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BRAC 9,s 

Steering Group 

Name Phone E8g 

c2Ui.t 
Mr. Flobert Bayer OSD ER&BRAC 

Mr. Mike Owen Army 
M(3 Theodore Stroup Army Alternate 

Mr. Charles Nemfakos Navy 
CPLPT Brian Buzzell Navy Alternate 
Mr. John Turnquist Navy Alternate 

Mr. Jim Boatright Air Force 
BC; Charles Heflebower Air Force Alternate 

Mr. Itoy Willis Study Team Leader, Depots 
Mr. Craig Dorman Study Team Leader, Labc~ratories 
Mr. Nicholas Toomer Co-Study Team Leader, Test & Evaluation 
Mr. John Bolino- Co-Study Team Leader, Test & Evaluation 
RADM Harold Koenig Study Team Leader, Hospitals 

ru Mr. I au  Finch Study Team Leader, UPT 
Mr. Mike Berger Study Team Leader, Economic Impact 
Dr. David McNichol PA&E 
BG Anthony Tolin Joint Staff 

CAPT Gumbert Joint Staff Alternate 
Col Mike Donnelly OSD General Counsel 
Mr. Jbhn Rosarnond OSD Reserve Affairs 
Mr. Jbseph Smith OSD Comptroller 
Mr. Joseph Sikes OSD Environmental Security 





BRAC 95 

Steering Group Meeting 

January 11, 1994 

Minutes 

The DASD (ER&BRAC) c h a i r e d  t h e  f i r s t  S t e e r i n g  Group meeting 
a c t i n g  f o r  t h e  ASD (ES) . The meeting began a t  1.4 :00, t h e  agenda 
and a l i s t  of t h e  p r i n c i p a l  a t t e n d e e s  a r e  attaczhed. A f t e r  
announcing t h a t  t h e  Under S e c r e t a r y  of Defense (Acqu i s i t i on  and 
Technology) had s igned  a memorandum forming t h e  j o i n t  c ros s -  
s e r v i c e  groups and t h a t  t h e  Deputy S e c r e t a r y  of Defense had 
s igned  t h e  BRAC 95 "Kick-Off" memorandum (both  a t t a c h e d ) ,  t h e  
c h a i r  s t a t e d  t h e  requirement f o r  minutes (bu t  no t  t r a n s c r i p t s )  of 
each  meeting.  The Chai r  t hen  asked if t h e r e  were any o b j e c t i o n s  
t o  d e s i g n a t i n g  t h e  D i r e c t o r ,  Base Closure  and I J t i l i z a t i o n ,  M r .  
Doug Hansen, a s  t h e  S t e e r i n g  Group's Execut ive  S e c r e t a r y  (none 
were r e c e i v e d ) .  The c h a i r ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t  M i l i t a r y  Department BRAC 
l e a d e r s ,  M r .  Pau l  Johnson, M r .  C h a r l i e  Nemfakos and M r .  J ack  
R i t t enhouse  w e r e  i n  a t t endance ,  asked f o r  t h e  o t h e r  members of  
t h e  s t e e r i n g  group t o  i n t roduce  themselves .  R9DM Koenig 
in t roduced  h imse l f  a s  t h e  Hea l th  A f f a i r s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s i t t i n g  
i n  f o r  Act ing  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  Martin who w i l l  c h a i r  t h e  
M i l i t a r y  Treatment F a c i l i t i e s  J o i n t  Cross-Service Group. RADM 
Koei~ig w i l l  be t h e  s tudy  team l e a d e r  f o r  t h i s  group.  M r .  Roy 

w W i l l i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  he  would be t h e  s tudy  team l e a d e r  and M r .  
Klugh, t h e  DUSD(L), would c h a i r  t h e  Depot Maintenance J o i n t  
Cross-Service Group. M r .  C ra ig  Dorman t h e n  in t roduced  h imse l f  a s  
t h e  L a b o r a t o r i e s  team l e a d e r  which would be c h a i r e d  by M s .  Ani ta  
Jones ,  t h e  D i r e c t o r ,  Defense Research and Engineer ing.  John 
Bol ino s t a t e d  t h a t  he was t h e  s tudy  team l e a d e r  f o r  t h e  T e s t  and 
Eva lua t ion  Group which would be co-chaired by M r .  Adolph. 
M r .  L e e  Frame, s t a t e d  t h a t  he  would be  t h e  o t h e r  co-chair  of t h e  
Test and Eva lua t ion  group and M r .  Nicholas  Toomer would be h i s  
s tudy  team l e a d e r .  M r .  Lou Finch t h e n  in t roduced  h imse l f  a s  t h e  
c h a i r  of t h e  Undergraduate P i l o t  T ra in ing  group w i t h  M r .  Mike 
Parment ie r  as h i s  s tudy  team l e a d e r .  M r .  Robert  Bayer t h e n  
in t roduced  h imse l f  a s  t h e  c h a i r  of t h e  Economic Impact Group w i t h  
M r .  Mike Berger  as h i s  s tudy  team l e a d e r .  The DLA 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  M s .  Marge McManamay, t hen  in t roduced  h e r s e l f  a s  
p r e s e n t  a t  t h e  meeting.  Some d i s c u s s i o n  ensued r e g a r d i n g  whether 
there shou ld  be a Comptrol ler  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  oln each  group.  It 
was s t a t e d  t h a t  whi le  t h e  Deputy Sec:re taryrs  Kick-Off memorandum 
d e s i g n a t e d  who must be on each  group it a l s o  aLllowed each  group 
c h a i r p e r s o n  t o  i n c l u d e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from any o r g a n i z a t i o n  t h e y  
cons ide red  a p p r o p r i a t e .  

A d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  Deputy S e c r e t a r y ' s  guidance concern ing  a 
mindmum r e d u c t i o n  i n  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  of  a f u r t h e r  15% of  p l a n t  
replacement v a l u e  t h e n  took  p l ace ,  Discussiorl keyed on how 
i s s u e s  such as p r i v a t i z a t i o n  and t h e  s t a t u t o r y  requirement  of a 
60-40 p u b l i c - p r j v a t e  depot maintenance s p l i t  would f a c t o r  i n t o  
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ru the capacity analyses. This led to a discussion on when guidance 

on these issues could realistically be expected. This, in turn, 
led to a discussion on what (and when) the Services will require 
from the joint cross service-groups since this information would 
factor into data calls, capacity analyses and formulation of 
alternative reduction targets (attached). Discussion in this 
regard concluded with statements concerning the Steering Group's 
ability to emphasize the importance of and check on the timely 
completion of policy issuance and joint cross-service group 
progress. In this regard it was decided that February 28th would 
be the deadline for identification to the Review Group of those 
policy issues which would complicate the BRAC 95 process if not 
resolved. 

A representative from the Logistics Management Institute 
(LMI), Mr. Bill Moore, then made a short presentation (attached) 
concerning support LMI could provide to the joint cross-service 
groups. 

The possibility of changing the Base Closure Selection 
Criteria was then discussed (attached). The group discussed t 

recommendations from a variety of sources to improve the criteria 
and/or to reflect the fact that BRAC: 95 will be conducted 
differently from previous rounds. E)iscussion ensued concerning 
whether the criteria should be changed (a difficult and time 
consuming process) or whether implementing po1.icy guidance could 
instead be issued. It was decided t.hat a working group would be 

w formed to evaluate the need to change the criteria. This working 
group's first meeting was scheduled for the next day with a 
Steering Group meeting to be scheduled shortly to evaluate the 
working group's results before making a final recommendation to 
the Review Group. 

A discussion on the force structure plan was then conducted. 
It was pointed out that the level of detail contained in the 
Bot.tom-Up Review (which would be the source for the interim force 
structure plan now in coordination) varied between the Services. 
However, it was also pointed out that the Future Years Defense 
Plam (FYDP) contained all the detail that would be required and, 
theref ore, the current format (previous exampl-es attached) 
offered an excellent summary that should not be changed. 

The meeting then concluded at 15:30. 

 roved 
Acting Chairman 



BASE CLOSURE SELECTION CRITERIA 

In selecting military installations for closur1e or realignment, the Department of 
Defense, giving priority consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), will 
consider: 

Military Value 

1. The current and future mission reqluirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of the Department of Defense's total force. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace at 
both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate Contingency, mobilization, and future total 
a 

force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implicatior~s. 

Return on Investment 
- 

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the 
number of years, beginning with the date of con~pletion of the closure or 
realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs'. 

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. The ability of both the existing andl potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, missions and pc?rsonnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 
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LIST OF POSSIBLE CHANGES TO 
BASE CLOSURE SELECTION CRITERIA 

Change selection criteria to include the direct costs of closures and realignments to 
other Federal departments and agencies and, to the extent possible, to state and 
local governments (Source: FY 94 DoD Authorization Act) 

Change selection criteria to explicitly exclude environmental costs (including 
uriexploded ordinance cleanup costs) as a cost of closure (Source: Commission) 

Change selection criteria to place greater emphasis on the costs of doing business 
especially for business-like functions such as depot maintenance (Source: GAO) 

During BRAC 95, place more emphasis on th~e shortage of funds to maintain 
in'frastructure to encourage maximum closures and realignments (Source: Bottom- 
Up Review) 

Change selection criteria on economic impact to include cr~mulative economic 
irnpact (Source: Congress) 

Change selection criteria to place more emphasis on cumulative impact over 
rrlilitary value and cost savings (Source: Conlgress) 

bv Change selection criteria to factor impacts of the Clean Air and Clean Water Acts 
on relocating units (Source: Internal DoD) 

Change selection criteria to place more empliasis on the c:ost effectiveness of 
recommendations (military value compared to the cost and savings) (Source: 
Internal DoD) 



January 11,1994 2:00 P.M. Rm 3D-1019 

AGENDA 

o Joint Cross-Service Group Action Plans 

oo Products and Milc!stones (handout) 

oo LMI Help (handout) 

o Selection Criteria 
- 

oo Should We Change Them? 

oo If So, How? (handout) 

o Force Structure Plan (handout) 

oo How Specific? 

o Other Business 
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steering Group :Meeting 

January 11, 1994 

Key Attendees 

Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment and BRAC) 
Mr. Doug Hansen, OSD (Base Closure and Uti1izat:ion) 
Mr. Paul Johnson, Army 
Mr. Charles Nemfakos, Navy 
Mr. Jack Rittenhouse, Air Force 
Mr. Lou Finch, OSD (Personnel and Readiness) 
Ms. Marge McManamay, DLA 
Mr. Bill Moore, LMI 
Mr. Lee Frame, OSD (OTCE) 
Mr. John Bolino, OSD (T&E) 
Mr. Craig Dorman, OSD (DRCE) 
Mr. Roy Willis, OSD (Logistics) 
RADlrl Harold Koenig, OSD (Health Affairs) 
Col Mike Donnelly, OGC 
COL Jim Kurtz, Joint Staff 
Mr. John Rosamond, OSD (Reserve Affairs) 
Mr. Joseph Smith, OSD Comptroller 
Mr. John Morqan, OSD (PA&E) 
Mr. Joseph Sikes, OSD (Environmental Security) 
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MEM0:RANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPA:RTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND ENVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFEKSE AGENCIEiS 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 

As part of the BRAC 95 process we will est.ablish a BRAC 95 
Review Group, a BRAC 95 Steering Group and six BRAC 95 Joint 
Cross-Service Groups to oversee the process ancl examine areas 
with significant potential for cross--service impacts. Since 
these groups are a critical part of the BRAC 95 process I'd like 
you to form the groups now and begin work. 

DoD Components designated by the attachment to serve as 
members of the Review Group and the Steering Group should provide 
their nominations of individuals to serve on each group to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Secur:i.ty) by 
January 12, 1994. DoD Components designated by the attachment to 
serve as members on the six joint cross service groups shall 
provide their nominations of individuals to serve on each group 
to t.he group chairperson(s) . Please provide your nominations to 
the chairpersons by January 12, 1994, with a copy to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Secur.:ity) . 

Finally, I would appreciate receiving action plans and 
milestones from each of the six cross-service groups by 
January 21, 1994. I anticipate scheduling a BRAC 95 Review Group 
meeting during the week of January 24-28 to evaluate these plans 
and milestones. The schedule is tiglnt because the BRAC 95 Joint 
Cross-Service Groups must issue their BRAC 95 analysis guidance 
no later than March 31, 1994. These tasks are critical to 
providing a solid analytical foundation in these essential cross- 
service functional areas. 

Attachment 

. 
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BRAC 95 Process  JOG^ Groups - 
The BRAC 95 process must enhance opportunities for 

consideration of cross-service tradecffs and multi-service use of 
the remaining infrastructure. Since BRAC 95 is the last round of 
closures authorized under Public Law 101-510, these efforts are 
critical to balancing the DoD base and force st.ructures and to 
preserving readiness through the elimination of unnecessary 
infrastructure. Sharing authority among the Military 
Departments, Defense Agencies and the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense is essential to sound decision making alnd taking 
adva.ntage of available cross-service asset sharing opportunities. 
The following BRAC 95 joint groups are hereby established: 

BRAC 95 Review Group - 
The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 

Technology (USD(A&T)) will chair a senior level BRAC 95 Review 
Group to oversee the entire BRAC 95 process. The members of the 
BRAC 95 Review Group will be: a senior level representative from 
each Military Department; the chairperson of the BRAC 95 Steering 
Group; the chairperson (s) of each BR4C 95 Joinl: Cross-Service 
Group; senior representatives from the Joint Staff, DoD 
Comptroller (COMP) , Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) , 
Reserve Affairs (RA) , General Counsel (GC) , Environmental 
Security and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA); and such other 
members as the USD(A&T) considers appropriate. The BRAC 95 
Review Group authorities include, but are not limited to: 

QV reviewing BRAC 95 analysis policies and procedures; reviewing 
excess capacity analyses; establishing closure or realignment 
alternatives and numerical excess capacity reduction targets for 
consideration by the DoD Components; reviewing BRAC 95 work 
products of the DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service 
Groups; and making recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, 
including cross-service tradeoff recommendations and 
recommendations on submission of below-threshold actions to the 
1995 Commission. 

BRAC 95 Steerins Group - 
The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Ec:onomic Security 

(ASD(ES)) will chair a BRAC 95 Steering Group of study team 
leaders from: the Military Departments; DLA; each Joint Cross- 
Service Group; representatives from the Joint Staff, COMP, PA&EI 
RA, GC and Environmental Security; and such ot:.her members as the 
ASD(ES) considers appropriate. The purpose of the BRAC 95 
Steering Group is to assist the BRAC 95 Review Group in 
exercising its authorities and to review DoD Component 
supplementary BRAC 95 guidance. 
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BRAC 95  J o i n t  Cross-Service  Groups - * - 

The purpose  o f  t h e  f i v e  f u n c t i o n a l  a r e a  j o i n t  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  )V groups  is :  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  common s u p p o r t  f u n c t i o n s  and b a s e s  t o  
be a d d r e s s e d  by e a c h  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  group;  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  
g u i d e l i n e s ,  s t a n d a r d s ,  assumpt ions ,  measures  o f  m e r i t ,  d a t a  
e l e m e n t s  and m i l e s t o n e  s c h e d u l e s  f o r  DoD Component conduc t  of 
c r o s s - s e r v i c e  a n a l y s e s  of  common s u p p o r t  func t . ions ;  t o  o v e r s e e  
DoD Component c r o s s - s e r v i c e  a n a l y s e s  o f  t h e s e  common s u p p o r t  
f u n c t i o n s ;  t o  i d e n t i f y  n e c e s s a r y  o u t s o u r c i n g  p o l i c i e s  and make 
recommendations r e g a r d i n g  t h o s e  p o l i c i e s ;  t o  r e v i e w  e x c e s s  
c a p a c i t y  a n a l y s e s ;  t o  d e v e l o p  c l o s u r e  o r  r e a l i g n m e n t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
and n u m e r i c a l  e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  r e d u c t i o n  t a r g e t s  f o r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
i n  such  a n a l y s e s ;  and t o  a n a l y z e  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  t r a d e o f f s .  

The p u r p o s e  of  t h e  economic impact  j o i n t  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  g roup  
i s :  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  measur ing  economic impact  
and,, i f  p r a c t i c a b l e ,  cumula t ive  economic impact;  t o  a n a l y z e  DoD 
Component recommendations under  t h o s e  gu ide l in t s s ;  and t o  d e v e l o p  
a  p r o c e s s  f o r  a n a l y z i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e  z l o s u r e s  o r  r e a l i g n m e n t s  
n e c e s s i t a t e d  by c u m u l a t i v e  economic impact c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  i f  
n e c e s s a r y .  

The s i x  BRAC 9 5  J o i n t  Cross-Service  Groups a r e :  

o Depot Maintenance:  The group w i l l  b e  c h a i r e d  by t h e  
Deputy Under S e c r e t a r y  Defense f o r  L o g i s t i c s  (DUSD(L)) w i t h  
m e m l ~ e r s  f r o m  e a c h  M i l i t a r y  Department,  t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  and DLA, 
and o t h e r  o f f i c e s  a s  c o n s i d e r e d  a p p r o p r i a t e  by t h e  DUSD(L). The 

w DASD(ER&BRAC) and t h e  Deputy A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense  f o r  
P r o d u c t i o n  Resources  w i l l  a l s o  s e r v e  a s  members. 

o T e s t  and  E v a l u a t i o n :  The group w i l l  b e  j o i n t l y  c h a i r e d  
by t h e  D i r e c t o r ,  T e s t  and E v a l u a t i o n  ( D , T & E )  a:nd t h e  D i r e c t o r ,  
O p e r a t i o n a l  T e s t  and E v a l u a t i o n  ( D I O T & E )  w i t h  :members from e a c h  
M i l i t a r y  Department ,  Defense Resea rch  and Eng i .nee r ing  ( D R & E ) ,  and 
o t h e r  o f f i c e s  a s  c o n s i d e r e d  a p p r o p r i a t e  by t h e  c h a i r p e r s o n s .  The 
DASD(ER&BRAC) w i l l  also serve as  a member. 

o L a b o r a t o r i e s :  The group w i l l  b e  c h a i r e d  by t h e  
D i r e c t o r ,  Defense  Resea rch  and E n g i n e e r i n g  (DI:DR&E) w i t h  m e m b e r s  
f rom e a c h  M i l i t a r y  Department,  T&E,  OT&E and o t h e r  o f f i c e s  a s  
c o n s i d e r e d  a p p r o p r i a t e  by t h e  D I D R & E .  The DASD (ER&BRAC) w i l l  
a l s o  s e r v e  a s  a  member. 

o M i l i t a r y  Treatment  F a c i l i t i e s  i n c l u d i n g  Gradua te  
Medica l  Educa t ion :  The g roup  w i l l  b e  c h a i r e d  by t h e  A s s i s t a n t  
S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense f o r  H e a l t h  A f f a i r s  ( A S D ( H A ) )  w i t h  members 
fro:m e a c h  M i l i t a r y  Department and o t h e r  o f f i c e s  a s  c o n s i d e r e d  
a p p r o p r i a t e  by ASD (HA) . The DASD (ER&BRAC) w i l l  a l s o  s e r v e  a s  a 
meniber . 
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o Undergraduate  P i l o t  T r a i n i n g :  ~ h &  group  w i l l  b e  
c h a i r e d  by t h e  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  of  ~ e f g n s e  l'or P e r s o n n e l  and w Readiness  (ASD(P&R)) w i t h  members from e a c h  M i l i t a r y  Department 
and o t h e r s  as  c o n s i d e r e d  a p p r o p r i a t e  by t h e  ASD(P&R). The 
DASII (ER&BRAC) w i l l  a l s o  s e r v e  as  a member. 

o Economic Impact:  The group w i l l  b e  c h a i r e d  by Deputy 
A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense f o r  Erzonomic Reinves tment  and BRAC 
(DASD (ER&BRAC) ) w i t h  members from e a c h  Militarlyr Department ,  t h e  
O f f i c e  of  Economic Adjustment  (OEA) and o t h e r  o f f i c e s  as 
c o n s i d e r e d  a p p r o p r i a t e  by t h e  DASD (ER&BRAC) . 
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WASHINGTON, D.C. PB301 

* JAR 1994 

MEM0:RANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE J O I N T  CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECPETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and C losu re s  IBRAC 95) 

Reducing t h e  Department 's  unneeded i n f r a s t . r u c t u r e  t h rough  
b a s e  c l o s u r e s  and r ea l i gnmen t s  i s  a t o p  Defense p r i o r i t y .  W e  
have made good p r o g r e s s  s o  f a r ,  b u t  t h e r e  a r e  more r e d u c t i o n s  w e  
can and must accompl ish .  The 1995 round of  b a s e  r ea l i gnmen t s  and 
c l o s u r e s  (BRAC 95) i s  t h e  l a s t  round of c l o s u r e s  a u t h o r i z e d  under  
Publ ic  Law 101-510. Hence, our  e f f o r t s  t o  b a l a n c e  t h e  DoD b a s e  
and f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e s ,  and p r e s e r v e  r e a d i n e s s  t h rough  t h e  
e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  unnecessa ry  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ,  a r e  c r i t i c a l .  
Consequently,  w e  must beg in  t h e  BRAC 9 5  p r o c e s s  now. 

Iru I look t o  you, i n d i v i d u a l l y  and c o l l e c t i v e l y ,  t o  recommend 
f u r t h e r  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  r e d u c t i o n s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  Defense  
Guidance and DoD1s p lanned  f o r c e  r e d u c t i o n s .  T h e  Defense  
Guidance BRAC 95 g o a l  o f  an o v e r a l l  15% r e d u c t i o n  i n  p l a n t  
replacement  v a l u e  shou ld  be  cons ide red  a minimum DoD-wide g o a l .  

S i g n i f i c a n t  r e d u c t i o n s  i n  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  and overhead c o s t s  
can o n l y  be achieved after-.careful studies address not only 
s t r i l c t u r a l  changes t o  t h e  b a s e  s t r u c . t u r e ,  b u t  i ~ l s o  o p e r a t i o n a l  
and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  changes,  w i t h  a s t r o n g  emphasis  on c r o s s -  
s e r v i c e  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  common suppor t  assets. 

The a t t a c h e d  gu idance  e s t a b l i s h e s  p o l i c y ,  p rocedu re s ,  
a u t l h o r i t i e s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  b a s e s  f o r  
r ea l i gnmen t  o r  c l o s u r e  under  P u b l i c  Law 101-510, as amended by 
P u b l i c  Law 102-190 and P u b l i c  Law 103-160. T h i s  gu idance  
s u p e r s e d e s  Deputy S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense memoranda of  May 5, 1992, 

. and a l l  o t h e r  O f f i c e  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense gu idance  i s s u e d  
r e g a r d i n g  making recommendations f o r  t h e  1993 round o f  b a s e  
r ea l i gnmen t s  and c l o s u r e s .  f l  

Nu' Attachment 
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1995 Base Realignments andClosures.-(BRAC 95) 
Policy, Procedures, Authorities and Reiponsibilities 

Purpose 

Part A, Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510, as amended by 
Public Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160, establishes the 
exclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may 
pursue realignment or closure of military installations inside 
the United States, with certain exceptions. The law established 
independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissions to 
review the Secretary of Defense's recommendations in calendar 
years 1991, 1993 and 1995. 

The guidance herein establishes the policyr procedures, 
authorities and responsibilities for selecting bases for 
realignment or closure for submissicn to the 1995 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (the 1995 Commission). 

This guidance supersedes Deputy. Secretary of Defense 
memoranda of May 5, 1992, and all other Office of the Secretary 
of Defense Guidance for the 1993 rou.nd of closures. 

DoD components must reduce their base structure capacity 
commensurate with approved roles andl missions, planned force 

oy drawdowns and programmed workload reductions over the FYDP. For 
BRAC 95, the goal is to further redcce the overall DoD domestic 
base structure by a minimum of 15 percent of DoD-wide plant 
replacement value. Preserving readiness through the elimination 
of unnecessary infrastructure is critical to aur national 
security. 

It is DoD policy to make maximum use of c.ommon support 
a s s e t s .  DoD Components shou ld ,  t h roughou t  t h e  BRAC 9 5  analysis 
process, look for cross-service or i.ntra-service opportunities to 
share assets and look for opportunit,ies to rely on a single 
Military Department for support. 

This guidance applies to those base realignment and closure 
recommendations which must, by law, be submitted to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment. Commissicln (the 1995 
Commission) for review. This guidance also applies to 
recommendations which are forwarded to the 1995 Commission for 
review, though not required to be forwarded ur~tder the law. 



This guidance does not apply to implementing approved 
closures and realignments resulting from the recommendations of 
the 1991 and 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Public Law 101-510, Numerical Threshcw - 
Public Law 101-510 stipulates that no action be taken to 

close or realign an installation that. exceeds t.he civilian 
personnel numerical thresholds set forth in the law, until those 
actions have obtained final approval pursuant to the law. The 
numerical thresholds established in t.he law require its 
application for the closure of installations with at least 300 
authorized civilian personnel. For I-ealignment.~, the law applies 
to actions at installations with at Least 300 authorized civilian 
personnel which reduce and relocate 1.000 civilians or 50% or more 
of the civilians authorized. 

DoD Components must use a common date to determine whether 
Public Law 101-510 numerical thresholds will be met. For 
BRAC 95, the common date will be Sept-ember 30, 1994. 
Nonappropriated fund employees are not direct hire, permanent 
civilian employees of the Department of Defense, as defined by 
Public Law 101-510, and therefore should not be considered in 
determining whether the numerical thresholds of the law will be 
met. 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, does not apply to actions 
which: 

o Implement realignments or c:losures under Public Law 
100-526, relating to the recommendations of the 1988 Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (the 1988 
Commission) ; 

o Study or implement realignments or closures to which 
Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code, is not applicable; 

o Reduce force structure. Reductions in force structure 
may be made under this exception even if the units involved were 
designated to relocate to a receiving base by the 1988, 1991, or 
1993 Commission; or 

o Impact any facilities used primarily for civil works, 
rivers and harbor projects, flood co~ltrol, or other projects not 
under the primary jurisdiction or control of the Department of 
Defense . 



Activities in Leased Space - 
DoD Component activities located in leased space are subject 

to Public Law 101-510, as amended. Additional guidance on how to 
apply this requirement will be issued by the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology. 

Policv Guidi- 

Basis for Recommendations - 
Base realignment, closure or consolidation studies that 

cou:ld result in a recommendation to the 1995 Commission of a base 
closure or realignment must meet the following requirements: 

o The studies must have as their basis the Force 
Structure Plan required by Section 2903 of Public Law 101-510; 

o The studies must be based on the final criteria for 
selecting bases for closure and realignment required by Section 
2903; and 

o The studies must be based on analyses of the base 
structure by like categories of bases using: objective measures 
for the selection criteria, where possible; the force structure 

cCu 
plan; programmed workload over the FYDP; and military judgement 
in selecting bases for closure and realignment. 

o The studies must consider all mi1ita.r~ installations 
inside the United States (as defined. in the law) on an equal 
foo.ting, including bases recommended for partial closure, 
realianment, or designated to receive units or functions by the 

Cross-Service Opportunities - 
DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 

should, where operationally and cost effective, strive to: retain 
in only one Service militarily unique capabilities used by two or 
more Services; consolidate workload across the Services to reduce 
capacity; and assign operational-units from more than one Service 
to a single base. 

m n s e s  to Previous Recommendations 

DoD components may propose changes to previously approved 
designated receiving base recommendations of t:,he 1988, 1991 and 
1993 Commissions provided such changes are necessitated by 
revisions to force structure, mission or organization, or 
significant revisions to cost effectiveness that have occurred 



since the relevant commission recommendation was made. 
Documentation for such changes must involve clear military value 
or significant savings, and be based on the final criteria, the 
force structure plan and the policy guidance for the BRAC 95 
process. 

The BRAC 95 process must enhance opportunities for 
consideration of cross-service tradeaffs and multi-service use of 
the remaining infrastructure. Since BRAC 95 is the last round of 
closures authorized under Public Law 101-510, these efforts are 
critical to balancing the DoD base and force st:.ructures and to 
preserving readiness through the elimination of' unnecessary 
infrastructure. Sharing authority among the Military 
Departments, Defense Agencies and the Office of' the Secretary of 
Defense is essential to sound decision making and taking 
adva.ntage of available cross-service asset sharing opportunities. 
The authorities of the DoD Components and the j~oint groups 
esta.blished by this policy guidance follow and are depicted in 
Appendix A. 

BRAC 95 Review Group - 
The Under Secretary of Defense ffor Acquisition and 

Tech.nology (USD(A&T)) will chair a senior level. BRAC 95 Review 
Group to oversee the entire BRAC 95 process. The members of the 
BRAC' 95 Review Group will be: a senior level representative from 
each. Military Department; the chairpr:rson of the BRAC 95 Steering 
Group; the chairperson (s) of each BRAC 95 Joint. Cross-Service 
Group; senior representatives from the Joint Staff, DoD 
Comptroller (COMP), Program Analysis and Evaluation (PAGE), 
Reserve Affairs (RA) , General Counsel. (GC) , Environmental 
Security and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA);  and such other 
memklers as the USD(A&T) considers appropriate. The BRAC 95 
Review Group authorities include, but: are not limited to: 
reviewing BRAC 95 analysis policies and procedures; reviewing 
excess capacity analyses; establishing closure or realignment 
alternatives and numerical excess capacity reduction targets for 
consideration by the DoD Components; reviewing BRAC 95 work 
proclucts of the DoD Components and BEWC 95 Joint Cross-Service 
Groups; and making recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, 
including cross-service tradeoff recommendations and 
recommendations on submission of below-threshold actions to the 
1995 Commission. 



'(V BRA[; 95 Steerina Grouv 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security 
(ASD(ES)) will chair a BRAC 95 Steering Group of study team 
leaders from: the Military Departments; DLA; eaach Joint Cross- 
Service Group; representatives from the Joint Staff, COMP, PA&E, 
RA, GC and Environmental Security; and such other members as the 
ASD(ES) considers appropriate. The purpose of the BRAC 95 
Steering Group is to assist the BRAC 95 Review Group in 
exercising its authorities and to review DoD C'omponent 
supplementary BRAC 95 guidance. 

BRAG 95 Joint Cross-Service Grouvs - 
BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups are hereby established in 

six areas with significant potential for cross-service impacts in 
BRAE 95. 

The purpose of the five functional area joint cross-service 
groups is: to determine the common support functions and bases to 
be addressed by each cross-service group; to establish the 
guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of merit, data 
elements and milestone schedules for DoD Component conduct of 
cross-service analyses of common support functions; to oversee 
DoD Component cross-service analyses of these common support 
functions; to identify necessary outsourcing policies and make 
recommendations regarding those policies; to review excess 
capacity analyses; to develop closure or realignment alternatives '(CI and numerical excess capacity reduction targets for consideration 
in such analyses; and to analyze cross-service tradeoffs. 

The purpose of the economic impact joint cross-service group 
is: to establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact 
and, if practicable, cumulative economic impact; to analyze DoD 
Component recommendations under those guidelines; and to develop 
a process for analyzing alternative closures or realignments 
necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if 
necessary. 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups shall complete the 
analytical design tasks above and issue guidance to the DoD 
Com:ponents, after review by the BRAC 95 Review Group, no later 
tha:n March 31, 1994. The six BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 
are : 

o Depot Maintenance: The group will be chaired by the 
Deputy Under Secretary Defense for Llogistics (DUSD (L) ) with 
members from each Military Department, the Joint Staff and DLA, 
and other offices as considered appropriate by the DUSD(L). The 
DASD(ER&BRAC) and the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production Resources will also serve as members. 



VmV 0 
Test and Evaluation: The group w i l l  be  j o i n t l y  cha i red  

by t h e  Direc tor ,  Test  and Evaluation ( D , T & E )  arid t h e  Di rec to r ,  
Operat ional  Test  and Evaluation (D,OT&E) with members from each 
M i l i t a r y  Department, Defense Research and Engineering (DR&E) , and 
o t h e r  o f f i c e s  a s  considered appropr ia te  by t h e  chai rpersons .  The 
DASD(ER&BRAC) w i l l  a l s o  se rve  a s  a member. 

o Laborator ies:  The group w i l l  be cha i red  by t h e  
Di rec to r ,  Defense Research and Engineering (D,DR&E) with members 
from each M i l i t a r y  Department, T&E, OT&E and o t h e r  o f f i c e s  a s  
considered appropr ia te  b y  t h e  D,DR&E.  The DASD(ER&BRAC) w i l l  
a l s o  s e r v e  a s  a member. 

0 M i l i t a r y  Treatment F a c i l i t i e s  inc luding  Graduate 
Medical Education: The group w i l l  be cha i red  hy t h e  A s s i s t a n t  
Sec re ta ry  of Defense f o r  Health A f f a i r s  (ASD(H21)) w i t h  members 
from each M i l i t a r y  Department and o the r  o f f i c e s  a s  considered 
applropriate by ASD (HA) . T h e  DASD (ERiiBRAC) wil . :L a l s o  s e r v e  a s  a 
member. 

o Undergraduate P i l o t  Training:  The group w i l l  be 
cha i red  by  t h e  Ass i s t an t  Secre tary  of Defense f o r  Personnel and 
Readiness (ASD (PCR) ) w i t h  members from each Mi:Litary Department 
and o t h e r s  a s  considered appropr ia te  by t h e  A S D ( P & R ) .  The 
DASI) (ER&BRAC) w i l l  a l s o  se rve  a s  a member. 

o Economic Impact: T h e  group w i l l  be cha i red  b y  Deputy 

(r Assy~stant  Secre tary  of Defense f o r  Economic Reinvestment and BRAC 
(DASD (ER&BRAC) ) w i t h  members from each M i l i t a r y  Department, t h e  
Of f i ce  of Economic Adjustment (OEA) and o t h e r  (o f f i ces  a s  
considered appropr ia t e  by t h e  DASD (ERdBRAC) . 
DoD Com~onents - 

The S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments, t h e  D i r e c t o r s  
of t he  Defense Agencies,  and t h e  H e a d s  of o t h e r  D o D  C o m p o n e n t s  
s h a l l  (without de lega t ion)  submit t h e i r  recommendations f o r  base 
realignments o r  c losures  under Publ ic  Law 101-510, a s  amended, t o  
t h e  Sec re ta ry  of Defense. Recommendations and suppor t ing  
documentation s h a l l  be de l ive red  t o  t h e  A s s i s t a n t  Sec re ta ry  of 
Defense f o r  Economic Secur i ty  f o r  appropr ia t e  process ing  and 
forwarding t o  t h e  Secre tary  of Defense. 

Heads of DoD Components w i l l  des ignate  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  
se rve  on t h e  j o i n t  groups a s  descr ibed  above. 



The j o i n t  groups and DoD Components, i n  pu r su ing  t h e i r  BRAC 
95 work, shou ld  c o o r d i n a t e  wi th  each  o t h e r  and shou ld  t a k e  i n t o  
account  o t h e r  a n a l y s e s  o r  s t u d i e s  e x t e r n a l  t o  t h e  BRAC p r o c e s s  
whic:h may impact t h e i r  d e l i b e r a t i o n s .  For example, t h e  T e s t  and 
Eval-uation j o i n t  group should  cons ide r  i n p u t  from t h e  T e s t  and 
Eval-uation Execut ive  Agent Board of I l i r e c t o r s .  

USD I:A&T) -- Addi t iona l  Guidance - 
The Under S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense :€or A c q u i s i t i o n  and 

Teckinology (USD (ACT))  may i s s u e  such i n s t r u c t i o n s  a s  may be 
necessary :  t o  implement t h e s e  p o l i c i e s ,  p rocedures ,  a u t h o r i t i e s  
and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ;  t o  ensu re  t ime ly  submission of work 
p roduc t s  t o  t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group and J o i n t  Cross-Service  
Groups, t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense and t h e  1995 C2ornmission; and, t o  
ensu re  c o n s i s t e n c y  i n  a p p l i c a t i o n  of s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  
methodology and r e p o r t s  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense, t h e  1995 
Commission and t h e  Congress. The a u t h o r i t y  and du ty  of  t h e  
S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense t o  i s s u e  regula1:ions under T i t l e  X X I X  of  
Publ-ic Law 101-510, a s  amended, i s  hereby d e l e g a t e d  t o  t h e  
USD (AGT) . The USD (AGT) should  e x e r c i s e  t h i s  a u t h o r i t y  i n  
c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h  o t h e r  DoD o f f i c i a l s  a s  a p p r o p r i a t e .  

S e l e c t i o n  C r i t e r i a  - 
The BRAC 95 Review Group, c h a i r e d  by t h e  U S D ( A & T ) ,  w i l l  make 

a recommendation t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense on whether an 
amendment t o  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  :is appropr . i a te  no l a t e r  t h a n  
January 31, 1994. If t h e  recommenda1:ion i s  t o  amend t h e  
c r i t e r i a ,  t h e  recommendation w i l l  i n c l u d e  t h e  proposed amendment. 

I f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense approves amending t h e  c r i te r ia ,  
USD I:A&T) w i l l  p u b l i s h  t h e  proposed amendment i11 t h e  F e d e r a l  
R e g i s t e r  by  February 15, 1994, f o r  a 30 day p u b l i c  comment 
p e r i o d .  The BRAC 95 Review Group w i l l  review t h e  p u b l i c  comments 
r ece ived ,  i n c o r p o r a t e  a p p r o p r i a t e  cornrnents and make a 
recommendation t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense on t h e  f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  
no l a t e r  t h a n  March 31, 1994. 

Forc:e S t r u c t u r e  P l an  - 
The Chairman of  t h e  J o i n t  Chie fs  of S t a f f !  i n  c o o r d i n a t i o n  

wi th  t h e  Under S e c r e t a r y  of Defense :€or P o l i c y  (USD (P) ) , t h e  
Under S e c r e t a r y  of Defense f o r  Acqu i s i t i on  and Technology 
(USD(A&T)), t h e  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense f o r  Reserve 

A f f a i r s ,  General  Counsel, DoD Comptrol ler ,  D i r e c t o r  Program 



Anal.ysis and Eva lua t ion ,  and such o t h e r  o f f i c i a l s  a s  may be 
a p p r o p r i a t e ,  s h a l l  develop t h e  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  i n  accordance 
wi th  P u b l i c  Law 101-510, a s  amended, and submit. it t o  t h e  
S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense f o r  approval .  Pending i s s u a n c e  o f  t h e  f i n a l  
forc:e s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  by t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense, DoD Components 
shal .1 u s e  an i n t e r i m  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  t o  be developed and 
i s s u e d  i n  accordance wi th  t h e  above c:oordination p rocedures  by 
t h e  Chairman of  t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of S t a f f .  The i n t e r i m  f o r c e  
s t r u c t u r e  guidance s h a l l  be  i s s u e d  no l a t e r  t h a n  January  31, 
1994. A d d i t i o n a l  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  guidance shal-1 be i s s u e d  a s  
soon a s  p r a c t i c a b l e  a f t e r  t h e  FY96-FH01 Program Review i s  
completed i n  t h e  Summer of 1994. The f i n a l  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  
s h a l l  be i s s u e d  a s  soon as p o s s i b l e  a f t e r  f i na l .  f o r c e  d e c i s i o n s  
a r e  made d u r i n g  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  of t h e  FY96 budget ,  b u t  no l a t e r  
t h a n  December 15, 1994. The i n t e r i m  and f i n a l  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  
p l a n s  must i n c l u d e  guidance on overseas  deployed f o r c e s .  

Nominations - 
P u b l i c  Law 101-510, a s  amended, r e q u i r e s  t h a t  commissioners 

be  r~ominated b y  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  no l a t e r  t h a n  January 3 ,  1995, o r  
t h e  1995 b a s e  c l o s u r e  p roces s  w i l l  be  t e r m i n a t e d .  The Counselor 
t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense and Deputy S e c r e t a r y  of Defense w i l l  
coo rd ina t e  a l l  m a t t e r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  
recommendations -- t o  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  f o r  appointments t o  t h e  1995 
Commission. A l l  i n q u i r e s  from indivi iduals  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  s e r v i n g  
on t.he Commission should be r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Counselor.  

Commission ~ u v v o r t  - 
The Under S e c r e t a r y  of Defense f o r  A c q u i s i t i o n  and 

Technology (USD (AGT) ) , a s s i s t e d  by t h e  D i r e c t o r  of Admin i s t r a t i on  
and Management ( D l  A&M) , w i l l  p rov ide  t h e  Department1 s suppor t  t o  
t h e  1995 Commission. 

Primary P o i n t  o f  C o n t a c t  - 
The USD(A&T) s h a l l  be t h e  primary p o i n t  of c o n t a c t  f o r  t h e  

Department of  Defense wi th  t h e  1995 Commission and t h e  General  
Accounting O f f i c e  (GAO) . Each DoD component s h a l l  d e s i g n a t e  t o  
USDI:A&T) one o r  more p o i n t s  of contaczt w i th  t h e  1995 Commission 
and t h e  GAO. The USD(A&T) s h a l l  e s t a b l i s h  procedures  f o r  
i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  1995 Commission and t h e  GAO. 

I n t e r n a l  Con t ro l s  - 
The DoD I n s p e c t o r  General  s h a l l  be a v a i l a b l e  t o  a s s i s t  t h e  

DoD Components i n  developing,  implementing and e v a l u a t i n g  
i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n s .  



)V m > t  Maintenance Outsourcinq and Industrial Base Considerations 

USD (A&T) is currently analyzing depot maintenance 
outsourcing considerations and is assessing public and private 
industrial base capabilities. Key policy decisions resulting 
frorn this review should be promulgatttd, if practicable, by 
March 1, 1994, in order to maximize possible efficiencies in 
maintenance depot infrastructure. 

Record Kee~inq - 
DoD Components and joint groups empowered by this memorandum 

to participate in the BRAC 95 analysis process shall, from the 
date of receipt of this memorandum, develop and keep: 

o Descriptions of how base realignment and closure 
policies, analyses and recommendations were made, including 
minutes of all deliberative meetings; 

o All policy, data, information and analyses considered 
in making base realignment and closure recommendations; 

o Descriptions of how DoD Component recommendations met 

'm the final selection criteria and were based on the final force 
structure plan; and 

o Documentation for each recommendation to the Secretary 
of Defense to realign or close a military installation under the 
law. 

Internal Controls 

DoD Components and joint groups empoweredl by this memorandum 
to participate in the BRAC 95 analysis process must develop and 
implement an internal control plan for base realignment, closure 
or consolidation studies to ensure t.he accuracy of data 
collection and analyses. 

At a minimum, these internal cont-rol. plans should include: 

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and 
sources; 

o Systems for verifying the accuracy of data at all 
levels of command; 



o Documentation j u s t i f y i n g  change; made t o  d a t a  rece ived  
from subordina te  commands; 

o Procedures t o  check t h e  accuracy of t h e  analyses  made 
from t h e  da ta ;  and 

o An assessment by a u d i t o r s  of t h e  adequacy of each 
i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p lan .  

Data C e r t i f i c a t i o n  - 
Publ ic  Law 101-510, a s  amended, r e q u i r e s  s p e c i f i e d  DoD 

personnel  t o  c e r t i f y  t o  t h e  b e s t  of t h e i r  know]-edge and b e l i e f  
that .  information provided t o  t h e  Secre tary  of Defense o r  t h e  1995 
Commission concerning t h e  c losure  o r  realignment of a m i l i t a r y  
i n s t . a l l a t i o n  i s  accura te  and complete. 

DoD components s h a l l  e s t a b l i s h  procedures and des igna te  
appropr ia t e  personnel t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  d a t a  and information 
coll .ected f o r  use i n  BRAC 95 analyses  a r e  accura te  and complete 
t o  t h e  best of t h a t  person 's  knowledge and b e l i e f .  DoD 
Componentst c e r t i f i c a t i o n  procedures should be incorpora ted  with 
t h e  r equ i red  i n t e r n a l  con t ro l  p lan .  Both a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  a u d i t  by  
t h e  General Accounting Off ice ,  

Finally,  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments, Di rec to r s  
of Defense Agencies, and heads of o the r  DoD Components must 
c e r t i f y  t o  t h e  Secre tary  of Defense t h a t  d a t a  and information 

(Cy used i n  making BRAC 95 recommendations t o  t h e  Secre tary  a r e  
accura te  and complete t o  t h e  b e s t  of t h e i r  knowledge and b e l i e f .  

