another 

government agency except as established below. This requirement is intended to cover all 

situations, including General Services Administration space, privatized buildings, and host- 

nation and other foreign gdernment buildings. These standards only apply where eleven or 
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In closing, Mister Chairman, we sincerely thank you for this opportunity to address the 

Department of Defense @OD) anti-terrorism and force protection (ATIFP) standards for leased 

space. Force Protection is an important issue for everyone at all times. EO 12977 recognized 

the need to establish security and protection requirements in buildings and facilities occupied by 

Federal employees for non-military activities. We have and will continue to consult extensively 

with the ISC and our private sector partners to look for ways to improve our risk-based analyses, 

mission assessment, enhance capabilities, and protect our people. 
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Ft. Belvoir Announcement 
Staggers Fairfax County 

In early June. I met with the Kingstowne Residential 
Owners Corporation Board of Trustees to discuss issues facing 
Virginia, in general, and southem Fairfax County in particular. 
The primary topic of discussion was the May 15 recommenda- 
tions by the Department of Defense @OD) to the recently 

Report from Richmond 
Delesure Murk Sickles, 43" District, 703-31 7-0036 

1 Ballston to Crystal City, will lose about 
20,000 personnel. 

/ A significant percentage of them are 
slated to come to Ft. Belvoir for a net 

appointed Base Realignment and Clmure Commlss~on 
(BRAC) The BRAC process is intended to remove polltics as 
an obstacle to streamlining and making better use of the 
country's national defense resources. Earlier BRAC rounds 
have produced enormous geographic shifts in military spend- 
ing. If the DOD recommendations are adopted by the commis- 
sion as expected, our area is in for enormous change over the 
next few years. 

In a previous, and formerly separate, regulatory proceeding, 
DOD is now mandating that all buildings serving military 
personnel must be at least 82 feet from a public road and have 
no underground parking. These secunty concerns led the 
Pentagon to include "leased office space" in the BRAC pm- 
cess, a step that will hurry this initiative along. Under BRAC 
rules, the closings and realignments are to be done within six 
vearsl If no "~erformance base~Y accommodations are made 
io these 'br&riptive" security regulations. Arlington, from 

Terra Firma, Land, Property, 
a Personal Domain, Chattel, and Your Home. 

Other investments rise and fall with the wind. 
But land has been special throughout history. 

We are a family parmaship guiding residential Real Estate mnactions 
in the Northern Virginia Aria. Ourexpcnix extends to p c m a l  
residences as well us providing full services for the rental investor. 

Is Now the Time for You? 
Cull for fme feasibility messment 
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increase of 18,400 workers to a base 
I already hosting 24,000 jobs. Of the increase, about 8,000 

people will be working at the new home of the National 
Geospatial Intelligence Agency, now headquartered in Poto- 
mac, Maryland. However, unless the BRAC commissioners 
object, many of the highly regarded, job-producing defense 
research agencies now located near the Pentagon are headed 
to the Navy's medical campus in Bethesda. In the effort to 
retain these critical agencies and their good contractors in 
Virginia, our federal delegation is wor!4ng to keep them on this 
side of the river. As this plays out over the summer, Ft. Belvoir 
and tha large and uninhabited Engineer Proving Ground, just 
west of 1-95 and Kingstowne, could be found to be an attractive 
alternative to Maryland. 

Whatever is finally decided, Ft. Belvoir and our nearby 
neighborhoods are in for dramatic changes in the years ahead. 
As current traffic on Telegraph Road and Route 1 amply 
demonstrate, we are behind on the public infrastructure 
needed to handle existing traffic, much less the traffic that will 
follow a further influx of new workers. In speculating that this 
type of recommendation might be in the works. Governor 
Warner appointed me to the Virginia Military Base Commission, 
a group dedicated to promding Virginia advantages to the 
armed services and lessening the community impacts of 
significant growth in places like southern Fairfax County. 