C r i t e r i a  Measures/Factors - 
DoD Components and BRAC 95 J o i n t  Cross-Service Groups must 

develop one o r  more measures/factors  f o r  applying each of t h e  
f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  t o  base s t r u c t u r e  analyses .  While o b j e c t i v e  
measures / fac tors  a r e  d e s i r a b l e ,  they w i l l  not a l w a y s  be p o s s i b l e  
t o  develop. Measures/factors  may al ,so vary f o r  d i f f e r e n t  
c a t e g o r i e s  of bases .  DoD Components and BRAC 95 J o i n t  Cross- 
Service  groups must document t h e  measures/factors  used f o r  each 
of t h e  f i n a l  c r i t e r i a .  

Cateuories  of Bases 

One of t h e  f i r s t  s t e p s  i n  eva lua t ing  t h e  base s t r u c t u r e  f o r  
p o t e n t i a l  c l o s u r e s  o r  realignments m u s t  involve grouping 

. i n s t a l l a t i o n s  with l i k e  missions, ca lpab i l i t i e s ,  o r  a t t r i b u t e s  
i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s ,  and when appropr ia te ,  subcategor ies .  
Categorizing bases  i s  t h e  necessary l i n k  between t h e  f o r c e s  
descr ibed  i n  t h e  Force S t ruc tu re  Plan,  programined workload, and 
t h e  base s t r u c t u r e .  Determining c a t e g o r i e s  of bases  i s  a DoD 



Component and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group responsibility. 
DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups should 
avoid over-categorization in order to maximize [opportunities for 
cross-service or intra-service tradeoffs. 

Reserve Component Impacts 

Considerable overall DoD savings can be realized through 
maximizing the use of Reserve component enclaves and through 
joint use of facilities by the Reserve components. However, 
these overall DoD savings may not be identified during the BRAC 
95 process. Consequently, DoD Components should look for 
opportunities to consolidate or relocate Reserve components onto 
active bases to be retained in the base structure and onto 
closing or realigning bases. 

DoD Components must complete Reserve component recruiting 
demographic studies required by DoD Directive 1225.7 to ensure 
that the impact on the Reserve components of specific closures 
and realignments are considered. 

Cost of Base Realiunment Actions (COEiRA) Cost Klodel - 
DoD Components must use the COBFA cost model to calculate 

the costs, savings and return on investment of proposed closures 
and realignments. The Army is executive agent for COBRA and 
model improvements are underway. - 

Communitv Preference - 
DoD Components must document the receipt of valid requests 

received from communities expressing a preference for the closure 
of a military installation under Section 2924 of Public Law 101- 
510. DoD components will also document the steps taken to give 
thes.e requests special consideration,, Such doc:umentation is 
subject to review by the General Accounting O f f i c e ,  the 
Com~ission and the Congress. 

Release of Information - 
Data and analyses used by the DoD Components to evaluate 

military installations for closure and realignment will not be 
released until the Secretary's recommendations have been 
forwarded to the 1995 Commission on March 1, 1995, unless 
spec:ifically required by law. The 1995 Commission is required to 

. hold public hearings on the recommendations. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) , however, has a special 
role in assisting the Commission in its review and analysis of 
the Secretary's recommendations and must also prepare a report 
detailing the Department of Defense's selection process. As 



such, the GAO will be provided, upon request, with as much 
information as possible without compromising the deliberative 
proc:ess. The DoD Components must keep records of all data 
provided to the GAO. 

Dissemination of Guidance - 
DoD Components shall disseminate this guidance and 

subsequent policy memoranda as widely as possible throughout 
their organizations. The BRAC 95 Steering Group will review DoD 
Component supplementary guidance. 

Timelines - 
The timelines described in this memorandum are depicted at 

Appendix B. 
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I BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups - ) I 
Measures of Merit/ I 

Excess Capacity Discriminatorg 
I 

I Define the Universe (Jan 31) 
(What BaseslFunctions) 

How to Measure (Mar 31) 

Data Elements (Mar 31) 

Cross-Service 
Groups 

Non-BRAC Policy Development (Feb 28) - 

How to Measure (Feb 28) 

Data Elements (Feb 28) 

Cross-Service / TargetsIAlternatives (7) 
Groups 

Military Depts 
Data Caiis jiipri'i j 1: Data Caiis (MariAprj 

Analysis (MarIApr) Joint Analysis (Aprl?) c 
h 

! 

Alternatives (TBD) 
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Note: Both Cross-Service Groups and Military Departments must develop and implement an internal control 
plan to ensure that information and data used in BRAC 95 analyses is accurate and complete 
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Dealing with a Tough Task 

I 

I 

' The Obiective: To promote effective analyses of I ~ 
I I I 

cross-service functions in BRAC '95 

I , The Challenaes: To develop by March 31 st 
I 

the rules for guiding and structuring the 
analyses; action plans due by January 21 st 





Cross-Service Groups... 
First Steps 

Think through the analytical process 
- Review historic Service processes 

Establish guidelines and analysis rules 

Conceptualize a quality I assurance 
approach 









Ama 
abc 

Light 
flma9y 

lllC 
Light. 
HraTq~ (C8drrn) 
MA- 
Strategic Forom* 

(ISBN 
stratmgic support 

Battle rorcma 
Catrier/Traidng 
catrimr Aiming8 AC/RC 
Surface Conrbatenta 
8SN 
Patrol Canbatant* 
Amphibiour Warfarr 
Combat Logimtica 
Kine Warfare 

Support Force8 
Mobilm Logiatias 
Support Ship8 

Mok~ilization Forcoa CAT A 
Surface Combatant* 

Mobilizcrtion Forces CAT B 
Surface Combatant8 
Mfna Warfrte Ship* 
Support Ship8 

VSllC 
Divimiona AC/RC 
Aircraft Wings AC/RC 
rssc AC/RC 
u w  t /  
St:rategi c Boanbera 
Conventional Bomber8 
ICBM. 
Interceptor8 RC 
T'm AC a/ 
TFWE. RC a/ 
C d C o n t / S u r ~  AC/RC 
sor AC/RC 
Paacuo AC/RC 
Tmnkers AC/RC 
Otrat Lift AC/RC 
Tact Lift AC/RC 



~IAVI- 
Stratelgic ?Of C.8 

SSBN 
Stratagio Support 

Support Torcoa 
lwbila Logirt i c r  
19upp0rt Ship8 

~ o b i l . i z a t i o n  torcoa CAT A 
Surfam Cambat8ntr 

M~biXization T0rc.s CAT 8 
Surfaca COQbatantr 
Mino Warfar. Ship8 
Suppotr bhipr - 

09C 
Diviaionr AC/AC 
Aircraft Wings X / R C  0 rsso Ac/Bc 
w a r  " 
S t r a t ~ g i c  .Obe.. 
Conwntfonrl Bomberr 

a 
Anticipated l e v e l s  of  fundim are those s e t  
forth i n  the presidmt's  budget. - 

I1 1-01 



I 1 
+t forces . '70 

8 
utants 

e SNps 
ts 

C 

h 

L 
F L 

,r*m 41 
m 1 

I 

41 
-I * 





BRAC 95 

Steering Group :Meeting 

January 21, 1994 

Minutes 

The DASD (ER&BRAC) c h a i r e d  t h i s  second S t e e r i n g  Group 
meet.ing a c t i n g  f o r  t h e  ASD (ES) . The meeting began a t  13:  00 ,  t h e  
agenda and a  l is t  of t h e  p r i n c i p a l  a t t e n d e e s  a r e  a t t a c h e d .  

The Chai r  began t h e  meeting by s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  were two 
main t o p i c s  f o r  d i s c u s s i o n :  p o t e n t i a l -  changes t:o t h e  s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a  and an upda te  on j o i n t  group p r o g r e s s .  The Chai r  t h e n  
annclunced t h a t  t h e  S t e e r i n g  Group's Execut ive  S e c r e t a r y  would be  
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  p r e p a r i n g  minutes f  01: t h e  Cha i r f  s approva l .  The 
Chai r  f u r t h e r  announced t h a t  minutes would normally n o t  be  
coo rd ina t ed  wi th  a t t e n d e e s  a s  t h e y  a r e  t o  be  t r e a t e d  and stamped 
"Close Hold". However, s t e e r i n g  group members who had made 
s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  would be  con tac t ed  t o  ensu re  t h e i r  
comments were c h a r a c t e r i z e d  c o r r e c t l y .  

The Chai r  s t a t e d  t h a t  he would b r i e f  D r .  P e r r y  sometime 
a f t e r  t h e  January 28 BRAC 95 Review Group meeting.  Changing t h e  
s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  was a  l i k e l y  cand ida t e  f o r  d i s c u s s i o n  a t  t h i s  
b r i e f i n g .  The Chai r  t hen  t u r n e d  t h e  f l o o r  over  t o  t h e  BRAC 9 5  
S t e e r i n g  Group Execut ive  Sec re t a ry ,  M r .  Hansen, who l e d  t h e  
work-ing group t h a t  e v a l u a t e d  p o t e n t i a l  changes t o  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a .  M r .  Hansen s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  goa l  of  h i s  working group 
was t o  c o l l e c t  a s  many sugges ted  changes t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  as 
p o s s i b l e .  M r .  Hansen s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  group corlsidered t h e  r e c o r d  
of p a s t  c l o s u r e  rounds a s  w e l l  a s  sugges t ions  firom t h e  GAO, 
Congress and i n t e r n a l  DOD s t a f f  i n  t h i s  e f f o r t .  H e  a l s o  s t a t e d  
t h a t  t h e  i s s u e s  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  working group had been r a i s e d  
du r ing  t h e  p u b l i c  comment p e r i o d  i n  1991. Each had been 
addressed  a t  t h a t  t ime  s o  an o f f i c i a l  p roces s  has  a l r e a d y  been 
conclucted i n  t h i s  r ega rd .  M r .  Hanserl t h e n  b r i e f l y  d e s c r i b e d  t h e  
isscie pape r s  developed and o u t l i n e d  t h e  p r o s  arld cons  of  changes 
t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  ( a t t a c h e d ) .  

Regarding p r o s  and cons,  it was s t a t e d  t h a t  changing t h e  
c r i t . e r i a  would prov ide  a  c l e a r  " c a l l  t o  arms" s t a t emen t  t h a t  
t h i n g s  are d i f f e r e n t  t h i s  round. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, changing t h e  
c r i t . e r i a  cou ld  c a s t  p rev ious  c l o s u r e s  a s  u n f a i r  and r e q u i r e  BRAC 
95 c: losures i n  t h i s  round t o  be analyzed d i f f e r e n t l y  t h e n  
p rev ious  rounds.  I t  was a l s o  s t a t e d  t h a t ,  ovex:all, t h e  c r i t e r i a  
w e  now have a r e  v a l i d  and have no t  been cha l l enged  except  i n  ways 
t h a t  would on ly  r e s u l t  i n  marginal  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  emphasis .  
Changing them now would open up our  p roces s  t o  a  p o t e n t i a l  l a s t  
minute r e j e c t i o n  b y  Congress which would be  f a t a l  t o  t h e  BRAC 95 
proc!ess. General  d i s c u s s i o n  on the i s s u e  pape r s  ensued.  
Comrrlents w e r e  made concerning t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  
r e g a r d i n g  sav ing  money were a l r e a d y  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n  t h e  c r i t e r i a .  
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Addi t iona l  d i s c u s s i o n  c e n t e r e d  on t h e  f a c t  that:. t h e  c r i t e r i a  
should  suppor t  a p roces s  t h a t  i s  audi- table ,  r e p l i c a b l e  and treats 
a l l  ba ses  f a i r l y ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  changing t h e  c u r r e n t  c r i t e r i a  t o  be 
q u a n t i t a t i v e .  F u r t h e r ,  m i l i t a r y  judgement i s  important i n  t h i s  
proc:ess and must be documented. I n  r ega rd  t o  s av ing  money, t h i s  
round may r e q u i r e  more suboptimal d e c i s i o n  making t h a n  p rev ious  
rourids i n  o r d e r  t o  maximize sav ings  by maximiz:i.ng agg rega t e  
m i l i t a r y  va lue ,  a s  t h e  Navy did  i n  BIUC 93.  I t  w a s  sugges t ed  
t h a t  t h e  p r o s  paper  be  beefed up by adding t h e  arguments f o r  
change p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  Congress, GAO and t h e  (:ommission. 

Discuss ion  on t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i s s u e  pape r s  t h e n  ensued.  I n  
r e g a r d  t o  t h e  i s s u e  paper  d e a l i n g  wi th  changing t h e  c r i t e r i a  t o  
i n c l u d e  t h e  c o s t s  of c l o s u r e  t o  a l l  f e d e r a l  agenc ie s  and s t a t e  
and l o c a l  governments ( a s  a  s ense  of Congress r e s o l u t i o n  would 
p rov ide  f o r ) ,  it was s t a t e d  t h a t  whi le ,  i n  t heo ry ,  t h i s  cou ld  
e a s i l y  be d e a l t  w i th  th rough  po l i cy ,  t h e s e  c o s t s  can n o t  be 
p r e d i c t e d  a s  economic a c t i v i t y  could no t  be p r e d i c t e d  and would 
be a wash anyway, adding no th ing  t o  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s .  

The nex t  d i s c u s s i o n  c e n t e r e d  on t h e  cumulat ive  economic 
impi3ct i s s u e .  I t  was t h e  groupf s consensus t h ' a t  emphasizing 
c u m i ~ l a t i v e  impact t o  an extreme would outweigh m i l i t a r y  v a l u e .  
While economic impact can e f f e c t i v e l y  be d e a l t  w i t h  i n  p o l i c y ,  
t h a t  p o l i c y  should  emphasize t h a t  economic impact should  affect 
t h e  d e c i s i o n m a k i n g  p r o c e s s  only  when a  cho ice  of roughly e q u a l  
m i l i t a r y  va lue  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e .  

@nu The nex t  i s s u e  paper  d i sdcussed  concerned p l a c i n g  more 
emphasis on c o s t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  Discuss ion  c e n t e r e d  on t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  t h i s  i s  a l r e a d y  an important  f a c t o r  s i n c e  c o s t  i s  ex t remely  
important ,  g iven  a l t e r n a t i v e s  of roughly equa l  m i l i t a r y  va lue .  
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  T i t l e  1 0  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of t h e  S e r v i c e  
S e c r e t a r i e s  r e q u i r e  m i l i t a r y  va lue  t o  be a  pr imary c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
Within t h a t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  c o s t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and c o s t  of 
ope ra t ion  are extremely important  cc lns idera t ions .  

The nex t  d i s c u s s i o n  c e n t e r e d  on changing t h e  c r i t e r i a  t o  
r e f l e c t  t h e  c o s t  of  doing bus ines s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  b u s i n e s s - l i k e  
f u n c t i o n s  l i k e  depo t s .  I t  was t h e  group 's  con.sensus t h a t  t h e  
c o s t  of  do ing  b u s i n e s s  was r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  c o s t  of o p e r a t i o n s ,  
t h e  c o s t  p e r  ou tpu t  and overhead rat .es which were a l l  dealt  w i th  
i n  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  m i l i t a r y  va lue  . c r i t e r i a  last:. round. 

Changing t h e  c r i t e r i a  t o  inclucie incrementa l  environmental  
r e s t o r a t i o n  c o s t s  i n  t h e  r e t u r n  on investment  c a l c u l a t i o n s  was 
t h e  nex t  d i s c u s s i o n  i t e m .  There was consensus t h a t  t h e  
o b l i g a t i o n  t o  c l e a n  up a l l  of i t s  p r o p e r t i e s  and t h e  Department 's  
conunitment t o  t h i s  o b l i g a t i o n  r e q u i r e s  no change t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  
p o l i c y .  

The l a s t  i s s u e  paper  d i scus sed  concerned t h e  placement of 
more emphasis on t h e  sho r t age  of funds  t o  main ta in  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  

V t o  encourage t h e  maximum number of c l o s u r e s  and r ea l ignmen t s .  
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A f t e r  a b r i e f  d i s c u s s i o n ,  t h e  group agreed  t h a t  t h i s  w a s  n o t  a 
c r i t e r i a  i s s u e  b u t  was one of c a p a c i t y  r e d u c t i o n  t a r g e t s  which 
each s e r v i c e  and each  j o i n t  group would be  eva l .ua t ing .  Therefore  
no change t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  was warranted.  

The nex t  t o p i c  d i scus sed  was t h e  i s s u e  of  nominat ions  t o  t h e  
v a r i o u s  groups (see a t t a c h e d ) .  The Navy announced i t s  remaining 
j o i n t  c ros s - se rv i ce  group nomination, M r .  John Tr i ck  and CDR T i m  
Evans, t o  t h e  l a b o r a t o r i e s  group. The Army s t a . t ed  t h a t  t h e i r  
nomination memorandum would be  forthc:oming. There was some 
d i s c u s s i o n  on t h e  p r e r o g a t i v e  of t h e  M i l i t a r y  1:lepartments t o  
nominate t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  v i c e  a mandate from t h e  c h a i r s  of 
t h e  j o i n t  c ros s - se rv i ce  groups f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  

The f i n a l  t o p i c  was an announcennent t h a t  t h e  c a l e n d a r  of 
meet ings  ( a t t a c h e d )  would be providecl. d a i l y  t o  t h e  S t e e r i n g  Group 
Cha i r .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  advance cop ie s  of t h e  j o i n t  c ros s - se rv i ce  
group a c t i o n  p l a n s  w e r e  r eques t ed  i n  o r d e r  t o  p r e p a r e  f o r  t h e  
next. S t e e r i n g  Group meeting, scheduled f o r  January 26, a t  15:30, 
i n  room 3D-1019. 

The meeting t h e n  concluded a t  1 4  : 4 5 .  

Act ing  Chairman 
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Steering Group ]Meeting 
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Key Attendees 

Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment artd BRAC) 
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BASE CLOSURE STEERING GROUP ~IIEETING 

January 21,1994 1:00 P.M. Rm 23-385 

AGENDA 

o Previous Meeting's Minutes 

o Changing Selection Criteria 

oo Should We Change Them ? 
Pros and Cons (handout) 

oo Possible Changes to Criteria (handout) 
- 

o Joint Group Progress 

oo Nomination of Members (handout) 

oo Meeting Calendar (handout) 

oo Action Plan Review 

o Next Meeting -- January 26th, 1530, Rm 3D-1019 

o Agenda for Review Group Meeting -- January 28th, 
11:00, Rm 3E-869 

o Other Business - 



BASE CLOSURE SELECTION'CRITERIA 

In selecting military installations for closurs or realignmtznt, the Department of 
Defense, giving priority consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), will 
consider: 

Military Value 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of the Deparlment of Defense's total force. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace at 
both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total 
force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment - 

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the 
number of years, beginning with thle date of completion of the closure or 
realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs. 

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, mi!;sions and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 





- -. e 

# 
- .- - - 

5 
z - -- 

CHANGING THE BASE CLOSURE SELECTION CRITERIA 

The selection criteria used for the 1991 and 1993 rounds of the base closure 
process were established under the procedures set forth in the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (the Act), Section 2903(b). The Secretary of Defense 
published in the Federal Register of December 31, 1990, the criteria proposed to be 
used by DoD in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of military 
installations inside the United States and transmitted those proposed criteria to the 
Congressional defense committees. The proposed criteria were similar to those used 
during the Secretary of Defense's 1988 base closure process and consisted of eight 
criteria relating to military value, costs and savings, and economic, environmental and 
community impacts, with priority consideration given to military value. After the 30-day 
public comment period, the Secretary published ,the final criteria in the Federal 
Register of February 15, 1991, and transmitted them to the Congressional defense 
committees. That publication and transmittal discussed the comments received, their 
validity as they related to the process, and any actions taken to incorporate the 
comrnents into the criteria andlor the DoD process through policy guidance. 

For the 1993 base closure process, OSD reviewed the criteria that had been 
used during the 1991 round, as well as commen~ts relating to those criteria made by 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cornmission, the General Accounting 
Office (GAO), and the public. Upon determination that no significant changes were 
wamanted in the criteria, the Secretary of Defense published a notification in the 
Federal Register of December 15, 1992, and transmitted a notification to the 
Con!jressional defense committees, that DoD would use the same selection criteria 
usecl during the 1991 base closure round. 

Section 2903(b)(2)(6) of the Act sets forth the procedures for amending the 
selection criteria. That section provides that 

The Secretary may amend such [selection] criteria, but such amendments may 
not become effective until they have beer? published in the Federal Register, 
opened to public comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitted to the 
congressional defense committees in final form by not later than January 15 
[1995]. Such amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, along with 
the force-structure plan [submitted with ttie 1996 budget justification 
documents], in making such recommendiations unless disapproved by a joint 
resolution of Congress enacted on or before February 15 [I 9951. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense has tasked the BRAC 95 Review Group with 
making a recommendation to the Secretary of Defense no later than January 31, 1994 
on whether an amendment to the selection criteria is appropriate. The BRAC 95 
Steering Group established a Selection Criteria Working Group on January 11, 1994, 
made up of DoD components and OSD representatives, to accomplish this task. 



V 
The primary argument for amending the selection criteria is that the change in 

criteria would act as a clear public policy statement by the new Administration that the 
focus of this round of base closure is different from prior rounds. In a radically 
changed post-Cold War world, military missions and modes of operation are different. 
Accordingly, the reasons for having domestic bases and the operations which they 
must support may have changed, and the selection criteria should reflect that change. 
Amendment of the selection criteria would be a clear indication that DoD and the new 
Adrrlinistration are taking base closure seriously and, recogni:zing that this is the last 
round provided under the Act, are anxious to maximize closures. Since the Act 
explicitly provides procedures for amending criteria, Congress clearly envisioned 
changes. Opening the selection criteria to publiic comment would ensure that 
concerns raised are fully considered. This opportunity for public input could lead to a 
perc:eption that the criteria are more relevant arid effective because the review was not 
confined solely within DoD. 

The strongest counter-argument is that change of the selection criteria would 
call into question the fairness and adequacy of prior rounds of base closure, as well 
as require DoD to continually justify any changes and the resultant recommendations. 
DoD would be open to attacks that it is "not fair" to change the rules for this last round 
of base closures, and that any bases closed or realigned during the 1995 round were 
not selected o n  the same basis as those chosen during the prior rounds. Challengers 
could argue, among other things, that a change to the criteria was an attempt to target 
specific installations for closure or retention. Alternatively, Congressional or public YY comments could attempt to protect bases through criteria changes. 

Not only could criteria changes complicate the defense of the new 
recc~mmendations, but they could call into question decisions of prior base closure 
rounds. DoD would have to deal with Congressional and media comparisons between 
the allegations that particular bases closed in 1991 and 1993 would not have closed if 
the amended criteria had been used or, alternatively, that bases selected in the 1995 
rourld would not have been affected if the 199111 993 selection criteria had been used. 
DoD and its components know how to work with and defend the existing criteria, and 
their base closure processes have developed based upon these criteria. 

It is significant that neither the Base Closure Commiss,ion nor GAO have 
recommended substantive changes to the existing criteria during prior base closure 
rourids. Their tacit endorsement of the selection criteria is am indication that these 
are,, in fact, the most relevant and appropriate criteria upon which to base closure and 
realignment decisions. While it is true that military missions are changing, the roles 
and responsibilities of DoD and the Military Departments defi~ned in Title 10 of the U.S. 
Code have not changed. The present selectiorr criteria are broadly defined, which 
permits adjustment to changing circumstances, both in general policy development 
and in application of policies to differing types of activities. C;oncerns which are raised 



by Congress or the public are able to be addressed inmob base closure policy 
I(V guidance. 

Finally, not only do the procedures set forth in the Act for such amendment shift 
the illtimate approval/disapproval decision to Congress, the timetable could operate to 
disrupt the process within DoD. Under the Act, Congress has until February 15, 1995, 
to disapprove the amended criteria by joint resolution. The Act was amended by the 
Fiscal Year 1994 Authorization Act to require SecDef recommendations be forwarded 
to the Base Closure Commission not later than IMarch 1, 1995. Hence, if Congress 
disalpproved the amended criteria, it could be too late in the process to revert to the 
old selection criteria and issue  recommendation.^. This effectively could halt this last 
round of base closure in its entirety. Additionally, having to wait until February 15, 
1995, for a clear determination of whether the selection criteria have been approved or 
not would lend a substantial element of uncertainty to the entire DoD process. 

Although we can expect legal challenges if the criteria are changed, clearly the 
issue relating to amendment of the selection criteria is not a legal issue. The Act 
explicitly provides a procedure for changes. The issue is more properly framed as a 
political one -- how DoD and the new Administration can be responsive to its own and 
other concerns about the adequacy and relevance of the criteria. In view of the risk 
posed by any changes, the critical delays that a~mendment could cause, and the 
pota!ntial for significant modification to DoD com~ponent processes, changing the 

w selection criteria is not recommended. To the extent that relevant suggestions for 
add~~tional evaluation factors have been received in prior bass closure rounds from the 
Base Closure Commission, GAO, and the public, all could be accomplished through 
OST) policy issuance. Such policy formation would allow a clear statement of OSD 
goals and objectives and could clearly reflect pl~blic policy concerns, without the risks 
attendant to amending the criteria. 



SELECTION CRITERIA W'ORKNG GROUP 
SUMMARY OF POSSIBLE CHANGES TO CRITERIA 

Subiect: Possible Changes to the Base Closurce Selection Criteria 

Background: The BRAC 95 Steering Group established a Selection Criteria Working 
Groi~p to review the record over the past two rounds of base closures of proposed 
changes to the selection criteria. Suggested changes from Congress, the GAO, the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, communities and from within 
Do01 were reviewed by the working group. 

Discussion: The Selection Criteria Working Group identified the following possible 
changes to the selection criteria: 

o Include the direct costs of closure!; and realignments to other Federal 
Departments and State and local governments. 

o Include cumulative economic impact and give it greater emphasis. 

o Place more emphasis on the cost effectiveness of recommendations. 

o Place greater emphasis on the cost of doing business for industrial-type 
activities. 

o Include incremental environmentai restoration costs. 

o Place more emphasis on the shortage of funds to maintain infrastructure. 

The following six pages describe each issue, identify the source of the possible 
change, and provide background information, comments and the working group's 
recommendations on each. 

Conclusion: The Working Group concluded that no changes to the selection criteria 
are necessary; that each of the issues can be dealt with in official policy guidance to 
the DoD Components. 

Attachments 
QV 
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Posr~ible Chmge: Change selection fziter$a- to include the 
diroct costs of closures and realignaaent~~to other Federal 
Departments m d  agencies and, to the extent possible, to state 

I(Y and local governments (Source: F Y  91 DoD Authotization Act and 
GAO 11 

Baclcground: Some potential non-DoD costs include: Medicare, 
losses incurred by GSA because of leased properties being 
vacated by DoD, the cost of economic assistance to affected 
communities, unemployment costs, and the cost to replace services 
forrnerly provided by DoD (e.g., air 'traffic control for the FAA) . 
DoD has tried to respond to past GAO recommendations to compute 
Government-wide costs (i . e . , include non-DoD costs) by 
calculating in 1991 and 1993 the impact closures have on CHAMPUS 
(DoD Health) costs, DoD unemployment contribution increases 
attributable to closures and realignments, and DoD Homeowners 
Assistance Program costs. DoD has not agreed with GAO's 
recommendation to include Medicare costs,. or other non-DoD costs. 

The FY 94 DoD Authorization Act includes a "Sense of Congress" 
that asks DoD to consider the inclusion of costs to other Federal 
Departments and agencies and, to the extent possible, to state 
and local governments. 

The Department's position has been we are unable to quantify non- 
DoD costs with any degree of certainty or accuracy in advance. 
The Department has no way of knowing, at the time closure 
decisions a s  made, who will eventually take over the 
installation in question, what reuse will occur, what external 

w forces will impact economic vitality., and therefore no way of 
predicting economic recovery. Hence we have no way of 
determining special costs to other Federal and. State agencies, 
such as unemployment costs beyond those estima.ted to be incurred 
by DoD through employer contributions to unemployment funds. 
Finally, in all three past rounds of base closures, we have not 
attempted to measure "absolutely" every possible cost. Rather, 
we have measured all costs which could be expected to change as 
scenarios change. Cost elements w h i c h  w o u l d  be roughly the same 
for any scenario, or marginal in val-ue, were ]..eft uncalculated 
(i . e . , community planning grants, Medicare, etc::. ) as they would 
not add to the decision making process. 

Comnents: All potential non-DoD costs we cou1.d attempt to 
mea.sure would be applied under the Return on 1:nvestment criteria 
where we calculate the cost and savings implications of.closures 
and realignments. In previous rounds we have issued detailed 
guidance on how to estimate various cost elements and on whether 
to include some elements in the cost and savings calculations or 
to leave them uncalculated as they are deemed to be the same 
regardless of scenario. 

Rec:ommendation: Do not change the :selection criteria. 

Pol-icy memoranda can be used to include non-DoD costs, if 

w appropriate, in the cost and savings calculations. Each possible 
non-DoD cost element will be examined and a determination made by 
tho BRAC 95 Review Group on whether to include it as a cost 
element or not. We must also draft a letter to Congress on the 
gut:come of these determinations. 
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P o s s i b l e  C h a n g e :  Change selection cfiteria on e c o n o m i c  impact to  
s p e c : i f i c r l l y  include c u m u l a t i v e  a c o n t N n i c  impact; m d  to give 
c u m u r l a t i v e  impact m o r e  e m p h a s i s .  ( S o r r r c e :  C o n g r e s s  and 
C o m m u n i t i e s )  

Background: During hearings before the Senate Armed Services 
Comrnittee (SASC) , Defense Base C1osu:ce and Realignment 
Commissioners and Secretary Aspin col.mnitted to consider 
cumillative economic impact on base closure communities during the 
1993 base closure process. DoD had also considered cumulative 
economic impact during the 1991 base closure process. 

The selection criteria directs the Military Departments to 
consider economic impact and does not exclude cumulative economic 
impact. The Department did, in fact, calculate cumulative 
economic impact during the 1991 and 1993 base closure rounds. 
The Secretary removed McClellan AFB from the list of 1993 
recommendations based on cumulative economic i.mpact. 

The selection criteria give priority considera.tion to military 
value criteria (the first four of the eight criteria). This has 
been a critical part of the success of past base closure rounds 
as the courts, communities and even the Congress have difficulty 
cha.llenging DoD's military judgement:. DoD's business is to 
provide for the national security and the base closure process' 
contribution to that is giving priority consideration to military 
value (i.e., - keeping our most valuable bases). 

Comments :  Increasing the emphasis on cumulative economic impact 
to the extent that military value is no longer to be given ICI priority consideration would require a change to the selection 
criteria. However, such a change could seriously undermine our 
national security by changing the rules to stress job impact as 
the predominate reason for closing or not closing bases. 

We can issue policy that cumulative economic impact be part of 
economic impact considerations and have established a cross- 
service group to develop a process and guidelines for the 
calculation and application of economic impact including 
cumulative impact. 

R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s :  Do not change the! selection criteria. No 
change is required either to expressly includ~e cumulative 
economic impact or to increase the emphasis on cumulative 
ec:onomic impact, short of making-cumulative impact the priority 
consideration vice military value. 

Guidance on cumulative economic impact can be issued by policy. 
However, we should refrain from making policy changes until after 
the economic impact working group has submitted its 
recommendations on March 31, 1994, including its recommendations 
on the appropriate emphasis on cumillative economic impact. 
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Possible Change: Change se lec t ion  crkteria t o  place more 
emplrasis on the  cos t  ef fect iveness  of recemmiencirtions (mil itary 

i(V value compared t o  the  cos t  and aavinqs) (Source: Internal DoD) 

Baclcground: The Bottom-up Review te.'Lls us that we must close 
manly more bases to realize the savings and therefore free up 
resources for readiness. 

Comment: This change, and the change that wou:ld place more 
empkasis on cumulative economic impact vis-a-vis military value 
are potentially not complementary and could be in direct conflict 
if .the emphasis changed enough to obviate the (current selection 
criteria's priority consideration of military value. Changing 
the criteria to reduce the primacy of military value in favor of 
oth,er considerations is ill-advised. Priority consideration of 
military value among the selection criteria has been endorsed by 
the Commission and GAO during all three rounds. Also, "changing 
the rules" after three rounds of closures could have significant 
political implications and could open up past closure decisions. 
However, if military value considerations are roughly equal more 
emphasis could be placed on cost eff'ectiveness without changing 
the criteria. 

Recommendation: Do not change the selection criteria. 

Retain the primacy of military value among the selection 
criteria. Draft policy to place appropriate emphasis on cost 
eff'ectiveness. The BRAC Review Group will review this and other 
iss.ues requiring policy guidance over the next:. few months. 



POSSIBJ?E m G E  TO 
BASE CLOSURE SELECT1:ON CRITERIA 

Posr~ible Change: Change selection clritertr 'to place greater 
rmpl~asio on the costs of doing businrso rspecinlly for businrs~- 
like functions such as dewt uintenance (source: -1 

Baclcground: The GAO has suggested that in considering industrial 
activities for closure or realignment, cost and savings criteria 
should be given more emphasis. The :Department has in the past 
agreed that cost of doing business considerations may be more 
important for industrial type activities than for operational 
bases, but has not issued specific policy on the issue. 

Comments: Decisions to close or realign industrial activities 
must be based on the ability of the activity to contribute to the 
Defense mission and readiness capabilities. However, the 
military value criteria include one on "cost a.nd manpower 
implications". Hence, additional policy guida~nce on the 
importance of the "cost of doing business" for industrial 
activities as a factor in military value calculations would 
clarify the issue without requiring a change to selection 
criteria. The distinction must be maintained between the "cost 
of doing business", which must be defined, vs the "cost of 
closure" which is measured in the Return on Investment criteria. 
The cost of doing business could be defined as mission costs, 
work product output costs, etc. 

Recconrmendation: No change to the criteria is required. - 

Clarifying that the cost of doing business is an important part 
of military value for industrial activities can be implemented 
through policy memoranda. The BIVLC 95 Review Group will review 
this and other issues requiring policy guidance over the next few 
months. The joint cross-Service groups establlished to look at 
depot maintenance, laboratories and test and evaluation would 
implement this policy by defining tihe cost elements to be 
measured. 
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Possible Change: Change the selection critaria to include in the 
Return on Investment crlculationa "incremental lonvironmental 

I(V restoration costsq1 i.e, those cos+a that would not be lncurrrd if 
the Inntallation remained open (i.a., unexploded ordnance on 
ranges) or accelerated ~nvironmental restoration costs. (Source: 
1993 Base Closure Commission Report) 

&ck:ground: Environmental restoration costs at.. closing bases 
have not, in the past, been considered a cost of closure since 
the Department has a legal obligation for environmental 
restoration regardless of whether a base is closed or not. 

Comanents: Including the cost of accelerated or unique 
environmental restoration at closing bases appears reasonable 
since they would only occur if the base is closing. Estimates of 
these costs should be available during the evaluation process and 
could readily be included in the Ret,urn on Investment cost and 
savings calculations. 

Reclommendation: The criteria do not need to be changed. 

The guidance can be affected through a policy memorandum. Draft 
policy follows: "Environmental restoration costs at closing or 
realigning bases will not be considered in cost of closure 
calculations. DoD has a legal obligation for environmental 
restoration regardless of whether a base is closed or realigned. - 
Where closinig or realigning installations have! unique 
contamination problems requiring environmental. restoration, these 
will be considered as a potential limitation on near-term 
community reuse of the installation. However, environmental 
restoration costs that would not normally be incurred if the base 
remained open will be considered in the cost of closure 
calculations. Examples of these costs are the reasonable removal 
of unexploded ordnance on ranges, the removal of underground 
storage tanks, and accelerated environmental restoration costs at 
closing and realigning bases." 

The BRAC 95 Review Group will review this and other issues 
requiring policy guidance over the next few months. 
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P o s s i b l e  Change: D u r i n g  BRAC 95, p lrce  uwta emphasie on the  
shortage of funds to maintain infras.tructure tc:, encourage mrximum 
cloouree and r e a l i g n m e n t s  ( S o u r c e :  Bottom-Up Review) 

Background:  I n  r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments have n o t  
had s u f f i c i e n t  funds  t o  ma in t a in  t h e i r  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  a t  
a c c e p t a b l e  l e v e l s .  Reducing i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  ( c l o s i n g  b a s e s )  i s  an 
a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  i n c r e a s e d  fund ing  l e v e l s .  The Bottom-Up Review's  
reduced f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  s c e n a r i o s  w i l l  f a c i l i t a t e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  
rec luct ions  . 
Comments: Reduced f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  :is t h e  "whlrl' and "how many" 
p o r t i o n  o f  b a s e  c l o s u r e s .  With f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  coming down, w e  
cannot  a f f o r d  t o  keep unnecessa ry  b a s e s  open. 

The s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  however, h e l p  u s  de te rmine  "which ba se s "  
t o  c l o s e  a f t e r  w e  have determined "how many1' d u r i n g  t h e  e a r l i e r  
p a r t  o f  t h e  c l o s u r e  a n a l y s i s .  Hence, t h i s  i s  c l e a r l y  n o t  a  
s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  i s s u e .  The DepSecDef BRAC 95 "Kickoff1' 
memorandum i n c o r p o r a t e s  t h e  conc lu s ion  o f  t h e  Bottom-Up Review. 
I t  p r o v i d e s  t h e  DoD Components w i t h  an i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  r e d u c t i o n  
g o a l  o f  a t  l e a s t  15 p e r c e n t  and e s t . a b l i s h e s  a methodology f o r  
de t e rmin ing  e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  seduct j -on t a r g e t s  by c a t e g o r y  of 
ba se .  

Ratcommendation: No change t o  t h e  : ;e lec t ion c r i t e r i a  i s  
war ran ted .  - 

QU 
A d d i t i o n a l  gu idance  on how t o  c a l c u l a t e  e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  i n  5 key 
c r o s s - S e r v i c e  a r e s  w i l l  be promulgated by March 31, 1994 .  
F i n a l l y ,  t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group w i l l  review a l l  e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  
c a l c u l a t i o n s  b o t h  o p e r a t i o n a l  and c ro s s -Se rv i ce  and w i l l  
d e t e rmine  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e d u c t i o n  t a r g e t s  t h i s  summer. 



- -  . 
Joint Group Nomi.nations 

BRAC 95 Review Group 
USD (A&T) 

Navy : 

A i r  Force:  

J o i n t  S t a f f  : 

TBD 
Under S e c r e t a r y  Danzig 
M r .  Nemfakos 
S e c r e t a r y  Widnall  
GEN Carns 
MG A d m i r e  
BG T o l i n  

PA&.E : M r .  Lynn 
Reserve  ~f f a i rs :  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t ~ a r y  Lee 
DOD Compt ro l le r :  TBD 
General  Counsel : TBD 
Env. S e c u r i t y :  TBD 
BRnC 95 J o i n t  Cross-Service  Group C h a i r s  

BRAC 95 S t e e r i n q  Group 

Cha i r  : A s s i s t a n t  s ec r r t t a ry  (Economic S e c u r i t y )  
Army : TBD 
Navy : M r .  Nemfakos 

- CAPT Buzze l l  - 
M r .  Tu rnqu i s t  

A . i r  Force  : M r .  B o a t r i g h t  

wf BG Heflebower 
J o i n t  S t a f f :  BG T o l i n  

CAPT Gumbert 
PA&E : D r .  McNicol 
R-eserve A f f a i r s  : M r .  Rosamond 
E 95 J o i n t  Cross-Service  Group Study Team Leaders  

Depot Maintenance J o i n t  c ross -Ser l l i ce  Group - 
Cha i r  : 
T e a m  Leader :  
'DASD (PR) 
Army : 
Navy : 

A i r  Force:  

J o i n t  S t a f f :  

M r .  Klugh 
M r .  W i l l i s  
M r .  Brad Bergmann 
TBD - 

CAPT Moel ler  
LTCOL (sel) Elush 
M r .  O r r  
M r .  ~ e l v e c c h i o  
D r .  McDonald 

COL Edgar 
COL F e l l e r s  
M r .  Bayer 
M r .  Potochney 
TBD - DLA 



. . 

T e s t .  And E v a l u a t i o n  J o i n t  c r o s s - ~ e r v j - c e  G;OUP w 
Co-Chairs : M r .  Bo l ino  

M r .  Frame 
Tearn Leader  : M r .  Toomer 

M r .  B o l i n o  
Army : TBD 
N a v y  : M r .  S c h i e f e r  

CAPT Rose 
A i r  F o r c e  : LTG (ret)  Howard Leaf 

M r .  J o n e s  
PA&E : Frank Lewis 
DRCE : TBD 
DASD (ERCBRAC) M r .  Bayer  

M r .  McAndrew 

m ) o r a t o r i e s  J o i n t  c r o s s - S e r v i c e  Gr(m 

C h a i r  : D r .  A n i t a  J o n e s  
T e a m  Leader  : D r .  Dorman 
Army : TBD 
Navy : TBD 
A i r  F o r c e :  M r .  M a t t i c e  

M r .  Campbell 
TBD 
TBD 
M r .  B l i s s  
M r .  Bayer  
M r .  McAndrew 

M : ~ l i t a r v  Trea tment  F a c i l i t i e s  J o i n t  Cross -Serv ice  Group - 
C l n a i r  : 
Team Leader: 
Army : 

Navy : 

COMPT : 

D r .  M a r t i n  
RADM Koenig 
LTG Lanoue 
BG Zajtchwk 
CAPT Golembieski  
CDR D i l o r e n z o  
MG Buethe 
BG Hoffman 
M r .  Dickens . 

COL Moore 
COL K i m  
M s  Danko 
M r  Smith 
M r  Dickens  
M r .  C o l l e g e  

13ASD (ERCBRAC) : M r .  Bayer 
M r .  ~ i g l i o n i c o  

DoDIG: Wayne Mi l l ion-  



Underctraduate Pilot Trainina Joint cross-cervicg Group 

Chair: Mr. Finch 
Team Leader: Mr. parmentier 
Army : TBD 
Navy : CAPT Buzzell 

COL Stockwell 
Air Force : MG Profitt 

MG Tonoso - -  

PACE : Mr. Angel0 
DASI) (ER&BRAC) : Mr. Bayer 

COL Thompson 

Economic Impact Joint Cross-Service Group 

Chair: 
Tea.m Leader: 

Army : 
Navy : 

Ailr Force: 

Mr. Bayer 
Mr. Berger 
COL Thompson 
TBD 
David Wennergen 
CAPT Ferguson 
Mr. Reinertson 
Mr. Van Gasbeck 
Dr. Bryan Jack 
TBD 
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BRAC 95 

Steering Group Meeting 

January 26, 1994 

Minutes 

The DASD(ER&BRAC) c h a i r e d  t h i s  - t h i r d  S t e e r i n g  Group meet ing 
actying f o r  t h e  ASD(ES) . The meeting began a t  :15:30, t h e  agenda 
and a l is t  of  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  a t t e n d e e s  a r e  a t t a c h e d .  

The Chai r  began t h e  meeting by s t a t i n g  t h a t  he  had approved 
t h e  p rev ious  meet ing 's  minutes .  The Chai r  a l s o  r e i t e r a t e d  t h e  
guidance he had provided  a t  t h e  l a s t  S t e e r i n g  Group meet ing by 
s t a t i n g  t h a t  a s  t h e s e  documents were "Close Hold", t h e  minutes  
would no t  be d i s t r i b u t e d  o r  coo rd ina t ed .  However, t h e  minutes  
w e r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  review a f t e r  t h e  ;neet ing 

The Chai r  t h e n  announced t h a t  t:here w e r e  two major i t e m s  f o r  
disc:ussion: j o i n t  c ros s - se rv i ce  group a c t i o n  p. lans and changing 
t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a .  Discuss ion ensued r e g a r d i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e  
methodologies f o r  b r i e f i n g  t h e  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  group a c t i o n  p l a n s  
t o  t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group. I t  was dec ided  t h a t  t h e  
DASD (ERCBRAC) would b r i e f  each groupf s c h a r t  and t h e  Cha i r s  of 
each  group would h i g h l i g h t  important  i s s u e s .  

The Depot Maintenance Cross Se rv i ce  Group Chairman t h e n  
began h i s  p r e s e n t a t i o n  s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  membership of h i s  group 
had been e s t a b l i s h e d  and t h a t  t h e  o t h e r  i n i t i a t i v e s  ongoing i n  
t h i s  a r e a  had t o  be  kep t  i n  sync.  The Depot Maintenance Chairman 
t h e n  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  of c o r e  maintenance p o l i c y  i s  
due by 2 0  February.  (Char t s  f o r  t h i s  and t h e  fo l lowing  
p r e s e n t a t i o n s  a r e  a t t a c h e d .  ) 

The T e s t  and Eva lua t ion  co-study team l e a d e r  t h e n  began h i s  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  some c a p a b i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  TCE a r e a  
a r e  d r i v e n  by t h e  B a l l i s t i c  Missile Defense Or 'ganizat ion.  
F u r t h e r ,  a l l  DoD f a c i l i t i e s  suppor t ing  TCE would be cons ide red  i n  
t h e i r  review. He t h e n  announced t h a t  t h i s  gro.up had dec ided  
a g a i n s t  i n c l u d i n g  I G  and Comptroller  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  The 
p r e s e n t a t i o n  cont inued  wi th  d i s c u s s i o n s  concer.ning t h e  u s e  of 
a v a i l a b l e  s t u d i e s  such a s  P r o j e c t  Re l iance  pro.viding a sou rce  of 
i d e a s  a s  w e l l  a s  in format ion  on f u n c t i o n a l  and miss ion  a r e a s  - 
witlnin TCE. 

F u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n  cont inued  i n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  o v e r l a p  
between t h e  Maintenance Depot, Labora to r i e s  and TCE groups and 
how t h e s e  groups w i l l  u se  common d a t a  e lements  where a p p r o p r i a t e .  
Discuss ion  t h e n  ensued r ega rd ing  t h e  T&E Board of D i r e c t o r s  
(comnposed of t h e  Se rv i ce  Vice Ch ie f s )  who a l r e a d y  have an 
o rgan iza t ion -and  i d e a s  t h a t  w i l l - b e  cons idered  hy t h e  T&E group.  
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The T&E p r e s e n t a t i o n  then  o u t l i n e d  i t ' s  m i l e s t o n e s  and 
concluded wi th  d i s c u s s i o n s  touching  on t h e  requirement  f o r  
ou t sou rc ing  p o l i c i e s ,  t h e  need f o r  an i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n  f o r  
t h e  c ros s - se rv i ce  groups (which would cover  d a t a  ne tworks ) ,  t h e  
u s e  of  c o n t r a c t o r s  o r  F e d e r a l l y  Funded Research and Development 
Cen te r s  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  T&E group ho lds  meetings every  
Tuesday morning. 

The L a b o r a t o r i e s  Group p re sen ted  nex t ,  beg inn ing  wi th  a  
d i ~ ~ z u s s i o n  on t h e i r  i n t e n t  t o  d e f i n e  who and what w i l l  be  
cons ide red  by r e l y i n g  on t h e  "taxonomy" provided  i n  P r o j e c t  
Re l iance  and o t h e r  s t u d i e s .  A d i s c u s s i o n  on a  de t e rmina t ion  of 
corle c a p a b i l i t i e s  and ou tsourc ing  fol lowed.  Discuss ion  ensued 
regmard ing  e l e c t r o n i c  d a t a  management impacts  on c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and 
i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n  i s s u e s .  

The M i l i t a r y  Treatment F a c i l i t i e s  group b r i e f e d  n e x t .  
Discuss ion  c e n t e r e d  on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  group, having i t ' s  first 
meeting t h e  day be fo re ,  had j u s t  begun t o  g e t  s t a r t e d  and, a s  
sucln, r e f inemen t s  w e r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  t h e i r  a c t i o n  p l a n  i n  o r d e r  t o  
enslJre succes s  i n  meeting t h e i r  mi l e s tones .  

The Undergraduate P i l o t  T ra in ing  group t h e n  b r i e f e d .  The 
p r e s e n t a t i o n  began wi th  a  d i s c u s s i o n  on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a  g e n e r a l  
consensus w i t h i n  t h e  group had a l r e a d y  been a r r i v e d  a t .  I n i t i a l  
ind ica t ions ,however ,  a r e  t h a t  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  s h a r e  d a t a  may need 
f u r t h e r  re f inement  . 

The Economic Impact group p re sen ted  l a s t .  Discuss ion  ensued 
on .the group 's  goa l  of a r r i v i n g  a t  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  economic impact 
and cumulat ive  economic impact,  i f  p r a c t i c a b l e .  I t  was s t a t e d  
t h a t  t h e  group reviewed how economic impact had f a c t o r e d  i n t o  
BRA(: 9 3  and how t h e  group was reviewing whether t h a t  would be 
f e a s i b l e  and would c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  p r o c e s s .  Discuss ion  
c o n - ~ i n u e d  i n  r e g a r d  t o  whether t h e  c o s t  would j u s t i f y  t h e  b e n e f i t  
of ana lyz ing  t h e  c o s t s  t o  o t h e r  f e d e r a l  agenc ie s  of c l o s u r e s .  

The nex t  agenda item d i scussed  concerned changing t h e  
s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a .  The BRAC 9 5  S t e e r i n g  Group Execut ive  
S e c r e t a r y ,  who c h a i r e d  t h e  S t e e r i n g  Group's S e l e c t i o n  Cr i t e r i a  
Working Group, p r e s e n t e d  an a n a l y s i s  of propos'ed changes t o  t h e  
s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  p r o s  and cons of changing t h e  
c r i t e r i a  (see a t t a c h e d ) .  A f t e r  some d iscuss io .n  concerning t h e  
l e v e l  of d e t a i l  necessary  t o  be b r i e f e d  t o  t h e  January 28 Review 
Group meeting,  g iven  t h e  u se  of d e t a i l e d  read-ahead packages,  t h e  
S t e e r i n g  Group c l o s e d  t h e  i s s u e  wi th  a  s t r o n g  a f f i r m a t i o n  t h a t  no 
changes t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  were necessary .  

The nex t  i t e m  concerned t h e  requirement  f o r  I n t e r n a l  Con t ro l  
P l a n s  cover ing  t h e  j o i n t  c ros s - se rv i ce  groups.  I t  w a s  dec ided  t o  
u t i l i z e  t h e  S e r v i c e s ' s  exper ience  i n  t h i s  r e g a r d  i n  con junc t ion  
wi th  t h e  I G  and a r r i v e  a t  a  s t anda rd i zed  p l a n  f o r  u s e  by t h e  



-- l 

joint cross-service groups. A group of Service representatives 
would work on developing a draft standardized plan for approval 
by the Steering Group. 

The meeting ended with a short discussion regarding the 
joint cross-service group presentations to the Review Group. 
Topics to be briefed to the Review Group would be action plans 
and changing the selection criteria and issues would include the 
relationship among the groups, data sharing and use of 
contractors. 

The meeting then concluded at 17:15. 

- - 

Acting chairman 



January 26,1994 3:30 P.M. Rm 3D-1019 

o Previous Meeting's Minutes 

o Joint Cross-Service Group Presentations -- Action Plans 
and Milestones -- 5 to 10 NIinutes Each 

oo Depot Maintenance 
w Test and Evaluation 
oo Laboratories 
oo Military Treatment Facilities 
oo Undergraduate Pilot Training 

- w Economic Impact 

o Changing Selection Criteria 

oo Presentation of Draft Briefing to BRAC 95 
Review Group 

oo Revised Issue Pap~ers (handout) 

o Joint Cross-Service Group Internal Control Plans 

oo Requirement - 

oo Establish Working Group? 

o Agenda for Review Group Meeting -- January 28th, 
11:00, Rm 3E-869 

o Other Business 



BRAC 95 

Steering Group Meeting 

January 26, 1994 

Key Attendees 

Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment aind BRAC) 
Mr. Mark Wagner, OSD (Economic Security) 
Mr. Doug Hansen, OSD (Base Closure and Utilization) 
Mr. Michael Owen, Army 
Mr. Charles Nemfakos, Navy 
Mr. Jim Boatright, Air Force 
Mr. James Klugh, DUSD (Logistics) 
Ms. Jeanne Fites, OSD (Personnel and Readiness) 
Ms. Cathy Kelleher, DLA 
Mr. Nick Toomer, OSD (OT&E) 
Mr. Irv Boyles, OSD (T&E) 
MAJ Robin Pope, OSD (DR&E) 
Mr. Bob Mason, OSD (Logistics) 
Ms. Patricia Watson, OSD (Health Affairs) 
Col Mike Donnelly, OGC 
BG Tolin, Joint Staff 
Mr. John Rosamond, OSD (Reserve Affairs) 
Mr. Bill Paseur, OSD Comptroller 

w Mr. John Morgan, OSD (PA&E) 
Mr. Joseph Sikes, OSD (Environmental Security) 





RA- hi 
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Depot Steering Group 
- Army - Deputy Assistant Secretary of Army for Logistics 
- Navy - Assistant Secretary of Navy (RD&A) 

Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics) 
- Air Force - Deputy Chief of Staff Logistics 
- Marines - Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations and Logistics 
- Director, Defense Logistics Agency 

I, I I - Joint Staff, Director for Logistics 
Technical and Support Group 
- DASD (ER&BRAC) 
- DASD (PR) 
- ADUSD (MP) 
- ADUSD (M&RMP) 
- ADUSD (TP) 
- ADUSD(LBS&TD) 
- Military Departmexlts 
- Joint Staff 
- DLA 
- DNA 
- PA&E 





Other Initiatives 

Depot Maintenance Task Force 
a Industrial Base Assessment 

- Public /Private Infrastructure Balance 

a DDMC 



Milestones 
1994 - 
Janua y 3 - USD(A&T) Establishes Cross-Service Groups 

January 7 - DEPSECDEF Kickoff Memorandum1 
Janua y 12 - Component Membership Nominations Due to Cross Service Group Chairmen 
Janua ry 21 - Cross-Service Group POA&Mfs Due to USD(A&T) 
January 24 -28 - BRAC Review Group Meets to Evaluate POA&Ms 
Janua y 31 - Joint Staff Issues Interim Force Structure Guidance 
Janua y 31 - BRAC Review Group Recommends Amendments to Selection Criteria to SECDEF 
February 15 - Proposed Amendments to Selection Criteria Published in Federal Register, if I 

I !  ,Required 

March 1 - Key Outsourcing - and Industrial Base Policy Decisions Due From USD(A&T) 
March 31 - BRAC Review Group Recommends Final Selection Criteria to SECDEF /:I 

March 31 - Cross-Service Groups Issue Analysis Guidance 
" 

December 15 - Joint Staff Issues Final Force Structure Guidance Based on FY 1996 Budget t. . 
December 30 - Services Forward Recommendations to SECDEF and ASD(ES) 

1995 - 
January 3 - President Nominates Commissioners, or Process is Ended 
March 1 - SECDEF Forwards Recommendations to Commission. 
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TEST AND EVALUATION 

JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

I# I I January 26,1994 

1. Action Plan 

2. Milestones 
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SUMMARY OF ACTIONS (cont.] 

f "  
/ ' 

ACTION 3 Oversee DoD Components' cross-Service I 

I analyses I 

Analyses under auspices of T&E Executive Agent 
Board of Directors 

Periodic progress reviews by T&E Group 
t I 

'ACTION 4 Identify outsourcing policies and make 
recommendations regarding these policies Ira 

f, * 

Address government vs contractor development1 ,, 

ownership 

Address conversion of GOGO to GOCO 



ACTION 5 

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS (cont.) I 

Review excess capacity analyses 
I 

Use Range Utilization Measurement System (RUMS) 
definitions 

Component analyses to be certified to T&E 
Executive Agent Board of Directors 

ACTION 6 I,,, Develop closure or realignment alternatives ' , 

and determine excess capacity $a e 

9 ' 

T&E Group to propose alternatives 

Assess capabilities, capacity, and workload 





OTHER REQUIRED ACTIVITIES 

,/ ' I  

t '  

COORDINATION - Coordingte with Laboratory Group, 
Depot Group, T&E Executive Agent 
Board of Directors 

RECORD KEEPING = BRAC Office representative to keep 
minutes per record keeping 
requirements L 

' I  ' I 

= C ~ A Y ~ + ~ Y : A +  +A -rr:-+-:- 
U G ~ I  I a L  LU Illall ILC~II I I:  
documentation 

" . . 
INTERNAL CONTROLS - Develop internal control plan to ' 

ensure management and 
accuracy of data during 
collection and analysis 

Computer networking 



MILESTONE SCHEDULE 

28 Jan 

1 Feb 

4 Feb 

Group membership established. I 
Formation Meeting. 

Develop Action Plan and Milestones. I 
Group Approval of Action Plan. I 
Report on Action Plan and Milestones to BRAC 95 Steering I L 

~ r o u p .  

Laboratory and Depot Groups. 

Action Plan to BRAC 95 Review Group. 

Initial draft of functions and bases to be addressed by T&E 
Cross-Service Group. Provide to T&E Board of Directors and 

Draft Component recommendations for measure of merit, 
guidelines, and assumptions available for review. 

I! 

t 

I "  
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PHASES 

1. JOINT GROUP POLICY FOR CROSS- 

I SERVICE ANALYSES 

2. JOINT GROUP OVERSIGHT OF 
SERVICE CROSS-SERVICE 
ANALYSES 

/:I 

7 , .  q 





JOINT GROUP POLICY FOR CROSS-SERVICE 
ANALYSES 

1 - COMMON SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 

- GUIDELINES, MEASURES, DATA ELEMENTS 

- OUTSOURCING POLICY 

- INTERNAL CONTROLS 



PHASE 2 
JOINT GROUP OVERSIGHT OF SERVICE 
CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSES 
- OVERSEE COMPONENT CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSES 

I - REVIEW EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSES 

- DEVELOP ALTERNATIVES, EXCESS CAPACITY 
REDUCTION TARGETS 

- ANALYZE TRADEOFFS 
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- :  
Minutes of Meeting of August 25, 1994 

The ASD(ES) chaired this meeting. The agenda and a list of 
participants is attached. The chair an:nounced.tha.t the previous 
meeting's minutes were available for re-view. 

COBRA. Model 

The DASD(ER&BRAC) asked when the latest version of the COBRA 
Model would be completed. The Army, as executive agent for the model, 
stated that version 5.0 was due from the contractor on September 1st. 
Discussion ensued in regard to the advisability of using an 
abbreviated form of the COBRA Model for joint cross-service group use. 
The Air Force stated they had already done some work in this area and 
would present this to the group in the near future. Discussion 
centered on whether it would be useful for the joint cross-service 
groups to winnow their alternatives through consideration of the costs 
and savings of various alternatives. It was the groups's consensus 
that the Services would have to help the joint cross-service groups 
with COBRA runs as they are doing with the optimization model runs. 
The DASD(ER&BRAC) stated that the Econornic Impact tool was almost 
finished and the Air Force would complete a dry run of the tool this 
week. 

Joint Cross-Service Group Presentation 

Depot Mai-ntenance briefed the attached slides. A discussion 
item zoncerned the group's preference for receiving site value from 
the Storvices on a 0-100 scale. However, since this was impossible for 
the Air Force, receiving a 1-2-3 banding would be sufficient. lu'''O Additionally, there was agreement that an exchange of site and 
functional value would be accomplished on 15 September. Another 
discussion item concerned the fact that since enhancements to the 
model might still be necessary to accomn~odate the Depot Group's unique 
requirements, it would be necessary to hie£ the BRAC 95 Steering 
Group Chairman of any significant changes. The Depot Maintenance 
Group received approval of their analytical framework and was 
authorized to receive certified data. 

Excesrl Capacity Reduction Targets 

Discussion concerned the pros and cons of capacity reduction 
targets and whether targets should be either quantifiable or be issued 
as statements that would require, for instance, eliminating the 
maximum excess capacity possible. The Clhair asked the Services and 
cross--service groups to provide a written description of their 
capacity reduction guidelines. 

'Other 

There was consensus that the strawman schedule was workable. 
Commerlts were requested on the draft policy memoraxldum and the Joint 
Cross--Service Analysis Tool User's guide (attached:). 

- \ 

Approved :: 
- - hairman 



August 25,1994 Time: 14:30 Room: -1033 

AGENDA 

o Previous Meeting's Minutes 

o Depot Maintenance Joint Cross-Service Group Briefing 

o Excess Capacity Reduction Targets 

- 

o Tri-Department COBRA Team 

o Joint Cross-Service Analyses Policy Memorandum 

o Strawman Schedule 

o Other Business 



BRAC 95 -:  

Steering Group Meeting 

August 25, I994 

Key Attendees 

Mr. Joshua Gotbaum, Chairman, ASD (Economic Security) 
Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment and BRAC) 
Mr. Paul Johnson, Army 
Mr. Charlie Nemfakos, Navy 
Mr. Jim Boatright, Air Force 
MGEN Jay Blume, Air Force 
MS. Marge McManamay, DLA 
Mr. Jim Klugh, DUSD Logistics 
Mr. Lou Finch, OSD (P&R) 
Mr. John Burt, OSD (T&E) 
Mr. Nick Toomer, OSD (OT&E) 
Mr. John Bolino, OSD (T&E) 
Mr. Craig Dorman, OSD (DR&E) 
MGEX Kenneth Anderson, OSD (Health Affsirs) 
Mr. George Ostrom, C31 
Mr. Vance Kauzlarich, DISA 
LTC Jim Van Ness, OGC 
COL Fellers, Joint Staff 
Mr. John Rosamond, OSD (Reserve Af f air,;. ) 
Mr. John Morgan, OSD (PA&E) 
Mr. Pat Meehan, OSD (Environmental Security) 
Mr. Wayne Million, DoDIG Y Mr. Bill Paseur, OSD Compt 





a Present JCSG-DM methodoloav for 
determining 
- Excess capacity 
- Functional values 

a Analytical methodology 
/ \ - - H n T T m I  L- ----:--A -1 L- 

a -YY A" v a1 r u  recelvt: uara to begin the analysis 1:. 
process 



ti@ 
I1_1 Agenda 

a Background 
a Excess Capacity 
a Functional Values 
a Analytic,al methodology 

- Organization - 

- Joint analysis process 
- Optimization formulations 
- Policy imperatives 
- Data Base Security and Management 

a Plan of Action and Milestones 



Data call issued April 4,1994 
a July 29,1994 meeting of JCSG-DM approved 

- DPADS 
- Optimization model 
- General functional value methodology 
- Alternative development process 
- 1 ,,,, 1, 3 1 - ?  - -  Requested site Militaq- valutrs v e  yruvlueu simuitaneously 1:. 

with functional values in a standard broad range scale I 

August 24,1994 meeting of JCSG-DM approved , *  

- Specific functional value weights 
- Functional Cobra 
- Site Military value range of 0-100 

- Over-all analytic methodology 



Excess Capacity and Target - 
Reduction Methodology 

a Size to CORE, but recognize special 
requirements I 

a Upper and lower limits 
- Current capacity - CORE workloads 

- Current capacity - Programmed workload 
1 A- - - - I  .I* I 
rlrll~f replacement value will pe used as a scor~~  
keeping device 



Capacity 
,Tl 

Determined in accordance with Defense Depot I 

Maintenance Council 'Study of December 1990 to 
update DoD 4151.15H 
- Number of Work Positions x 1615 x .95 = capacity 

- One shift, 40 hour week, 52 weeks per year 

- Recognized and accepted by BRAC Commission staff 
L 

I 1 a Current capacity - in direct labor hours by 
a,,,-, A-.L-- 
CUllLllLUUl Ly I!, 

Maximum potential capacity . .  
I .  

- Workload mix remains as fundedlprogrammed 

- Optimal configuration and employment levels 

- No significant unprogrammed capital improvements 

- No unprogrammed MILCON 





a Joint analysis methodology 
- Organization 
- Joint analysis process 
- Optimization formulations 
- Databasedsecurity and management 
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BRAC 95 Organization for Analysis 

SECDEF 
DEPSECDEF 

BRAC 95 
Review Group 
USD (A&T) 

I Steering Group I 

Army I . I . NavyIUSMC I . . Air Force I 

L 

DAT 
Tri 

Department I 
I Group I 

I 
1 

Test & Evaluation 
D, OT&E and D,T&E 

Depot Maintenance 
DUSD(L) 

Laboratories 
D, DR&E 

UPT 
ASD(P&R) 

I 

I I 
Hospitals 
ASD(HA) 

Economic Impact 
DASD(ER&BRAC) 



[oint Analusis Process 
a c/ 

a Sequential building'block process. Results 
validated and approved at the end of each 
step by JCSG-DM 

a Analytical baseline established by data call 
and approved by JCSG-DM L 

I 
I I a Optimization Modellwith enhancements 

- To optimize each of the criteria in turn as part of a I:l 
multiple criteria decision making process 1 $ *  

- To identifv losers and gainers of workload realignments I.t , 

to enable ihe identification of costs of moving workload 
from one activity to another 



Optimization n Formulations 

Functions 
- Minimize excess capacity 
- Minimize number of depots remaining open 
- Maximize military value 
- Maximize functional values 

m Use of Matrix approach 
- Uses outputs of enhanced Optimization model 
- Bounds the alternatives 
- Identifies trade-offs of competing criteria 
- Allows for the selection of preferred solutions 



t 
1 _ 1 .  Policy Imperatives 

a Each Service will have at least one depot 
to perform essential maintenance 
Additional policy imperatives are 

1 
expected relating to maintenance of fixed 
wing aircraft 



I 1_1  Data Analysis Team 
1 

;P' I 
Sub group of the Technical and Support Group 
and is limited to a primary and alternate from 
each Military Service, plus OSD, LMI and 
appropriate administrative support. 
- Establish and maintain data base 
- Calculate functional values 
- I  Conduct aata analyses 
- Provide guidance to the Tri-Department BRAC Group I,,, 

a Construction of the data base management 1 ', 

svstems and procedures under way bv LMI I *  

J I J 



Data Base 
I 

1 

,Pi 
a Established from the, certified responses to the 

data call 
a Used to compute 

- Functional value for each commodity at each activity 
- Total DoD capacity 

I 

- DoD CORE requirements 
I 

Tnnut for the Optimization model - AAcr 
a Store results of Optimization model runs 
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AMPL Model Input File 



- - - - .  
- - - .Ur-JCs - - Model Example 

C - - - 
4: Ronald H. Nickel, Ph.D. 
#: LTC Roy Rice, USAF rC - 

€let X-sites ; # The set of Department X sites. 
elet Y-sites ; # The set of Department Y sites. 
s:et Z-sites ; # The set of Department Z sites. 

Eiet SITE := X-sites union {Y-sites union Z-sites); 
# The set of all labs and TGE sites. 

set EXCLDl within SITE default {); # A solution to be excluded. 

set EXCLD2 within SITE default {) ;  # A solution to be excluded. 

- set EXCLB_LINTER := if card(EXCLD2) > 0 then (EXCLD1 inter EXCLD2) 
else EXCLD1; 

set EXCLD-1DIFF2 := EXCLDl diff EXCLD2; # Sites in EXCLDl but not 
# in EXCLD;!. 

set EXCLD-2DIFF1 := EXCLD2 diff EXCLD1; # Sites in EXCLD2 but not 
# in EXCLDIL . 

set EXCLD-COMPLEMENT : = SITE dif f (EXCLD:L union EXCLI12) ; 
- # The set of sites not in EXCLDl or EXCLD2. 

param excld-nun : = max ( 0, card (EXCLD-INTER) -1) ; 

set FUNC; # The set of functions. 

set SITE-CAP within {SITE, FUNC) ; # The set of site/function 
# combinations tllat are 
# meaningful. 

param CAPAC {SITE-CAP}; # The functional capacity at each site for each 
# meaningful site/function combination. 

param no-func : P card (F'UNC) ; # The nurnber of function types. 

# Define the set performing missile functions. 

set MISSLE-FUNC within {FUNC); 

param missile-sites >= 0, default 15; 
# Number of sites allowed to perform the 
# missile function. Used in the policy 
# imperative example (missiltt-sites = 3) .. 

param max-sites >= 0, default card(S1TE) ; 
# Number of open sites allowtsd in the - 

-# solution. 

param REQ {F'UNC) ; # The DoD requirement: for each function. 

- 
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- 
--.A _ * - -- 
param MV {SITE); # Military value for s c h  sire. - 

param NMV {s in SITE) : = 1 - [ I  ; # Negative 6 Bcoring. 
V 

p,aram FV {SITE-CAP) >= 0.0; # Functional value by site and function. 

param min-assign default 0.001; # Cannot assign less than 
# min-asaiign CAPACls,fI of 
# function f to site 8.  

# 
# Calculate upper bounds for the objective function components. 
# 

param MINNMV-UB := sum {s in SITE) NMVIsI; 

param MINSITES-UB :a= card(S1TE); 
. - -. - 

param MINXCAP-UB : a= sum { (s, f 1 in SITE-CAP) CAPAC [s, f] /REQ [f I ; 

param MAXSFV-UB : = sum { (s, f 1 in SITE-CAI?) M [s, f I ; 

param MAXFV-UB := sum {f in FUNC) max { ( n , f )  in SITE--CAP) FV[s,f]; 

# 
# Use WGT-PCT to weight the functional vzilue and non-.functional value 
# components of the objective functions. 
# - 

w param WGT-PCT >= 0, <= 100, default 99; f Percent of weight to put on 
# non-functional-value portion of the objective function. 

param WGTl := WGT-PCT; # Weight for none-FV portion of the objective 
# functions. 

param WGT2 := 100-WGT1; # Weight for FV portion of the objective functions 

# 
# Decision variables 
# 

var OPEN {SITE) binary >= 0; # Open o:r closed dec::ision variable for 
# each site. 

var SITE-LOAD {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) >=- 0.0, c= CAPAC[s,,f] ; 
# Amount of the requirement for function f to 
# be assigned to site s . Amount assigned 
# is limited by capacity of site s to perform 
# function f. 

var SITE-FUNC { (s , f in SITE-CAP) binary; 
# 1 if any assignment of workload for function 
# f is made to site s; 0-otherwise. 

r, 
#: The following variables, ALPHA, BETA,and GAMMA, arc used to find 
#: alternative solutions. 

- 
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var ALPHA binary; # At least one site from- the i6tersection is excluded 
# from the solution. ri! 

w var BETA binary; # At least one site from the complement of the union 
# is included is included in the solution. 

crar GAMMA binary; # At least one site from 
# EXCLDl - (EXCLD1 intersect EXC:LD2) 
# and at least one site from 
# EXCLD2 - (EXCLD1 intersect EXC:LD2) 
# are included in the solution. 

#I 
# Objective hmctions . 
f I 

$1 Minimize total open site negative military value and 
- W  maximize the normalized W-weighted assignment of :functional workload 

fC to sites. 

minimize MINNMV : 
(wGT~/MINNMV-UB) * sum {s in SITE) OPEN [sl *NMV [s:] 
- (WGT2/MAXW-UB) Sum { (tlg) in SITE-m) W[t,gl 
* (SITE-LOAD [t , gl /REQ [gl ; 

#: Minimize the number of open sites and  maximize the normalized 
# W-weighted assignment of functional w'~rkload to sites. - 

minimize MINSITES : 
(WGT~/MINSITES-UB) * sum {s in SITE) OPEN[sl 
- (WGT~/MAXFV-UB) sum { (tlg) in SI'~-m) M[t,,gI 
* (SITE40AD[t,gl/REQ[gl); 

#: Minimize total capacity and maximize t:he normalizetl FV-weighted 
#: assignment of functional workload to sites. 

adnimize MINXCAP: 
(WGT~/MINXCAP-UB) * surf--js in SITE) OPEN [s] * 

(sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) CAPAC[S,~I/REQ[~]) 
- (WGT2/MAXFV-UB) * sum {(t,g) in SITE-CAP) FV[t,,g] 

(SITE-LOAD[t,gl/REQ[gl); 

# Maximize functional value without work.load assignment weightings 
# and maximize the normalized FV-weighted assignment of functional 
# workload to sites. 

maximize MAXSFV: 
(WGT~/MAXSFV-UB) * sum { (s, f) in SITE-CAP) W[s,f] 
- (WGT2/MAXWFVUB) sum {(t,g) in SI'PE-CAP) FV[t,,g] 

(SITE-LOAD It, gl /REQ [gl) ; 

# 
# Constraints 
# 

# The requirement for each function has to be met. 



-- --- - -- 
subject to func-assgn {f in FUNC): C 

a - 
sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) SITE-LOAD[S,~']= REQ[fJ; 

C - 

# Cannot assign functional workload to a site unless 
# the site is open for assignment of that: function. 

subject to func-open {(s,f) in SITE-CAP):: 
SITE-LOAD [s, f 1 c= SITE_- [s, f ] *CAFVLC [s, f] ; 

# Sites with no functional requirement assigned 
# are closed. 

subject to site-closed {s in SITE): 
OPENIsl ct sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) SXTE_FUNC[s,fl; 

# Allocation of functional requirements c:annot be made 
# to sites that are not open. 

. - -. - 

subject to site-open {s in SITE): 
sum 1 ( 5 ,  f) in SITE-CAP) SITE-FUNCIS, fl <= OPENIS] no-func; 

# SITE-FUNC variables are set to 0 if little or no functional 
# workload is assigned to a site. 

subject to site-func-0 {(s,f) in SITE-CAI,): 
SITE-FUNC [s, f 1 c= SITE-LOAD k., f 1 / (mirlassign * W A C  [s, f] 1 ; 

# This conslraint is an example of a polj-cy imperative. 
# Constrain the number of sites doing munitions work. 
# This constraint only constrains the moclel if 

QW # 
# missile-sites c card(S1TE) . 
subject to missile-2 {f in MISSLEFUNC): 

sum { (s, f 1 in SITE-CAP) SITE-FUNC [s, f l  <= missile-sites ; 

# This constraint is used to constrain the number of 
# open sites in a solution. .max-sites has a default 
# value equal to card(SITE), i.e., it docis not constrain 
# the solution unless -sites is set to a lower value. 

subject to no-sites : 
sum {s in SITE) OPEN[sl c= max-sites; 

# 
# Exclude solutions defined by the sets IiXCLD1 and EX:CLD2. 
# 

sub j ect to alt-opt-cond-1 : 

sum {s in EXCLDINTER) OPEN [sl c r  exc:ld-num + 1 -. ALPHA; 

sub j ect to alt-opt-cond-2 : 
sum {S in EXCLDCOMPLEMENT) OPEN [s] - >=: BETA; 

subject to alt-opt-cond-3a: - sum {s in EXCLDIDIFF~) OPEN[s] >= GAPMA; 

- 
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si&ject t o  alt-optcond-3b: a- -. 

sum {s i n  E X C L D ~ D I F F ~ )  OPENts] >= m-; 

subject t o  alt-opt-cond-123: 
ALPHA + BETA + GAMMA >= 1; 

- 
Page 5 



C 
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Appendix B - 
AMPL Data Input File 



C- 
-- 

- ti'73atLdile for JCSG optimization examples. - C 

- - 
# Ron NIckel -: 

# 7-6-94 

set Y-sites := 

y-A 
y-B 
y-c 
y-D 
Y-E ; 

-. -- - - 
set Z-sites := 

2-A 
z-B 
2-c 
z-D 
Z-E ; 

stet EXCLDl := X-A X-C X-D Z-A Z-B Z-D; 

stst EXCLDZ F= X-C X-D Y-C Z-A Z-B Z-D; 

set FUNC := 
Air-Veh 
Mun 
E-Cmbt 
Avion 
Mis 
Sat ; 

set SITE-CAP : 

x-A 
x-'3 
x-c 
x-" 
x-E 
y-A 
y-B 
y-c 

Air-Veh Mun - 
+ 
+ 
+ 
- 

Mis Sat :- 

+ - 

k Used to model the policy imperative. 

- - 
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-- 
g=t &SLEFUNC : = Mis ; 

Sat := param CAPAC: 

x-A 
x-* 
x-c 

Air-Veh Mun 
450 
7000 
2500 

2-E 
.- - - - .  

param FV: Air-Veh Mun 

x-A 5 0 8 8 
x-B 7 0 71 
X-C 6 8 5 8 
2'-D 
x-E 
y-A 5 7 5 4 
Y-B 72 
y-c - 8 8 
y-D 
Y-E 
z-A 8 1 7 2 

2-B 9 2 
2-c 7 5 
2-D 8 6 
2-E 

Iivion Mis Sat := 

param REQ := 
Air-Veh 9463 
Mun 5503 - 
E-Cmbt 3234 
Avion 3775 
Mis 3743 
Sat 2480; 

# Banded military values for each site. 
# 3 is good, 1 is bad. 

param MV : = 

x-A 3 
x-B 3 
x-c 3 
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MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFIENSE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALlJATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJ:ECT: BRAC 95 -- Joint Cross-Service Group Functioinal Analysis Process 

This memorandum summarizes the process for integrating the evaluation processes of the Joint 
Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs) into the individual Military 1)epartment BRAlC 95 evaluation processes. It 
also documents the overall process needed for credible and defensible recom~nendations involving 
installations where common support functions (labs, depots, test and evaluation, undergraduate pilot *d training, and medical facilities) are located. 

JCSGs will determine a functional value for each of the common support functions within their 
jurisdiction. These functional values should be independent of the military value of any particular 
installation. The assessments of functional value and assessiments of functional capacity and requirements, 
using certified data, will then be incorporated into analyses of possible closure or realignment alternatives. 
The Joint Cross-Service Groups (which include representatives from the Military Departments) will use 
their own functional expertise and judgment to develop alternatives for consideration in the Military 
Department BRAC 95 processes. 

To assist them as an analytic tool in this process, the JCSGs will use a linear programming 
optimization model (documentation attached). The model provides a basis for further JCSG analysis and 
app1ic:ation of judgement in developing alternatives. While the model has value in assessing alternatives 
for relocations and consolidations of common support functions, it cannot by itself make recommendations 
regarding closures or realignments of installations. Those can be made only by the Military Departments 
or the BRAC 95 Review Group, reflecting judgment by the Review Group, the Military Deparhnents and 
the JCSG's concerning the functional value of activities and the military value of installations, based on the 
final criteria. 

Each JCSG will be supported in their evaluation by a Joint Cross-Service Working Group 
(JCSWG), variously referred to as sub-groups, study teams lor technical and support groups. These groups 
are currently in existence and providing support to th&S(is. JCSWGs will adapt the linear 
programming model to assist each JCSG in its analysis and aid in.developing alternatives. All JCSWGs 
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DRA F.T 
will be supported by a single Tri-Department BRAC Group consisting%'f~epresentatives from each 
Military Department which will execute runs of the linear programming (optimization) according to the 
objective functions and policy imperatives provided by the JCSGs and the certified data. JCSG 
altern,atives can be derived from any number of combinations of objective furlctions and policy 
imperatives. 

The Military Departments will conduct their individual BRAC processes in parallel with the JCSG 
analyses, to determine their BRAC 95 recommendations. JCSG products may be used where and as 
approlpriate to assist in determining installation military value in the individual Military Department BRAC 
proce!;ses. The product of each Military Department's analyr;is will be a banding of installations which will 
reflecr the relative military value of installations within the hfilitary Department. Military Departments 
will provide these judgments to the JCSG's by October 3, 1994. These products will then be used to 
produce a second set of linear programming (optimization) outputs incorporating installation military 
values. 

The JCSGs will then review the above two families of outputs. They will apply their functional 
expert judgment to compare feasible alternatives and work with the Military Departments to facilitate 
cross-service actions that will maximize infrastructure (overhead) reductions at minimal functional cost. 
The JCSGs, with the help of the Military Departments, will then analyze these alternatives to determine the 
cost ar~d return on investment consequences of each alternative using the COBRA model. This 
combination of operational and financial screening is intended to help eliminate possible recommendations 
that while apparently attractive, are unexecutable. This cooperative work by the JCSGs and the Military 
Departments should be advanced and completed by the end of October, to provide time for the BRAC 95 
Review Group to consider any issues that may be appropriate: and for Military Departments to formulate 
their rt:commendatio%s. The JCSGs and Military Departments must continue to interact during November 
as the Military Departments integrate JCSG alternatives into their respective BRAC analytical processes. 

At the completion of their individual BRAC processes, the Military Departments will present their 
recomlnendations for closure and realignment to the Secretary of Defense no llater than January 3, 1995. 
The 0:Ffice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security will staff the Military Departments 
recomlnendations within the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense. The JCSGs have no defined role during 
this review period. However, the BRAC 95 Review Group or OSD principals may solicit the opinion of 
or task the JCSG's during this period if and as appropriate. 

The process described above will produce the best interaction between JCSG and Military 
Department analyses. It permits consideration of possible joint functional sol~~tions to be incorporated with 
the existing BRAC process of the Military Departments. If you have questions concerning the process, 
please contact Mr. Robert Bayer, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Reinvestment and 
BRAC, 703-697-1 771. 
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BRAC 95 Strawman schedule 

AUG Steering Group approval of JCSG methodologies 

SEP JCSG unconstrained analyses 

SEP (end) Review Group meeting re targets and xesults of JCSG 
unconstrained analyses 

OCT JCSG constrained analyses using milit.ary value 

OCT (end) Review Group meeting to approve JCSG alternatives for 
Military Department consideration 

NOV Military Department BRAC 95 analyses and continued 
interaction with JCSGs 

NOV (end) Review - Group meeting to resolve problems 

DEC Military Department final decision making 

JAN OSD review of Military Department rec:ornmendations 
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Joint Cross-Service Analysis Tool Userr's ~ ~ l i d e  

Executive Summary 

Baclkground 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense established policy for the Department of Defense 1995 
base realignment and closure (BRAC 95) process witln strong emphasis on cross-service opportu- 
nities. This document describes operations and capabilities of the common analyhcd tool to 
assist Joint Cross-Service Groups (users) in the development of cross-service alternatives as part 
of the BRAC process. 

Analytical Tool 

A standard tool often used to develop optimal. solutions to complex allocation problems 
is the mixed-integer, linear program (MILP). The cralss-service analysis of allocations of com- 
mon support functional requirements to Military Department sites and activities is a complex 
allocation problem. 

The MILP formulation described in this document can be used to develop cross-service 
functional alternatives. The data elements required for this tool are derived from the certified 
data available to&e user. Policy imperatives and other constraints and considerations can be 
incorporated into the model to allow the tailoring of formulations to accommodate functional 
aW1)utes and perspectives. 

The tool provides the capability to vary the objective function for a formulation in order 
to o1)tai.n families of solutions. A solution dehes a set of functional allocations and identification 
of sites or activities where cross-service functional workload could be assigned. An objective 
function that combines military value of sites and activities with functional values is discussed in 
h s  document. This particular objective function will tend to consolidate common support func- 
tions into high military value sites or activities. At the same time, this objective function will as- 
sign common support functions to sites having high fimctional values. The weighting between 
these two goals can be parameterized to obtain families of solutions tor further consideration. 

Second and third best altematives for a given :foxmulation can be obtained using meth- 
ods described in this document. These altematives m.ay be considered as additions to the set 
for filrther review. 

Other objective functions that the user may wish to consider in addition to the one men- 
tioned above, include minimizing excess functional capacity, minimizing the total number of 
sites performing cross-service functions, and maximizing the sum of fimctional values. This tool 
will also &ow the user to explore the sensitivity of the optimal solution for a given formulation 
to particular model inputs. 

The MILP formulation described provides the basic analytical tool to generate cross- 
service functional alternatives. - 
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w User's Guide Organization 

This user's guide provides an overview of the analytical methodology in the next section. 
That iiection describes the products of the methodology and discussesi terminology relacing to 
what ;a site or activit);is relative to a function 

Section 2 describes the basic data elements that are used in the methodology. Section 2 
also discusses data elements in cenm of what these e1e:ments are meant to represent. 

The different optimization problem formulaiiorls that h e  user may choose to use to ex- 
plore alternatives are discussed in section 3. These include finduig a small set of high miktary 
value sites or activities that can perform the functional requirement, minrrnizing excess capacity, 
and mininuzing the number of sites. AU of these formulations are parameterized in such a way 
that d ~ e  user can explore trade-offs between different factors, such as military value or excess 
capacit)-, and assignments of functional requirement based upon functional value. h section 
also discusses the incorporation of policy imperatives in the optimization problem formulations. 

Section 4 demonstrates the application of each of these formulations to a notional set of 
data. Section 5 describes the methodology for obtaining the second and thrrd best solutions to a 
@\?en formulation. Finally, section 6 identifies the conunercid sofhvare product that was used to 
solve the optimization example problems. Input files for tlus solver are indudcd fn the 
apperlctces. 

~ 

1. A.nalytical Methodology Overview 

The optimiwtion formulations described in this document requirt a set of data elemcnts 
as inputs, .All of the formulations require a functional value and func:tional capacity for each site 
capable of performing that specific cross-service function. The DoD requirement for each cross- 
senice function is needed. some of the formulations will also require the military values for 
each slte. 

A prelminq formulahon that allocates crossa;enice functional requirements based 
upon functional capacities and functional value will btr conducted. The objective function of 
this fonnulauon wiU assign the DoD requirement for each cross-senice function to sites or activr- 
ties having the highest functional value for each hmction. These a s s ipen t s  w4.I only be con- 
strained by the functional capacities at each site. Thrs analysis will not require the military 
values for the sites. 

The primary fonnulations optimize the assignment of cross-senice functions based upon 
rmkaq. vaiues of sites, functional values, and capacities. These fonnulations are vexy flexible in 
that ~nultiple objective functions and policy imperativc?~ modeled as constraints may be used to 
explore different solutions. 

A standard resource allocation tool comprises the core of this analpcal approach. A 
stanclard tool used to find optimal solutions to complt?x allocation problems is the mixed-integer, 
linear program (MLP). Allocation of common suppoxt functional rtiquirements to milimy de- 
partment sites andactiliaes subject to constraints-is a complex allocation problem. 
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Process Products 

The following table lists the various products of the analy&cal approach defined in this 
doaunent. 

/ Process products 
Capacity analyses 

:Description 

Develop methodology to measure the capacity of a site or activ- 
ity to perfom a function. Use data call responses to calculate 
capacities. 

lhequirementa 
trnalyses 

I'unctiod. value (FV) 
arssessnienk i 

-- 

For each function, develop methodology to estimate the out- 
year DoD requirement to perform the function. Calculate the 
lrequired capacity and idenhfy excess capacity reduction goals. 

Develop measures and weights for assessing the value of per- 
forming a function at a site or an activit)r based upon data call 
responses. Provide FV fix all appropriate functions and 
sitelactivity combinations. 

Optimize functional 
requitement alloca- 
'ions (preliminary 
fbrmulationl 

Develop solutions based upon the &st three products, above, 
and policy imperatives. !Solutions will be developed using the 
optimization formulations described later in this document as a 
tool to explore alternatives. 

Find the best allocation of functional requirements to sites or 
activities based solely upon functional cirpacities and functional 
values. 

w 

Hienarchical Structure 

Optimize allocations 
of functionatrequire 
mnents to high military 
w due aites or activi- 
ties (primary 
formulations) 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the departments, and other groups all use 
different terms to describe the various components of infrastructure that are to be considered by 
the users. In this document a site refers to an installaition, base, or station. An activity refers to 
a component of the site such as depot or test facility residing on the site. A site may have one 
or more activities. Afunction is the capability to perform a particular support action or pro- 
duce a particular commodity. A common support function is a function. An activity includes a 
collection of functions. For example, a depot (an activity) may repair engines and ~ a m e s .  
These would be two functions performed at this activity. A function may be further broken 
dowri into subfunctions or facilities required to perfonn functions, but the approach described 
here does not consider the subfunctions or facilities. Subfunctions or facilities can be incorpo- 
rated into the process described here if the appropriate data is available. The following diagram 
illustrates this hierarchical structure. 



Site a* 

2. Data Elements 

The analpcal approach assumes that the following data will be available for all of the 
sites and functions: 

Data 
Elements 

~ D s  - 
Mil~taxy value of site s expressed as 3 (hlgh), 2 (medium), or 
1 (low). 

fv$ Functional value for performing function f at site/activity s 
expressed as a number from O (low) to 100 (high). 