The commission work has been highly informative and 
successful for the state, but the hard part has now arrived. 
While I am proud that Ft. Balvoir has a great future ahead, I am 
also wncemed about our quality of Me as even more people 
and cars come our way. You can be assured that I will be 
vigilant in preparing our community for this challenge. We 
must build new, and expand upon existing, public transporta- 
tion systems that people will readily use. In order to handle the 
workload, we will need to succeed at wery level of government 
as the final BRAC decisions are made this fall. I look focward 
to working with you and other citizens to meet the pending 
challenge. 
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Response to BRAC Commission Inquiry Regarding NCR 
Office Space Compliance with DOD Anti-Terrorism 

Construction Standards 

Responding to a BRAC Commission request, on June 29,2005 the Office of Real 
Property Asset Management (PV) requested that NCR provide a list of all GSA- 
leased or owned buildings that meet the DOD Anti-Terrorism Construction 
Standards. The BRAC Commission requested this information in conjunction with 
an internal Commission briefing scheduled for August 10,2005. 

BRAC Commission Request: For GSA to provide "a list of any buildings owned or 
managed by GSA that could be made compliant to the Department of Defense Anti- 
Terrorism Force Protection Standards within the National Capitol Region. Of these 
buildings, I am particularly interested in ones that could accommodate 400,000 GSF 
of administrative office space and may be available for lease by 2009/20101' 

NCR Response 

With the caveats and notations listed below, NCR does not have any properties in its 
leased or owned office inventory that meet the criteria outlined in the BRAC 
Commission request. 

We have identified two properties that GSA leases to DOD that appear to comply 
with some of the requirements: 

1) Seven Skyline Place (402,822 rentable square feet) - has facade hardening and 
glass fragmentation mitigation but not the stand-off or progressive collapse 
requirements. 

2) One Libertv Center - (310,829 rentable square feet) - has progressive collapse, 
facade hardening, glass fragmentation mitigation, but not the standoff 
requirements. 

Caveats and Notations: 

1 Most GSA properties are fullv occupied by tenant-agencies. 
a) Most incumbent agencies will probably have a continuing need for the 

existing space 
2) GSA performed a preliminarv review of its inventory 

a) For the properties listed above and for any other properties that became 
available in the requested time-frame, additional analysis would be required 
to assess the ability of each building to comply with the DOD construction 
standards. 

3) It is likely that there are some properties in the private office market that mav 
be able to meet the requirements outlined in the Commission request. 
a) This would require extensive market research of existing or planned office 

properties in the National Capital Region. 

Page 1 of 1 
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HSA JCSG 
GSA Lease Exposure - LeaselLocation Detail 

-- - 

2009 Explrat~on i 07/15/04~ 07/14/09( 1 HSA0092 ( Army HQ's 8 Field 2008 09130108 1 0.8 $174,3621 Crystal Sq 2. Arlington Army 
----TP---~ 

_1_ 5.9901 $37.02 ) NO OUTS 

2009 Explration i 08/25/04 08/24/09, -. - 1 HSA0078 1 DoNLeased ) 09130108 0.9 $309.907/ Rosslyn Metro Ctr, Arlington ! ~ r m y  / 9.6171 $35.86 NO OUTS 
--.+. -- .- 

2010 Expiration A I 03/17/05! 03/16/10 03/17/04 HSA0069 I Army Leased I; ~ $0 Crystal Plaza 5, Arlington - i ~ r m y  4,722; $33.36 : Cancellable after 3rd year w/ 60-day notice -- - 

ExpirgUon Yew 

12010 Expiration 04/19/01i 04/18/10~ 1 HSA0114 TRANSCOM 1 2008 1 09/30108 / 1 5 

12012 Expiration 1 10/01/02 09/30112i  ;0/10 1 2.0 1 $10.960.957( 1 Liberty Center (Interim Premises) BCTl ( ~ a v y  1 132,847; $41.20 ! NO OUTS 1 lncludes $2.37/USF for 1 

Lease Start 
Dnte 

12012 Expiration 10 /01 /0209 /30 /12  -- 1 TECH 1 ONR ASSUME 2010 / 09/30/10 2.0 i $619,801 1 Liberty ~enter(interim ~ r e m ~ e s )  BCT3 ~ a v ~  (ONR) 1 7 , 5 1 2 b  