CaPf Capacity of site/activity s to perform function, f. 

reqf The total DoD requirement or goal to perform function f. 

The military value of a site, mu,, should measure the overall value o:f the site. 

The fad functional value for performing function f at site (or activity) s measures the 
capalbility and quality of performing work of type f at site (or activity) s. Capacity to perform a 
specialized subfunction that is not one of the functions; called out in tlhe formulation can be con- 
sidered in calculating functional value. 

- 
3. Optimization Formulations 

The mixed integer linear programming (Mns) model formulations, that are described 
below, serve as the basic analpcal tools to assist users; in the development of cross-service alter- 
natives, allow for modification of formulations, and incorporation of policy imperatives.' 

'A polity imperative is- a statement that restricts the solutions-thai are acceptable and that can be modeled as a con- 
straint in the formulation. An example of a policy imperative is included in one of the examples. 
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Pre!liminary Formulation. 
- ?  

'wv The preliminary formulation of the optimization problem will be solved once the initial 
data (fvq, capq, regi ) are available. This formulatio!n, called M A X F ~  will maximize the func- 
tional values weighted by the assigned workload and normalized by the functional requirement. 
No constraints other than the functional capacities at each site and the requirement to meet the 
Do11 requirement for each cross-service function are included in this formulation. This solution 
will serve as a baseline of what is possible if no other factors, such a; military values of sites or 
costs, are considered. 

For each function, this formulation will load as much of the functional DoD requirement 
as it can into the site or activity having the highest fulctional value for that function. If that site 
or activity does not have the capacity to accommodate the full requirement, the site or activity 
having the n e g  highest functional value will be allocated any remaining requirement up to its 
capacity, arid so on. 

The mathematical description of this formulabion follows: 

'sf 

subject to : 

CSes ld = reqf : for all functions f E F, 
- 

l g<  kgxcapg: for all sites s E S a n d j ' ~  F, 

o, I  CfEF kg : for all sites s E S, 

kg S - : for all functions f E F and sites I E S, 

0 I o, I  1, integer : for all sites s E S, 

0 I  kg I  1 ,  integer : for all sites s E S and functions f Er F; 

where 

S= The set of all sites under consideration by joint cross-service groups; 

F = The set of all functions under consideration by joint moss-service groups; 

o, = 1 if any functional requirement is assigned to the site, and 0 otherwise; 

a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capiscity will be allowed. 

Decision variable 

lg = amount of the DoD requirement for function f to be assigned to site s. 

kg = 1 if any amount of function f is assigned to site s, 0 otherwise. 

The o, variables are included in this formulation only to keep count of the number of 
sites that actually have some functional requirement assigned to them. Their inclusion in the 
model does not affect the assignment of the funcGnal requirement to sites or activities. The 
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two constraints involving the 0, variables are used to ensure thg &ese variables are set to the 

V correct values. 

The kSf variables that are structural variables that indicate whether or not any functional 
worldoad of h e  f has been assigned to site s. The a parameter can be used to prevent small 
functional workload assignment.. If a is set to 0.01, then the minimiun workload assignment of 
a function to a site, given that any functional workload for this function is made to this site, 
would be one percent of that site's capacity to perforrn that function. The a parameter may be 
adjusted as required to meet the requirements of the particular user. 

Primary Formulations 

These formulations explore potential cross-savice functional alternatives. The basic for- 
mulation is shown below. Specification of the objective function, f(o,, I&, k*), will create a dif- 
ferent optimiz-&on problem. 

Minimize f(o,, I&, kd) 
05, I, ,  kd 

subject to 

C,,sld=rcfi: for all functions f E F ,  

o, I CfEF kg : for all sites s E S, 
- 

0 I l,f 5 k,f x capq : for all functions f rr F and sites s (E S, 

[sf 

kg I : for all functions f s F and sites s E S, 

0 I 0, 5 1, integer : for all sites s E S, 

0 I k,f I 1, integer : for aU sites s E S and functions f E F, 

where 

S= The set of all sites under consideration by joint cross-service groups; 

F = The set of all functions under consideration by joint cross-service groups; 

a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capacity will be allowed. 

Decision variables 

o, = 1 if any cross-service functional requirements are assigned to the site or 
activity, 0 otherwise; 

lJf = amount of the DoD requirement for fimction f to be assigned to site or 
activity s. 

kg = 1 if any DoD requirement for functior~ f is to be assigned to site s, 0 
otherwise. 
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Three different optimization formulations thac only+iqir!the specification of the objec- 

tive function are discussed next. 

The MINNMV Formulation. This formulation will find a mall number of sites h a v i .  
the highest military value that can accommodate the DoD required workload. In addition, it- 
will assign the DoD requirement for each cross-service function to the retained sites (or activities) 
havjing the highest functional value for that function. The purpose of this formulation is to as- 
sign, to the extent possible, the cross-se~ce functionid requirements to sites or activities having 
hgh military value and high functional values. The  ati ion ale for t . 1  approach is that sites hav- 
ing :high military value are the ones most likely to be retained by the military departments. The 
objective function for this formulation is as follows: 

1 w w  Minimize f(o,, I&, k 3  = (:) x Z,.s 0, x nmv, - (?) x Zt.s Z g . ~ b  x fv&eqg 

- os,ltg. . . 

where 

0 I w I 100 Weight parameter used to vary the emphasis between military 
value and functional value, 

u1 2 0, uz 2 0 u1 = CsES (4 - ma,), uz = Cfel:maxfod 
reS 

nmv, = 4 - mv,. 

This fonnulation will be referred to as the MXIUNMV model since it minimizes the sum 
of 4 .- mv, for retained sites or activities. Site or activities having a h,gh military value (3) will 

V have 1 as their value. Site or activities with low military value (1) will have 3 as their value. 

The parameters u l  and uzare used to scale the two componen,ts of the objective function. 
Scaling the components of the objective function ehmces the ability of the solver to h d  a solu- 
tion. Apart from the weight parameters, these scaling parameters will scale the components of 
the objective function to values near 1.0 . 

The weight parameter, w, can be varied to change the emphasis the formulation gives to 
milit;uy value versus functional value. If w = 0,  this formulation matches the preliminary for- 
mulation (MAXFV) as site military value would have ;zero weight. C:onversely, if w is set to a 
large value (w = 99), functional value would have little! weight. The MAXFV and MINNMV for- 
mulations are the same formulation, only differing in the parameter m . Varying win the for- 
mulation allows the model to be used to create a family of solutions. These points are illustrated 
by an example in the next section. 

The component of the objective function that iddresses military value of sites, 
CseS 0, x nmvS = ZsES O, x (4 - mv,), affects the optimal solution as follows. (For this discussion 

. we will ignore the functional value component of the objective function, 
-CtrAF CgeF Zlg x fvtg/reqg ) If there were no constraints in the fom~ulation, i.e., satisfy the 
DoD requirement, the minimum value of the objective function would be achieved by setting 
o, = 0 for all sites since 4 - mv, 2 1 for all sites. Given that some sites have to be open, all else 
being; equal, it is better to open a site with no, = - 3 because it increases the objective function by 
the least amount. - 
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The MINXCAP Formulation. If the parametcstw is set t ~ a  hrge value (w = 99), this 

problem formulation will find the set of retained sites having ibe kallest total functional capac- 

ip ity but d able to perform the DoD functional requirement. Depending on w ,  functional assign- 
ments are also optimized. The objective function for this foxmulation is: 

If w = 0, this formulation, like the MINNMV ~formuhon, is also equivalent to the 
MA- formulation. If w is set to a large value, excess capacity is reduced as much as possible 
without regard to functional values. As in the MINNMV formulation, ul and un are used to 
scale the components of the objective function. For this formulation, ul = C J e s  GF capSf/reqf. 
The other scale parameter uz is set to the same value for all foxmulations. 

- The MNSITES Formulation. This formulatic)n, depending on the value of w, wiU find 
the minimum-sized set of site or activities that can pe~rform the DoD functional requirement. As 
in the previous formulations, if w = 0, this formulation is also equivalent to -v. The objec- 
tive function for this formulation is given by: 

100-m Minimize f(o,, le, kd) ($) x Z ses 0 s  - (T-) x  Xtes Z g e ~  ltg x f ~ & / r e g g  

03, I,, kd 

If w is set to a large value, the cross-service functional workload is assigned to the small- 
est possible number of sites regardless of functional values. For this formulation ul = IS], the 
number of sites in the set S. 

The MAXSFV formulation. This formulation maximizes the sum of the functional val- 
ues :for all of the retained sites. The objective function for this form~:~lation is given by: 

For this formulation ul = C f E ~ C s E S  fvSf. If the number of sites to be retained is not con- 
strained, all of the sites will be retained in the solutiorl since the objective function is maximized 
when o, = 1 for all sites. Obtaining meaningful resulh with this formulation, therefore, requires 
a co:nstraint on the number of sites retained. 

Policy Imperatives 

A policy imperative is any statement that can lbe formulated as a constraint in the model. 
The model described here is very flexible in its capacity to handle imperatives. Examples of 
imperatives that can be modeled include: 

assigning functions in groups, 

increasing the average DoD military value of the sites assigned any 
cross-service functional worklead, 
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requiring the weighted functional d u e  for a ~ v e n  common support function 
to be at least as great as some value, 

limiting the number of sites that have any cross-service functional workload 
assigned to them, 

requiring that each department's average milihy value is not allowed to go 
below some level, 

requiring a certain number of sites in a geographic area to remain open, and 

requiring the distribution of functional workload t c ~  follow a certain pattern, 
e.g., in one department, in one location, or on both coasts. 

This is not an exhaustive list of the possibilitiea for policy imperatives. An example of a 
policy imperative added to the MINNMV foxmulation is given in the following section. 

Consistent Alternatives 

The functional data and constraints ffom all of' the users may be combined into a single 
formulation. In the event that two users obtain soluticns that are inconsistent (e.g., the solutions 
have a site or activity receiving cross-service functional workload in one, and losing all of its 
cross:-service functional workload in the other) this capability can be used to resolve the 
inco~lsistency. 

4. Optimization Examples 

V The following examples use representative, notional data to demonstrate the formula- 
tions. Three different departments, X, Y, and Z, each. have 5 sites (A, B, C, D, and E). Six 
functions are considered: air vehicles, munitions, electronic combat, fmed-wing avionics, conven- 
tional missiles and rockets, and satellites. Table 1 shows the basic data for these sites. Table 1 
also shows the DoD requirement by function and the percent of excess capacity. Percent excess 
capacity is calculated as 

Preliminary Formulation (MAXFV). 

Results for the M A X F V  formulation are showrl in table 2. If there is no functional re- 
quirement assigned to a site, the cap* for that func:tion is shown as zero at that site even if 
the site has requirements for other functions assigned. Notice that, for this solution, all sites have 

. some cross-semice functional workload assigned. 

The column in table 2 labeled W FV shows the weighted fimctional value for each 
E s f v s f x ' ~ ~ s f  func~tion. Wgt FV for function f E F = 7 . Wgt FV is an indicator of the quality of 

JES '#glf 

the cross-service allocation of the functional req&eml:nt across all sites and activities. The 
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average FV, the weighted average FV, and the weightedpercg- &cess capacity are also shown 

ry 
in the table. These three numbers are gross measures of the Gality of the solution. 

Priniary Formulation (MINNMV). 

Table 3 shows the data for the optimal solution to the MINNaav formulation with 
w = 99. The number of sites having cross-service functional workload assigned has been re- 
duced from 15 to six. Excess capacity is greatly reduced. The weighted percent excess capacity 
is or1.1~ 31 percent compared to 60 for the M A W  farmulation. The DoD military value average 
is increased by 28.8 percent. The militay value averiiges for the two departments with any sites 
retained have both been increased. The weighted fmictional value scores are not as good as the 
scores obtained from the MAXFV formulation. The average FV scare is almost 14 points lower 
than for the MAXFV formulation. 

. . -. 

~rlrnary Formulation (MINNMV) with Policy Impera~tive 

As an example of a policy imperative, consider the following. Suppose the user respon- 
sible for the missile function determines that only two sites should perform the conventional mis- 
siles and rockets function. The optimal solution to the original MINMMV formulation assigned 
the missile function to four different sites. Mo-g .the MINNWV formulation such that only 
two sites are allowed to perform the missile function results in the solution shown in table 4. 
The optimal solution still requires only six sites to perform the cross-service functions, but the 
sites are differen& Only four of the sites are common to both solutions. Since the model has an 
additional constraint, the average militay value has decreased compared to the origrnal 
MIN..NMV f oda t i on .  

Para~meterization of the MINNMV Formulation 

Table 5 summarizes the results of varying the parameter w in the formulation 
over the values 0, 2, 3, 5, 10, 20, 30, 40, 60, and 99 . As is to be expected, the number of sites 
and activities with cross-service functional workload assigned and wei,ghted functional value d e  
crease as w increases. The average military value generally increases as w increases. Though 
these results pertain only to this particular example, they clearly illustrate qualitative differences 
between the MAXFV and MINNMv formulations. The optimal solutions to the formulation do 
not change as w varies over the range of 60 to 99. 

This example illustrates how the parameter w can be used to ,generate a family of cross- 
service functional solutions. For instance, a user-with table 5 before him could decide that from 
this f i d y  of solutions, the solution obtained by setting w = 20 is worth exploring further since 
the weighted functional values are very close to the best values obtained in the MAXFV formu- 
lation and the weighted average percent excess capacity has been reduced from 60 to 17 per- 
cent. Table 6 displays the full output from this formulation. 

Figure 1 displays this information in graphical form. The figure shows the sharp d e  
crease in the average functional value for conventional. missiles and rockets when w is changed 

- 
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from 20 to 30. The figure also displays the increase gave-dtary value that is achieved by 
& ~ g  the MINNlKV formulation. 

'W 
Primary Formulation (MINXCAP) 

Table 7 shows the output of the -CAP formulation with w = 99. As would be ex- 
pected, this formulation produces a solution that greatly reduces excess capacity, but the 
weighted functional values have suffered. The weighted average percent excess capacity has 
been reduced to h o s t  6 percent. 

Primary Formulation (MINSITES) 

The results of using the M I N S ~  formulation with w = 99 are given in table 8. The opti- 
mal solution retains only six sites. The sites are Merent than the sites retained in the MINNMV 
soIi~tion. - 

Primary Formulation (MAXSFV) 

The results of using the MAXSFV formulation with the number of retained sites con- 
strained to be no more than six are displayed in table 9. 

Summary of Formulation Results 
- 

The following table summarizes the basic statistics for the five formulations. 
I Statistics I MAXFV I MINNMV I ldINXCAP ( MINSITES I MAXSFV I 

verage mili- 1 2.2 1 2.83 1 2 1 2.67 1 2.67 I 

Sites retained 

Weighted avg. 
percent excess 
capacity 

Weighted aver- 
age FV 

- 
5. Generating Alternatives 

Alternative solutions, in terms of the retained sites or activities, may be obtained by ex- 
cluding a set of retained or open sites from a formullation. For example, the optimal solution 

. obtained &om the MINNMV formulation (see table 3) retains sites :XA, XC, XD, ZA, ZB, and 
ZI. To find another optimal solution with the same objective function value or the next best 
solution, we define the set A, = (Bl,XC,XD,24,213,ZD) and add the following constraints to 
the MINNMV formulation: 

15 

60.37 

84.7 

CIEA, oS I;. lA1 1 -a (condition 1) - 

6 

31.39 

73.9 74.2 76.5 62.9 
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a - - 
CsES-A, oS 2 P (condition 2) 

- :  

a = 0 , 1  and p=0,1. 

A solution that satisfies either condition 1 (a == 1) or conditio~n 2 (p = 1) will be different 
&on1 the original optimal solution. The formulation given above gunrantees that at least one of 
these two conditions will hold at the optimal solution. The second best solution to the 
MID- formulation is given in table 10. The second-best solutior~ retains sites XC, XD, YC, 
ZA, ZB, ZD. This solution actually has weighted fun.ctiona1 values hat are superior to those of 
the original optimal solution for some of the functions. Comparing values m tables 3 and 10, it 
wouild be di£6cult to argue that the optimal solution is clearly superior to the solution given in 
tablie 10. 

If we define the set Ap = (XC,XD, YC, 24, ZEl, ZD) , then the following formulation can 
be-used to ha the third best solution: 

CsE~l,nb~ os I IA1 n A21 - ct (condition 1) 

CseAld,  oS 2 p (condition 2) 

C S ~ A , - A ~  0s 2 Y ) (condition 3) 
~ S E A ~ - A ,  0s 2 Y 

'ur' Any solution that satisfies any one of the three conditions wiII be different &om the Grst 
two solutions. Table 11 shows the third best solution. Comparing table 11 to tables 3 and 10 
results in a less compelling case for the strength of the third best alternative. Based upon this 
type of comparison, the k t  two solutions would be subjected to further analysis before selecting 
one as a recommendation. 

6. Optimization Software 

The solutions to these optimization problems were obtained using the commercially- 
available, IBM Optimization Subroutine Library (OSL)2 interfaced with AMPL3. The text file 
describing these formulations in the AMPL format is contained in appendix A. Note that all of 
the different objective functions are defined in this single text file. ?his tile contains the code 
required to generate the second and third best dtmatives. The AlWLfonnat data file for the 
example is given in appendix B. These files are processed by the ALMmJOSL package to pro- 
duce the outputs discussed in the examples section clf this document. 

20ptim~ation with OSL by Ming S. Hung, Walter 0. Rom, and AUan D. Waren, published by The Scientific Press. 

3AMPL. A Modeling Lnngwge for Mathematical program mi^ by Robert Fourer, David M. Gay, and Brian Ker- 
nighan, published by-The Scientific Press, 1993. 



Table 1. Joint Cross-Service Analysis Example 
Basic Data 

Function FV Scores 
Air vehicles 50 70 68 0 0 57 72 0 0 0 81 92 0 86 0 

Munitions 88 71 : 58 0 0 54 0 88 0 0 72 0 7 5  0 0  
Electronic combat 67 0 0 0 0 91 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 78 77 

Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 92 94 0 0 0 78 69 0 72 93 0 66 71 
Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 6 2  0 8 9  0 0 59 93 92 56 59 50 65 91 

I I Satelites ' 0 0 71 58 0 0 0 64 0 0 85 61 0 73 93 

I I < .' 
- \ 

Department Military Value 3 3 3 2  1 2 1 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 1  1:' 

Function 

DoD Pct. 

-- - 
Function req. excess 

Air vehicles 9.463 137.8 

Capacities I 

Air vehicles 450 7000 2500 0 0 5000 , 500 0 0 0 3000 1200 0 2857 0 22,507 
I Munitions 850 200 4500 0 0 300 0 2000 0 0 1000 0 1000 0 0 9,850 

Electronic combat 3000 0 0 0 0 1000 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0 1543 20 7,563 
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 250 3500 0 0 0 400 3500 0 1000 4000 0 2000 500 15,150 

Conv. missileslrockets 0 0 200 0 3000 0 0 200 100 2000 3000 700 200 300 200 9,900 
Satelites 0 0 300 4000 0 0 0 500 0 0 250 50 0 300 2200 7,600 

Department 
X I Y I z 

A I B I C l D l E  I A I B I C I D I E a I A I B I C I D I E - T o t a l s  

Munitions 5,503 79.0 
Electronic combat 3,234 133.9 

Fixed-wing avionics 3,775 301.3 
Conv. missileslrockets 3,743 164.5 

Satelites 2,480 ,206.5 

I 

r t'" 



Table 2. MAXFV Model Output 

Department Mil. Val. 1 3 

capacities 
Air vehicles 0 

Munitions 850 
Electronic combat 3000 

Fixed-wing avionics 0 
Conv. missileslrockets 0 

Satelites 0 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

I ' Fyed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

$s!c!i!ng 

DoD avenge MV 
Percent change 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

I DoD weighted FVs 
i wnt 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

2.4 
-0.0 

I Satelites 1 92.0 1 
Average FV 86.2 

Weighted avg. RI 84.7 

1.8 
0.0 

2.4 
4.0 



Table 3. MINNMV Model Output 
4 

I I X I Y 
Department 

. . 

I Function I A 1 B I C I D I E I A I B I C I D I E  
I I 

Department Mil. Val. 1 3 3 2 2 1 3 2 1 I I 
Capacities 

Air vehicles 
Munitions 

Electronic combat 
Fixed-wing avionics 

Conv. missiles/rockets 
Satelites 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

1 qixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

Department avg. MV 2.7 
Percent change 11.1 

I excess I 
9557 1.0 ' 

I I 

0 0 2406 0 0 
850 0 3653 0 0 

1691 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 2 0 0  0 0 
0 0 300 1580 0 

0.0 
-100.0 

6350 15.4 
4543 40.5 \ 

7500 98.7 t 

4200 12.2 
4900 97.6 I 

Wgt avg. 31.39 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 a 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 fl 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 

I Satelites ( 64.21 
Averaae FV 72.3 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiles/rockets 

Weighted avg. FV 73.9 

65.2 
72.2 
93.9 
57.6 



Table 4. MINNMV Model with Policy lmerative Output 

Department Mil. Val. 

Capacities 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Function 

L excess I 
12857 35.9 

Satelites 0 0 300 4000 0 0 0 0 0 0 250 0 0 300 
Wgt. avg. 33.70 

Workload assigned Totals 
Air vehicles 0 3608 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 3000 0 0 2857 0 

Munitions 0 200 4303 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 
Electronic combat 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 1 6 9 1  0 01543 0 

I @xed-wing avionics 0 0 250 3500 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 0  0 0  0 3775 
Conv. missileslrockets 0 0 0 0 3000 0 0 0 0 0 7 4 3  0 0 0 0 3743 

C.^.^l:l^^ 
.3aICTIII=a 

n u j533 3 u .JUU 3 3 3 3 3 253 3 3 3 W  2483 

Department avg. MV 2.3 0.0 3.0 
Percent change 6.3 -100.0 25.0 

DoD average MV 2.50 
1. , . I "  

* 
Percent change 13.6 

CI-.-I--A 
R U U l l l l W U  

totals 

Department I 

Weighted avg. FV 74.7 

V A 

A I B I C I D I E  

DoD weighted FVs 

Function 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

V 

A I B I C I D I E  

wgt  
FV 
78.3 
61.0 
64.4 
93.7 
82.4 
64.1 

Z 
A l B l C l D l E  

Average FV 74.0 



Table 5. Parameterization of the MINNMV Model 

i 

~ites~activities open 1 1  
Pdrcent excess 

Air Munitioni vehicles ii 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 41.6 

Satelites 10.9 
Wgt. avg. K excess 60.37 

Weighted FV 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
, I Electronic combat 

I Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiles/rockets 

Sateiiies 
Avenge FV 

Weighted avg. FV 

DoD average MV I 2.20 1 2.31 1 2.33 

Percent of weight on P 
5 10 2 0  1 MINNMV 



Figure 1. Parameterization of MlNNMV 

100 1---- 1 2.9 

L 

I I I I I I 2.2 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 
Weight on military value component 

-+ Avg. percent excess capacity + Average military value 

* Average FV -g Missile/rocket FV 
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Table 8. MlNSlTES Model Output 

Department Mil. Val. I 
cadacities 

Air vehicles 
Munitions 

Electronic combat 
Fixed-wing avionics 

Conv. missileslrockets 
Satelites 

I 

'I 
1 k 

I 

2750 10.9 I 

Wgt avg. 12.14 

I 

Retained 
totals Function 

DoD weighted FVs 
I Wat 

Department I 

Workload assigned 
Air vehides 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

I FJxed-wing avionics 
Co v. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

Function I FV 
Air vehicles 1 80.6 

Z 
A I B l C l D l E  

X 
A I B I C I D I E  

DoD average MV 2.67 
t, 1 "  #. 

Percent change 21.2 

0 0 2406 0 0 
850 0 3653 0 0 

1671 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 2 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0  

3.0 
25 o 

Satelites 1 92.0 1 
Averaae FV 77.1 

Y 
A 1  B I C I D I E  

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Weighted avg. FV 76.5 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0.0 
-100.0 

65.2 
72.3 
93.0 
59.5 

3000 1200 0 2857 0 
0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 

0 0 01543 20 
0 3775 0 0 0 

2343 700 0 300 200 
250 0 0 30 2200 

2.5 
4.2 

Totals 
9463 
5503 1 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 8 

I? 
, 



Table 9. MAXSW Model Output 

Department . , 
x . . - 

I I Z Retained 
Function A I B I C I D I E  A I B  I C 1 D I E I A I B I C I D l E  totals 

Department Mil. Val. / 
Capacities 

Air vehicles 
Munitions 

Electronic cornbal 
Fixed-wing avionics 

Conv. rnissiles/rockets 
Satelites 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

. 1 
4 Ffxed-wing avionics 

Conv. rnissiles/rockets 
.Ss!e!i!== 

I 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

DoD welahted Fl 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change L 

Function 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic cornbal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

10500 11.0 8 

5800 5.4 
3543 9.6 
7250 92.1 t 

3900 4.2 
4000 61.3 1 

Wgt avg. 24.10 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 

satelites 1 58.01 
Averaae FV 62.3 

Weighted atg. W 62.9 



Table 10. MINNMV Model Output: Alternative 1 

Department Mil. Val. 
1 1 3 3 2 1 3 

I 

4 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

I I Ffxed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiles/rockets 

C ? r b r l : * m r  
U O l U I I l ~ P  

I 
, 

\ Function 

Capacities 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiledrockets 

Satelites 

I 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

0 0 2500 0 0 
0 0 4500 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 200 0 0 
0 0 300 4000 0 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

DoD weighted FVs 
I Wgt 

!?e&!nsc! 
totals 

Department I 

0 0 0 
0 0 2000 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 200 
0 0 500 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiles/rockets 

X 
A I B I C I D I E  

2.5 
4.2 

I I excess I 
0 0 3000 1200 0 2857 0 1 9557 1 .O 

3.0 
88.7 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
3480 

1:- 

Y 
A I B I C I D I E  

I Satelites 1 65.41 
Average FV 72.3 

- 7 

A I B I C I D I E  

Weighted avg. FV 74.4 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTAN 1 b t ~ ~ t  I AK T ur u c r  clrac 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1-3- 

4 = 

MEM,ORANDUM FOR CHAIRPERSONS, BRAC 95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

SUBJECT: Internal Control Plan for Managing the Identification of DoD Cross-Service 
Opportunities as Part of the DoD 1995 Base Rtaligr~ment and Closure Process 

The attached Internal Control Plan contains 11 description of' the management controls 
that will guide and regulate Depautment of Defense use of Joint Cross-Service Groups as part of 
the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC-95) process. The management conaols 
described in this Internal Control Plan provide a basis for monitoring the BRAC-95 process and 
complying with the statutory requirements set forth in the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-5 10). u; amended by Public Law 102-190 and 
Public Law 103-160, and policy guidance issued by the Deputy S e m m y  of Defense on 7 
Januiuy 1994. 

i This Internal Control Plan is effective immediately and may be supplemented, as 
necessary. to enhance management control. Joint Ckoss-Service Group supplementary guidance 
is subject to approval by the Chairman of the BRAC 95 Steering (3roup. 

' .Acting Chairman 
,BRAC 95 Steering Group 

Attachment 



Internal Control Plan /Pbr Managing 
the Identification of DoD Cross-Service Opportunities 

as Part of the DoD 1995 Baire Realignment and 
Closure Process (ttRAC-95) 

The exclusive procedures by which the Secn:tary of Defense (SECDEF) may pursue 
realignment or closure of military installations inside the United States are contained in Part 
A, Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510, entitled as the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990; as amended by Public Law 102-190 and Public Law 1.03-160; hereafter referred 
to as the Base Closure Act. The Base Closure Act also includes a provision for the President 
to appoint independent Base Closure and Realignment Commissions to review the Secretary 
of De:fense9s recommendations in calendar years 1991, 1993, and 1995. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDlEF), in a memorandum dated 7 January 
1994, set forth guidance, policy, procedures, authorities and responsibilities for recommending 
bases for realignment or closure for submission to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
Reali<gnment Commission. The DEPSECDEF guidance included a requirement for the 
establiishment of BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Grou;ps in six areas with significant potential 
for cross-service impacts in BRAC-95. 

Five of the Joint Cross-Service Groups are fi~nctional areas encompassing Depot 
Maintenance, Test and Evaluation, Laboratories, Milj tary Treatment Facilities including 
Graduate Medical Education, and Undergraduate Pilot Training. These functional groups 
shall, when operationally and cost effective, strive to: retain in only one Service militarily 
unique capabilities used by two or more Services; consolidate workload across the Services to 
reduce excess capacity; and assign operational units from more thar~ one Service to a single 
base. A sixth Joint Cross-Service Group was formecl as a Joint Economic Impact Group to 
establish guidelines for measuring economic impacts. The five functional area joint cross- 
service groups have been tasked by the DEPSECDEF to: 

o determine the common support functions and bases to be addressed by each 
cross-service group: 

o establish the guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of merit, data 
elements and milestone schedules for IDoD Component conduct of cross-service 
analyses of common support functions; 

o oversee DoD Component cross-service: analyses of these common support - 
funetions; 
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o identify necessary outsourcing policies and make recommendations regarding 
those policies; 

o review excess capacity analyses; 

0 develop closure or realignment alternatives and numerical excess reduction 
targets for consideration in such analyses; and 

o analyze cross-service tradeoffs. 

The economic impact joint cross-service group has bxn tasked by the DEPSECDEF to: 

o establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact and, if practicable, 
cumulative economic impact; to analyi~ DoD Component recommendations 
under those guidelines; and 

0 develop a process for analyzing alternative closures cbr realignments 
necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if necessary. 

The IIEPSECDEF directed the BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups to complete the above 
analytical design tasks and issue guidance to the DoII Components, after review by the 
BRAC-95 Review Group, no later than 31 March 1994. 

Purpose 

The primary purpose of this Internal Control Plan is to provide a consistent set of 
mana.gement controls for all Joint Cross-Service Groups and to meet the requirements 
established by the DEPSECDEF regarding the DoD Component crc:)ss-service analyses of all 
assets within each category, as annunciated in his Memorandum of 7 January 1994. More 
specifically, the DEPSECDEF directed the Joint Cross-Service Groups to develop and imple- 
ment an Internal Control Plan to ensure the accuracy of data collection for conducting base 
realignment or closure assessments. At a minimum this Internal Control Plan includes: 

0 Uniform guidance defining data requirements and sources; 

0 Systems for verifying the accuracy of data at all levels of command; 

0 Documentation justifying changes made to data rece,ived from subordinate 
commands; 

o Procedures to check the accuracy of Ihe analyses made from the data; and - - - 



0 Assessment by auditors of the adequacy of this Internal Control Plan. 

In addition to the above requirements, DEPSECDEF requires that the Internal Control Plan 
incorporate certification procedures required by the 'Base Closure Act. ,The Joint CrW- 
Service Groups will not be gathering original dat& but wiil specify the data tequlred td be 
gathered by Military Departments and @fen$e hge~oci~es~ Therefore, all data and information 
provided to the Joint Cross-Service Groups for purposes of analysis and decision making are 
required to be certified as accurate and complete by the Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies in accordance with their respective BRAC-95 Internal Control Plans. 

The BRAC-95 Steering Group will oversee implementation and adherence to this 
Inte~nal Control Plan by the Joint Cross-Service Groups. The basic goal of this Intemal 
Control Plan is to ensure consistency in the data gathered and used, application of selection 
criteria, methodology and reports to the SECDEF and subsequently to the 1995 Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. 

. The Secretaries of the Military Departments, the OSD Secretariats, and the Directors - 
of the Defense ~gencies are responsible for providing staff resources to the Joint Cross- 
Senrice Groups. The Chairs of the individual Joint Cross-Service Groups are responsible for 

'uv ensuring that the members of the Groups are fully a w m  of the management controls 
presented in this Intemal Control Plan. Team members are responsible for implementing and 
adhering to the controls while also reporting to the Chairs any noted control violations or 
weaknesses identified during the collection and analysis of data. 'me Chairs of the Joint 
Cross-Service Groups are authorized to implement :further guidance to control the functioning 
of their respective Groups in a way as to meet the iintent of this Irrtemal Control Plan. 

Internal Control il4echariisrns 

The objective of the internal control mechar~isms to be employed by the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups is to ensure the accuracy, completeness, and integrity of the infonnation upon 
which the SECDEF recommendations for closures imd realignmends will be based. The two 
prirlcipal mechanisms are organization and documentation. 

. m:anization Controls. 

Under the oversight and guidance of the DEPSECDEF, there are four 
groupslorganizations within the DoD which have primary responsibility for assisting the 
SECDEF to identify cross-service asset sharing opportunities. To ensure the integrity of the 
sehrtion process,-the four ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ue to be separated by distinct functional 
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boundaries and levels of decision making authority. The Chair and membership for each 
Joint Cross-Service Group have already been determined and assigned by the DEPSECDEF. 
Individual members to the Groups have also been appointed by the OSD Secretariats, the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments and the Directors of the Defense Agencies. 

BRAC-95 Review Group. The BRAC-95 Review Group is empowered to develop - 
recornmendations to the SECDEF regarding cross-service tradeoffs and asset sharing 
opportunities. Only the 3 W - 9 5  Review Cirbup WI? the Secretaries of ?he Military 
Depelrtments are empowered to make specif% cl~sure or realignment recommendations to the 
SECDEF. The BRAC-95 Review Group is responsible for ensuring that' a fair and complete 
analysis was conducted for every cross-service tradeoff and asset sharing opportunity that 
results in a recommendation made to the SECDEE This includes overseeing the work of the 
Steering Group and making decisions ~garding definitions, assumptions, measures of merit, 
excess capacity, military value, return on investrnenl, and other impacts deemed appropriate. 

BRA.C-95 Steering Group. The BRAC-95 Steering Group is a subordinate organization to the - 
BRA,C-95 Review Group. It will oversee the actions of the Joint CIross-Service Groups. The 
results of such direction and evaluations will be periodically reported to the BRAC-95 Review 
Group. The BRAC-95 Steering Group will rely on the Joint Cross-Service Groups to review 
analyses of potential cross-service tradeoffs, cross-%:mice asset sharing and closure or 
~eali~gnment opportunities. The use of other DoD and Federal agencies, private =CtQr 
contl:actors, or any other private or public organization to conduct such analyses will not be 
permitled unless specifically authorized by the BRAC-95 Review Group. This prohibition 
incl~~des any analysis relating to capacity analysis, military value, return on investment, and 
other impacts that may eventually be provided to the BRAC-95 Review Group. 

BRPIC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups. The basic purpose of the Joint Cross-Service Groups - 
is to oversee and guide the Military Departments and the Defense Agencies in conducting fair 
cross-service analyses and in developing recommended alternatives for consideration by the 
DoD Components. The Joint Cross-Service Groups have been established to identify cross- 
service tradeoff opportunities that will maximize be: military value: and cost effectiveness of 
operating the entire DoD infrastructure of specified functional areas. The Joint Cross-Service 
Gror~p are subordinate to the direction and guidance of the BRAC-95 Steering Group. Other 
OSD elements, Military Departments, or Defense Agencies will not direct any particular data 
collection or analysis effort for a Joint Cross-Service Group unless such direction has been 
authorized by a group. The Joint Cross-Service Groups may employ any internal organization 
or si~bgroups to accomplish their tasks, but such subgroups shall comply with the terms of 
this Internal Control Plan. The membership of any internal organizations or subgroups 
employed shall be documented in the official recorcls of the Joint Cross-Service Groups. The 
Joint Cross-Service Groups are responsible for protecting the integrity of the BRAC-95 by 
preventing either the improper dissemination or collection of BMC-95 data and information. 

- - 
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1nsrx:ctor General. DoD. The Inspector General, DoD will advise the BRAC-95 Steering 
Grou:p and the Joint Cross-Service Groups on the implementation olf this Internal Control 
Plan. As such, auditors from the Office of the 1nspe:ctor General, DoD will be available to 
review the activities of the Joint Cross-Service Groups to ensure su.ch activities comply with 
the nequirements of the Internal Control Plan. 

Docl~mentation Controls. - 
All significant events in the DoD BRAC-95 process will be recorded and clearly 

documented to ensure the integrity of the process performed by the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups. Furthermore, controls will be implemented to ensure that the information used by 
the Joint Cross-Service Groups to identify opportunities for cross-service tradeoffs or 
recornmended alternatives is certified for accuracy and completeness, and that the information 
is usled consistently throughout the BMC-95 process. To protect the integrity of the BMC- 
95 documentation prepared, handled, or processed by the Joint Cross-Service Groups the 
following control elements will be adhered to: 

Data Collection. Information utilized for analyses and/or decision making by the 
Joint Cross-Service Group will be obtained from the Military Departments and the Defense 
Agencies. The mechanism for requesting data from the Military Departments and the Defense 
Ager~cies will be in the form of information requests issued to the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies by the Joint Cross-Service Groups;. The Joint Cmss-Service Groups will 
coorriinate their infomation requests with the respective BRAC-515 organizations of each 
Military Department and the Defense Agencies., The Military Depiutments and Defense 
Ager~cies will use their BRAC-95 internal control mlechanisms for collecting the requested 
information and ensuring such information collected is certified for accuracy and 
completeness before it is submitted to the Joint Cross-Service Groups. Information used by 
the Joint Cross-Service Groups to establish measures of merit for assessments of military 
value, and determining methods for conducting capacity analysis is not required to be 
certified. However, only certified information will be used to make decisions on prospective 
basirlg alternatives to the Secretaries of the Military Departments. 

Certification. The statutory requirements for certification were enacted by the Base 
Closure Act. More specifically, all information used to make closure and realignment 
recolnmendations submitted to the SECDEF and the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
Redignment Commission must be certified as accuriite and complete to the best of the 

. certifier's knowledge and belief. The preparation of responses to the information requests by 
the Edilitary Departments and the Defense Agencies will adhere to the BRAC-95 certification 
procedures and the internal control plans implemented for those entities. 

Any electronic data files or magnetic media forwarded to the Joint Cross- 
Service by the Military Departments or DefensrAgencies must be accompanied with a 
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complete certified "hard copy" document of the entire data file or magnetic media. The Joint 
Cross-Service Groups will verify that a complete certified copy is obtained from the Military 
Departments or Defense Agencies and make such documentation and electronic data available 
for independent audit validation. 

Record Keeping. Minutes will be maintained of formal meetings of the Joint Cross- 
Servilce Groups and will record who was in attendance and a synopsis of items discussed and 
deliberated upon. Responsibility for producing and maintaining these minutes will be 
determined by the Chair of each Group. The Chairs will be responsible for overseeing and 
enforcing certiilcation procedures to ensure that any information and data collected and used 
by the Joint Cross-Service Groups are certified for accuracy and colmpleteness. The 
responsibility for safeguarding BRAC-95 informatio~l and data rests with the Chairs of the 
Joint Cross-Service Groups. Records of meetings of sub-working groups are not required as 
their work product must be presented and approved by the pertinent Joint Cross-Service 
Group. 

Oral Briefings. From time to time, the Joint Cross-Service Groups may receive formal 
and :informal briefings from inside and outside the Federal Government. To ensure a record 
of all information provided to the Joint Cross-Service Group is maintained, the content of all 
oral briefings mast be captured in the minutes prepared for the meeting at which a particular 
briefing was presented. All briefing slides presented will be attached to the minutes recorded 
for the meeting. 

Outside Studies. During the BRAC-95 procc:ss, studies and reports may be brought to 
the attention of a Joint Cross-Service Group that originated outside of the BRAC-95 process 
and address such things as assessment of facilities, ~nilitary value, and/or capacity. While 
such studies may be useful in developing policies or suggesting methods for making 
measurements or evaluations, no recommendations ~cgarding actio~~s at specific installations 
may be entertained nor may data from such studies be accepted by the Joint Cross-Service 
groups. 

Technical Experts. Technical expert. may be used to support both the development 
and/or the refinement of the analytical efforts of the. Joint Cross-Service Groups. When 
technical experts provide information or data that a Joint Cross-Se:rvice Group considers 
relevant and appropriate for analyses, the experts shall be requested to submit that information 
or d.ata in writing with the required certification. The use of technical experts will be 
com~municated, either orally or in writing, to the BFIAC-95 Steering Group. Technical experts 
will be granted only limited access to BRAC-95 dalta and informalion that will allow them to 
assist the Joint Cross-Service Groups in the development and/or ~ifinement of analytical 
efforts. Upon completion of their efforts, technicdl experts will be advised not to release or 
disc:uss any BRAC-95 data or information outside of the Joint Crloss-Service Groups. 

- - 
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complete certified "hard copy" document of the entire data file or magnetic media. The Joint 
Cross-Service Groups will verify that a complete certified copy is obtained from the Military 
Departments or Defense Agencies and make such documentation and electronic data available 
for independent audit validation. 

Record Keening. Minutes will be maintained of formal meetings of the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups and will record who was in attendance and a synopsis of items discussed and 
deliberated upon. Responsibility for producing and maintaining these minutes will be 
determined by the Chair of each Group. The Chairs will be responsible for overseeing and 
enforcing certif~cation procedures to ensure that any information and data collected and used 
by the Joint Cross-Service Groups are certified for accuracy and completeness. The 
responsibility for safeguarding BRAC-95 information and data rests with the Chairs of the 
Joint Cross-Service Groups. Records of meetings of sub-working groups are not required as 
their work product must be presented and approved by the pertinent Joint Cross-Service 
Group. 

Oral Briefings. From time to time, the Joint {Cross-Service Groups may receive formal 
and informal briefings from inside and outside the Federal Government. To ensure a record 
of all information provided to the Joint Cross-Service Group is maintained, the content of all 
oral briefings mug be captured in the minutes prepiued for the meeting at which a particular 
briefing was presented. All briefing slides presented will be attached to the minutes recorded 
for the meeting. 

Outside Studies. During the BRAC-95 procers, studies and reports may be brought to 
the attention of a Joint Cross-Service Group that originated outside of the BRAC-95 process 
and address such things as assessment of facilities, rn~ilitary value, and/or capacity. While 
such studies may be useful in developing policies or suggesting methods for making 
measurements or evaluations, no recommendations regarding actions at specific installations 
may 1~ entertained nor may data from such studies be accepted by  the Joint Cross-Service 
groups. 

Technicil Exwrts. ~echnical experts may be used to suppon both the development 
andlor the refinement of the analytical efforts of the lloint Cross-Service Groups. When 
technical experts provide information or data that a Joint Cross-Service Group considers 
relevamt and appropriate for analyses, the experts shall1 be requested to submit that information 
or dala in writing with the required certification. The use of technical experts will be 

. comrr~unicated, either orally or in writing, to the BRPIC-95 Steering Group. Technical experts 
will ble granted only limited access to BRAC-95 data and informaticnn that will allow them to 
assist the Joint Cross-Service Groups in the developrr~ent and/or refinement of analytical 
efforts. Upon completion of their efforts, technical experts will be advised not to release or 
discuss any BRAC-95 data or information outside of the Joint Cross-Service Groups. 

- -- 
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Access to BRAC-#95 Files 

To protect the integrity of the DoD BRAC-95 process, all fules, data and materials 
relating to that process are deemed sensitive and internal to DoD. Any dissemination of 
such data or other materials shall be made only uporr the express ai~thorization of the BRAC- 
95 Review Group. Pending the forwarding to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Com:mission by SECDEF of his recommendations for closure or realignment of military 
instal.lations, requests under the Freedom of Information Act for release of DoD BRAC-95 
data ;and materials shall be denied on the basis that toth are predec.isional and are internal 
government memoranda. 

The members of the Joint Cross-Service Groups are entrusted to have access to 
BRAC-95 information and data that originated from either the Military Departments or the 
Defense Agencies. Consistent with the organization controls set forth in this Internal Control 
Plan, access will not be granted to any individuals, to include technical experts, without the 
consent of either the BRAC-95 Review Group or the BRAC-95 Steering Group. Such access 
carries a responsibility for ensuring that BRAC-95 information and data is treated as sensitive 
and predecisional. The members of the Joint Cross-Service Groups are required to protect the 
BRAC-95 process from either improper or unofficial disclosures. The group members must 
also take precautions to prevent the acceptance of information that is not certified or may be w forwarded to a Joint Cross-Service Group through channels other than the official DoD 
BRA(:-95 process implemented by the OSD Secretariats, the Milimy Departments and the 
Defense Agencies. 

Audit Access to Records. - 
The Base Closure Act includes a requirement that the SECDEF make available to the 

Comptroller General of the United States, the agency head of the General Accounting Office 
(GAO,), all infonnation and materials used by DoD irr making reconlmendations for closure 
and realignment. To meet these requirements, the GAO is being provided full and open 
access all official BRAC-95 records and documentation. $ga:'#if'di'tf@$tefi@;fin :%rapefi 

*..i r... .. ........... ..... . ....... , . .. ............... .... ............................................ ,...... ..,.. ,.,., .... . . . , . . . . . . .. . .'....... ........ ' ... "' ................... ................................................... " ... " .......;.:. !... ".". -.,,.',.::.;.:.. ........:.':.:L.,.........,..... ......... .... . ...;; .;..,..:...,.... ' ............... 
k~cgss:.: gran.~4.~ta;j:t:~$:;G:A.Q;';sgch_:~~~~#:,;w~~A:i.I~ : g?anted:;$~;~&g;:;;Do.o~ ;~nsp$~f:'~gOgng@] fekardang'.rec6fac'.:.data :iiifmgtibii';&a6ih~f~;~gf~iii'il,~$iths~d:Q11e~te&:~p~~~~~,by~~8~ 
.. . . .. .. . . ....... ............. .:? ...; ....-..-. ... ?..: ...... .: ........... .... ..... .; ..... 2.: ..... ..... ; .... ; ........... . ....... . .... ..... . .,.,.*.. ... ....., ....................... . .......................................... ..i. >...A ... ........ .. ..... . ......... ....l. ._ ............... 

..'Lr Q ~ ~ i ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  :Dra,jpg ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ t i ~ ~  requests forwarded by the ~~i~~ cross-service 
$aint,::!nt. :; .. ;... ,-,,: .:,,,,.:.. .,..,,.. ,:L ,,,: .., :.:: ......._ 
Groups to the Military Components and Defense Agencies for processing will be subjected to 
review by the audit agencies cognizant to the Military Components imd the Defense Agencies. 
The audit agencies of the Military Departments, the DoD Inspector General, and the Defense 
Agencies will coordinate their efforts in a way to avoid audit duplication of the same 
infonnation, data, and other materials. 



Dissemination 

Members of the BRAC-95 Review Group, the BRAC-95 Steering Group, and the Joint 
Cross-Service Groups must use every precaution to prevent the improper release of andor 
access to BRAC-95 information and data. Not only is access restricted to those individuals 
officj.ally approved to take part in the BRAC-95 Prw~ss,  c m  must also be taken to avoid 
inadvertent dissemination through either facsimile "FAX" transmissions or electronic " E  
mail. Any dissemination of information that is not discussed in this Internal Control Plan will 
only be made with the expressed documented approval of the BRAC-95 Review Group. 

The Chairs of the BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups shall disseminate this Internal 
Control Plan as widely as possible throughout their organizations. The BRAC-95 Steering 
Group will be advised of any control violations or weaknesses that are identified through 
application of this Internal Control Plan or of any modifications that may be needed. 
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PHASE 1 MILESTONES 
I 1 1  FEBRUARY MARCH 

A. PHYSICAL ENTITIES C. DEFINE EXCESS CAPACITY AND 
(BASES, FACILITIES) HOW TO MEASURE 
ORGANIZATIONS, FUNCTIONS, 1. OUTSOURCING 
MISSIONS, WORK PRODUCTS 2. SIZING STUDIES 

3. MEASURES OF FwlERIT 
B. COMMON SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 

(CORE CAPABILITIES) D. INTERNAL CONTROLS, 
RELIANCE WILL HELP ELECTRONIC DATA MANAGEMENT 

i E. ISSUE POLICY GUIDANCE 

MAINTAIN CLOSE COORDINATION WITH OTHER GROUPS THROUGHOUT 1 







~ i p e  Personnel: Pilots, N F O ~ ,  Navigators, Enlisted 
Aircrew 

Type Aircraft: Fixed-wing, Helo 

Flight Training Pipeline Area: 
)) 1. Screening 

2 Undergraduate Training (Pre-"Wings") 
3 Graduate Training (Post-"Wings") 

Type Installations: Active Installations, Reserve 
Installations 



ARMY: 

I 

NAVY: 

INSTALLATIONS IN CATEGORY 

Fort Rucker AATC AL 

Whiting Field 
Corpus Christi 
Pensacola 
Meridian 

I I Kingsville 

AIR FORCE: Randolph 
S hepperd 
Vance 
Reese 
Laughlin 
Columbus 

NAS 
NAS 
NAS 
NAS 
NAS 

AFB 
AFB 
AFB 
AFB 
AFB 
AFB 







4 UPT JOINTICROSS-SERVICE GROUP I 
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DATE 
1 Jul94 Response to Data Call Received 

1 Aug 94 Capacity Analysis Completed and Discussed 
Installation Measures of Merit Analysis Completed 

'I ' 1 Sep 94 Alternatives Provided to MlLDEPs for Consideration 

1 Oct 94 Review of MILDEP's Progress on Alternatives 

1 Nov 94 Further Alternatives, If any, provided to 
MILDEP's for Consideration 

1 Dec 94 Final Review of MILDEP's Progress on Alternatives 

1 Jan 95 Service BRAC 95 Inputs to OSD 
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CI'TIIJIYT) JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

DRAFT ACTIONS ANID MILESTONE 

9 Feb 94 Determination of Scope Completed 
Agreement on Joint Internal Control Plan (:ICP) 

1 1 Feb 94 Installations in Category Determined 

2'8 Feb 94 Review of Policies Completed 

:I 1 Mar 94 Analytical Design/Process :Finalized: 
- Measures of Merit 
- "Capacity" Standards 

11 Apr 94 Data Call - Provide Data Elements and Measures Critical to Cross- 
Service Analysis to Military Departments (MILDEPs) 

:I Jul 94 - Response to Initial Data Call Received 

:I Aug 94 Capacity Analysis Comp1el:ed and Discussed 
Installation Measures of Merit Analysis Clompleted 

:l Sep 94 Alternatives Provided to MILDEPs for Consideration 

:I Oct 94 Review of MILDEPs' Progress on Alternatives 

1 Nov 94 Further Alteinatives, if any, provided to MILDEPs for Consideration 

1 Dec 94 Final Review of MILDEPs' Progress on Alternatives 

1 Jan 95 Service BRAC 95 Inputs to OSD 

:NOTES: 1)  The UPT JointICross Service Group will schedule: tentative meetings for every 
Thursday at 1300 from 4 February to 30 March. Froin April through October 
meetings will be scheduled as required. 

2) The Study Team will meet as required in accordat~ce with the "Actions and 
Milestones" and in advance of the UPT JoinKross-Service Group. 

3) The Study Team expects to viGt each of the Service's Aviation Training 
Commands prior to completion of the Policy Review on 28 February. 







POSSIBLE CHANGES TO BASE CLOSURE 
SELECTION CRITERIA 

WHY 

o DepSecDef Kick-off Memo requires BRAC 95 Review 
Group to make a recommendation to SecDef on whether 
to change the selection criteria -- Due January 31 st I 

r I I 

o BRAC 95 Steering Group saw the need to review T. ,i 

selection criteria and report to BRAC 95 Review Group ' 

o Selection Criteria Working Group formed with the 
Military Departments to review possible changes to 
selection criteria 



In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of Defense, 
1 _ -. - A! - - 1 - ! 1 1 1  - --- - I . - A A ! A f - . .'I - . *  - giving priority consiaerar~on ro rnlllrary value (rne Tlrsr Tour crlrerla beiow), wiii consider: ' : 

! 

! 
f ' l  

1 

Military Value 
I 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational readiness of the Department of Defense's 
total force. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force requirements at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. I 

4.1 The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 1:. 

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, beginning with the date of 
completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs. 

a 
, . 

I 

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 

Note: These are the selection criteria used for the 1991 and 1993 rounds of closure and are substantially the same as those used 
for the 1988 round of closures. 





POSSIBLE CHANGES TO BASE CLOSURE 
SELECTION CRITERIA 

I THE ISSUES 

o Include all costs of closures and realignments (government- 
wide and State and local costs) 

o Include cumulative economic impact and give it greater h 

' I  ' erhphasis 
I: * 

o Place more emphasis on cost effectiveness of 4, e 

recommendations . . 

o l nclude "incremental" environmental restoration costs 

o Place more emphasis on the shortage of funds to maintain 
infrastructure 
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t f  a t 
POSSIBLE CHANGES TO BASE CLOSURE 

SELECTION CRITERIA I : \ 

,/ ' i ' 
CONS (Continued) 

I I 

o Neither the Commission nor GAO have recommended 
substantive changes to the existing criteria during prior 
base closure rounds. 

L 

I I I o I Congress would have up until February 15, 1995 to 
disamrove criteria; could disru~t  the Drocess within 
DOD as SecDef recommendations are due March 1, I:., 

1995, to the Commission. 'E . . " 

o DoD and its components know how to work with and 
defend the existing criteria; their processes are based 
upon these criteria. 







SELECTION CRITERIA WORKIKJG GROUP 
SUMMARY OF POSSIBLE CHANGES TO CRITERIA 

Subject: Possible Changes to the Base Closure Selection Criteria 

Background: The BRAC 95 Steering Group e!;tablished a Selection Criteria Working 
Group within the Military Departments to review the record over the past two rounds of 
base closures of proposed changes to the selection criteria. Suggested changes from 
Congress, the GAO, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 
corr~munities and from within DoD were reviewed by the working group. 

Discussion: The Selection Criteria Working Group identified the following possible 
cha~nges to the selection criteria: 

o Include the direct costs of closures and realignments to other Federal 
Departments and State and local governments. 

o Include cumulative economic impact and give it greater emphasis. 

o Place more emphasis on the cost effectiveness of recommendations. 

o Phce greater emphasis on the cost of doing business for industrial-type 
activities. 

o Include incremental environmental restoration costs. 

o Place more emphasis on the shortage of funds to maintain infrastructure. 

The following six pages describe each issue, identify the source of the possible 
change, and provide background information, comments and the working group's 
recommendations on each. 

Conclusion: The Working Group concluded that no changes to the selection criteria 
are ~~ecessary; that each of the issues identified deal with application of the existing 
criteria. Official policy guidance to the DoD Components can effectively deal with 
each issue, as appropriate, as determined by th,e BRAC 95 Review Group chaired by 
the lJnder Secretary of Defense, Acquisition ancl Technology. 

Attachments: Six Issue Papers on Possible Changes to the Base Closure Selection 
Criteria 



- -_ 
- -. w POSSIBI& CHANGE TO 

-- BASE CLOSURE SELECTXON CRITERXA 
F - 

Possible Change: Change the selectlon cqiterion on coots and 
oavlngs (criterion 5) to include the direct costs of closures and 
rea:Lig-ents to other Federal Departments and agencies and, to 
the extent possible, to state and local governments (Source: FY 
94 DoD Authorization Act and GAO) 

Baclcground: Some potential non-DoD costs include: Medicare, 
10s:jes incurred by GSA because of leased properties being 
vacdted by DoD, the cost of economic assistance to affected 
communities, unemployment costs, and the cost to replace services 
formerly provided by DoD (e.g., air traffic control for the FAA). 
DoD has tried to respond to past GAO recommendations to compute 
Government-wide costs (i .e., include non-DoD costs) by 
calculating in 1991 and 1993 the impact closures have on CHAMPUS 
(Don Health) costs, DoD unemployment contribution increases 
attributable to closures and realignments, and DoD Homeowners 
Assistance Program costs. DoD has not agreed with GAO1s 
recommendation to include Medicare costs, or other non-DoD costs, 
arguing that we are unable to quantify such costs with any degree 
of certainty. 

The FY 94 DoD Authorization Act includes a "Sense of Congress" 
that asks DoD to consider the inclusion of costs to other Federal 
Dep'3rtments and agencies and, to the extent possible, to state 
and local governments. 

Comments: A-11 potential non-DoD costs we could attempt to 
measure would be applied under the Return on Investment criterion 

1 nuniber five where we calculate the cost and savings implications 
of closures and realignments. Such changes involve issues of 
application of this criterion which do not necessitate a change 
to the criterion itself. In previous rounds we have issued 
detailed guidance on how to estimate various cost elements and on 
whether to include some elements in the cost and savings 
calculations or to leave them uncalculated as they are deemed to 
be the same regardless of scenario cr of marginal impact. 

Recommendation: Do not change the selection criteria. 

Policy memoranda can be issued to include non-DoD costs, if 
appropriate, in the cost and savings* calculati.ons. Each possible 
non-DoD cost element will be examined and a determination made by 
the BRAC 95 Review Group on whether to include it as a cost 
element or not. The Review Group must also d~aft a letter to 
Congress on the outcome of these det.ermination,s. 



- -_ - - POSSIBbE CXANGE TO 
- -I *-- BASE CLOSDRE SELECTION CRITERIA 

F - - 
Possible Change: Change the selection criterion on economic 
impact (criterion 6) to specifically inclfde cumulative economic 

'W impact and to give cumulative impact more emphasis. (Source: 
Congress and Communities) 

Background: During hearings before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee (SASC), Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commissioners and Secretary Aspin committed to consider 
cumulative economic impact on base closure communities during the 
1993 base closure process. DoD had also considered cumulative 
economic impact during the 1991 base closure process. 

Selection criterion number six directs the Military Departments 
to consider economic impact which does not exclude consideration 
of cumulative economic impact. The Department did, in fact, 
calculate cumulative economic impact during the 1991 and 1993 
base closure rounds. Secretary Aspin removed McClellan AFB from 
the Air Force list of 1993 recommendations based on cumulative 
economic impact. 

The selection criteria give priority considera.tion to military 
val.ue criteria (the first four of the eight criterion). This has 
been a critical part of the success of past base closure rounds 
as the courts, communities and even the Congress have difficulty 
challenging DoD's military judgement. DoD exists to provide for 
the national security and the base closure process' contribution 
to .national-security is giving priority consideration to military 
val,ue (i.e., keeping our most militarily valuable bases open and 
closing our least valuable). The military value criteria ensure 
that the roles and responsibilities of DoD and the Military 
Departments defined in Title 10 of the U.S. Code are given 
primary consideration. 

Comments: Increasing the emphasis on cumulative economic impact 
to the extent that military value is no longer to be given 
priority consideration would require a change to the selection 
criteria. However, such a change could seriously undermine our 
national security by changing the rules to stress job impacts as 
the predominate reason for closing or not closing bases. 

We can issue policy that cumulative economic impact be part of 
eco.nomic impact considerations and have established a cross- 
ser,vice group to develop a process and guidelines for the 
calculation and application of the economic impact criterion. 

Recommendations: Do not change the selection criteria. 

No change is required either to expressly include cumulative 
economic impact or to increase the emphasis on cumulative 
economic impact, short of making cum.ulative impact the priority 
consideration vice military value. 

Guidance on cumulative economic impact can be issued by policy as 
it involves application of an existing criterion. However, we 
should refrain from making policy changes until after the 
economic impact working group has submitted its recommendations 
to the BRAC 95 Review Group on March 31, 1994, including its 
recommendations on the appropriate emphasis on cumulative 
economic impact. 



- -_ - POSSIBLE CXANlGE TO 
-- -- - 
- *-- BASE CLOSURE SELECTION CRITERIA 

C - - 
Pos~s ib le  Change: Change t h e  select i lon criteria t o  p lace  more 
empl~asis on t h e  cost e f fec t iveness  o f  rec&endations (mi l i tary  

'w value compared to  t h e  cost and savings) (Source: Internal  DoD) 

Baclcground: The Bottom-up Review t e l l s  u s  t h a t  w e  must c l o s e  
manly more b a s e s  t o  r e a l i z e  t h e  s a v i n g s  and  t h e r e f o r e  free u p  
r e s o u r c e s  f o r  r e a d i n e s s .  

Comrnent: T h i s  change,  and t h e  chang,e t h a t  would p l a c e  more 
emphasis  on c u m u l a t i v e  economic impact  v i s - a - v i s  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  
a r e  p o t e n t i a l l y  n o t  complementary an,d c o u l d  be i n  direct 
c o n f l i c t .  I f  t h e  emphasis  changed e.nough t o  o : b v i a t e  t h e  c u r r e n t  
s e l t s c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ' s  p r i o r i t y  c o n s i d , e r a t i o n  o f  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e ,  it 
would r e q u i r e  a  f o r m a l  change t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a .  

Changing t h e  c r i t e r i a  t o  r e d u c e  t h e  pr imacy o f  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  i n  
f a v o r  o f  o t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  i s  i l l - a d v i s e d .  P r i o r i t y  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  among t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  h a s  
bee11 e n d o r s e d  by t h e  Commission and GAO d u r i n g  a l l  t h r e e  rounds .  
Also ,  "changing t h e  r u l e s "  a f t e r  t h r e e  rounds  o f  c l o s u r e s  c o u l d  
have  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o l i t i c a l  i m p l i c a t i o n s  and  c o u l d  open up  p a s t  
c l o s u r e  d e c i s i o n s .  However, i f  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a r e  
r o u g h l y  e q u a l  more emphasis  c o u l d  be p l a c e d  on c o s t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
t h r o u g h  p o l i c y  g u i d a n c e  w i t h o u t  chang ing  t h e  c r i t e r i a  a s  t h a t  
change would i n v o l v e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  f e x i s t i n g  cr i ter ia .  

ReccmmendatFon: Do n o t  change t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a .  

R e t a i n  t h e  pr imacy o f  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  among t h e  s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a .  D r a f t  p o l i c y  t o  p l a c e  a p p r o p r i a t e  emphasis  on c o s t  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  The BRAC 95 Review Group w i l l  r ev iew t h i s  and  
o t h e r  i s s u e s  r e q u i r i n g  p o l i c y  gu idanze  o v e r  t h e  n e x t  few months. 



- -_ - POSSIBLE CHAEJGE TO 
- -I * 
- C-- BASE CLOSURE SELECTION.CRITER1A 

F 
L - - 

P o s s i b l e  C h a n g e :  Change the selection crfi=ria to  place greater 

'Crr erap:hasis  on the costs of doing business especially for business- 
l i k l e  functions such as depot m a i n t e n a n c e  ( S o u r c e :  CAO) 

Bac:kground:  The GAO h a s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  i n  c o n s i d e r i n g  i n d u s t r i a l  
a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  c l o s u r e  o r  r e a l i g n m e n t ,  c o s t  and  s a v i n g s  c r i t e r i a  
s h o u l d  be g i v e n  more emphasis .  The Department h a s  i n  t h e  p a s t  
a g r e e d  t h a t  c o s t  o f  d o i n g  b u s i n e s s  c o n s i d e r a t i ~ o n s  may be more 
i m p o r t a n t  f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  t y p e  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a n  f o r  o p e r a t i o n a l  
b a s e s ,  b u t  h a s  n o t  i s s u e d  s p e c i f i c  p o l i c y  on t : h e  i s s u e .  

Comtnents: D e c i s i o n s  t o  c l o s e  o r  r e a l i g n  i n d u s t r i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  
must be b a s e d  on t h e  a b i l i t y  of t h e  a c t i v i t y  t ' o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  
Defense m i s s i o n  and r e a d i n e s s  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  However, the  
mi l i ta ry  v a l u e  c r i t e r i a  i n c l u d e  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  " c o s t  and  manpower 
i m p . l i c a t i o n s W  ( c r i t e r i o n  number f o u r ) .  Hence, a d d i t i o n a l  p o l i c y  
gu idance  on t h e  impor tance  o f  t h e  " c o s t  o f  doi.ng b u s i n e s s "  f o r  
i n d u s t r i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  a s  a  f a c t o r  i n  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  c a l c u l a t i o n s  
wou.ld c l a r i f y  t h e  i s s u e  w i t h o u t  r e q u i r i n g  a  change t o  s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  must be m a i n t a i n e d  :between t h e  " c o s t  
o f  d o i n g  b u s i n e s s " ,  which must be d e f i n e d ,  vs , the  " c o s t  o f  
c lo : su reW which i s  measured i n  t h e  R e t u r n  on 1n.vestment c r i t e r i o n  
number f i v e .  The c o s t  o f  d o i n g  b u s i n e s s  c o u l d  be d e f i n e d  as 
m i s s i o n  c o s t s ,  work p r o d u c t  o u t p u t  c o s t s ,  u n i t  c o s t s ,  etc.  

R e c c m m e n d a t i a n :  No change t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  i s  r e q u i r e d .  

C l a r i f y i n g  t h a t  t h e  c o s t  o f  d o i n g  b u s i n e s s  i s  an i m p o r t a n t  p a r t  
o f  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  can  be implemented 
t h r o u g h  p o l i c y  memoranda a s  it i n v o l v e s  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  a n  
e x i s t i n g  c r i t e r i o n .  The BRAC 9 5  Review Group w i l l  r e v i e w  t h i s  
and  o t h e r  i s s u e s  r e q u i r i n g  p o l i c y  gu idance  o v e r  t h e  n e x t  few 
months. The j o i n t  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  g roups  e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  l o o k  a t  
d e p o t  maintenance ,  l a b o r a t o r i e s  and test and e v a l u a t i o n  would 
implement t h i s  p o l i c y  by d e f i n i n g  t h e  c o s t  eleiments t o  b e  
measured. 



POSSIBLE CHANGE TO 
BASE CLOSURE SELECTION CR1TER:IA 

Pos:riible Change: Change the  s e l e c t i o n  cr*eiia to  include i n  t h e  
Return on Investment ca lculat ions  ( cr i t er ion  n&r five) w " in~~rementa l  environment a1 restoration c o s t  ov* I .  e ,  those  c o s t s  
thrlt would not be incurred i f  the  i n s t a l l a t i o n  remained open 
( i . i a . ,  unexploded ordnance on ranges) o r  accelerated 
env.lronmenta1 restorat ion c o s t s .  (S~ource : 19!B3 Baoe Closure 
Cormaission Report) 

Baclcground: Environmental  r e s t o r a t i o n  c o s t s  a t  c l o s i n g  b a s e s  
have n o t ,  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  been considerled a c o s t  o f  c l o s u r e  s i n c e  
t h e  Department h a s  a  l e g a l  ob1igat io:n f o r  env i ronmen ta l  
res t :ora t ion  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  whether  a  b a s e  i s  c l o s e d  o r  n o t .  The 
Department a l s o  h a s  ongoing programs f o r  c l e a n - u p  o f  unexploded 
ordnance  on r anges .  

Comments: I n c l u d i n g  t h e  c o s t  o f  a c c e l e r a t e d  o.r un ique  
env i ronmenta l  r e s t o r a t i o n  a t  c l o s i n g  b a s e s  would appea r  t o  
d u p l i c a t e  c o s t s  which would occur  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  whether  t h e  b a s e  
c l o s e s .  Consequent ly ,  such c o s t s  shou ld  n o t  be c o n s i d e r e d  a c o s t  
o f  c2losure a s  t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  c o s t  t o  a c c e l e r a t e  ongoing programs 
i s  marg ina l  a t  b e s t .  Also,  i n c l u d i n g  such  c o s t s  would c r e a t e  a  
p e r v e r s e  i n c e n t i v e  t o  on ly  c l o s e  c l e a n  f a c i l i t i e s .  

More i m p o r t a n t l y ,  i f  i n c l u d i n g  such " ' incrementa l  c o s t s "  a r e  
deemed a p p r o p r i a t e  by t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group,, gu idance  t o  
inc lude  such  c o s t s  would i n v o l v e  gu idance  on a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  an  
e x i s t i n g  c r i f e r i o n .  Hence, no change t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  i t s e l f  
would b e  needed.  

Reccmmendation: The c r i t e r i a  do n o t  need t o  bc? changed.  

Any gu idance  on t h i s  i s s u e  can b e  a f f e c t e d  t h rough  a p o l i c y  
memorandum a s  t h i s  would i n v o l v e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  a n  e x i s t i n g  
c r i t . e r i o n .  The BRAC 95 Review Group w i l l  r ev iew t h i s  and o t h e r  
i s s u e s  r e q u i r i n g  p o l i c y  gu idance  ove r  t h e  n e x t  few months. 



-_ - POSSIBLE: CBANGiE TO 
- -. w --- BASE CLOSURE SELECTION CRITERIA 

P o s s i b l e  C h a n g e :  D u r i n g  BRAC 95, place mo'lre e m p h a s i s  on the 
shortage of funds to  maintain i n f r a s C r u c t u r e  to encourage maximum 
closures and r e a l i g n m e n t s  ( S o u r c e :  B c ~ t t o m - U p  R e v i e w )  

B a c k q r o u n d :  I n  r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  t h e  M i l . i t a r y  Depa.rtments have  n o t  
had s u f f i c i e n t  f u n d s  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e i r  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  a t  
a c c e p t a b l e  l e v e l s .  Reducing i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  ( c l . o s i n g  b a s e s )  i s  a n  
a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  i n c r e a s e d  f u n d i n g  l e v e l s .  The Bottom-Up Review's  
r educed  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  s c e n a r i o s  w i l . 1  f a c i l i t a . t e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  
r e d u c t i o n s .  

Comm.ents:  Reduced f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  is  t h e  "why" and  "how many" 
p o r t i o n  o f  b a s e  c l o s u r e s .  With f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  coming down, w e  
canno t  a f f o r d  t o  keep u n n e c e s s a r y  b a s e s  open. 

The s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  however, h e l p  u s  d e t e r m i n e  "which b a s e s "  
t o  c l o s e  a f t e r  w e  have  de te rmined  "how many" d u r i n g  t h e  e a r l i e r ,  
e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y ,  p a r t  of t h e  c l o s u r e  a n a l y s i s .  Hence, t h i s  is  
c l e a r l y  n o t  a  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  i s s u e .  

The DepSecDef BRAC 95 "Kickoff"  memor:andum i n c o r p o r a t e s  t h e  
c o n c . l u s i o n s  o f  t h e  Bottom-Up Review. I t  p r o v i d e s  t h e  DoD 
Components w i t h  a n  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  r e d u c t i o n  g o a l  o f  a t  l e a s t  1 5  
p e r c e n t  and e s t a b l i s h e s  a  methodology f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  e x c e s s  
c a p a . c i t y  r e d u c t i o n  t a r g e t s  by c a t e g o r y  o f  b a s e .  

- 
R e c a l m m e n d a t i o n :  No change t o  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  i s  
w a r r a n t e d .  w 
A d d i t i o n a l  g u i d a n c e  on how t o  c a l c u l a t e  e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  i n  5 key 
c r 0 s . s - s e r v i c e  a r e s  w i l l  b e  promulgated  by March 31, 1994 .  
F i n a . l l y ,  t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group w i l l  r ev iew a l l  e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  
c a 1 c : u l a t i o n s  b o t h  o p e r a t i o n a l  and c r o s s - s e r v i c e  and  w i l l  
d e t e r m i n e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e d u c t i o n  t a r g e t s  t h i s  s \ . immer .  



SELECTION CRITERIA PVORKENG GROUP 

V PROS AND CONS TO CHANGING THE BASE: CLOSURE SELECTION CRITERIA 

Clhanging criteria would be clear public policy statement by the new Administration that 
EIRAC 95 is different from prior rounds. 

Clhanging criteria would show DoD takes base closures serious1:y and, for the last round, 
~mnts to maximize closures. 

Since the Act explicitly allows amendment of selection criteria, Congress clearly 
e:nvisioned changes. 

Cbening selection criteria to public comment ensures that conce:rns (such as those below) 
are fully considered in open forum. 

Communities and their congressional delegations want more emphasis to be placed 
on the cumulative economic impact of base closures to be more fair and balanced 
with future closure recommendations. 

** It is the Sense of Congress that DoD shoulcl consider Federal, state and local costs 
resultingfrom base closures to better portray "true costs of closure." 

** GAO wants DoD to place more emphasis on the "costs of doing business" as 
important to the military value of industrial activities. 

** The Base Closure Commission suggests DoID should consider the "incremental 
environmental restoration costs" which would not be incurred if the installation 
remained open in order to more accurately determine base closure costs. 

CONS 

Plresent selection criteria are broadly defined, which permits adjustment to changing 
circumstances, both in general policy developmera and in application of criteria to 
differing types of activities. 

** Cumulative impact can be given more emph~asis through policy guidance on 
application of the economic impact criterion without changing the existing criteria or 
removing the primacy of military value in selecting bases for closure. 

** Appropriate policy guidance on calculating {(or not calculating) non-DoD costs can 
be issued without the need to change the existing criteria as this involves the 
application of existing criteria. 
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m* Appropriate emphasis on the "cost of doingbusineSsl1 for industrial activities can be 
issued through policy guidance on the military value criteria without changing the 
existing criteria. 

'- Appropriate policy guidance on calculating (or not calculiiting) "incremental 
environmental restoration costs" can be issued without thc: need to change the 
existing criteria as this involves the applica.tion of existing criteria. 

Neither the Commission nor GAO have recommended substant.ive changes to the existing 
txiteria during prior base closure rounds. 

(Songressional approval/disapproval timetable (Congress would have up until February 15, 
11995 to disapprove criteria) could disrupt the pmcess within DoD as SecDef 
recommendations are due March 1, 1995, to the Commission. 

Changing criteria would call into question fairne:ss and adequacy of prior rounds of base 
c:losure; DoD open to attacks: 

** "Not fair" to change the rules for this last round of base closures. 

**  Bases closed or realigned during 1995 round would not be selected on the same 
basis as those chosen during prior rounds, amd vice versa. 

*(, Changesmay be viewed as attempts to target specific instiillations for closure or 
retention. Communities could try and reverse engineer B M C  95 closure decisions 
through criteria changes. 

Would require DoD to continually justify any changes and. resultant 
recommendations -- distracting from central rationale for selections. 

DoD and its components know how to work with1 and defend the existing criteria; their 
processes are based upon these criteria. 

Attac:hment: Detailed Issue Paper on Changing the Base Closure Sellection Criteria 



The selection criteria used for the 1991 and 1993 rounds of' the base closure process 
werc: established under the procedures set forth in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (the Act), Section 2903(b). The Secretary of Defense published in the Federal 
Register of December 31, 1990, the criteria proposed to be used by DoD in making 
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the United 
States and transmitted those proposed criteria to the Congressional defense committees. The 
proposed criteria were similar to those used during the Secretary of Defense's 1988 base 
closilre process and consisted of eight criteria relating to military value, costs and savings, 
and economic, environmental and community impacts, with priority consideration given to 
military value. After the 30-day public comment period, the Secretary published the final 
criteria in the Federal Register of February 15, 1991, and transmitted them to the 
Con;gressional defense committees. That publicatior~ and transmittal discussed the comments 
recenved, their validity as they related to the process, and any actia~ns taken to incorporate the 
comments into the criteria andfor the DoD process through policy guidance. 

For the 1993 base closure process, OSD reviewed the criteria that had been used 
during the 1991 round, as well as comments relating to those criteria made by the Defense 
Base. Closure and Realignment Commission, the General Accounting Office (GAO), and the 
public. Upon determination that no significant changes were wmimted in the criteria, the 
Secretary of Defense published a notification in the Federal Register of December 15, 1992, 

ry 
and transmitted a notification to the Congressional dLefense committees, that DoD would use 
the Fame selection criteria used during the 1991 bast: closure round. 

Section 2903(b)(2)(B) of the Act sets forth the procedures fbr amending the selection 
criteria. That section provides that 

The Secretary may amend such [selection] criteria, but such amendments may not 
become effective until they have been publislhed in the Federal Register, opened to 
public comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitted to the congressional defense 
committees in final form by not later than January 15 [1995]. Such amended criteria 
shall be the final criteria to be used, along with the force-structure plan [submitted 
with the 1996 budget justification documents], in making such recommendations 
unless disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before February 15 
[1995]. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense has tasked the BR4C 95 Review Group with making 
. a rec:ommendation to the Secretary of Defense no later than January 31, 1994 on whether an 

ame~ldrnent to the selection criteria is appropriate. The B M C  95 ;Steering Group established 
a Se:lection Criteria Working Group on January 11, 1994, made up of DoD Components and 
OSDl representatives, to accomplish this task. 



The primary argument for amending the selection criteria is that the change in criteria 
would act as a clear public policy statement by the ]new Administration that the focus of this 
round of base closure is different from prior rounds.. In a radically changed post-Cold War 
world, military missions and modes of operation are different. Accordingly, the reasons for 
having domestic bases and the operations which the:y must support may have changed, and 
the !;election criteria should reflect that change. Amendment of the selection criteria would 
indicate that DoD is taking base closure seriously arid, recognizing that this is the last round 
provided under the Act, are anxious to maximize closures. Since the Act explicitly provides 
procedures for amending criteria, Congress clearly envisioned changes. Opening the selection 
criteria to public comment would ensure that concerns raised are fillly considered. This 
oppcbrtunity for public input could lead to a perception that the criteria are more relevant and 
effective because the review was not confined solely within DoD. Hearing concerns, some of 
which have already been raised by Congress, GAO imd the Cornmi.ssion, would improve 
confidence that DoD is pursuing the right criteria in closing bases. 

The strongest counter-argument is the existing selection criteria are broadly defined, 
which permits adjustment to changing circumstances, both in general policy development and 
in application of policies to differing types of activities. Concerns which are raised by 
Congress, GAO, the Commission or the public are able to be addressed through DoD base 
closure policy guidance on how to apply each of the existing criterion. Reacting, either 
favo1:ably or unfavorably, to suggested changes will improve the perception that the existing 
crite~ria, as clarified through policy guidance, are relevant to today's; circumstances. 

It is significant that neither the Base Closure Commission nor GAO have 
recornmended substantive changes to the existing criteria during prior base closure rounds. 
Their tacit endorsement of the selection criteria is an indication that these are, in fact, the 
most relevant and appropriate criteria upon which to base closure and realignment decisions. 
While it is true that military missions are changing, 'the roles and n:sponsibilities of DoD and 
the h4iliti-q Departments defmed in Title 10 of the 1J.S. Code have: not changed, hence the 
broadly defined criteria remain relevant. 

Not only do the procedures set forth in the Act for such amendment shift the ultimate 
apprc~vavdisapproval decision to Congress, the timetiible could operate to disrupt the process 
within DoD. Under the Act, Congress has until Feb~xary 15, 1995,, to disapprove the 
amended criteria by joint resolution. The Act was anended by the Fiscal Year 1994 
Authorization Act to require SecDef recommendatiorls be forwarded to the Base Closure 
Cormmission not later than March 1, 1995. Hence, it? Congress disapproved the amended 
critaia, it could be too late in the process to revert tc3 the old selection criteria and issue 
recommendations. This effectively could halt this last round of base closure in its entirety. 
Additionally, having to wait until February 15, 1995,, for a clear determination of whether the 
selection criteria have been approved or not would lend a substantial element of uncertainty to 
the entire DoD process. 

- - - 
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Lastly, changing the selection criteria would call inteqkstion the fairness and 
adequacy of prior rounds of base closure, as well a s  require DoD to continually justify any Ylll changes and the resultant recommendations. DoD would be open to attacks that it is "not 
fair" to change the rules for this last round of base closures, and that any bases closed or 
realigned d&ng the 1995 round were not selected on the same basis as those chosen during 
the prior rounds. Challengers could argue, among other things, that a change to the criteria 
was an attempt to target specific installations for closure or retention. Alternatively, 
Coxlgressional or public comments could attempt to) protect bases through criteria changes. 

Not only could criteria changes complicate the defense of the new recommendations, 
but they could call into question decisions of prior base closure rounds. DoD would have to 
deal with Congressional and media comparisons beween the allegations that particular bases 
closed in 1991 and 1993 would not have closed if  he amended criteria had been used or, 
alternatively, that bases selected in the 1995 round would not have been affected if the 
199111993 selection criteria had been used. DoD and its components know how to work with 
and defend the existing criteria, and their base closure processes h,ave developed based upon 
these criteria. 

Although we can expect legal challenges if the criteria are changed, clearly the issue 
relating to amendment of the selection criteria is not a legal issue. The Act explicitly 
provides a procedure for changes. The issue is more properly franled as a political one -- 
how DoD and the new Administration can be respo~lsive to its own and other concerns about 
the adequacy and relevance of the criteria. In view of the risk posed by any changes, the 

;I((CI critical delays that amendment could cause, and the potential for significant modification to 
DoD component processes, changing the selection criteria is not recommended. To the extent 
that relevant suggestions for additional evaluation factors have been received in prior base 
clos~ue rounds from the Base Closure Commission, IGAO, and the public, all could be 
accoinplished through OSD policy issuance. Such policy formati011 would allow a clear 
statement of OSD goals and objectives and could c1r:arly reflect public policy concerns, 
without the risks attendant to amending the criteria. 
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BRAC 95 

Steering Group Meeting 

March 1, 1994 

Minutes 

The DASD(ER&BRAC) c h a i r e d  t h i s  f o u r t h  S t e e r i n g  Group mee t ing  
a c t i n g  f o r  t h e  ASD(ES) . The meet ing  began a t  15:30,  t h e  agenda 
and a  l i s t  o f  p r i n c i p a l  a t t e n d e e s  a r e  a t t a c h e d .  

The C h a i r  began t h e  mee t ing  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  were 365 
days  t o  t h e  March 1st d e a d l i n e  f o r  f o r w a r d i n g  recommendations t o  
t h e  Commission. The C h a i r  t h e n  s t a t e d  t h a t  h e  had approved t h e  
p r e v i o u s  m e e t i n g ' s  minu tes  and t h e y  w e r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  r e v i e w .  
The C h a i r  r e i t e r a t e d  t h e  gu idance  he  had p r o v i d e d  a t  p r e v i o u s  
S t e e r i n g  Group mee t ings  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e s e  documents 
w e r e  "Close  Hold" and would n o t  b e  d i s t r i b u t e d  o r  c o o r d i n a t e d .  

The C h a i r  t h e n  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  w e r e  t h r e e  p o i n t s  t o  be 
r a i s e d  from t h e  Review Group mee t ing  h e l d  on J a n u a r y  28 ,  1994:  
Data I n t e r c h a n g e ;  u s e  o f  FFRDCfs; and t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  t h e  
P o l i c y  Working Group. I n  t h e  Data i n t e r c h a n g e  a r e a  t h e r e  was 
some d i s c u s s i o n  r e g a r d i n g  b o t h  t h e  s h a r i n g  of  d a t a  between t h e  
S e r v i c e s  a n c l J o i n t  Cross -Serv ice  Groups and t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  
t r a n s f e r  such  d a t a  e l e c t r o n i c a l l y .  I t  was s t a t e d  f o r  t h e  r e c o r d  
t h a t  a  t e s t  o f  e l e c t r o n i c  d a t a  i n t e r c h a n g e s  was s u c c e s s f u l l y  
conduc ted  and was found t o  b e  f e a s i b l e .  Each M i l i t a r y  Department  
a l s o  s t a t e d  f o r  t h e  r e c o r d  t h a t  d a t a  would be f r e e l y  s h a r e d .  I t  
was s t r e s s e d  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s h a r i n g  d a t a ,  
t i m e l y  r e c e i p t  o f  d a t a  would be e x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t .  I n  r e g a r d  
t o  t h e  u s e  o f  FFRDCfsI it was a g r e e d  t h a t ,  a s  d e c i d e d  a t  t h e  
J a n u a r y  28, 1994 BRAC 95 Review Group meet ing ,  t h e s e  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  c o u l d  b e  u s e d  p r o v i d e d  t h e y  d i d  not  conduc t  
independen t  a n a l y s i s .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n  
now under development would deal with FFRDC utilization. 

D i s c u s s i o n  t h e n  c e n t e r e d  on t h e  conduct  o f  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  
a n a l y s i s .  C o n s i d e r a b l e  d i s c u s s i o n  ensued,  w i t h o u t  r e s o l u t i o n ,  on 
S e r v i c e  p e r o g a t i v e s  r e g a r d i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  of  b a s e s  and J o i n t  
C r o s s - S e r v i c e  Group r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  d e f i n e  t h e  a n a l y 2 t i c a l  
framework f o r  a n a l y s i s .  The C h a i r  s t a t e d  t h a t  o v e r s i g h t  o f  t h e  
S e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  r e q u i r e d  d i a l o g u e ,  a r r i v i n g  a't S e r v i c e  c a p a c i t y  
would p roduce  r e d u c t i o n  t a r g e t s  and e a c h  j o i n t  g roup  c o u l d  a r r i v e  
a t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  t h e  S e r v i c e s  would n o t  o t h e r w i s e  a d d r e s s .  

P r e s e n t a t i o n s  from each  j o i n t  group were t h e  n e x t  i t e m  on 
t h e  agenda.  The Depot maintenance  group p r e s e n t e d  f i r s t  ( s l i d e s  
a t t a c h e d )  w i t h  d i s c u s s i o n  c e n t e r i n g  (around t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  
c e r t i f i e d  d a t a  i n  t h e  BRAC p r o c e s s  and t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  d a t a  
o f  e q u a l  a c c u r a c y  and t i m e l i n e s s a s  x e d  f o r  o t h e r  d e p o t  - 
main tenance  r e l a t e d  i n i t i a t i v e s .  The p r e s e n t a t i o n  c o n t i n u e d  t h a t  

w t h e  Depot Maintenance J o i n t  Cross -Serv ice  Group was on t r a c k .  



- - - - .- as t h a t  a r e  The p r e s e n t a t i o n  t h e n  c e n t e r e d  on t h ~ s e  p o l l c i l ,  
i m p o r t a n t  t o  t h e  BRAC 9 5  p r o c e s s .  I t  was s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  Depot 
Task F o r c e  was a c o m p l i c a t i n g  f a c t o r  i n  t h i s  a s  t h e  Task F o r c e  
w i 1 . L  c a u s e  p o l i c i e s  t o  be i s s u e d ,  e s : p e c i a l l y  g i v e n  t h e  s t a t u t o r y  
requ i rement  f o r  a  60-40 inhouse /ou thouse  workload s p l i t .  I t  was 
f u r t h e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  now a  d e f i n i t i o n  of  c o r e  t h a t  t h e  
S e r v i c e s  had s i g n e d  up t o .  The n e x t  i m p o r t a n t  p o l i c y  i n  t h i s  
a r e a  concerned  i n t e r s e r v i c i n g  p o l i c y  g u i d e l i n e s ,  c e n t e r s  o f  
e x c e l l e n c e  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Defense Depot Maintenance  Counc i l  
can  make d e c i s i o n s  and document where t h e s e  c e n t e r s  a r e .  

The Undergraduate  P i l o t  T r a i n i n g  Group p r e s e n t e d  n e x t .  
S l i d e s  a r e  a t t a c h e d .  P o l i c y  i s s u e s  d i s c u s s e d  i n c l u d e d  c o n c e r n  
abou t  whether  t h e r e  s h o u l d  be common s e r v i c e  t r a i n i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  
and s h o u l d  t h a t  b e  a n  OSD p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e .  .?in a d d i t i o n a l  
concern  i s  t h a t  e x t e r n a l  p o l i c y  a n a l y s i s  may need t o  u s e  g e n e r i c  
b a s e s  r a t h e r  t h a n  s p e c i f i c  b a s e s .  The l a s t  i s s u e  b r o u g h t  up by 
t h e  UPT group  concerned  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  th ' e  UPT's BRAC 
a n a l y s i s  t o  t h e  r o l e s  and m i s s i o n  commission. 