(2012 Exoiration ! 10101102~ 09/30112/ 
I-- i TECH I ONR I ASSUME ~ n i n  I 09lROlt0 ! 7 1  $991 % 1 I ,hnrtv Cantor lintsnm Dr.mlrpc) 

Lease 
Expiration 

Date, 

12012 Expiration 1 10~01~02~ 09/30/12L --- I TECH 1 ONR __ I ASSUME 2010 1 09/30110 1 2.0 1 $993,563 1 Liberty Center (interim Premises) BCT3 i ~ a i ~  (ONR) / 12,042; $41.20 I NO OUTS 1 I 

Eady Lease 
Termination 

Date 

12012 Ex~lratlon I ~O/OI/OZ~ 09/30/12~ I TECH ONR 1 ASSIIMF 7nin I n w n i r i i  I $99'7 CIR? I ,hartu rr 
I -; -- 

' -  8 - -  - -  -~ - .  ,-- . ,-- . , . . . --..-,,,a -, . ,", ,- I1,""J 1 179.3551 $26.01 NO OUTS / Includes $4.85.USF for Tl's 

, 
11/01/01~ 10/31/11~ I-- 

2011 Expiration , 12/01101~ 11/30/11~ j MED 1 Medical 1 ASSUME 2010 / 09/30110 1 2 $225.262/ 1600 E. Gude Dr., Rockville, Md Army 
- 

2011 Expiration 09101~01~ 08/311111 1 MED 1 Medical ASSUME2010 0 9 / 3 0 / 1 0  1 0.9 1 1 13,7621 x 2 . 3 2  NO OUTS 

'1's 

k 1 2  Expiration I t 0 9 / 3 0 1 1 2  ONR ASSUME 2010 / 09/30/10 / 2.0 $713,8601 1 Liberty Center (interm Premises) BCT3 / N ~ ~ O N R )  8.6521 $41.20 NO OUTS I Includes $2.37/USF for Tl's 
-- - 

1.20 1 NO OUTS / lncludes $2.37/USF for Tl's 
-- -- -- -- 

12012 Expiration I 10/01/02~ 09/30/12i I TECH ONR 1 ASSUME 2010 09/30/10 2.0 i $ 2 , 8 3 2  I L~berty Center (interim Prem1ses)BCT3 1~rmy  1,416 $41.20 ! NO OUTS I Includes $2.37/uSF for TI'S 1 
I ' I - - - - - - r  

~, , . . . - -. - , , , ----,---, . / 1 2 . 0 4 ~ 4 1 . 2 0  NO OUTS / Includes $2.37/USF for Tl's - , --...-. ,....-..... . .-......,.-, BCT3 Navy (ONR) 
- 

~- -- - -- ncludes $2.37/USF for Tl's 

2012 Expiration 10/01102i 091301121 ONR ASSUME2010 09/30/10 2.0 $ 9 9 3 ~ 6 ~ r - ~ N ~ F ~  -. -. 1 TECH - LIZ Expiration 1 0 0 . / 0 2 - " i _  / TECH ONR - A S S U M E  2010 0 9 / ~ d ' ~ ~ ~ ~ 3 & ~ i b ~ r t ~  Center (~nterlm Premises) BCT3 ~ A I ~  ~ o r c e  1 12,042(~~~~~~~/ Includes $2.371USF for Tl's --- 
2012 Expiration 10/01/02 09/30/121 ! TECH I ONR ASSUME2010 2.0 $993,563 1 Liberty Center (interim Premises) BCT3 ;Air Force / 12,042/ $41.20 NO OUTS I lncludes $2.37/USF for Tl's 