The T e s t  and  E v a l u a t i o n  Group p r e s e n t e d  n e x t  ( s l ides  
a t t a c h e d ) .  I t  was s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  main t h r u s t  o f  t h e i r  g roup  
would be t o  make s u r e  t h a t  t h e  S e r v i c e s  w e r e  l o o k i n g  a t  what 
s h o u l d  b e  looked  a t .  O ther  a r e a s  o f  impor tance  concerned  
o u t s o u r c i n g  and c e r t i f y i n g  d a t a  c o n c e r n i n g  o u t s o u r c i n g ,  s u c h  a s  
d a t a  r e c e i v e d  from NASA a n d / o r  from i n d u s t r y  and how t o  d e a l  w i t h  
c l a s s i f i e d  f a c i l i t i e s .  I n  r e g a r d  t o  c l a s s i f i e d  f a c i l i t i e s  it was 
s t a t e d  t h a t  a n  " e x e c u t i v e "  group o f  p e o p l e  w i t h  t h e  p r o p e r  

(V c l e a r a n c e s  s h o u l d  be b rough t  t o g e t h e r  t o  h a n d l e  t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s .  
Some d i s c u s s i o n  t h e n  ensued  i n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  c r o s s  s e r v i c e  
a n a l y s i s  t h a t  w i l l  b e  conduc ted  by t h e  S e r v i c e s  would t h e n  be 
s h u f f l e d  t o g e t h e r  i n t o  a  t r u e  c r o s s  s e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  o r ,  
a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t h e  c r o s s  s e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  c o u l d  b e  conduc ted  by 
t h e  j o i n t  c r o s s  s e r v i c e  g r o u p s .  I t  was f u r t h e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e s e  
a n a l y s e s  concerned  f u n c t i o n s ,  n o t  b a s e s .  

T h e  L a b o r a t o r i e s  ~ r o u p  p r e s e n t e d  n e x t  (s l ides at tached) . I t  
was s t a t e d ,  a g a i n ,  t h a t  d a t a  i n t e r c h a n g e  had been s u c c e s s f u l l y  
tes ted .  I t  was f u r t h e r  s t a t e d  t h e  S e r v i c e s  had d i f f e r i n g  p r o c e s s  
t i m e l i n e s .  I n  t h e  c a s e  of  t h e  Navy, w h i l e  t h e  1 J u l y  d a t e  f o r  
r e c e i p t  o f  d a t a  i s  adequa te ,  Navy would t r y  an  e x p e d i t e .  
F i n a l l y ,  it was s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  most p o t e n t i a l  e x i s t e d  i n  t h e  
l a b o r a t o r y  s u p p o r t  f u n c t i o n .  

The Medica l  Group p r e s e n t e d  n e x t  ( s l i d e s  a t t a c h e d ) .  
C o n s i s t e n c y  o f  d a t a  was p r e s e n t e d  a s  an  i m p o r t a n t  i s s u e .  I t  was 
f u r t h e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  PA&E was v e r y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  Gradua te  
Medica l  E d u c a t i o n .  A comment was made t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  l i n k a g e  
between wart ime r e q u i r e m e n t s  and f a c i l i t i e s .  



C- - 
As time was now short, it was announced Chat the balance of 

the agenda would be covered at the next meeting of the Steering 
Group, scheduled for March 15th. A draft Internal Control Plan 
was distributed along with correspondence to a.nd from the Base 
C1o:sure Commission staff concerning their request for information 
from existing databases and for information briefings. 

The meeting then concluded at 18 :05 .  

&.w7- 
Approved: Robert E. Ba er - - 

Acting chairman 



March 1,1994 3:30PM - 5:,30PM Rm 3D-1019 

o Previous Meeting's Minutes 

o Recap of January 28th Review Group Meeting 

oo Testing Interchangability of Service Data 
oo Use of FFRDC's 
oo Policy Working Group 

o Joint Cross-Service Group Progress Reports 

oo Formal Report: External Po1i;cy Decisions 
Important to BRAC 95 and Officials or 
Mechanisms to Make Such Policy Decisions 

oo Progress Toward IMarch 31,1994 Deadline 
oo Problem Areas 

o Standard Internal Control P1,an 

oo Working Group Report (Handout) 
oo Discussion 

o Sharing Info With the Commission (Handout) 

o Senate Appropriations Committee Report (Handout) 
- 

- 

o Other Business 



BRAC 9.5 

Steering Group Meeting 

March 1, 11994 

Key Attendees 

M r .  Rober t  Bayer,  OSD (Economic Reinvestment- and BRAC) 
M r .  Mark Wagner, OSD (Economic S e c u r i t y )  
M r .  Doug Hansen, OSD (Base C losu re  and U t i l i z a t i o n )  
MG S t roup ,  Army 
M r .  C h a r l e s  Nemfakos, Navy 
M r .  J i m  B o a t r i g h t ,  A i r  Force  
M r .  James Klugh, DUSD ( L o g i s t i c s )  
M r .  John Davey, OSD (Personne l  and Read iness )  
M r .  Lou F inch ,  OSD (Personne l  and Read iness )  
MG Lawrence F a r r e l ,  DLA 
M r .  Nick Toomer, OSD (OT&E) 
M r .  John Bol ino ,  OSD (T&E) 
M r .  C r a i g  Dorman, OSD (DR&E) 
RADM Haro ld  Koenig, OSD (Hea l t h  A f f a i r s )  
Col Mike Donnelly,  OGC 
CAPT Gumbert, J o i n t  S t a f f  
M r .  John Rosamond, OSD (Reserve  A f f a i r s )  
M r .  David McNicol, OSD (PA&E) 
M r .  Gary V e s t ,  OSD (Environmental  S e c u r i t y )  
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BRAC 95 JCSG-DM ISSUES 

Issue 1 
a Capacity Sizing Requirements for BRAC 95 

- Size to: 
H CORE Only 

CORE Plus (e.g, Last Source of Repair, Economies of Scale, 
Technical Expertise A for Contractor Oversight) - 

H Statutory Requirements (60140) 
H Programmed Requirements (Funded) 
N Total Requirements (Unconstrained) 



I 

Issue 2 
a Define Policy Guidelines for the Interservicing of Depot 

Maintenance Workload 
- What is Core Interservice Policy? 
- What is Non-Core Interservice Policy? 

' I  ' I - ~irected Workload Assignments 
- Single Source of RepairICenters of Technical 

Excellence 
- PublidPublic Competition 



'----- BRAC 95 JCSG-DM Status 

Group Membership Identified and Stabilized 
Group Meetings Scheduled Weekly 
- Working Sub-Group Meeting Almost Daily 

Finalized Action Plan and Milestones Group Approval I 

I I Expected March 3,1994 
a Key Policy Issues Identified 



Flight Screening 
Training Aircraft Mix 

I Fixed-Wing Training for Helo Pilots 
m ma a n -  ~ - - - - B : A - A : - -  -:--I- -:A- unr I bonsoiiaailon == a~riyit: alie 

Aircraft Beddown Configuration 
* JPATS Syllabus Questions: 

- IFR VS. VFR 

UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

I - Class Progression I 

I 

I 

External Policy Issues with BRAC 
Implications 7 





T&E JOINT CROSSSERVICE GROUP 

I STATUS OF ACTIONS 

REPORT TO BRAC '95 STEERING GROUP 

1 MARCH 1994 

Slide 22 



T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP I , I 

STATUS 
t 
' I '  f '  

ACCOMPLISHED I 

Internal Control Plan (provided to Steering Group Subgroup) 
Outsourcing Policy 
Statement of Objective 
Standards 
Process with Schedule 
Cross-Sewice Funtional Areas 

' I  ' IN PROGRESS 
A --..--&:Ad- 

@ nsaurrlpiIur1a 
Guidance for Data Collection 
Guidance for Data Analysis 
Definitions of Functional Areas 
Figures of Merit per Functional Area 
Data Elements 

Slide 19 





BACKUPS 

I '  PRODUCTS OF T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE 
GROUP 

AS OF 1 MARCH 1994 

Slide 28 
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DRAFT - -  February 28,  1994 

SUEIJECT: INTERNAL CONTROL PLAN (ICP) FOR MANAGEMENT OF BRAC 95 
TEST AND EVALUATION (T&E) JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

REFERENCES: (a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 
(P.L. 101-510 as amended by P8.L. 102-190) 

(b) USD (A&T) Memorandum, Ill995 Base Realignment and 
Closures (BRAC 95) , " January 3, 1994 

(c) DEPSECDEF Memorand~.m, Ill995 Base Realignment and 
Closures (BRAC 95)," January 7, 1994 

1. Purpose. This memorandum describes the management controls 
that will guide and regulate the Do11 Test and Evaluation (T&E) 
Joint Cross-Service Group's actions to comply with the 
requirements of reference (a) and the direction contained in 
references (b) and (c) . 
2. Backsround. Part A, Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510, as 
amended by Public Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160, establishes 
the exclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may 
pursue realignment or closure of mil itary inst allations inside 
the United States, with certain exceptions. The law established 
independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissions to 
review the Secretary of Defense's r€commendations in calendar 
years 1991, 1993, and 1995. Refererce (c) establishes six Joint 
Cross-Service Groups, one of which is the Test and Evaluation 
(T&E) Joint Cross-Service Group (T&EIG) . Reference (c) also 
directs that the T&EG must develop and implement an internal 
control plan for base realignment, closure, or consolidation 
studies to ensure the accuracy of data collection and analyses. 

3. Scope.. This internal control plan includes: 

Uniform guidance defining da.ta requirements and sources; 

Systems for verifying the accuracy of data at all levels 
of command; 

Documentation justifying cha.nges made to data received 
from subordinate commands; 

Procedures to check the accuracy of th.e analyses made 
from the data; and -- 

- 

An assessment by auditors of the adequacy of each 
internal control plan. 
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V 
4 .  Internal Control Mechanisms. The objective of the internal 
coritrol mechanisms employed by the T&EG is to ensure the accuracy 
and completeness of the information upon which the T&EG decisions 
and recommendations will be based. The two principal control 
mec:hanisms are organization and documentation .. 

a. Orsanizational Controls. There are two organizations 
which have primary responsibility for the T&E contribution to the 
BRAC 95 process: The T&E Joint Cross-Service Group (T&EG) itself 
and the secretariat to the T&EG that has been established by the 
T&E:G Action Plan. The T&EG Secretariat (T&EGS;) has been tasked 
to develop procedures and methods to maintain the records 
required by the T&EG. The DoD Inspector Genexal (DoD IG) 
services as technical advisor to the T&EG and as the field 
auditor for data gathered in support: of T&EG a.ctivities. The 
specific responsibilities of these organizatios for ensuring 
internal control requirements are met are as follows: 

(1) T&E Joint Cross-Serv:-ce Grouw (T&EG) . The T&EG is 
cha.rged with developing analyses guidance and criteria for the 
use of the DoD Components while conciucting cross-service analyses 
in the T&E area, and for providing oversight of these analyses 
and. making recommendations to the U8D (A&T) . The T&EG is 
responsible for ensuring a fair and complete evaluation is made 
of the T&E facilities and installations in accordance with the 
prclvisions of reference (a) . This includes overseeing the 
corrlpilations of required data and information; and making 
decisions regarding analyses guidelines, standards, assumptions, 
measures of merit, data elements, excess capac:ity, military 
value, and other impacts. 

(2) Secretariat for T&E Joint Cross-Service Grouw 
( T & . E G S ) .  The chairs of the T&E Joint Group have established from 
members of their own staffs, a secretariat for the group. The 
secretariat is led by the Deputy Director, Test Facilities and 
Resources, (D,T&E) in close coordination with the Deputy 
Director, Resources and Administrati.on, (Dl OT&:E) . From the date 
of receipt of the DEPSECDEF BRAC 95 memorandum, the secretariat 
will develop procedures and methods to maintain the records 
required by the DEPSECDEF guidance. The secretariat will 
develop, as directed by the T&E Joint Cross-Service Group, and 
keep : 

Minutes of T&EG meetings. The minutes will be kept 
by the representative from the DASI:) (Economic 
Reinvestment and BRAC) and will not:. be circulated. 
Coordination by the co-chairs will be required as a 
minimum. -- 
- 
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Descriptions of how base realignment and closure 
policies, analyses and recommendations were made, 
including minutes of all deliberative meetings; 

All policy, data, information, and analyses 
considered in making base realignment and closure 
recommendations; 

Descriptions of how DoD Components recommendations 
met the final selection criteria and were based on 
the final force structure plan; and 

Documentation that addresses each :recommendation to 
the Secretary of Defense to realign or close a 
military installation under the law. 

(3) DoD Inspector General,. Reference (c) states that 
the DoD Inspector General shall be available t:.o assist the in 
developing, implementing, and evaluating internal control plans. 
The T&E Joint Cross-Service Group shall submit:. this internal 
control plan to the DoD IG for review and evaluation. If any 
data is collected directly as a result of the T&E Group's actions 
then the DoD IG will be requested to provide field audits that 
will review-the supporting data and documentat:ion used to develop 
the data that was submitted to the T&E Joint C:lross-Service Group. 
The DoD IG will ensure audit standards are met. and will advise 01 the T&E Joint Group of any significant issues identified during 
the independent audit ass any such issues are identified. 

b. Documentation Control. All significant events in the 
T&E13 involvement in the BRAC 95 process will be promptly recorded 
and clearly documented to ensure the accuracy and completeness of 
the information used by the T&EG in performing evaluations of T&E 
facilities and installations. The following elements will be 
strictly adhered to: 

(1) T&E Facility and Installation D,ata Base (TEFIDB) . 
The TEFIDB will be the sole and authoritative data base for 
conducting cross-service analyses of T&E facilities and 
insi:allations. The TEFIDB will contain all relevant data and 
information, pertaining to all T&E facilities and installations 
within the scope of the T&E Cross-Service Group. Specific 
procedures will be promulgated for development and maintenance of 

. the TEFIDB. Elements included in the data baste must have been 
certified in accordance with the attachment and will be subject 
to DoD IG source validity checks and data accu:racy assessments. 

( 2 )  Certification. By the attached certification 
pro(-edures, the Co-Chairs of the 3&E Joint Cross-Service Group 
establish the policy implementing the requirements of the Act 
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that information submitted to the Secretary of Defense and to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission must be certified 
as accurate and complete to the best of the certifier's knowledge 
and belief. The procedures outlined in that reference will 
ensure the accuracy and completenes:~ of the data and information 
contained in the TEFIDB. 

(3) Record Keewinq. Minutes will be prepared by the 
representative of DASD (ER&BRAC) of all formal T&EG meetings 
which are part of the decision-making process in arriving at 
rec!ommendations for base closure and realignment to be forwarded 
to the Secretary of Defense. Decision papers will be prepared to 
memorialize each decision made by the Group and the justification 
for that decision. All documents or data files on magnetic media 
forwarded from other sources, generated for the BRAC 95 process, 
and used for analyses, and all other documents that relate to the 
BRAC 95 process will be maintained in a library with controlled 
access by the T&EGS. 

( 4 )  Oral Briefinss. Frorn time to time, the T&E Cross- 
Service Group will receive formal and informal. briefings from 
persons both in and out of the Federal government. If the 
T&E:G considers any such briefing presents relevant and useful 
information or data, before such information or data can be 

w entered into the TEFIDB, the T&EG must either (i) require the 
presenter (if a DoD employee) to reduce such i.nformation or data 
to writing, or (ii) request the appropriate DoD organization to 
replicate such information or data. In both cases, certification 
required by the attachment applies. 

(5) Technical Exwerts. Technical experts will be 
utilized to support both the development and/or refinement of 
T&E:G analytical efforts and its deliberations. When the T&EG 
utilizes the input of a technical expert, the specific 
con.tribution, notes, analyses, or other correslpondence developed 
in support of the BRAC 95 process will be made: a part of the 
TEF'IDB. When technical experts provide information or data that 
the T&EG considers relevant and appropriate for consideration 
during their deliberations, the experts shall be requested to 
suhmit the information/data in writing with th.e required 
certification, so that it may be included in the TEFIDB. 
Whenever either the T&EG or the T&EC;S incorporates the 
con.tribution of technical experts into the TEFIDB, the entry will 
incllude a description of the qualifj-cations fclr designating an 
ind.ividua1 as a technical expert. E'or any information/data that 
is derived from an authoritative sources (e.g., a Federal, state, 
or local government agency), the docmment which includes the 
certification shall identify the source and provide adequate 
justificatian for relying on the-source. 
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(6) Access to Data. Access to the TEFIDB will be 

limited to those persons identified by the T&EG and the T&EGS. 
Access to the TEFIDB by non-government personrlel will be 
det~ermined by the T&EGS and will be for the sole purpose of 
completing and maintaining the data base. Analyses of data from 
the TEFIDB will not be conducted by non-government personnel. 
Subsets of the TEFIDB will be provitled as required to the DoD 
Cornponents in the course of their analyses. During the periods 
when the data is in the custody of a DoD Component, the BRAC 95 
Internal Control Procedures of the Component shall apply. 

5. Reswonsibilities. The T&EG, the T&EGS, and the DoD IG will 
execute their responsibilities consistent with the provisions of 
references (b) and (c) . 
6. Im~lementation. This Internal Control Plan is implemented 
immediately and will be updated as necessary t:o enhance the level 
of management control needed to achieve the desired results of 
the references . 

w - 
Charles E. Adolph 
Director 
Test and Evaluation 

Lee H. Frame 
Acting Director 
Operational Test and Evaluation 
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STATEMENT OF OUTSOURCING POLICY 
T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

The T&E Joint Cross-Service Group has been directed by the DEPSECDEF to 
"identify necessary outsourcing policies and make recomrnendakions regarding those 
policies." This paper contains the material to meet this requirement. 

Govenunent Owned. Contractor Operated (GOCO). Tht: complete operation of 
a facility is contracted to a contractor (who may subcontract portions of the task). The 
contractor assumes the responsibility for management decisions and the application of 
his resources to the operation of the facility to meet the facility's mission requirements 
as stated in his contract. The government oversi;ght is primarily from contracting 
officials. There may be situations where no government officials are physically 
located at the facility. 

Contracted Out. Certain functions perfonned within the DoD are identified as 
"commercial activities" (CA). A CA is an activity that provides a product or service 
that is obtainable (or obtained) from a commerciid source. There are two types of 
C:As. A contract CA is one that is managed by a DoD Component, but operated with 
contractor personnel. An In-House CA is operated by a DoD Component with DoD 

V personnel (civilian or military). In this alternative, the governm~ent decides to contract 
for the performance of one or more CAs within a government alwned and operated 
fi~cility. 

P olicv: - 

The policy concerning "outsourcing" for T&E facilities and bases is: 

a. In the conduct of analysis of alternatives concerning T&E facilities and 
bases to support the BRAC 95, the DoD Components should eximine the alternatives 
for providing the required T&E capabilities by "outsourcing" the T&E facility or the 
base. 

b. Outsourcing alternatives will include: 

(1) Contracting-out the operation of the existing T&E facility, 
(2) Converting the base to a GOCO, or 
(3) Transferring the workload to another existing federal government or 

commercial test facility. 

c. -The transfer of T&E workloartto a. foreign facility will not be 
considered as an alternative that leads to the closing of a unique U.S. test facility. 



'CI There is always a possibility that some future security requirements will prohibit the 
use of a foreign facility for testing. A foreign facility may be considered as an 
(alternative to supplement the capacity of a U.S. facility. 

!Outsourcin~ Goal: 

In contrast with other areas of DoD support operations, there is no goal for the 
iunount or percentage of the DoD test facilities operation that will be performed by the 
commercial sector. Contractors are currently providing effective T&E facility 
operation and support at a number of DoD locations, Instead of a statement of a goal 
of a percentage that should be performed by the commercial sector, the determination 
of whether a commercial source or a governmental operation would be most 
iidvantageous will be made based on the conclus.ions fiom a specific case-by-case 
:malysis. 

Iliscussion: 

While outsourcing by contracting for support from a commercial source is a 
viable and important option for some DoD cornrnon support functions, there is a 
limited application of this alternative to the T&E: area. Comme:rcial testing companies 
clo exist and provide capability mostly at the subsystem and cornponent level. Other 
1J.S. Government agencies, e.g., NASA, possess the capability to provide significant 
system-level testing. The outsourcing approach 'that has been effectively applied in 

1V T&E is the use of contracted operation of DoD iicilities and bases. The approach to 
clate has primarily been through contracting for specific support services on an 
installation that is retained as a Government-Owled, Government Operated (GOGO) 
facility. 

There is a limit on the number of analyses of outsourcing alternatives that 
should be examined. The limit on these analyses is to preclude the requirement for 
each DoD Components to investigate and evaluate a very large number of sources that 
are not really comparable to the large DoD test facilities and bases. A large majority 
of the DoD test facilities and bases are sited and operated because of the land, air, or 
sea space associated with the facility. The only external source alternatives for most 
major T&E mission areas are the facilities owned and operated by other U.S. 
Ciovernment agencies, e.g., NASA. 

The examination of existing T&E facilities and bases will be extended to 
address the question of government developmentiownership of new or improved T&E 
fhcilities as compared to contractor development/ownership. It %is the policy of DoD to 
rely on commercial operation for all situations w'here that alternative will result in the 
most cost effective alternative. For each major new or improved T&E facility, the 
responsible DoD Component will consider the use of contracting out or GOCO as an 
alternative that must be evaluated. -. 

- 
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Specific Alternatives: 

In addition to this policy statement, the 'T&E Joint Group will identify specific 
outsourcing alternatives that are to be analyzed. These specific alternatives will be 
included in the analysis guidance and the DoD Components wiill examined the 
alternatives during their analyses. 



STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVE 
T&E JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

DETERMINE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE SERVICES AND DEFENSE 
AGENCIES TO CLOSE, REALIGN, OR CONSOLIDATE 

*, ' FAClLlTlESlCAPABlLlTIES THAT PERFORM TEST OR EVALUATION 
I 

I 

' FUNCTIONS. THIS WILL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY IDENTIFYING 
ALTERNATIVES IN THE SERVICES AND DEFENSE AGENCIES, OTHER 

, GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, OR iNDustRy. 



STANDARDS 

All services and defense agencies are to collect the same data 
elements, and use the same definitions as required by the T&E Joint 
Cross-Service Group, and as coordinated with other joint cross- 
Service groups. 

Slide ' 
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CROSS SERVICE ANALYSIS PROCESS 
r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  1 

Coordinate Guidence & Outsourcing 
Pdlcy Assurnptims fa canpgdlbility 

Outsarrcing Pdicy with R&D and full spectrum 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  I 
T - - - -  

- - - - - - -  2 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  1 

Identify functions where Intersections Pravide list d functions 
occur. Coordinate with R&D and full and intersections to 

I . # I 

Generate T&E Measures Adjust Measure d Merit f a  1- CorrpaUbllity with R&D and full 
Prdde cardinated 
Measure d Merit to 

specbum acMtins - Lllllllll 

Analyze Data and SubmIt Results 
Collect Data Factor Alternatlves Into 

(Excess Capacity and Cross 
Apr3ul94 Process Service Alternatives) IVov-Dec 94 

Aussep 

Analysis and Milltafy 
Draft Final Reports 

Report b 

a?m 



SUMMARY PROCESS 
T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

MILESTONES 

51 Mar 

Oct 

Nov-Dec 

Jan 1995 

Jan-Feb 

T&E JOINT CROSSSERVICE I DoD COMPONENTS 
GROUP I 

lssue guidance, assumptions, ( 
standards, measures of merit, 
data elements required 

Collect data 

- -- - 

1 Analyze data and submit 
I results to T&E G r o u ~  

Review results for cross- 
Service opportunities. lssue 

Component's BRAC process 

alternatives and targets. 

I Submit Component BRAC 

Factor alternatives into each 

I Reports 

Review Component BRAC 
Reports - Submit T&E Report 
to BRAC Review Group 



T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 
CROSS-SERVICE FUNCTIONS 

TEST CATEGORIES 

1. AIR VEHICLES 

FIXED WlNG 
I . , ROTARY WlNG 

" 
PROPULSION 
AVIONICS 

I 

CREW SYSTEMS 
*,:\ L!GHTE!?-THAN-AIR 

2. SPACE SYSTEMS 
! 

LAUNCHIORBIT TRANSFER 
SATELLITES 
RE-ENTRY VEHICLES 

COMMUNICATIONS NETWORK 
RADIO LINKS 
PROCESSING 

I , ',' DATA FUSION 
1 ,  

FIRE CONTROL 
i 
,: I 

Slide 2r 
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T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP (CONT) 
CROSS-SERVICE FUNCTIONS 

TEST CATEGORIES (CONTINUED) 

4. SENSOR SYSTEMS 

4 
, .. RADARS 

1 ELECTRO-OPTICALIINFRAREDIMILLIMETER WAVE1 
ACOUSTIC/SEISMIClULTRAVlOLET 

1 
WARHEADS 
FUZES 
DISPOSAL 

6. ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
8 

THREAT WARNING 
RF COUNTERMEASURES 
EOIIR COUNTERMEASURES 
C3 COUNTERMEASURES 
ECCM 

Slide 2 
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T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP (CONT) 
CROSS-SERVICE FUNCTIONS 

TEST CATEGORIES (CONTINUED) 

7. PROPULSION 

I * I  LARGE AIRCRAFT, AIR BREATHING 
* SMALL AIRCRAFT, AIR BREATHING 

ROCKETS , 
.;I 

8. WEAPONS 

1 
ELECTRIC GUN 
DIRECTED ENERGY 
MISSILE SYSTEMS 
ARMAMENTS 
FIRE CONTROL 
MINES 



T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP (CONT) 
CROSS-SERVICE FUNCTIONS 

TEST SUPPORT CATEGORIES 

1. NUCLEAR EFFECTS . * 
I ELECTROMAGNETIC PULSE 

BLAST 

*';I THERMAL 
!N!T!AL PtDIATION 

1 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
I CLIMATIC 

ELECTROMAGNETIC INTERFERENCEICOMPATIBILITY , 

QUALIFICATION 
LIGHTNING 

3. T&E SUPPORT AIRCRAFT 

Slide 2' 
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BRAC 95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP ': 
1 

rnn 'AATT!,  ANT^ P ' A K ~ !  r u n  1v1 I rs AIY u ~ I V I C  

Action Plan & Timeline (qru 3/31/94) 
I 

Agree on Statement of Principles 
Define role of Group & Services 

Determine Categories for Study 
Determine General Analytical Approach 

I ' ' ' ~ev ie*  interim force structure plan 
Submit list of irreconcilable differences, 

.. if necessary, to USD (A&T) 
Define Measures of Merit & Data Sources 
Determine weights for Measures of Mezit 
Complete Data Definitions 
Establish Data Internal Control Plan 
Draft report to Joint Group for review 

Final report to Steering Group 





BRAC-95 STEERING GROUP 

DISCUSSI:ON ISSUES ON THE INTERNAL CONTROL-PLAN 
FOR THE BRAC-95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

The proposed Internal Control Ellan for the Joint Cross-Service Groups makes the 
following points: 

The Joint Cross.-Service Groups will not be gathering original data, but will speclfy 
the data required to be gathered by the IMilitiry Departments and Defense Agencies. 

Only the BRAC:-95 Review Gjroup and the Secretaries of the Military Departments 
are empowered to make specific closure or realignment recommendations to the SECDIIF. 

The use of other DoD and Federal agencies, piv'ate sector contractors, or any other 
private or public organizaltion to conduct such analyses will not be permitted unless 
specifically authorized by the BRAC-95 Review Group. 

The Joint Cross-Service Groups will coordinate their information requests with the 
respective BRAC-95 organizations of each Military Department and the Defense Agencies. 

In addition to the full and open access granted to the GAO, such access will be 
granted to the DoD Inspector General regarding records, data, information and other materials 
either collected or retained1 by the Joint Cross-Service Groups. - 
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Internal Control Plan ~ % r  Managin,g 
the Identification of DoD Cross:-Service Opportunities 

as Part of the DoD 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure Process (13RAC-95) 

Backnrou r;@ 

The exclusive procedures by which the Secn2tary of Defense (SECDEF) may pursue 
realignment or closure of military installations inside the United States are contained in Part 
A, Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510, entitled as the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990; as amended by Public Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160; hereafter referred 
to as the Base Closure Act. The Base Closure Act also includes a provision for the President 
to appoint independent Base Closure and Realignment Commissions to review the Secretary 
of Defense's recommendations in calendar years 1991, 1993, and 1995. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF), in a memorandum dated 7 January 
1994, set forth guidance, policy, procedures, authorities and responsibilities for recommending 
bases for realignment or closure for submission to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. The DEPSECDEF guidance included a requirement for the 
establishment of BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups in six areas with significant potential 
for CI-oss-service impacts in BRAC-95. 

Five of the Joint Cross-Service Groups are filnctional areas encompassing Depot 
Maintenance, Test and Evaluation, Laboratories, Military Treatment; Facilities including 
Graduate Medical Education, and Undergraduate Pilot Training. These functional groups 
shall, when operationally and cost effective, strive to: retain in only one Service militarily 
unique capabilities used by two or more Services; consolidate work:load across the Services to 
reduc:e excess capacity; and assign operational units ]from more than one Service to a single 
base. A sixth Joint Cross-Service ~ r o u p  was formetl as a Joint Economic Impact Group to 
establish guidelines for measuring economic impacts. The five functional area joint cross- 
service groups have been tasked by the DEPSECDEI; to: 

o determine the common support functions and bases to be addressed by each 
cross-service group: 

o establish the guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of merit, data 
elements and milestone schedules for IDoD Component conduct of cross-service 
analyses of common support functions; 

o oversee DoD Component cross-service: analyses of these common support 
functions; 

- - 
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0 identify necessary outsourcing policies and make rec:ommendations regarding 
those policies; 

o review excess capacity analyses; 

o develop closure or realignment alternatives and numerical excess reduction 
targets for consideration in such analyses; and 

o analyze cross-service tradeoffs. 

The economic impact joint cross-service group has been tasked by the DEPSECDEF to: 

o establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact and, if practicable, 
cumulative economic impact; to analyze DoD Component recommendations 
under those guidelines; and 

o develop a process for analyzing alternative closures lor realignments 
necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if necessary. 

The DEPSECDEF directed the BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups to complete the above 
analytical designtasks and issue guidance to the Do:D Components, after review by the 
BI3A.C-95 Review Group, no later than 31 March 1994. 

Purpose 

The primary purpose of this Internal Control Plan is to provide a consistent set of 
management controls for all Joint Cross-Service Groups and to meet the requirements 
estabmlished by the DEPSECDEF regarding the DoD Component cross-service analyses of all 
assets within each category, as annunciated in his Memorandum of' 7 January 1994. More 
specifically, the DEPSECDEF directed the Joint Cross-Service Groups to develop and imple- 
ment an Internal Control Plan to ensure the accuracy of data collec,tion for conducting base 
realignment or closure assessments. At a minimum this Internal Control Plan includes: 

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and sources; 

o Systems for verifying the accuracy of data at all levels of command; 

o Documentation justifying changes made to data receiived from subordinate 
commands; 

o Procedures to check the accuracy of tlne analyses made from the data; and 
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o Assessment by auditors of the adequiicy of this Internal Control Plan. 

In addition to the above reauirements. DEPSECDEI; reauires that the Internal Control Plan 
incclrnorate certification Drdcedures reauired bv the ~ a &  Closure Act. The Jctirit Cross- 
service Groups wiU not 'be gathering ;rigin& dat.i+ but will specify the data required to be 
gathered by Military Department$ md Defense Agertcim. Therefore, all data and information 
provided to the Joint Cross-Service Groups for purposes of analysis and decision making are 
required to be certified as accurate and complete by the Military 1:)epartments and Defense 
Agencies in accordance with their respective BRAC-95 Internal Control Plans. 

Responsibilities 

The BRAC-95 Steering Group will oversee implementation and adherence to this 
Inte~nal Control Plan by the Joint Cross-Service Groups. The basic goal of this Internal 
Control Plan is to ensure consistency in the data gathered and used, application of selection 
criteria, methodology and reports to the SECDEF arid subsequentl]~ to the 1995 Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments, the OSD Secrc:tariats, and the Directors 
of the Defense Agencies are responsible for providing staff resources to the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups. -The Chairs of the individual Joint Cross-Service Groups are responsible for 
ensuring that the members of the Groups are fully aware of the management controls 
presented in this Internal Control Plan. Team members are responsible for implementing and 
adhering to the controls while also reporting to the Chairs any noted control violations or 
wealmesses identified during the collection and analysis of data. The Chairs of the Joint 
Cross-Service Groups are authorized to implement further guidance to control the functioning 
of th~eir respective Groups in a way as to meet the intent of this Internal Control Plan. 

Internal Control iblechanisms 

The objective of the internal control mechanisms to be employed by the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups is to ensure the accuracy, completeness, and integrity of the information upon 
which the SECDEF recommendations for closures and realignments will be based. The two 
principal mechanisms are organization and documentation. 

malnization Controls. 

Under the oversight and guidance of the DEI'SECDEF, there are four 
groups/organizations within the DoD which have primary responsibility for assisting the 
SECDEF to identify cross-service asset sharing opportunities. To ensure the integrity of the 
selection process, the four groupdorganizations are lo be separated by distinct functional 
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boundaries and levels of decision making authority. The Chair and membership for each 
Joint Cross-Service Group have already been determined and assigned by the DEPSECDEF. 
Individual members to the Groups have also been appointed by the OSD Secretariats, the 
Secre:taries of the Military Departments and the Directors of the Defense Agencies. 

BRAC-95 Review Group. The BRAC-95 Review Group is empowered to develop - 
reconnmendations to the SECDEF regarding cross-XI-vice tradeoffs and asset sharing 
opportunities. Only the BRAC-35 Review Group and the Secretarirs of the Milirary 
Departments are empowered to make specific closun: or realignment recommendations to the. 
SECfIEF. The BRAC-95 Review Group is responsible for ensuring that a fair and complete 
analysis was conducted for every cross-service tradeoff and asset sharing opportunity that 
resulls in a recommendation made to the SECDEF. 'This includes c~verseeing the work of the 
Steering Group and making decisions regarding definitions, assumptions, measures of merit, 
excess capacity, military value, return on investment, and other impacts deemed appropriate. 

BRA(:-95 Steering Group. The BRAC-95 Steering Group is a subordinate organization to the 
BRA(:-95 Review Group. It will oversee the actions of the Joint Cross-Service Groups. The 
results of such direction and evaluations will be periodically reported to the BRAC-95 Review 
Group. The BRAC-95 Steering Group will rely on tlhe Joint Cross-,Service Groups to review 
analyses of potential cross-service tradeoffs, cross-service asset sharing and closure or 
realignment-oppwtunities. The use of other DoD and FederaI agencies, private sector 
contractors, or any other private or public organization to conduct such analyses will not be 
permitted unless specifically authorized by the BRACT95 Review Group. This prohibition 
includes any analysis relating to capacity analysis, m:ilitary value, return on investment, and 
other impacts that may eventually be provided to the BRAC-95 Review Group. 

BRA(:-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups. The basic puirpose of the Joint Cross-Service Groups 
is to oversee and guide the Military Departments and the Defense A,gencies in conducting fair 
cross-service analyses and in developing recommended alternatives for consideration by the 
DoD Components. The Joint Cross-Service Groups have been established to identify cross- 
service tradeoff opportunities that will maximize the military value and cost effectiveness of 
operating the entire DoD infrastructure of specified functional areas.. The Joint Cross-Service 
Group are subordinate to the direction and guidance of the BRAC-95 Steering Group. Other 
OSD elements, Military Departments, or Defense Agencies will not direct any particular data 
collection or analysis effort for a Joint Cross-Service Group unless such direction has been 
authorized by a group. The Joint Cross-Service-Groups may employ any internal organization 
or subgroups to accomplish their tasks, but such subgroups shall comply with the terms of 
this Internal Control Plan. The membership of any internal organizations or subgroups 
employed shall be documented in the official records of the Joint Cross-Service Groups. The 
Joint Cross-Service Groups are responsible for protecting the integrity of the BRAC-95 by 
preventing either the improper dissemination or co1k:ction of BRA(:-95 data and information. 

- - 
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W c x t o r  General, DoD. The Inspector General, DoD will advise the BRAC-95 Steering 
Group and the Joint Cross-Service Groups on the implementation of this Internal Control 
Plan. As such, auditors from the Office of the Inspector General, DoD will be available to 
review the activities of the Joint Cross-Service Groups to ensure such activities comply with 
the requirements of the Internal Control Plan. 

Doc~lmentation Controls. 

All significant events in the DoD BRAC-95 process will be recorded and clearly 
documented to ensure the integrity of the process performed by the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups. Furthermore, controls will be implemented to ensure that the information used by 
the Joint Cross-Service Groups to identify opportunities for cross-service tradeoffs or 
recommended alternatives is certified for accuracy aind completeness, and that the information 
is us'ed consistently throughout the BRAC-95 process. To protect the integrity of the BRAC- 
95 documentation prepared, handled, or processed by the Joint Cross-Service Groups the 
following control elements will be adhered to: 

Data Collection. Information utilized for analyses and/or decision making by the 
Joint Cross-Service Group will be obtained from the Military Departments and the Defense 
Agencies. The mechanism for requesting data from the Military Departments and the Defense 
Agencies will bein the form of information requests issued to the Military Departments and 
Difeznse Agencies by the Joint Cross-Se'vice ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ .  / $ ~ ~ $ ~ o i i n ~ < ~ ~ f o & $ ~ & - ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ @ ~ p @ ~ l l  ..... 

................................................................................................... ......................................... (. ..<> .......................................................................................................................................... ..................................................................................... 
~ Q O i ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  :~f~m~ti,cin:;;f&gUgl'ts dfh '&@R,pepu,fe 1EfwCig8; ;Iwg5io hf &#&, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .:.:.. ............................................................ ;.... .............................. ;:.. ............................................................................. : ....... : ........................................... ; ............. : ............ :, ..:..... : : ..: :..:.:.. .......................................................... 
~ i l i ~ ~ ~ b @ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ j f i ~ : i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~  ................................................ The Military D e p m e n t s  and Defense .................................................................................................................. :.< .. :... 

Agencies will use their BRAC-95 internal control mt:chanisms for collecting the requested 
information and ensuring such information collected is certified for accuracy and 
completeness before it is submitted to the Joint Cross-Service Groups. Information used by 
the Joint Cross-Service Groups to establish measures of merit for assessments of military 
value, and determining methods for conducting capacity analysis is not required to be 
certified. However, only certified information will be used to makc: decisions on prospective 
basing alternatives to the Secretaries of the Military .Departments. 

Certification. The statutory requirements for certification were enacted by the Base 
Clostlre Act. More specifically, all information used to make closure and realignment 
recon~mendations submitted to the SECDEF and the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission must be certified as accura.te and comp1et;e to the best of the 
certifier's knowledge and belief. The preparation of responses to the information requests by 
the Military Departments and the Defense Agencies will adhere to the BRAC-95 certification 
proce:dures and the internal control plans implemented for those entities. 

Any electronic data files or magnetic media forwarded to the Joint Cross- 
Service by the Military Departments or Defense Agencies must be ;%ccompanied with a 
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complete certified "hard copy" document of the entire data file or magnetic media. The Joint 
Cross-Service Groups will verify that a complete certified copy is obtained from the Military 
Departments or Defense Agencies and make such documentation and electronic data available 
for independent audit validation. 

Record Keeping. Minutes will be maintained of formal meetings of the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups and will record who was in attendance and a synopsis of items discussed and 
deliberated upon. Responsibility for producing and maintaining these minutes will be 
determined by the Chair of each Group. The Chairs will be responsible for overseeing and 
enforcing certification procedures to ensure that any information and data collected and used 
by the Joint Cross-Service Groups are certified for accuracy and campleteness. The 
responsibility for safeguarding BRAC-95 information and data rests with the Chairs of the 
Joint Cross-Service Groups. Records of meetings of sub-working groups are not required as 
their work product must be presented and approved Iby the pertinent Joint Cross-Service 
Group. 

Oral Briefings. From time to time, the Joint Cross-Service Groups may receive formal 
and informal briefings from inside and outside the Federal Government. To ensure a record 
of alll information provided to the Joint Cross-Service Group is maintained, the content of all 
oral briefings must be captured in the minutes prepared for the mee:ting at which a particular 
briefing was presented. All briefing slides presented will be attached to the minutes recorded 
for the meeting. 

Outside Studies. During the BRAC-95 process, studies and reports may be brought to 
the a,ttention of a Joint Cross-Service Group that originated outside of the BRAC-95 process 
and alddress such things as assessment of facilities, military value, and/or capacity. While 
such studies may be useful in developing policies or suggesting methods for making 
measurements or evaluations, no recommendations mgarding actions at specific installations 
may be entertained nor may data from such studies te accepted by the Joint Cross-Service 
groups. 

Technical Experts. Technical experts may be used to support both the development 
and/08r the refinement of the analytical efforts of the Joint Cross-Service Groups. When 
technical experts provide information or data that a Joint Cross-Service Group considers 
relevant and appropriate for analyses, the experts shall be requested to submit that information 
or data in writing with the required certification. The use of technical experts will be 
communicated, either orally or in writing, to the BRAC-95 Steering Group. Technical experts 
will be granted only limited access to BRAC-95 data and information that will allow them to 
assist the Joint Cross-Service Groups in the development and/or refinement of analytical 
efforls. Upon completion of their efforts, technical experts will be advised not to release or 
discuss any BRAC-95 data or information outside o.f the Joint Cross-Service Groups. 
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complete certified "hard copy" document of the entin: data file or magnetic media. The Joint 
Cross,-Service Groups will verify that a complete cerlified copy is obtained from the Military 
Departments or Defense Agencies and make such documentation and electronic data available 
for independent audit validation. 

Record Keeping. Minutes will be maintained of formal mee,tings of the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups and will record who was in attendance and a synopsis of items discussed and 
deliberated upon. Responsibility for producing and :maintaining thcse minutes will be 
determined by the Chair of each Group. The Chairs will be responsible for overseeing and 
enforcing certification procedures to ensure that any information and data collected and used 
by thr: Joint Cross-Service Groups are certified for accuracy and completeness. The 
respoinsibility for safeguarding BRAC-95 information and data rests with the Chairs of the 
Joint Cross-Service Groups. Records of meetings of sub-working groups are not required as 
their 'work product must be presented and approved by the pertinent Joint Cross-Service 
Group. 

Oral Briefings. From time to time, the Joint Cross-Service Ciroups may receive formal 
and informal briefings from inside and outside the Federal Government. To ensure a record 
of all information provided to the Joint Cross-Service Group is maintained, the content of all 
oral briefings must be captured in the minutes prepared for the meeting at which a particular 
briefing was presented. All briefing slides presented will be attache,d to the minutes recorded 
for the meeting. 

Outside Studies. During the BRAC-95 process, studies and reports may be brought to 
the atitention of a Joint Cross-Service Group that originated outside of the BRAC-95 process 
and address such things as assessment of facilities, military value, andlor capacity. While 
such studies may be useful in developing policies or :suggesting methods for making 
measurements or evaluations, no recommendations regarding actions at specific installations 
may be entertained nor may data from such studies be accepted by the Joint Cross-Service 
gr0up.s. 

~echnici l  Experts. Technical experts may be used to support both the development 
and/or the refinement of the analytical efforts of the Joint Cross-Service Groups. When 
technical experts provide information or data that a Joint Cross-Service Group considers 
relevant and appropriate for analyses, the experts shall be requested to submit that information 
or data in writing with the required certification. The use of technical experts will be 
communicated, either orally or in writing, to the BRA.C-95 Steering Group. Technical experts 
will be granted only limited access to BRAC-95 data and information that will allow them to 
assist the Joint Cross-Service Groups in the development and/or refinement of analytical 
efforts. Upon completion of their efforts, technical experts will be advised not to release or 
discuss any BRAC-95 data or information outside of the Joint Cross-Service Groups. 



Access to BRAC-495 Files 

To protect the integrity of the DoD BRAC-95 process, all files, data and materials 
relating to that process are deemed sensitive and internal to DoD. Any dissemination of 
such data or other materials shall be made only uporl the express authorization of the BRAC- 
95 Review Group. Pending the forwarding to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission by SECDEF of his recommendations for closure or realignment of military 
insta'llations, requests under the Freedom of Information Act for release of DoD BRAC-95 
data and materials shall be denied on the basis that both are predecisional and are internal 
government memoranda. 

The members of the Joint Cross-Service Groups are entrusted to have access to 
BRAC-95 information and data that originated from either the Military Departments or the 
Defense Agencies. Consistent with the organization controls set forth in this Internal Control 
Plan, access will not be granted to any individuals, to include technical experts, without the 
conse:nt of either the BRAC-95 Review Group or the BRAC-95 Steering Group. Such access 
carries a responsibility for ensuring that BRAC-95 information and data is treated as sensitive 
and predecisional. The members of the Joint Cross-Service Groups are required to protect the 
BRAtC-95 process from either improper or unofficial disclosures. 7Xe group members must 
also take precautions to prevent the acceptance of information that js not certified or may be 
forwarded to a Joint Cross-Service Group through channels other than the official DoD 

rr BRAG95 process implemented by the OSD Secretariats, the Military Departments and the 
Deferise Agencies. 

Audit Access to Records. 

The Base Closure Act includes a requirement that the SECDEF make available to the 
Comrbtroller General of the United States, the agency head of the General Accounting Office 
(GAO), all information and materials used by DoD i11 making recon~mendations for closure 
and realignment. To meet these requirements, the GAO is being provided full and open 
access to all official BRAC-95 records and documentation. In addition to the full and open 
access granted to the GAO, such access wit1 he granted to the DoQ Inspector @netat 
regarcling records, data, information and other materiiils either collected ar retained by the 
Joint Cmss-Sewice; Gmups. Information requests forwarded by the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups to the Military Components and Defense Agencies for processing will be subjected to 
review by the audit agencies cognizant to the Military Components ,and the Defense Agencies. 
The audit agencies of the Military Departments, the 1)oD Inspector General, and the Defense 
Agencies will coordinate their efforts in a way to avoid audit duplication of the same 
infomlation, data, and other materials. 

- 
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Dissemination 

Members of the BRAC-95 Review Group, the BRAC-95 Steering Group, and the Joint 
Cross-Service Groups must use every precaution to prevent the improper release of andlor 
access to BRAC-95 information and data. Not only is access restricted to those individuals 
officially approved to take part in the BRAC-95 Process, care must also be taken to avoid 
inadvertent dissemination through either facsimile "FAX" transmissions or electronic "E" 
mail. Any dissemination of information that is not discussed in this Internal Control Plan will 
only be made with the expressed documented approval of the BRA(=-95 Review Group. 

The Chairs of the BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups shall disseminate this Internal 
Control Plan as widely as possible throughout their organizations. 'The BRAC-95 Steering 
Group will be advised of any control violations or weaknesses that are identified through 
application of this Internal Control Plan or of any modifications that may be needed. 

V 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SE:C+ETARY- OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE P€:NTAGOOL-- 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -3300 I 

ECONOMIC SECUIQITY 

1 5 FEB 1994 

Mr. Matt Behrmann 
Staff Director, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Behrmann: 

-This is response to your letter of January 26, 1994, 
regarding our recent meeting. 

Confirming our discussions, we will try and keep the 
Coinmission abreast of the Department's progre,ss throughout the 
BR4C 95 process and as such, we will forward lour OSD level BRAC 
95 policy issuances to you. For your information, I expect 
"Policy Memorandum One" to be issued in the etarly March 
tiinef rame . 

In regard to your request for "staticw base data, we will 

w work with the Services to provide you with updates to data from 
established databases. Please let me know what you need. 

You also requested operational and organizational briefings 
from the Services, agencies and joint cross-service groups. As 
the BRAC 95 process is just beginning, I beliteve that these kinds 
of briefings can be appropriately arranged in the Spring and I 
will work with the Services and joint groups to arrange them. 

I will raise your request for data questionnaires with the 
Services, Defense Agencies and joint cross-service groups at the 
next BRAC 95 Steering Group meeting. We want to give you as much 
in:€ormation as possible without compromising ,the deliberative 
process. I will advise you as soon as we have reached a decision 
on release of questionnaires. 

If I can be of further assistance, please feel free to call. 

Sincerely, 
-\ 

&&/L Robert E.  ye^ 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
(Economic Reinvestment and 

Base Realignment and Closure) 



BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STRE= SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 , r 
703-696-0504 

January 26, 1994 

The Honorable Robert Bayer 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for ER and BRAC 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

COMMISSION 

JIM CW-. CMAIRUAN 

COYMIIUONLR.: 
C A W  mlm B. .OIILUN. tmN (Rm 
.tVLRLv B. BVRON 
REBECCA G. COX 

M. 1. xmmow. mu mrn 
ARTHUR LNITT. JR. 
MARRV C. UcmmSoN. m. 
IK#RT 0. STUART. m. 

Dear Bob: 

Tilank you for taking rime from your busy schedule to meet with 
Ben and me on January 25. After our meeting, I was more pleased 
than ever at the Departmentts good fortune to h.ave you serving in 
the Deputy position for ER and BRAC. The '95 policy guidance is 
the best initial communication of all three rou.nds and is a great 
start to the 1995 process. 

I was also pleased by your willingness to included the DBCRC 
on the OSD distribution list for all. future base closure policy 
memos to the services and agencies. As we discussed, it is 
imperative for us to be abreast of all. organizational developments 
impacting the approaching '95 round. As we also discussed, it is 
equally important for the Commission to be advised of the logical 
implementation steps taken by the services, agencies and joint 
study groups 'to meet OSD base closu~re policy. I would like to 
again formally request your support for service, agency and joint 
stud.y group distribution of all implementation and policy guidance 
to the Commission. 

Additionally, I would like to make a case for, and request of, 
ear1:y receipt of data questionnaires sent from the services, 
agencies and joint study groups to the bases under review. It is 
impo:rtanr: for tne Commission to have a clear sense of the various 
data points which will be under review in order to properly staff, 
organize and prepare analysis plans. The early receipt of these 
data questionnaires is critical to this effort. 

Finally, the Commission is hopeful of continued OSD support 
for the exchange of "statictt base data. Real property records and 
various financial data, if relatively current, provide us with 
.essential alternative reviews of DoD recommer~dations utilizing 
readily available information. We are hopeful that this exchange 
can be expanded to irclude operational and organi.zationa1 briefings 
from the services, agencies and joint study groups. 



V Bob, I know that we covered a great deal in our meeting and 
have requested your support in a number of areas. Our senior staff 
would be pleased to address questions from any Department entity in 
any forum on past closure rounds and ways we can jointly improve 
the process. Experience tells me we will need this kind of mutual 
support and cooperation early in 1994 if we are to meet our joint 
charge of a successful and fair rounci of base closings in 1995. I 
look forward to your response on these issues and to working 
closely with you over the next few years. 

  at thew P. :Behrmann 
Staff Director 





ASSUMPTIONS 

T&E workload is not a direct function of force structure. 

At least one test facilitylcapability will be required to address any 
, + technology in use or nearing maturation. Geographic assets must be 

r adequate. 

''1 Closure or realignments of laboratories, maintenance depots, and 
training activities could necessitate consolidation with test I I I I 

I faciIitieslcapabiIities. 

Evaluation of developing technologies and systems will follow a 
process that involves a progression of test facilitieslcapabilities 
ranging from modeling and simulation, component measurement, 
through hardware-in-the-loop, system integration laboratories, 
installed-system, to open airlfield. 

Potential for internetting facilitieslcapabilities can be considered in 

I 
workload projections if investments to provide internetting capability 

, are pprograrnmed. 



Certification procedures, :- 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of '1990, as amended (P.L. 
102-190) requires a certification by each person .who is in a position the duties of 
which include personal and substantial involvement in the preparation and submission 
of information and recommendations concerning the closure or :realignment of military 
installations. 

COMMITMENT TO DATA ACCURACY AND RELIABILITY. - 

The T&E Joint Cross-Service Group (T&EG) will take such efforts as are 
dieemed necessary to ensure that the information used concerning the closure or 
realignment of an installation is complete, accurate, and reliable. 

The T&EG will ensure that information siubmitted to the T&EG for the 
preparation of its recommendations to the USD(A&T) or the BFUC 95 Steering 
Ciroup, and information that will be submitted through the T&EG to Secretary of 
Defense or the Commission be certified accurate and complete to the best of one's 
knowledge and belief. Certification statements will be used as further evidence and 
documentation that the information has been reviewed and validated. 

The T&EG will use the DoD IG to conduct a detailed examination of 
nlethodologies employed, decision processes followed and data used. 

PROCEDURES. - 

The T&EG will receive information and d!ata primarily from the DoD 
Components, and from the T&E Board of Directors. Each of these sources shall 
identify to the T&EG one or more certifying officials who will certify all information 
or data provided to the T&EG for use in its deliberations or analyses. 

Information that is obtained by the T&EG from other soilrces, such as previous 
or on-going T&E studies, will be submitted to the DoD Comp01.1ents for their review 
and certification. 

GUIDANCE. - 

The Secretariat of the T&E Joint Cross-Service Group w:ill issue any additional 
guidance concerting the certification requirement that becomes necessary. The 
T&EGS will require documentation form key individuals and organizations on the 
steps they are taking to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the: information being 
provided. 
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PRODUCTS OF T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 
(FROM COMPONENT ANALYSES) 

Alternatives to Services and Defense Agencies to Include: 

A list of all DoD test and evaluation facilitieslcapabilities identified as 
to their potential for closure, realignment, or consolidation 

' 6. (coordinated with Labs and Depot Maintenance Groups). 
'5 

1 1  A list of all (DoD and non-DoD) test and evaluation 
faciiitieslcapabiiities projected to have excess capacity or be under- 

I utilized that are determined capable of absorbing other workload. 
I 

I I 

1 Investment could be needed. 

A list of DoD installations that could accommodate, with 
reinvestment, relocation of current test or evaluation 
facilitieslcapabilities. 

Proposed facility closurelrealignment scenarios. 

A list of outsourcing opportunities determined feasible. 
\ 
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BRAC 95 

Steering Group Meeting 

March 15, I994 

Minutes* 

The DASD(ER&BRAC) c h a i r e d  t h i s  f i f t h  S t e e r i n g  Group mee t ing  
a c t i n g  f o r  t h e  ASD(ES) . The meet ing began a t  15:00,  t h e  agenda 
and a  l i s t  of p r i n c i p a l  a t t e n d e e s  a r e  a t t ached , .  

The Cha i r  welcomed t h e  a t t e n d e e s  and s t a t : e d  t h a t  t h e  minu t e s  
from t h e  p r e v i o u s  meet ing were a v a i l a b l e  f o r  r ev iew.  The C h a i r  
t h e n  began w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  agenda i t e m  and d i sc :uss ion  ensued  i n  
r e g a r d  t o  s h a r i n g  i n fo rma t ion  w i t h  tihe Commission. I t  was t h e  
grc1up1s consensus  t h a t  a  b a l a n c e  must be s t r u c k  between g i v i n g  
t h e  Commission a s  much i n fo rma t ion  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  on t h e  one hand, 
SO t h a t  t h e y  can be b e t t e r  p r e p a r e d  wh i l e  on t:.he o t h e r  hand 
a v o i d i n g  g i v i n g  t h e  Commission p o t e n t i a l l y  s e n s i t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  
which would be p rov ided  t o  t h e  Congress and t h e  p u b l i c  a t  a  p o i n t  
t o o  e a r l y  i n  t h e  d e l i b e r a t i v e  p r o c e s s .  Th i s  would n o t  enhance 
t h e  d e l i b e r a t i v e  p r o c e s s  and would c r e a t e  an  a d d i t i o n a l  workload 
and a  d i v e r s i o n  from t h e  d e l i b e r a t i v e  p r o c e s s  when t h e  i n e v i t a b l e  
requ i rement  t o  d i s c u s s  t h i s  i n fo rma t~ ion  w i t h  t h e  Congress  and /o r  
the: p u b l i c  = c u r s  b e f o r e  t h e  recommt?ndations a r e  f i n a l i z e d .  I t  
was t h e n  dec ided  by t h e  group t o  keep t h e  Commission a t  "arms 
l e n g t h "  b u t  t o  p r o v i d e  them w i t h  i n f o r m a t i o n  from ' s t a t i c '  
( e x i s t i n g )  d a t a b a s e s  and t o  p r o v i d e  them w i t h  i n f o r m a t i o n a l  
b r i e f i n g s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  BRAC 95 
p r o c e s s  l a t e r  i n  t h e  Sp r ing .  However, it was a l s o  d e c i d e d  t o  n o t  
p r o v i d e  t h e  Commission w i t h  t h e  b l ank  d a t a  c a l l  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  
t h e y  had r e q u e s t e d  (see a t t a c h e d ) .  

The n e x t  i t e m  d i s c u s s e d  concerned t h e  requ i rement  f o r  a  
six-month r e p o r t  on e x t e r n a l  documentat ion r e c e i v e d  r e g a r d i n g  the  
BRIiC p r o c e s s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  Sena te  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  Committee 
Repor t  ( a t t a c h e d ) .  I t  was t h e  g r o u p l s  consensus  t h a t  t h i s  
r equ i rement  p e r t a i n e d  t o  s u b s t a n t i a l  ( i . e .  from o f f i c i a l s  o r  
g roups )  m a t e r i a l s  r e c e i v e d  form out,si.de o f  t h e  Department of 
Defense,  a s  of  January  7 ,  1994 ( t h e  d a t e  of  t h e  Deputy 
S e c r e t a r y l s  memorandum which fo rma l ly  began t h e  BRAC 95 p r o c e s s ) .  
I t  was f u r t h e r  decided t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  r e p o r t  would cove r  the  
p e r i o d  t h rough  March 15,  1994 and i n p u t s  from t h e  S e r v i c e s  and 
each  J o i n t  Cross-Service  Group w e r e  r e q u e s t e d  t o  be r e c e i v e d  by 
March 25, 1994, f o r  t h e  f i r s t  r e p o r t .  

The n e x t  i t e m  concerned t h e  d r a f t  J o i n t  Cross-Service  Group 
i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n .  D i scus s ion  c e n t e r e d  on t h e  
is:sues/comments r e c e i v e d  from t h e  Navy, A i r  Force ,  L a b o r a t o r i e s  
and T&E groups ,  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  a t t a c h e d  pape r ,  and i n c l u d e d  t h e  
a u t h o r i t y  f o r  t h e  BRAC 95 Review-Group t o  make recommendations 
p rov ided  by t h e  Deputy S e c r e t a r y ' s  'k ick-off"  memorandum. The 
Group's consensus  was t h a t  t h i s  a u t h o r i t y  shou ld  be i n c l u d e d  i n  
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t h e  I n t e r n a l  C o n t r o l  P l a n .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  conduct  o f  t h e  
c r o s s - s e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  was d i s c u s s e d  and t h e  Group's  consensus  
was t h a t  t h e  p l a n  c l e a r l y  s t a t e  t h a t  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  a n a l y s e s  would 
be conducted  b u t  n o t  how such  a n a l y s e s  would be conduc ted .  The 
u s e  of  o u t s i d e  c o n t r a c t o r s  was a l s o  d i s c u s s e d  and it was s t a t e d  
( a g a i n )  t h a t  o u t s i d e  c o n t r a c t o r s  w e r e  p e r m i s s i ' b l e  a s  l o n g  a s  t h e y  
conducted  no independen t  a n a l y s i s .  Another i s s u e  d i s c u s s e d  was 
t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  o t h e r  f e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  t o  proviide c e r t i f i e d  d a t a .  
I t  was t h e  g r o u p ' s  consensus  t h a t  o t h e r  f e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  would 
havle t o  f o l l o w  DoD c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  p r o v i d e  
t r u e  c e r t i f i e d  d a t a .  I t  was t h e  g roup ' s  consensus  t h a t  a f t e r  
ame.nding t h e  d r a f t  i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  comments 
r e s . ~ l t i n g  from t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n ,  t h e  p l a n  would be fo rwarded  t o  
t h e  DoDIG and t h e  O f f i c e  of  Genera l  Counsel  f o r  t h e i r  f o r m a l  
c o o r d i n a t i o n .  The p l a n  would t h e n  b e  i s s u e d  a f t e r  r e c e i v i n g  t h e  
t h i s  fo rmal  c o o r d i n a t i o n .  

The Chairman o f  t h e  P o l i c y  Working Group t h e n  p r o v i d e d  a  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  on t h i s  g r o u p s ' s  e f f o r t s  (see a t t ' a c h e d  h a n d o u t s ) .  
I t  was s t a t e d  t h a t  t h r e e  BRAC 95 p o l i c y  memora.nda were 
a n t i c i p a t e d  t o  be i s s u e d  ( i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  Deputy S e c r e t a r y ' s  
k ick-of f  memorandum). " P o l i c y  Memorandum One" would c o v e r  p o l i c y  
from t h e  p r e v i o u s  round t h a t  needs  t o  b e  r e - i s s u e d .  T h i s  
memorandum s h o u l d  be o u t  f o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h i n  a  week. " P o l i c y  
Memorandum Two" was a n t i c i p a t e d  t o  c o v e r  more p o t e n t i a l l y  
s u b s t a n t i a l L s e n s i t i v e  i s s u e s  and would p r o b a b l y  b e  o u t  f o r  
coo : rd ina t ion  d u r i n g  mid-April .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  l a s t  p o l i c y  
memorandum a n t i c i p a t e d  would b e  i s s u e d  l a t e  i n  t h e  BRAC 95  
p r o c e s s  and would c o v e r  f o r m a t s  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d e t a i l s  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  S e r v i c e  S e c r e t a r i e s  f o r w a r d i n g  t h e i r  f o r m a l  
recommendations t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense.  

The n e x t  d i s c u s s i o n  concerned a  handout  ( a t t a c h e d ) ,  
assembled from b r i e f i n g  c h a r t s  p r o v i d e d  a t  t h e  l a s t  S t e e r i n g  
Group meet ing ,  l i s t i n g  Non-BRAC p o l i c y  i s s u e s  t h a t  would impact  
t h e  BRAC 95 p r o c e s s  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  relgard t o  t h o s e  p o l i c i e s  t h a t  
would impact  on t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  workload.  The C h a i r  a s k e d  
a t t e n d e e s  t o  u p d a t e  and c o r r e c t  t h i s  l i s t i n g  ( w i t h  s p e c i a l  
emphasis  on whether  some of  t h e  i s s u e s  were r e a l l y  non-BRAC) a s  
w e l l  a s  i n d i c a t e  t h e  s o u r c e  (who o r  :now) f o r  t h e s e  p o l i c y  
d e c i s i o n s ,  and a  d a t e  f o r  comple t ion  of  t h e  needed p o l i c y .  The 
r e v i s e d  l i s t i n g  would t h e n  become a  s o u r c e  document f o r  b r i e f i n g  
t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group on t h e  3 0 t h .  

The n e x t  i t e m  d i s c u s s e d  concerned t h e  forrnat handed o u t  
( a t t a c h e d )  f o r  t h e  " d e l i v e r a b l e s "  t h a t  e a c h  j o i n t  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  
g roup  s h o u l d  comple te  f o r  t h e  n e x t  BIWC 9 5  S t e e r i n g  Group 
meetling. I t  was f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s e d  tlnat t h e  J o . i n t  Cross -Serv ice  
Groups s h o u l d  concern  themse lves  w i t h  o n l y  S e l e c t i o n  C r i t e r i a  1- 
4 ,  s i n c e  t h e  S e r v i c e s  would b e  r e s p o ~ n s i b l e  f o r  i n t e g r a t i n g  t h e  
e n t i r e  e i g h t  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  i n t o  i n s t a l l a t . i o n  s p e c i f i c  
r e c o m m e n d a t i ~ n s .  D i s c u s s i o n  c o n t i n u e d  i n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  S e r v i c e s  
a c t u a l l y  p e r f o r m i n g  t h i s  i n t e g r a t i o n  f u n c t i o n  and t h e r e f o r e  
f a c t o r i n g  i n t o  t h e i r  c r i t e r i a  1-8 a n a l y s i s  d a t a  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  
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i n s t a l l a t i o n .  I t  was a g a i n  t h e  consensus  t h a t  how t h e  c r o s s -  

'- s e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  must be conducted  c o u l d  be d e c i d e d  l a t e r ,  b u t  it 
was i m p o r t a n t  now t o  g e t  t h e  S e r v i c e s  s t a r t e d  c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a .  A 
f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n  ensued  i n  r e g a r d  t o  p o l i c y  d e c i s i o n s  b e i n g  
made now, independen t  o f  t h e  BRAC p r o c e s s  t h a t  c o u l d  p o s i t i v e l y  
o r  n e g a t i v e l y  impact  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  p r o c e s s .  I t  was a g r e e d  t h a t  
t h e  J o i n t  Cross -Serv ice  Groups, t h e  BRAC 95 S t e e r i n g  Group and 
t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group w e r e  t h e  p r o p e r  forums t o  work t h r o u g h  
t h e s e  i s s u e s .  

The C h a i r  t h e n  asked  f o r  a  b r i e f  s t a t u s  r e p o r t  f rom e a c h  
g roup  on t h e i r  p r o g r e s s  t o  d a t e .  The C h a i r  o f  t h e  Economic 
Impact g roup  s t a t e d  t h a t  h i s  g roup  would make t h e  March 31 
d e a d l i n e  b u t  t h e  r e p o r t  on non DoD c o s t s  r e q u i r e d  by Congress  
would be d i f f i c u l t .  The Medical  Group r e p o r t e d  t h e y  would a l s o  
make t h e  d e a d l i n e .  The Depot Maintenance g roup  p r o v i d e d  a q u i c k  
overview a s  o u t l i n e d  on t h e  a t t a c h e d  s l ides ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e y  
would a l s o  make t h e  d e a d l i n e .  Some d i s c u s s i o n  ensued  i n  r e g a r d  
t o  s i z i n g  t o  "core"  w h i l e  t r y i n g  t o  r e t a i n  workload t o  remain  
economical .  The i s s u e  o f  c o n s i d e r i n g  F o r e i g n  M i l i t a r y  S a l e s  
(FMS) workload was t h e n  d i s c u s s e d  and it was d e c i d e d  t h a t  t h e  
d a t a  t h a t  would be c o l l e c t e d  s h o u l d  p r o v i d e  s u f f i c i e n t  
i n f ~ r m a t i o n  t o  c o v e r  FMS. The L a b o r a t o r i e s  g roup  f o l l o w e d  by t h e  
T e s t  and  E v a l u a t i o n  g roups  b o t h  briefed t h a t  t h e y  t o o ,  would make 
t h e  d e a d l i n e .  These g roups  were f o l l o w e d  by t h e  Undergradua te  
P i l o t  T r a i n i n g  Group r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  who a l s o  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  
d e a d l i n e  would be met. 

The d i s c u s s i o n  t h e n  c e n t e r e d  on t h e  fo rmat  t o  be u s e d  f o r  
t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  t o  t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group on t h e  3 0 t h .  I t  
was s t a t e d  t h a t  a  s u c c i n c t  p r e s e n t a t i o n  was n e c e s s a r y  and  t h e  
f i n a l  f o r m a t  would b e  d e c i d e d  a t  t h e  S t e e r i n g  Group m e e t i n g  on 
t h e  2 8 t h .  

The m e e t i n g  t h e n  concluded.  
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w' BRAC 95 STEERING GROUP MEETING 

March 15,1994 1:00PM - 3:00PM Rm 3D-1019 

AGENDA - 

o Previous Meeting's Minutes 

o Sharing Info With the Commission (Handout) 

o Senate Appropriations Committee Report (Handout) 

o Standard Internal Control Plan Approval 
- 

oo Comments Received on Draft (Handout) 
oo Discussion 

o Policy Working Group Report (Handout) 

o Joint Cross-Service Group Progress 

oo Recap of Non-BRAC Policy Issues (Handout) 
oo Formal Report: Progress Toward 

March 31,1994 Deadline (Handouts) 
oo Format for Issuing Guidance (Handout) 
w Problem Areas 

o Cross Service Analysis -- Who? How? -- Discussion 

o Other Business 



BRAC 95 

Steering Group Meeting 

March 15, 1.994 

Key Attend'ees 

Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment aind BRAC) 
Mr. Doug Hansen, OSD (Base Closure and Utilization) 
Mr. Mike Owen, Army 
BG Jim Shane, Army 
Mr. Charles Nemfakos, Navy 
Mr. Jim Boatright, Air Force 
Mr. James Klugh, DUSD (Logistics) 
Mr. Lou Finch, OSD (Personnel and Re3diness) 
MG Lawrence Farrel, DLA 
Mr. Lee Frame, OSD (OT&E) 
Mr. Nick Toomer, OSD (OTCE) 
Mr. John Bolino, OSD (TCE) 
Mr. Craig Dorman, OSD (DR&E) 
Ms I'atricia Watson , OSD (Health Affairs) 
Col Mike Donnelly, OGC 
COL Kurtz, Joint Staff 
Mr. Bill Paseur, OSD Compt 
Mr. John Rosamond, OSD (Reserve Affairs) 
COL Anthony Hermes, OSD (PACE) 

l(r Mr. John Delaware, DoD IG 
Mr. Earl Dehart, OSD (Environmental Security) 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PE:NTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC i!0301-3- 

Mr. Matt Behrmann 
Stinff Director, Defense Base Closurce 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209. 

Dear Mr. Behrmann: 

.This is response to your letter of Janua:ry 26, 1994, 
regarding our recent meeting. 

Confirming our discussions, we will try and keep the 
Co~nmission abreast of the Department's progress throughout the 
BRAC 95 process and as such, we will forward our OSD level BRAC 
95 policy issuances to you. For your information, I expect 
"P~licy Memarandurn Onen to be issued in the early March 
timeframe. 

Qu' In regard to your request for *staticw base data, we will 
work with the Services to provide you with updates to data from 
established databases. Please let me know what you need. 

You also requested operational and organizational briefings 
from the Services, agencies and joint cross-service groups. As 
the BRAC 95 process is just beginning, I believe that these kinds 
of briefings can be appropriately a.rranged in the Spring and I 
will work with the Services and joint groups to arrange them. 

I will raise your request for data questionnaires with the 
Services, Defense Agencies and joint cross-service groups at the 
next BRAC 95 Steering Group meeting. We want to give you as much 
information as possible without con~promising the deliberative 
process. I will advise you as soon as we have reached a decision 
on release of questionnaires. - 

If I can be of further assistance, please feel free to call. 

Sincerely, 
/- 

Deputy ~ssistant Secretary 
(Economic Reinvestment and 

Base Realignment and Closure) 
- 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALZNMEN~ COMMISSION 
17- NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE TkS 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
70349645od 
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R m C C C *  Q COX 

January 26, 1934 OlN M. 1. -. UW a=n 
* I I T W m m . m  
MARRY c. -.a. 

The Honorable Robert Bayer 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for E:R and BRAC 

The Pentagon 
Washin.gton, D.C. 20301 

PCere W u  1B thk number 
d m m - s  

Dear Bob: 

Tirank you for taking time from your busy schedule to meet with 
Ben and me on January 25. After our meeting, I was more pleased 
than ever at the Department's good fortune to have you serving in 
the Deputy position for ER and BRAC. The ,95 policy guidance is 
the best initial communication of all three rounds and is a great 
start to the 1995 process. 

I was also pleased by your willingness to included the DBCRC 
on the: OSD distribution list for all future base closure policy 
memos to the services and agencies. As we discussed, it is 
imperative for us to be abreast of all organizational developments 
impacting the approaching ' 95  round. As we also discussed, it is 
equally important for the Commission to be advised of the logical 
implenlentation steps taken by the se~:vices, agencies and joint 
study groups 'to meet OSD base closure policy. I would like to 
again formally request your support for service, agency and joint 
study group distribution of all implementation and policy guidance 
to the Commission. 

Additionally, I would like to make a case for, and request of, 
early receipt of data questionnaires sent from the services, 
agencies and joint study groups to the bases under review. It is 
important for the  omm mission to have a clear sense of the various 
data points which will be under review in order tlo properly staff, 
organize and prepare analysis plans. The early receipt of these 
data cluestionnaires is critical to this effort. 

]?inally, 'the Commission is hopeful of continued OSD support . . 
for the exchange of nstaticw base data. Real pro:perty records and 
various financial data, if relatively current, provide us with 
essential alternative reviews of DoD recommendations utilizing 
readily available information. We are hopeful that this exchange 
can be! expanded to ihclude operational and organizational briefings 
from lthe services, agencies and joint -- study groups., 

- 
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Bob, I know that we covered a great deal in our meeting and 
have! requested your support in a number of areas. Our senior staff 
would be pleased to address questions from any Department entity in 
any forum on past closure rounds and ways we can jointly improve 
the process. Experience tells me we vill need this kind of mutual 
support and cooperation early in 1994 if we arc to meet our joint 
charge of a successful and fair round of base closings in 1995. 3 
look forward to your response on these issues and to working 
closely with you over the next few ytrars. 

Matthew P. f3ehmann 
Staff Director 





BRAC-95 STEERING GROUP 

DISCUSSION ISSUES ON THE INTERNAL CONTROL PLAN 
FOR THE BRAC-95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

The proposed Internal Control Plan for the Joint Cross-Service Groups makes the 
follc~wing points: 

The Joint Cross-Service Groups will not 1% gathering oriiginal data, but will specify 
the data required to be gathered by the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. 

Only the BRAC-95 Review Group and th.e Semtaries of the Military Departments 
are empowered to make specific closure or realigmnent recommendations to the SECDEF. 

The use of other DoD and Federal agencies, sector contractors. or any other 
private or public organization to conduct such analyses will not be permitted unless 
specifically authorized by the BRAC-95 Review Group. 

The Joint Cross-Service Groups will coordinate their information requests with the 
respective BRAC-95 - organizations of each Military Department and the Defense Agencies. 

In addition to the full and open access granted to the GAO, such access will be 
granted to the DoD Inspector General regarding n:cords. data, intormation and other materials 
either collected or retained by the Joint Cross-Service Groups. 



PROPOSED INTERNAL CONTROIS";P;LAN 
FOR THE JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

The following issues were raised by the Military Services, 
Defense Agencies and several Joint Cross-Service Groups as a 
result of their review of the draft Internal Control Plan: 

No issues raised. 

Issue: "Only the BRAC-95 Review Group and the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments are empowered to make specific closure or 
realignment recommendations to the SECDEF" 

The Navy disagrees with this section. The Navy's input states 
that "The BRAC-95 Review Group has not been empowered by either 
the Base Closure Act or the Deputy Secretary of Defense to make 
specific closure or realignment recornmendations to the SECDEF. 
The role of - the BRAC-95 Review Group regarding recommendations to 
the SECDEF, as specified in the DEPSECDEF tKickofff memo, is 
'...making recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, including 
cross-service tradeoff recommendations and recommendations on 
submission of below-threshold actions to the 1995 Commission.' 
The intended role for the BRAC-95 Review Group is to oversee the 
BRAC-95 process for the entire Department of Defense and to 
advise the SECDEF of any cross-service tradeoff opportunities or 
other BRAC-95 issues that may be acted upon or addressed by the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments. 

.- 

Air Force 

Issue: Under "Organization Controls", "BRAC-95 Review Group", 
change the third sentence to read (additions are underlined) : 

"The BRAC-95 Review Group is responsible for ensuring that a fair 
and complete cross-service analysis pf all assets in each 
cateqorv was conducted and was considered for every cross-service - 
tradeoff and asset sharing opportuni1:y that results in a 

. recommendation made to the SECDEF." 

Issue: Under "Organization Controls", "BRAC-95 Steering Group", 
change the fourth sentence to read (additions 1.1nderlined) : 

"The BRAC-95 Steering Group will rely on the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups to review cross-service analyses & potential cross- 
service tradeoffs ..." 
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Defense Logistics Agency 

No i s s u e s  r a i s e d .  

Other Input Received 

.Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group 

Issue: The second  b u l l e t  s t a t e s  t h a t  "only t h e  BRAC-95 Review 
Group and t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of  t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments a r e  
empowered t o  make s p e c i f i c  c l o s u r e  o r  real ignment  recommendations 
t o  t h e  SECDEF." T h i s  p r e c l u d e s  t h e  Defense Agencies from making 
c l o s u r e  o r  r ea l ignmen t  recommendat io~~s  f o r  the i i r  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  
SECCEF. This  s e c t i o n  needs  t o  be  r e v i s e d  t o  i n c l u d e  Defense 
Agencies. 

I s s u e :  The u s e  o f  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  c o n t r a c t o r s ,  o r  o t h e r  DoD and 
Fede ra l  a g e n c i e s  t o  conduct  a n a l y s e s  i s  p r o h i b i t e d  u n l e s s  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  a u t h o r i z e d  by t h e  BRAC 95 Review Group. T h e  
I n t e r n a l  C o n t r o l  P l an  shou ld  d i s c u s s  how t h i s  permiss ion  i s  
ob ta ined  and documented. 

I s s u e :  "The p l a n  i n c l u d e s  a  warning a g a i n s t  t h e  improper u se  of 
f a c s i m i l e  t r a n s m i s s i o n  o r  e l e c t r o n i c  mai l ,  b u t  does  no t  s t a t e  a  
p r o h i b i t i o n  a g a i n s t  t h e  u s e  of t h e s e  modes of communications. A t  
some p o i n t  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s ,  t h e  m a t e r i a l  probably should  n o t  be 
comrrunicated wi thou t  a  c e r t i f i e d  means of s a f egua rd ing  d a t a  and 
in format ion .  How shou ld  t h i n g s  be marked cons::idering t h e  c u r r e n t  
requirement t h a t  p r o h i b i t s  t h e  transmission of 'FOR OFFICIAL USE 
ONLYf i n fo rma t ion  by f a c s i m i l e ? "  

Laboratories Joint Cross-Service Group 

I s sue :  T h e  u s e  o f  " o u t s i d e  s t u d i e s "  b y  t h e  J o i n t  Cross  S e r v i c e  
Groups. The Labora tory  group recommends t h a t  t h e  second sen tence  
of t h e  "Outside S t u d i e s "  s e c t i o n  on page s i x  be changed t o  r e a d  
( a d d i t i o n s  a r e  u n d e r l i n e d )  : 

"W+e Such s t u d i e s  may be  u s e f u l  i n  developing p o l i c i e s  o r  
sugges t ing  methods f o r  making measurements . o r  . e v a l u a t i o n s . t m  

m 
h3?-- the . However, t h e  Joint: Cross-Service  
Groups mav o n l v  e n t e r t a i n  recommendations r e s a r d i n s  a c t i o n s  a t  
s p e c i f i c  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  and u s e  d a t a  ]from t h o s e  s t u d i e s  which 
adhered t o  BRAC ' 9 5  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  procedures .  'I - 



- - e .  

BRAC 95 Policy Issues 
Checkhi.& I 

Source: BRAC 93 Policy (Not ~t&~&sued) 

New Policv Memo One Issues (Onlv) 
Reissue As Do Not 

Issue Is Reissue Redraft - Action 

BRAC 93 Policy Memo One 
I .a. Cumulative Impacts on Installations X Title: Application of Thresholds 

1 .b. Activities in Leased Space X Anny to Review for Policy Memo Two 

I .c. CapacityMlitary Value Analyses X Add: Excluded bases as potential receivers 

1 .d. Data Certification ( a h  March 1, 1995) X Can Wait (Policy Memo h) 

BRAC 93 Policy Memo Two 
2.a Militant Treatment Facility (MFT) Analyses X O.B.E. 
2.b Return on Investment (ROI) - General X Mnor edits 

2.b. 1.1. Champus Costs X 
2.b. 1.2. Medicare Costs X Economic Group Issue (Policy Memo TWO) 

2.b.2 Unemplq'ment Costs X Economic Group Issue (Policy Memo Two) 

- 

2.b.4 Environrriental Restoration Costs X Inolude in Policy Memo Two 

2.b.5 Environrr~ental Compliance Costs X Include in Policy Memo Two 

2.b.6 Land Value X Mike consistent with Pryor 

2.b.7 Force Structure Savings X 
' b.8 Milltaw (Zonstruction - X 

0.9 Construct ion Cost Avoidances X Chnpe t i m e h e  

*COBRA Model Assumptions 
2.c. l Local Moves X 
2.c.2 PPS cos1.s X 
2.c.3 Students X 

2.d Economic Impacts X Economic Group Issue (Policy Memo Two) 

2.e. Environmental Impacts X Include in Policy Memo Two 

2.f. Receiving Bases X 

2.g. Resenre Enclaves X Minor Edits 

X 2.h. Actions with ldultiple Installation Impacts Include with 1 .a. above 
- 

2.i. Reporting Formats X O..B.E 

2.j. Attachment l X Delete but add OMB Cir A-94 to 2.b. above 

Attachment 2 X- Economic Group Issue (Policy Memo Two) - 

Attachment 3 X Include in Policy Memo Two 

2.m. Attachment 4 X-- Wait until later (Policv Memo Three) 

. 



B olicy lssr~es 
Checklist 

Source: Selection Criteria and New Policy Issues 

Criteria Issue Need Policy (YM) 

A. Include the d i i  costs of closurea 
.nd mlignments to Oms Fedall 

1 bparbncnh md Sbte md h a !  

" ~connrnic Group 
(Ynv) Working Group Action 

A-1 Economio Impact Costs Issues Yes Yes Wait f a  Economic Oroup 

A-2 O h  Cast Issues Yes No COBRA PAT T m  Input 

B. Include aunulatiw ecorromic impact 
and give it greater aphrs i s  Yes Yes Wait f a  Eoonomic Oroup 

C. Place more emphasis on the cost 
elEctivcness of rccunmcndrtions No No Include with C m ~ ~  report 

1 D. Placegra(aanphuisanthecostof 
doing business f a  industrial-type 
activities 7 Nn !w!uda v4& Pdiq Mmn T w  

E. Include inaanentrl awhmmtd 
mtoration cost3 Tie No Include with Policy Mano Two 

F. Place more emphasis an the shorhge 
~ f F i d 3  k m k ~ t z i ~  kh*t&m. IT -  IWU IVU ?<;A l r -  

New Policy Issues Description Working Group Action 

3.a How to conduct joint analysis Include with Policy Mano Two 

3.b Will joint groups develop measures fix all eight criteria Stecring Oroup Decision 

3.c Will some a m s  be "offlimits" due to cum impact Wait f a  Ecomrmic Oroup 



Non-BRAC Policy Issues Recap 

Who or How? 
Depot Maintenance 

o Capacity Sizing Requirements for BRAC 95 (Core only, 
Core Plus, Statutory Requirement, Programmed 

I Requirements (funded) , Total ~e~uiredent (Unconstrained) ) 

Undergraduate Pilot Training 

o Flight Screening 

o Training Aircraft Mix 

o Fixed wing training for Helo Pilots 

o UHPT Consolidation at a Single Site 

l 
o Aircraft Beddown Configuration 

o JPATS Syllabus: IFR vs VFR, Class progression 

Test and Evaluation 

a Outsourcing (collecting certified data! 

o Consolidating non TCE Functional (support) Areas 

o Cross-Service Analysis Methodology 

o Classified Facilities 



Non-BRAC Policy Issues Recap 
- - ' i' wno or How? , 

Laboratories 

o Military Department BRAC Process/Timelines 

1 o Excess Capacity Approach I 

o Outsourcing 

o Common Support Function list 

Military Treatment Facilities 
I 

o Consistency in Service Analysis 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE . Y  - WORKING DRAFT 

C T A T I  lc -w 1 - m  w-w 

, "ACTIVITIES" DEFINED , 
- S&T/ACQ/IN-SERVICE ENGR 
- SAME CHAIN OF COMMANDILOCATION 

EXCESS CAPACITYIMACRO APPROACH 
AGREED 

1 :  - AGGREGATE PEAK WORKLOAD -- 
AGGREGATE PROJECTED WORKLOAD 

IN WORK 
- GUiDELINESISTANDARDS/ASSUMPTiONSI 

MEASURES OF MERIT 
- COMMON SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 
- FORMATSIDATA ELEMENTS 

0311 511 994 FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - WORKING DRAFTt 07:18 



LABORATORY JOINT CROSS-SERVICE WORKING GROUP SCHEDULE 
WORKING DRAFT I 
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I 

STSTUS BRIEFING 
TO DDR&E 
COMMON SUPPORT 
FUNCTIONS 
INTEGRATED LJCSG 
SCHEDULEIMILESTONE 

EXCESS CAPACITY DEFINITION1 
MACRO-PROCESS APPROACH 

1 1 
DR DORMAN REVIEW 

DEFINE ACTIVITIES 

DEFINE STANDARDSIMOMs 
TO DEVELOP ALTERNATIVES 
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DATA ELEMENTS 
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- t 
4 JCSG- DM Challenges 

- 

a Data consistency with Defense Depot 
Maintenance Task Force 

a Uniformity in Services methodology and data 

I a Coordination and interface with other BRAC 95 
rrncc -S~rv i r~  ~ L V U u  - - A  A-v o r n i ~ n ~  

is- - r 



4 TCSG-DM Progress Report 
J u B 

Action 1: Determine the common support 
function and maintenance activities to be 
addressed. 
- Analysis to be conducted on a commodity basis. Initial 

I 
focus on 23 largest depot facilities. Any other activity 

1 '  identified by the Services as performing depot 
maintenance will also be analyzed. 



I JCSG-DM Progress Report 

I a Action 2: Identify nedessary policy issues and 
make appropriate recommendations: 
- Accomplishments: 

n Core is DoD-wide. Service Secretaries may retain 
capability necessary to meet Title 10 responsibilities 
within their own depots. L 

Size to "Core Plus" (e.g., last source of repair, 
economies of scale, technical expertise for contractor 

\,,, 

oversight). This will include all necessary work for all 
customers including FMS and interservice workloads. 9 " . . - Issues: 1 

n Interservice methodology used by Components. 

n Analysis of alternatives at variance with Service 
submissions. 



ICSG-DM Progress Report 
z u m 

Action 3: Establish the guidelines, standards, 
assumptions, measures of merit, data elements, and , .  

milestone schedule for DoD Component conduct of 
I 

cross-Service analysis. 

I 
- Agreement reached on guidelines, standards, and assumptions. 
- Measures of merit are be in^ 0 worked. 
- Data elements have been identified and will generally be 

expressed in terms of direct labor hours. 
- On schedule to meet approved milestone schedule through 

March 31,1994. 



CLOSE HOLD 

PURPOSE: To provide a framework for JCSG;s to give clear guidance on the 
products/deliverables to be transmitted to the Military 
Departments in support of BRAC 95 joint cross-service analysis 

PRODUCT 1: Category Scope/Size 

- List installations/functions included in category/subcategory 

-- - By installation or by location and function/commodity 

- Give rationale for and narrative description of each 
category/subcategory 

Note: We need this to: describe the category scope to the Commission, 
Congress, and communities; give the Steering and Rev.iew Groups a chance for 
sanity check; and to provide confirmation to Military Departments on the 
scope of the joint cross-service categories which a1:Lows them to finalize 
the scope of their own data calls, categories, and analysis process. 

PR0DUC:T 2: Excess Capacity 

- Measure (s) of capacity (what to measure) by category/subcategory 
- - lvleasure(s) of workload (what to measure) by cat,egory/subcategory 

- (Clear descriptions of what is needecl to collect:. information on the 
measures of capacity and workload 

,- - Include guidelines, assumptions, and defi:nitions needed by the 
user for successful response to the data call 

- Description of the analytic framework for calculating excess capacity 
by category/subcategory 

- Milestones 

PRODUCT 3:  Selection Criteria Measures of Merit/Factors/Comon Data 
Elements 

- List (by criterion) the measures of merit/factors/common data elements 
which support each of the DoD mi-litary value selection criteria 
(criterion 1-4) for the category/sul~category (sample attached) 

- Clear descriptions of what is needed to' collecl: information on the 
measures of merit/factors/common data elements 

. _ _  Include guidelines, assumptions, and defi.nitions needed by t.he 
user for successful response to the data call 

- Description of the analytic framework for determining military value 
for categ&ry/subcategory. [Question remains on whether JCSG would 

w specify weights for measures of merit] 
- - Milestones - 

- 

CLOSE HOLD 



SAMPLE 

JOINT CROSS-SERVICE CATEGORY 

MILITARY VALUE 

CRITERION I: The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of the Department of Defense's total force. 

1. Measure pf Merit/Factor/Common Data Element 
\ 

A. Data element (what to measure) 
L 

8. Description crafted to get accurate answer/data for the measure 

2. Measure of ~erit/~actor/Comon Data Element 

A. Data element (what to measure) 1:) 
B. Description crafted to get accurate answer/data for the measure1 

' 'i . . 
3. etc. 

NOTE: Clearly show measures of merit/factors/common data elements and carefully 
crafted descriptions to support each DoD military value criterion 
(criterion 1-4). Include guidelines, assumptions, definitions needed by the user to 
respond accurately to the data call. If a common source or method is to be used to 
respond to a data element, specify the source or method. 