I ---- 
I . --- - - , - 8 - 1 

, , . -.--.., dn te r  (interim Premises) BCT3 ~ ~ i r  Force 12,042 $41.20 / NO OUTS I Includes $2.37/USF for TI'S 

ncludes $2.37/USF for Tl's 
2012 Expiration 1 10101102~ 09130~2j ) TECH 1 ONR i ASSUME 2010 -- / 09/30110 1 2.0 I $993,5631 I Liberty Center (interm Premises) BCT3 j ~ a v y  (ONR) 1 12,0421 $41.20 I N O  O U T ~ /  lncludes $ 2 . 3 7 , ~ ~ ~  for TI'S 
2012 Expiration 1- 10/01/02 09/30/12/ 1 HSA0053 OSD Leased 2010 09/30/10 2.0 1 $256,930 I Liberty Center (intenm Premises) BCT3 OSD (DDRE) 

-- 

12012 Explratlon 10/01/02/ 09/30/121 7 1 TECH ONR 1 ASSUME 2010 09/30/10 / 2 0 $992,2431 1 L~berty Center (lnterlm Premlses) BCT3 I ~ a v y  (NMCRS) 1 12,0261 $41 20 1 NO OUTS / 11 

BRAC # 

1 TECH ONR 1 ASSUME2010 09/30110 / 2 0 i $ 9 9 3 , 5 6 3 1 0 ~ ~  

1 ONR 1 ASSUME 2010 1 09/30/10 1 2.0 i $993,563( 1 Liberty Center (intern Premises) BCT3 
~p -p - 

/ HSA0053 / OSD Leased 1 2010 1 09/30110 1 1.4 $1,495,472 Alexandria Tech Center IV I DTSA / 40,4221 $21 

- - 

12012 Exolration 01/08/02 01/07/12~ 1 HSA0132 AF Lease 8 NG 1 2009 1 09130109 1 7 R i $1 Rd0 Q ~ Q '  Crv+tzl r.ntnw2,, r ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~  

BRAC Name 

-. 

(DOHA) 

OSDlOHA) 

-- - 

3.1 $248.349 1515 Wllson Blvd, Arlington /OSD U.7_ll YLI.d_I , I.u VU I U 

$3,002.555! Suffolk Building, Falls Church _____I-____-,- MD A 1 129.644 $23.16 1 Cancellable ; 

BRAC Action Year 
(Fiscal Year-End 

NOOUTS 

, LEASE NOT ON FILE 

NO OUTS 

3,114 $41.20 1 NO OUTS / Includes $2.37/USF for Tl's 

d $ 4 1 . 2 0  / NO OUTS I Includes $2.37/USFfor Tl's 

j.17 

(2012 Expiration ( 01/08102( 01107112~ / HSA0053 1 OSD Leased 1 2 0 1 0  / 09/30110 1 1 3 1 $718,0861 Crystal Gateway 1, Arlington ~OSD/WHS 1 

after 7th year wl60-day notlce 

12013 Expiratton 12/08/03 12/09/13 12/08/081 HSA0053 OSD Leased 1 2010 1 09/30/10 1 0.0 1 ~ $ 0 1  WeEBldg. Arlington AFIDLNOSD 104.2441 $31.10 Cancellable after 5th yearwl 120-day notice 

I -,-, . 
Mllltary Personnel 2008 09/30108 

-- 

- 

-- 

-- -- - --I 
- -- 

12013 Expiration I 061141031 06113/131 1 H S A O O ~ ~  1 =eased pp 

12,042( $41.20 

12012 Expiration / 03/01/02 02/28/12/ 1 HSA0053 OSD Leased 1 2010 09/30110 / 1.4 1 $251,6141 Alexandria Techcenter IV 1 WHSIBCTF 

15,7831 $3579 1 NO OUTS 

H:\Tasker 0853 Encl 1 050809 811 012005 

Date Calc 
Field 

NO OUTS I lndudes $2.37/USF for Tl's 

4,918 

Unexpired 
Lease Period 
(Remaining 

Years) , 

I 4 - a -  I I 
--  -.-. ~ - -... - - - -. - - , , - .,- .-," .", -.,-.-. --.-.. ", ,, .......5. ",, -- 20,187 $35.79 

TOTAL COST 
OF UWXPIREO 

(UNUSED 
REMAINING 

LEASE PER100, Bldg Name 
- - Termhallon ;&her Comments 

FY04 
BASE RENT 

to GSA 
(WSF) A p w y  USF 
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HSA JCSG 
Lease Exposure to GSA, by Expiration Year and BRAC Scenario Name 

I I 
- -  i I -- I 

I-- 
-- I 

I 1-~-!---- I I I - - -- - 

Sum of TOTAL COST OF 
UNEXPIRED (UNUSED) 
REMAINING LEASE PE~IOD 
Expiration Year 
2009 Expiration - 
2010 Expiration 
201 1 Expiration 
2012 Expiration 
2013 Expiration 
2014 Expiration 
Grand Total 

BRAC Name 

AF Lease 8 NG/ Army HQ's & Field Army Leased Civilian ~ersonnell DISA DON  eased dl MDA~ Medicall Military personnel OSD  eased dl TRANSCOM~ ONR 
I $1 7 4 , 3 6 3 _ _ _ _ -  i s  I I $ 3 0 9 E !  -- ' I 

$0 ' 
?-- 1 - -  -. 

! $3303516 1 . _ - . - - _ - - p  -- I 
I 

1 .- I ! - $7,221,201 : -- - 
- -- $507,183 

I 
-- -. ., .- 

I $1,640,949 I 

7 
I 

-- 
I 1 $2,722,102 , 

.L---- I $3,002,555- 
! $2235.758 

-- .- $994.809 
$2,710,415 i $6,548,361 1 

-. 
! $31,713.237 I 79,071 / 

$1,971,465 1 $1 74,362 ! $2,710,415 ' $0 1 $6,548,361 i $309,907 I 
I 

$3,002,555 ! 1 I 1 I 1 ! $507,183 i I $31,713,237 I $3,895,981 1 $7,221,201 $22,345,758 
1 I 

Grand Total 
$484.269 

-- $7,551,716 
$507,183 

$26,708,809 
$3,997,364 ---- 

$41,151,083 
$80,400,424 
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CLEARINGHOUSE TASKER 0664 HSA JCSG 
LEASED SPACE SUMMARY - INSIDE + OUTSIDE NCR 

ffi USAF Leased Locations 8 Nafl Guard HQs at Andr 

MAH Leased Space Summary -All Page 4 of 4 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, d-8 

700 ARMY PENTAOON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0700 

HSA-JCSGD-05465 

28 July 2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR OSD BRAC CLEARINGHOUSE 

SUBJECT: OSD BRAC Clearinghouse Tasker 0664 - Leased Facilities in the NCR 
Interim Response 

1. Reference response to information request, 25 July 2005, from Mr. Frank Cirillo, 
Director, Review and Analysis, BRAC Commission, subject as above. 

2. Request/Question: I respectfully request a written response from the Department of 
Defense concerning the following request: 

Please provide the following information regarding all units and organizations in leased 
facilities in the NCR: organization name; personnel authorization (officers, enlisted, 
civilians, contractors, total); building name; building address; square feet occupied; cost of 
lease in FY 2004 dollars; lease termination date; gaining installation; pertinent DoD BRAC 
recommendation. 

I would appreciate your response by July 28,2005. Please provide a control number 
for this request and do not hesitate to contact me if I can provide further information 
concerning this request. 

3. Response: Following a conversation on July 26, 2005 with Mr. Tim Abrell in which he 
indicated that the Commission's primary interest as reflected in the noted inquiry pertained 
to recommendations made by the HSA JCSG, we are attaching an Excel spreadsheet that 
provides most of the requested data about all HSA JCSG recommendations that impact 
the NCR. The HSA JCSG did not gather information via the BRAC certified data gathering 
processes regarding the cost of leased space in FY2004 dollars and lease termination 
dates, and, as such, that information is not provided in the spreadsheet. The matching of 
buildings and leases with BRAC recommendations is complex and potentially quite time- 
consuming. The HSA JCSG will review with Washington Headquarters Services the 
availability of the remaining data and will contact Mr. Abrell to discuss the results of this 
meeting. 

4. Coordination: NIA, 

Enclosure 
As stated 

CARLA K. COULSON 
COL, GS 
Deputy Director, Headquarters and 

Support Activities JCSG 
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