CRITERION I1 : (etc. ) 

CRITERION 111: (etc.) 

CRITERION IV: (etc . ) 

CLOSE HOLD 
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BRAC 95 

Steering Group Meeting 

March 28, 1994 

Minutes: 

The DASD(ER&BRAC) c h a i r e d  t h i s  s i x t h  S t e e r i n g  Group m e e t i n g  
a c t i n g  f o r  t h e  ASD (ES) . The meetincr began a t  1 4  : 00, t h e  agenda 
and a l i s t  of p r i n c i p a l  a t t e n d e e s  a r e  a t t ached . .  

The C h a i r  welcomed t h e  a t t e n d e e s ,  and in t . roduced  t h e  Navy's 
new pr imary  BRAC 95 S t e e r i n g  Group r e p r e s e n t a t . i v e ,  M r .  Robin 
P i r i e ,  who was r e c e n t l y  conf i rmed a s  A s s i s t a n t .  S e c r e t a r y  of t h e  
Navy ( I n s t a l l a t i o n s  and Env i ronment ) .  The C h a i r  t h e n  s t a t e d  t h a t  
t h e  minu tes  from t h e  p r e v i o u s  mee t ing  were a v a i l a b l e  f o r  r ev iew.  
A f t e r  announcing t h a t  t h e r e  were now. less t h a n  365 d a y s  b e f o r e  
t h e  BRAC 9 5  recommendations were due, t h e  C h a i r  began d i s c u s s i n g  
t h e  agenda i t e m s ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t  D r .  P e r r y  had approved t h e  
s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  u s e d  i n  BRAC 91 and BRAC 93 f o r  u s e  a g a i n  i n  
BRA': 95. The C h a i r  t h e n  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  a  r e p o r t  
t o  !Congress r e g a r d i n g  non DoD c o s t s  i n v o l v e d  i n  BRAC and t h a t  t h e  
recommendations o f  t h e  Economic Impact J o i n t  Cross -Serv ice  Group, 
i n  g e n e r a l  would be  t h a t  t h e s e  c o s t s  n o t  be i n c l u d e d .  

The p o G c y  Sub-Group t h e n  p r o v i d e d  i t s  r e p o r t ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t  
P o l i c y  Memo One was o u t  f o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  and abou t  h a l f  o f  t h e  
n e c e s s a r y  c o o r d i n a t i o n s  had been r e c e i v e d .  P o l i c y  Memo Two would 
be o u t  f o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h i n  a  week and would i n c o r p o r a t e  
g u i d a n c e  on economic impac t .  

The C h a i r  t h e n  began t h e  J o i n t  Cross -Serv ice  Group r e p o r t s  
and s t a t e d  t h a t  h e  would a s k  t h e  S e r v i c e  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  a f t e r  
e a c h  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  t o d a y  and a t  t h e  upcoming Review Group 
meet ing ,  whe the r  t h e  work p r o d u c t  of  t h a t  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  g roup  m e t  
t h e i r  n e e d s .  T h e  C h a i r  a d d i t i o n a l l y  s t a t e d  t h a t  a s  t h e  R e v i e w  
Group m e e t i n g  was s c h e d u l e d  f o r  o n l y  one hour ,  e a c h  g r o u p ' s  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  would have t o  be c a r e f u l l y  f o r m a t t e d .  

The Depot Maintenance Group p r e s e n t e d  f i r s t  u s i n g  t h e  
a t t a c h e d  slides. H i g h l i g h t s  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n c l u d e d  
disc:ussion on t h e  f a c t  t h a t :  t h e  Ser .v ices  would be t a s k e d  t o  
co1:Lect d a t a  a l o n g  commodity l i n e s ;  . the  FYDP would b e  u s e d  t o  
d e t e r m i n e  workload v i c e  u s i n g  a one 3r two y e a r  " snapsho t"  ( s u c h  
a s  It996 o r  1996 /97) ;  cumula t ive  impa,zt s h o u l d  :be a  f a c t o r  s i n c e  
t h e  Commission would most l i k e l y  c o n s i d e r  it; . the  S e r v i c e s  a r e  
c o m f o r t a b l e  w i t h  t h e  g roup ' s  d e f i n i t i o n s ;  t o t a l  and d i r e c t  c o s t s  
wou:Ld be u s e d  v i c e  overhead r a t e s ,  a:nd t h e  g roup  w i l l  u s e  s i z i n g  
t o  "core"  a s  a  s t a n d a r d .  A d d i t i o n a l  d i s c u s s i o n s  concerned  t h e  
fact;  t h a t  t h e  S e r v i c e s  may i s s u e  supl?lemental g u i d a n c e  b u t  t i m i n g  
would b e  a n  i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r  i n  tAe i s s u a n c e  o f  t h i s  g u i d a n c e  
s i n c e  l a t e  g d d a n c e  would n e g a t i v e l y  impact  t h e  p r o c e s s .  
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  w h i l e  t h e  FYDP i s  a "moving t a r g e t w ,  t h i s  summer's 



I 

program rev iew would p r o v i d e  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  FY96-01 FYDP. The 
FY96-01 FYDP w i l l  be t h e  f o u n d a t i o n  of  t h e  f i n a l  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  
p l a n  t o  be i s s u e d  i n  December. I n  t h e  meantimle, t h e  f i r s t  
i n t e r i m  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  h a s  been i s s u e d ,  a second  i n t e r i m  
plain may be i s s u e d  i n  t h e  summer and t h e  f i n a l  w i l l  be i s s u e d  i n  
Decembei a f t e r  t h e  budget  i s  l o c k e d .  

D i s c u s s i o n  c o n t i n u e d  on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  S e r v i c e s  may need  
t o  supplement  t h e  d a t a  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  J o i n t  Cross -Serv ice  Groups 
t o  accommodate m i l i t a r y  r e q u i r e m e n t s  t h a t  a r e  s e r v i c e  u n i q u e  and 
n o t  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  DoD view p r o v i d e d  by t h e s e  g r o u p s .  An 
e f f e c t i v e  and ongoing communication p r o c e s s  would be e x t r e m e l y  
i m p o r t a n t  i n  e n s u r i n g  t h a t  t h i s  r equ i rement  b e  f u l f i l l e d  t h r o u g h  
a complementary v i c e  d u p l i c a t i v e  a n a l y s i s .  

The C h a i r  t h e n  asked  i f  t h e  S e r v i c e s  were i n  agreement  w i t h  
t h e  work p r o d u c t  g e n e r a t e d  by t h e  Depot Maintenance J o i n t  Cross-  
S e r v i c e  Group. A d d i t i o n a l  d i s c u s s i o n s  concerned  u s i n g  t o t a l  c o s t  
and d i r e c t  l a b o r  hour  c o s t s  i n s t e a d  of  overheald i n  t h e  d e p o t  
a n a l y s i s  and how s t r u c t u r i n g  t h e  a n a l y s i s  by c'ommodity s h o u l d  
i n d i c a t e  where t h e r e  may be redundancy i n  cent lers  o f  e x c e l l e n c e .  
I n d i c a t i o n s  from t h e  S e r v i c e s  f o l l o w e d  t h a t  t h e  work p r o d u c t  
deve loped  t o  t h a t  p o i n t  were a c c e p t a b l e .  The C h a i r  t h e n  t h a n k e d  
t h e  Depot ma in tenance  g roup  f o r  i t s  work. 

T e s t  and E v a l u a t i o n  p r e s e n t e d  n e x t  u s i n g  t h e  a t t a c h e d  
s l i d e s .  D i s c u s s i o n  ensued  and consensus  r e a c h e d  t h a t  t h e  t e s t  & 
e v a l u a t i o n  a c t i v i t y ' s  c h a i n  o f  command, n o t  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  
commander, would c e r t i f y  d a t a  r e q u i r e d  by t h i s  g roup .  A d d i t i o n a l  
d i s c u s s i o n  concerned  whether  t h e  g roup  would p r o v i d e  t h e  S e r v i c e s  
w i t h  a l i s t i n g  o f  tes t  and e v a l u a t i o n -  a c t i v i t i e s  ( t h e y  would 
n o t ) .  D i s c u s s i o n  c o n t i n u e d  i n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  g r o u p ' s  consensus  
t h a t  t h e  T e s t  and  E v a l u a t i o n ,  L a b o r a t o r i e s  and Depot Maintenance  
g roups  were c o o r d i n a t i n g  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  s i n c e  
t h e r e  was o v e r l a p  between t h e s e  t h r e e  g r o u p s  i n  some 
f a c i l i t i e s / f u n c t i o n s .  The C h a i r  t h e n  a s k e d  i f  t h e  S e r v i c e s  were 
i n  agreement  w i t h  t h e  work p r o d u c t  g e n e r a t e d  b y  t h e  T e s t  and  
Eva:Luation Group. The Army and Navy s t a t e d  thle p r o d u c t  was 
a c c e p t a b l e .  While e x p r e s s i n g  concern  abou t  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e n e s s  of 
some q u e s t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  A i r  I n s t a l l a t i o n  C o m p a t i b i l i t y  Use Zones 
(AI (2UZ)  s e c t i o n ,  t h e  A i r  Force  a l s o  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  p r o d u c t  was 

workable .  

The Medica l  Trea tment  ~ a c i l i t i e s  g roup  p r e s e n t e d  n e x t  u s i n g  
t h e  a t t a c h e d  slides. Key d i s c u s s i o n  items were t h a t  a c l o s u r e  of 
t h e  m i l i t a r y  t r e a t m e n t  f a c i l i t y  would f o l l o w  t h e  c l o s u r e  of i t s  
ins1 :a l l a t ion  and e l i m i n a t i n g  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  masy n o t  r e d u c e  c o s t s  
a s  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  med ica l  c a r e  may t h e n  r e q u i r e  t h e  p u r c h a s e  
o f  t h a t  c a r e  o u t s i d e  of  DoD. An a d d i t i o n a l  d i s c u s s i o n  i t e m  
concerned  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o u r  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  c a p a b i l i t y  i s  t w i c e  
t h e  p e a c e t i m e  workload requ i rement  of  a c t i v e  d u t y  and  d e p e n d e n t s .  
The C h a i r  t h e n  a s k e d  i f  t h e  S e r v i e e s  w e r e  i n  agreement  w i t h  t h e  
work p r o d u c t  g e n e r a t e d  by t h e  M i l i t a r y  Treatme:nt F a c i l i t i e s  
Group. The S e r v i c e s  responded a f f i r m a t i v e l y .  



& :  
The Undergraduate  P i l o t  T r a i n i n g  Group b r i e f e d  n e x t  u s i n g  

t h e  a t t a c h e d  slides. Key d i s c u s s i o n  i t e m s  i n c l u d e d  s t a t u s  on t h e  
o u t s t a n d i n g  p o l i c y  i s s u e  of  a  s i n g l e  h e l i c o p t e r  t r a i n i n g  s i te .  
Another  d i s c u s s i o n  i t e m  concerned t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  g roup  was 
p r o p o s i n g  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  d a t a  c a l l  c o v e r i n g  s e l l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  
f i v e  t h r o u g h  e i g h t  t o  a i d  t h e  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  s i n c e  t h i s  
c a t e g o r y  i s  l a r g e l y  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o r i e n t e d .  Th'e C h a i r  t h e n  a s k e d  
if .the S e r v i c e s  were i n  agreement  w i t h  t h e  work p r o d u c t  g e n e r a t e d  
by - the Undergraduate  P i l o t  T r a i n i n g  Group. The Army and  Navy 
responded  a f f i r m a t i v e l y .  The A i r  Force  made t h e  comment t h a t  t h e  
A i r  I n s t a l l a t i o n  C o m p a t i b i l i t y  U s e  Zones (AICUZ)  s e c t i o n  needed 
some e x p a n s i o n .  

The L a b o r a t o r i e s  g roup  p r e s e n t e d  n e x t  us i .ng  t h e  a t t a c h e d  
s l ides.  Key d i s c u s s i o n  items i n c l u d e d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  e x c e s s  
c a p a c i t y  would b e  de te rmined  by u s i n g  workyears ,  f a c t o r i n g  peak 
workyears  performed i n  t h e  86-93 t imeframe min.us t h e  p r o j e c t e d  
workyears  r e q u i r e d  i n  t h e  FYDP. D i s c u s s i o n  c o n t i n u e d  on t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  it would be n e c e s s a r y  t o  document t h i s  b a s e l i n e .  The C h a i r  
thein a s k e d  i f  t h e  S e r v i c e s  were i n  agreement  w i t h  t h e  work 
p r o d u c t  g e n e r a t e d  by t h e  L a b o r a t o r i e s  Group. The S e r v i c e s  
responded a f f i r m a t i v e l y  . 

The Economic Impact Group b r i e f e d  n e x t  u s i n g  t h e  a t t a c h e d  
slides. D i s c u s s i o n  began i n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  g roup  
was d e v e l o p i n g  an  improved d a t a b a s e  t o o l  t h a t  would a l l o w :  
c u m u l a t i v e  economic impact  t o  be d e a l t  w i t h  a t  t h e  MilDep l e v e l  
b e f o r e  r e a c h i n g  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense;  u s i n g  economic impact  
d a t a  i n  a  r e l a t i v e  s e n s e  i n s t e a d  of  a s  a  t h r e s h o l d  ( a s  i n  1993) 1(1 and u s i n g  new m u l t i p l i e r s  f o r  i n d i r e c t  job  l o s s  c o m p u t a t i o n s .  
The n e x t  i s s u e  concerned  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of  non-DoD c o s t s  i n  
t h e  BRAC 95 a n a l y s i s  - whether  a c c u r a t e  e s t i m a t e s  c o u l d  be 
o b t a i n e d ,  whether  t h i s  would be c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  and whether  t h i s  
would add v a l u e  t o  t h e  p r o c e s s .  I t  was t h e  Economic Impact  
g r o u p ' s  f i n d i n g  t h a t  o n l y  DoD c o s t s  s h o u l d  be c o n s i d e r e d ,  
i n c l u d i n g  l e a s e  p e n a l t y  c o s t s  p a i d  t o  GSA which would b e  d i r e c t l y  
a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  BRAC. T h e  C h a i r  t h e n  asked i f  t h e  Services w e r e  
i n  agreement  w i t h  t h e  work p r o d u c t  g e n e r a t e d  b y  t h e  Economic 
Impact  Group. The S e r v i c e s  responded a f f i r m a t i v e l y .  

The n e x t  i t e m  concerned t h e  d r a f t  agenda ( a t t a c h e d )  f o r  t h e  
upcoming Review Group mee t ing .  I t  was decided t h a t  t h e  g roup  
c h a i r s  would e a c h  b r i e f  and t h a t  it was e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  t h e  
s e r v i c e s  s t a t e  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  o n - e a c h  g r o u p ' s  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  
A d d i t i o n a l  d i s c u s s i o n  concerned t h e  C h a i r ' s  i n t e n t  t o  form a sub- 
g roup  t o  l o o k  a t  t h e  c r o s s  s e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  i s s u e  a s  w e l l  a s  
m i l e s t o n e s  f o r  t h e  n e x t  phase  of  t h e  BRAC p r o c e s s .  The C h a i r  
s t a t e d  t h a t  h e  would f i r s t  meet w i t h  t h e  S e r v i c e s  t h e n  t h e  c r o s s -  
s e r v i c e  g roups  i n  t h i s  r e g a r d .  A d d i t i o n a l  d i s c u s s i o n  items 



+d l 

concerned the fact that the BRAC 95 Review Group could establish 
capacity reduction targets and these would have PPBS impacts. 
The final discussion item of the meeting concerned the 
affordability of the projected expense of this round of closures 
and realignments. 

The meeting then concluded. 

Approved: Robert E. Bayer 
Acting Chairman 
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o Previous Meeting's Minutes 

o Selection Criteria and Report: to Congress 

o Joint Cross-Service Group Reports 

oo Non-BRAC Policy Issue Brief to Review Group 
oo BRAC Guidance Brief to Review Group 

- 
oo Next Steps 
oo Problem Areas 

o Next Steps for Steering Group 

oo Cross-Service Analyses 
oo Milestones 

o Review Group Meeting (Wednesday, 2 P.M., 33-869) 

oo Agenda 
oo Presentations -- Who? What? 

o Other Business 
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BRAC 9!5 - 

Steering Group Meeting 

March 28, 1994 

Key Attendees 

Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment and BRAC) 
Doug Hansen, OSD (Base Closure and Utilizii~tion) 
Jim Shane, Army 
Robin Pirie, Navy 
Charles Nemfakos, Navy 
Jim Boatright, Air Force 
James Klugh, DUSD (Logistics) 
Mike Parmentier, OSD (Personnel and Readiness) 
Marge McManamay, DLA 
Lee Frame, OSD (OT&E) 
Nick Toomer, OSD (OT&E) 
John Bolino, OSD (T&E) 
Craig Dorman, OSD (DR&E) 
Edward Martin, OSD (Health Affairs) 
Mike Donnelly, OGC 
Kurtz, Joint Staff 
Bill Paseur, OSD Compt 
John Rosamond, OSD (Reserve Affairs) 
John Morgan, OSD (PAGE) 
John Delaware, DoDIG 
Pat Meehan, OSD (Environmental Security) 
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I__JI Guidelines 

n---ldd- -- A?, ,, A A- a I-- DaserlrLes ror Analysis 

0 Core capability/capacity based on FYDP. 
Capacitylutilization - based on current year 
funded and outyear FYDP programmed 

I 
workload mix 

a namn&~ x.7:ii L~ m-mi=Twfi~ L=- f i - - - - ~ : ~ v v  

"ck! UCJ V V A A L  uc a l ~ a l y  LCU uy CVIILILLUUILY ~ L U U Y B  

and sub-components 





a Size to Core 
CapacityIUtilization - In accordance with the 
principles established in the DDMC study on , 

capacity measurement , 

Maximum potential capacity - Current workload 
L 

I ,  ' I mix, no hiring constraints, optimum work station 
t t 0 - m ~  -- n A T T  P n h T  
UDClfjC, I L U  l V l l L L V l Y  I y 1  

4 

a Maximum potential capacity minus core equals $, ," <. excess capacity 
All measures based on a one shift, 40 hour 
workweek 
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BRAC '93 Analysis Frameworks 

(Military Value Criteria) 
Measure of Merit Armv Naw/USMC Air Force Commission JCSG-DM 

Capacity o 
Location o 
Construction Investment 1 o 
Equipment Investment \ 

Encroachment o 

'4 ' Buildable Acres 
~ n b s e d  ~a in tenance  Capacity o 
TT,,.",A D,*:la:,, A A,:, @,,,a 
U l L U 3 C U  v u l l u l l L ~  n u l l L l l L  3yacr 0 

Work Force Available o 
Labor Rates o 
Overhead Rates 
Environmental Compliance o 
Programmed MILCON & Repair o 
Total Depot Maint Oper Costs 
Actual Costs per DLH 





Category Scope Rationale 
Installations in Category 

I n - t ~  Call 
W U b U  UII 

- Capacity 
- Military Value 

External Policy Issues 





- INSTALLATIONS IN CATEGORY 
4 

Columbua 
I Corpus Chrlati 

Fort Rucker 
Klngsville 
Laughlin 
Meridian 

' I  ' I Pensacola 
D....A-I-L * nal MUUI~I  I 

Reese 
Sheppard 
Vance 
Whiting Field 

AFB 
NAS 1 

AATC 
NAS 
AFB 
NAS 
NAS 
A pn nrD 

AFB 
AFB 
AFB 
NAS 

* Includes Enhanced Flight Screening sites at Hondo, TX and Air 
Force Academy 





I 'i 
UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

I 

I 

Resolving External Policy Issues 
Mechanisms, & Players 

Build on Roles & Missions Study Efforts 
- Draw on Service 1 JCS Study Teams 
- Use Existing "Joint Fixed-Wing Training" 

I 1 and "Consolidation of Initial Helicopter Training" Studies as an Analytical Bass! 

Recommended Participation: t, , . 

- Services, JCS, OSD I 
- OUSD (P&R) -= Chair 

, .. , 

Proposed Deadline -- July 1,1994 I - Policy Analysis Complete -- June 1,1994 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JOINT CROSSSERVICE GROUP 

STATUS OF ACTIONS 

REPORT TO BRAC .'95 STEERING GROUP 

28 MARCH 1994 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY CHART 3 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

J 

T&E JOINT CROSSSERVICE GROUP I 

1 
I f' 

GUIDANCE TO SERVICES COMPLETED 
? r l  

1 

I I 

DATA CALLICOLLECTION 
CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSIS 

APPROACH FOR TENANT T&E FACILITIES: THROUGH INSTALLATION 
OWNERS 

DATA REQUIRED FOR b 

I I OVERARCHING MEASURES OF MERIT AND CAPACITY 
INFORMATION FOR ALL FACILITIES CAPABLE OF DOING T8E 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR FACILITIES 17, 

PERFORMING T&E IN SPECIFIC FUNCTIONAL AREAS: F. I "  

0 .  , 

AIR VEHICLES 
- 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT - ARMAMENTS AND MUNITIONS 

NECESSARY OVERLAP WITH LABS AND DEPOT MAINTENANCE TEST 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY CHART 2 





SUMMARY PROCESS 
T O  C I n n  e F n \ r m n ~  rrn I a n  
I ac dvllr I bnuaa-aEKVIbE U K O U ~  

MILESTONES 
- 

T&E JOINT CROSSSERVICE 
GROUP ' 

31 Mar 

AprJul  

Jan 1995 I 

- 

lssue guidance, assumptions, 
standards, measures of merit, 
data elements required 

I 

Oct I Review results for cross- 

Jan-Feb 

Nov-Dec 

Review Component BRAC 
Reports - Submit T&E Report 
to BRAC Review Group 

Service opportunities. lssue 
alternatives and targets. 

DoD COMPONENTS 

Collect data 

Analyze data and submit 
results to T&E Group 

Factor alternatives into each 
Component's BRAC process 

Submit Component BRAC 
Reports 

February 18.1994 
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FOR OFFICIAL US A Y - WORKING DRAFT 

[JOINT CROSS-SERVICE 
Workina Draft GROUP PROCESS 

31 MAR 94 
DEPARTMENT 
EXCESS 

JCSG INTEGRATION REVIEW = OVERSIGHT I + 
I 

'7' I ANALYSIS 

REVIEW 

COMPONENT 
PROPOSED 
CROSSSERVICE 
ALTERNATIVES 

- ANALYZE 
CROSS-SERVICE 
ALTERNATIVES 

1 I 

I I I I 

1 Aug 94 8 Aug 94 A 14 Sep - 7 Nov 94 

' I  
I 1 7 S ~ D  - 1 Nov 94 

AIR DEPARTMENT 15 Nov - 31 Dec 94 

OSD 
ALTERNATIVES ENVIRONMENT, REVIEW , 

i 

ETC. 
L 

I 

I 

- FINALIZE 

ADDITIONAL 
, 

CROSSSERVICE 
SERVICES S 22Aug-7Sep94 7 - 1 5 N 0 ~ 9 4  
SHARE DATA 
1 JUL 94 

I 

3/27/94 FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - WORKING DRAFT 1 :23 PM 

GROUP 
I -REVIEW - REVIEW DOD I 



FOR OFFICIAL USE C. ..-Y - WORKING DRAFT 

Defined as: 
Primarily involved in Science & Technology, 

1 I Engineering Development, andlor In-Service 
Enaineerina --- - w efforts 
Located at one base, under the same commander 

F, ' "  - Air Force -- 24 Activities , I  ' 

-Army -- 28 Activities 
- Navy -- 27 Activities 
- DOD -- I Activity 

3/28/94 FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - WORKING DRAFT 792  AM 

I 



a ' FOR OFFICIAL US 4 Y - WORKING DRAFT t 

Common Support Functions 

Product Functions 
1 - Air Vehicles 

- Weapons 
- Space Systems 
- C41 Systems, 

Pervasive Functions 
I - Electronic Devices 

--&-I e-:AWAAA - Env i r~nma~~ ia~  GLIGII~== 

- Infectious Diseases 
- Human Systems 
- Manpower and Personnel 
- Training Systems 
- Environmental Quality 
- Materials 

I I 

3/27/94 FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - WORKING DRAFT 1:23 PM 



JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP ON ECONOMIC IMPACT 

CALCULATING ECONOMIC IMPACT 

NEW PROCESS AND. NEW MEASURES 

8 I 

I NEW MULTIPLIERS FOR INDIRECT JOB EFFECTS 

IMPROVED DATABASE TOOL TO UNIFORMLY CALCULATE CUMULATIVE! , * 

IMPACT 

REVIEWED ISSUE OF INCLUDING NON-DOD COSTS 



COSTS TO OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES AND STATE 
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

PAST POLICY HAS BEEN TO INCLUDE ONLY COSTS TO DOD 

CONGRESS AND G.A.O. WANT NON-DOD COSTS CONSIDERED 

1 t 

a t  REPORT DUE TO CONGRESS IF DOD DOES NOT INCLUDE COSTS TO 
OTHER GOVERNMENT ELEMENTS IN BRAC ANALYSES Irl 

'Fl * 
, . 

JOINT GROUP ANALYZED ABILITY TO ESTIMATE COSTS TO OTHER 
GOVERNMENT ELEMENTS FROM ACCURACY, COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
AND VALUE ADDED PERSPECTIVES 



CONCLUSIONS 
4 

DFFKUITTO ACCURATELY ESTIMATE NON.bOD COSTS, NO MATER THE EFFORT 

- DEPENDS ON UNKNOWN SUCCESS OF REUSE AND OTHER LOCAL ECONOMIC 
RECOVERY 

1 
I 

- COSTS FREQUENTLY OFFSET BY SAVlffiS 

- NATlONAL/MACRO ASSUMPllONS GENERALLY DO NOT FIT WIDELY VARIED LOCAL 
CONDITIONS 

- SOME STATE AND LOCAL CONDmONS CANNOT BE QUANTIFIED 

' l  ' I 
- MANY COSTS ASSOCIATED Wm4 ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS ARE TRffiGERED BY 

UNPREDICTABLE PERSONAL BEHAVK)R 
IY 

- ANALYSIS OF A FEW BRAC 88 CLOSURES SUGGESTS THAT ACTUAL ECONOMIC: , 

IMPACTS MAY BE SUBSTANTIALLY LESS THAN DO0 MODEL ESnMATES t, q 
9.  

I 

SOME DOD COSTS PAID TU OTHER GObERNMENI ELEMENT'S ARE MEASURABLE AND LWLL BE 
IN COBRA 

LrllLE APPARENT VALUE ADDED TO CALCULATlNG NOKDOD COSTS 

JOB IMPACT ANALYSIS IS AN ACCEPTABLE PROXY FOR NON-DOD COSTS 



RECOMMENDATION 
4 I 

I h i 
I 

CONTINUE TO CONSIDER ONLY COSTS TO DOD IN ESTIMATING BRAC t Y' I 
COSTS AND SAVINGS 1 

- ADDRESS GmSwAw LEASE TERMINATION COSTS AND 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE IN COBRA MODEL 

NEXT STEPS L 

1 I 1 

REPORT TO CONGRESS (NEAR-TERM) AND COMMISSION (MARCH 1995) 1:. 

EXAMINE OTHER MODELS TO VALIDATE PRIMARY TOOL f, , . " 

GATHER DATA AND DEVELOP SOFWARE TO HAVE AVAILABLE BY 
JUNE 30,1994 FOR SERVICE USE 



C 

BRAC 95 REVIEW G R O ~  W E m G  

March 30,1994 2:00 P.lrl. Rm 33-869 

AGENDA 

o Introduction of New Members 

o Joint Cross-Service Group Reports 

oo Underlying Assumptions/Key Decisions 
oo Unresolved Issues, If Any 
oo Required External Policy Decisions 

Order: Depot Maintenance 
Test and Evaluation 
Laboratories 
Military Treatment Facilities 
Undergradua~te Pilot Training 
Economic Im~pact 

o Military Department Status Reports 

o Next Issues for Steering Group 

o Other Business I 

DRAFT 
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BRAC 95 Steering G r o w  ' 

Minutes of Meeting of June 8, 1994 

The ASD(ES) chaired this meeting. The agenda, list of 
part.icipants and a copy of presentations is att:ached. The chair 
announced that the previous meeting's minutes were available for 
review . 
Ana1,ysis of Joint Cross-Service Groups 

The role of optimization models was discussed. It was 
generally agreed that they could serve as a tool with varying 
applicability in different situations. The issue was raised 
whether analyses would be comparable if they incorporated (non- 
standardized) judgements about the military value of particular 
bases in addition to the (standardized) functional data. 

It was decided that each of the JCSG1s would work with the 
model and discuss their experience with Steering Committee 
representatives from ES, PA&E, the Comptroller and the Military 
Departments. 

Analysis of Economic Impacts 

The study team leader reported that an ind.ependent review of 
the JCSGrs proposal had supported its approach. 

The group also reported that non-DoD closure costs should 
not be included in the COBRA analyses, both because they are 
difficult to estimate and, when estimated, represented a small 
percentage of BRAC savings. This conclusion will be reported to 
Congress as required; a report is being drafted. 

In order to ensure that classified facilities are given 
proper scrutiny, C31 has agreed to facilitate their consideration 
in the BRAC process. 

Approved : 
u h a  i rman 
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Steering Group Meeting 

Key Attendees 

Mr. Joshua Gotbaum, ASD (Economic Security) 
Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment and BRAC) 
Mr. Doug Hansen, OSD (Base Closure and Utilization) 
Mr. Paul Johnson, Army 
BG Jim Shane, Army 
Mr. Robin Pirie, Navy 
Mr. Charles Nemfakos, Navy 
MGEN Jay Blume, Air Force 
Mr. Roy Willis, DUSD (Logistics) 
Ms. Jeanne Fites, OSD (Personnel and Readiness) 
Ms. Kathy Kelleher, DLA 
Mr. Nathaniel Cavallini, C31 
Mr. 'Vance Kauzlarich, DISA 
Mr. 'Nick Toomer, OSD (OT&E) 
Mr. ,John Bolino, OSD (T&E) 
M A J  Robin Pope, OSD (DR&E) 
Ms. Patricia Watson, OSD (Health Affairs) 
Mr. Mike Donnelly, - OGC 
COL Fellers, Joint Staff 
Mr. Bill Paseur, OSD Compt 

(r Mr. John Rosamond. OSD (Reserve Af fairs) 
Mr. Frank McDonald, OSD (PA&E) 
Mr. Wayne Million, DoDIG 
Mr. Gary Vest, OSD (Environmental Security) 



June 8, 1994 10:OO - 12:010 Rm 3D.-1019 

AGENDA 

o Chairman's Introductory RenrarksINew Members 

o Previous Meeting's Minutes 

o Cross-Service Analyses 

oo Agreements Reached 
oo Issues Unresolved 
oo Next Steps 

- 

o Controlling Access to Data and Analyses 

o Policy Memorandum One Status 

o Supreme Court Ruling/Defeat of the Hansen Amendment 

o Status Report - JCSG on Economic Impact 

oo Independent Review of Cumulative Economic Impact 
Model 

oo Report to Congress on Non-DoD Costs 

o 0 ther Business 



BRAC 95 Stee Group Meeting 
June 8,1994 -- Room 301019 -- 10:OO am 

Exec Sec Army P&R DOT&E DT&E 

DLA 
DASD(ER&BRAC) 

ASD(ES) RA 

Air Fame Naw HA DUSDIL) DR&E 
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-- -.-__ T - -- Steering Group Attendees 
June 8,1994 - _ . -= 

-- ' 
At the Table 

DASD(ER&BRAC) - Mr. Bob Bayer 

E:uecutive Secy - Mr. Doug Hansen 

Amy - Mr. Paul Johnson 

PikR - Ms. Jeanne Fites 

DtDT&E - Mr. Nick Toomer 

D'T&E - Mr. John Bolino 

DILA - Ms Marge McManamay 

Reserve Affairs - Mr. John Rosamond 

DIR&E - MAJ Rob Pope 

DUSD(L) - Mr. James Klugh 

Health Affairs - Ms. Patti Watson 

Niwy - - Mr. Robin Pirie 

V Air Force - Maj Gen Jay Blume 

On the Wall 

Ec:onomic Impact - Mr. Mike Berger 

DIA - Mr. Nat Cavallini 

DISA - Mr. Vance Kauzlarich 

Comptroller - Mr. Billy Paseur 

Joint Staff - COL Ed Fellers 
- ., 

PA&E - Mr. Frank McDonald 

. OGC - Mr. Mike Donnelly 

&my - MGEN Theodore Stroup 

Undergrad Pilot Tng 

T&:E 

Labs 

Depot Maintenance 

Medical Treatment Facilities 

NFCW P ~ w -  
Ec~onomic Impact 

Erlvironmental Sec - Mr. Gary Vest 
- - 

DoDIG - Mr. Wayne Million 





Cross-Service Analyses 

What role should installation military value play in model 
+ Use when running constrained model, or 
+ Not needed as they are not comparable 

How many objective functions model would solve 
I ,  I I + One - i.e. maximize reduction in excess capacity, or 

+ Multiple - i.e. minimize sites, maximize values, etc. 

Model output to include sensitivity analysis? 
+ Not required, or 
+ Yes, will aid JCSG's in developing alternatives 

Use of model 
+ Optional for each JCSG, or 

+ Mandatory 



I Cross-Service Analyses I I ;  

Hammer out issues 
Conduct training for JCSG's on how model works - run 
model on notional data I 

C I JCSG's develop methodologies for inputs to model 
+ Excess Capacity 1:. 

+ Functional value ,'.. 

I .  ' + Methodology for decisionmaking (rules for model) 

Steering Group team reviews methodologies with JCSG's 

Steering Group approves methodologies 
JCSG's receive data inputs from Military Departments 











V Minutes of Meeting of July 28, 1994 

Tlie ASD(ES) chaired this meeting. The agenda and a list of 
participants is attached. The chair anliounced that the previous 
meeting's minutes were available for review. 

Joint Cross-Service Group Presentations 

There were three presentations. 

o Test and Evaluation Group (slides attached). How construction or 
facility upgrades programmed in the FYD:P would factor into the Test 
and Evaluation capacity analysis received a detai.:Led discussion. The 
issue of policy imperatives (that constrain the optimization model) 
was also a discussion item. The consen,sus was that, if possible, 
policy imperatives should be decided upon by each group and approved 
by the Steering Group before the group received certified data. 
Howeve:r, decisions to constrain the analysis could be made later, 
after :review of the data, with the approval of the DASD(ER&BRAC), 
provided the requesting cross-service g:roup could supply sufficient 
justification that could outweigh a strong presumption against 
approval. The Test and Evaluation groug received provisional approval 
of their analytical framework pending review of their approach to 
construction/ f acility upgrades by the D.ASD (ER&BRAC) . However, the 
group was not yet authorized to receive certified data. 

- 
o Laboratory Group ( slides attached) . Discuss:ion i tems concerned 
the group's inability to roll individual common support functional 
values together to arrive at a composite activity value and to produce 
functional capacity reduction goals, independent of policy decisions. 
The Laboratory Group received approval of their a:nalytical framework 
and was authorized to receive certified data. 

o Undergraduate Pilot Training Group (slides attached). No 
significant discussions occurred and the group received approval of 
their analytical framework and authorization to receive certified 
data. 

Other 

o Draft Joint Analysis Policy and Management Control Plan. A short 
discussion ensued on the draft policy (attached). The Chair asked for 
written comments from members. There was no disc~ussion on the draft 
management control plan (also attached). 

0. Excess Capacity Reduction Targets Schedule. A short discussion 
ensued on why the January kickoff memo envisions the Review Group 
establishing excess capacity reduction targets. The Services and some 
groups are opposed to this and the Chair took the issue under 
advisement. 



BRAC 95 STEERING GR.0UP MJ!CETING 

July 28, 1994 1530 - 17:IN) Rm 1E.-801#4 

AGENDA 

o Previous Meeting's Minutes 

o Policy and Management Con1:rol Plan for Joint Analyses 

o BRAC Process Integrity 

oo Comparability of Data 
- oo Written Document:ation for Use of Optimization 

Model, D-Pads, COBRA, etc 
oo Data Security 

o Joint Cross-Service Group Briefings 

oo Methodology for Calculating Excess Capacity 
oo Methodology for Calculating :Functional Value 
oo Policy Imperatives for Optimization Model 
oo Documentation and Data Call Security 

o Schedule and ~ethodology for Determining Excess Capacity 
Reduction Targets 

oo Methodology Discussion 
oo Strawman Schedule for Next Five Months 

o Other Business 



. a- 
.- . - 

BRAC 95 - :  

Steering Group Meeting 

July 2 8 ,  19194 

Key Attendees 

Mr. Joshua Gotbaum, Chairman, ASD (Ec!onomic Security) 
Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment and BRAC) 
Mr. Doug Hansen, OSD (Base Closure and Utilization) 
Mr. Mike Walker, Army 
Mr. Paul Johnson, Army 
Mr. Robin Pirie, Navy 
Mr. Charles Nemfakos, Navy 
Mr. Rodney Coleman, Air Force 
Mr. Jim Boatright, Air Force 
MGEN' Jay Blume, Air Force 
MGEN Lawrence Farrell, DLA 
Mr. Jim Klugh, DUSD Logistics 
Mr. Roy Willis, DUSD (Logistics) 
Mr. John Burt, OSD (T&E) 
Mr. Lee Frame, OSD (OT&E) 
Mr. Craig Dorman, OSD (DR&E) 
LTC Ed Ponatoski, OSD (Health Affairs) 
Mr. Lou Finch, OSD (P&R) 
Mr. Bill 0'~6nnell, C31 
Mr. Vance Kauzlarich, DISA 

y LTC Jim Van Ness, OGC 
COL Fellers, Joint Staff 
Mr. John Rosamond, OSD (Reserve Affairs) 
COL Anthony Hermes, OSD (PA&E) 
Mr. Pat Meehan, OSD (Environmental Security) 
Mr. Paul Granetto, DoDIG 
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T&E Joint Cross Service Group 
Analysis Plan Briefing 

To L 

4 ' I BRAC Steering Group 
I:. 

July 28, 1994 1. , . . .  

For Official Use Only 



For Official Use Only 

Purpose 
I 

Present T&E JCSG Methodology for: 
- Excess Capacity 
- Functional Value 

I I I 

Address T&E JCSG and OSD concerns 

Authorize Military Department BRAC offices 
to release data to begin T&E JCSG analysis 

For Official Use Only 2 
J 
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For Official Use Only 

Analysis Framework 

Functional 
\,/a',ue 

I I 

1 Capacity & 1 

I Technical & I 

Alternatives to Military Departments A 
Optimization Model 

For Official Use Only 

Feasibility 
- Operational 
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For Official Use Only 

Excess Capacity Reduction Target 
Methodology I 

Target 
- Reduce all excess capacity where cost effective 

, t 

I Reduction Target - Constraints 
I,,, 

- Separate for each T&E functional area 
- Separate for each test facility category within each 1. ,. , ,'" 

T&E functional area 
- Exclude excess capacity associated with unique, 

one-of-a-kind facilities 

For Official Use Only 





For Official Use Only 

T&E JCSG Concerns 

Final approval of optimization model 
formulations? 
- Notional data runs still in process 

1 I Tri-Department BRAC Group 
1:s - Plan to receive, store and transfer data 

- Locationlsecure area 
- Production capability 

One month behind original schedule 
- Analysis teams need maximum flexibility and support 

For Official Use Only 9 



For Official Use Only 

OSD Concerns 

I Comparability of data 
- Addressed in Appendix E of Analysis Plan 
- Focus of initial review by T&E JWG 
- Clarifications to be requested through Military 

Department BRAC Offices as required 

, I 

Optimization model 
1 - Addressed in Appendix D of Analysis Plan 

Policy imperatives 
- None yet 1, ,. q 

- Operational test activities excluded 
- T&E JCSG must have flexibility to add policy imperatives 

during analysis 

Data call security 
- Addressed in Appendices E - G of Analysis Plan 

For Official Use Only 10 





SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
4 I 

I 
I 

i 
I 

LABORATORY JOINT CROSS I 

SERVICE GROUP L 

STATUS 4 I 1 

1:. 

28 JUL 1994 



q 1  i 
SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

t 
In-nn CI- A -1 In I 

I L J L ~ U  3 l A l  U3 a i t i  

I' 

, DATA CALL RESPONSFS IN PROCESS FOR 
ALL MILDEP LJCSG ACTIVITIES 

LJCSG DATA ANALYSIS PLAN COMPLETE 
- MEASURES AND WEIGHTS DEFINED 

- METHODOLOGIES FOR CALCULATING CAPACITY, 
1 

I 
8 I 

REQUIREMENT AND FUNCTIONAL VALUE 

- OPTlMlZATlON AND FUNCTIONAL VALUE MODELS 
EVALUATED AGAINST NOTIONAL DATA Iy 

WILL SHARE CROSS-SERVICE DATA UPON 1. ,. q 

AUTHORIZATION 

LOCATION FOR DATA EVALUATION 
IDENTIFIED ( IDA ) 

ON SCHEDULE FOR CROSS-SERVICE 
ALTERNATIVES TO MILDEPS IN OCTOBER 



28 JUL 94 

LAB JOINT CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSIS -- -- - - - -  



SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSIS TOOL 

I 1  I 

TOTAL PROCESS FLOW I PLAN 



SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

STRG GROUP JOINT lCROSS-SERVICE 
ANALYSIS GUIDANCE RECEIVED 14 JUN 

INCLUDES DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF "JOINT 
I ' I 

CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSIS TOOL" 

EACH JCSG TASKED TO: 
- EVALUATE THE "TOOL" 
- DEVELOP INPUTS 
- REPORT ON METHOD OF USING "TOOL" 

I:. 

BRIEFED STATUS TO MR. GOTBAUM 28 JUN 



SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

L JCSG "METHODOLOGIES" 

FUNCTIONAL CAPACITY 
- THE CAPACITY, EXPRESSED IN WKYRS, TO DO A SPEClFlC 

FUNCTION AT A SPECIFIC ACTIVITY, FOR A SPECIFIC LlFE 
CYCLE(S&T, EMD,ISE) 

L 

I FUNCTIONAL DOD REQUIREMENT , I 

TI I n ~ n n e m n  I ~ I T  A e n n m m  nnn F V ~ ~ C F F  n 1.r N L I I I  I - I nE REuLlncmElr I nbnuaa uuu, c n r n c a a E u  114 v v n t  RS, 
FOR A SPECIFIC FUNCTION AND A SPECIFIC LlFE CYCLE I*, 

FUNCTIONAL VALUE 
- A MEASURE OF THE CAPABILITY AND QUALITY OF 

PERFORMING WORK IN A SPECIFIC FUNCTION AT A SPECIFIC 
ACTIVITY 

- DERIVED FROM DATA ELEMENTS, MEASURES AND WEIGHTS 





SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

THE CAPACITY, EXPRESSED IN WKYRS, TO DO A 
SPECIFIC FUNCTION, IN A SPECIFIC LIFE CYCLE, AT A 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY: 

FCCSF~LC,ACTY= i 

I I x (PEAK WYAc, 1 FYI 993 WY,,, ) FYI 993 WYCSF,LC,ACTY 
I:., 

1. , I .  

,. , 

Where I FYI 993 WYcsF,Lc,Acn = RESPECTIVE LIFE CYCLE ROW 
TOTAL FROM DATA CALL QUESTION 3.3.1 .I 

PEAK WY,,, = PEAK OF THE TOTAL ACTUAL m 

WORKYEARS AT AN ACTIVITY BETWEEN FY1986- 
1993, FROM DATA CALL QUESTION 2.1 

8 FYI 993 WYAcTy = TOTAL ACTUAL WORKYEARS AT AN 
ACTIVITY IN FY1993, FROM DATA CALL QUESTION 2.1 



SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

I ~ r m n - m n r ~  A I nnn n F n 1  I I n I W n R f A A T  /PI.\ , [  

I-UIYL I IUIYHL u w v  n c u u I n m v l m u  I \rn) . , ,  
THE REQUIREMENT ACROSS, DOD, EXPRESSED IN 
WKYRS, FOR A SPECIFIC FUNCTION, AND A SPECIFIC 
LIFE CYCLE: 

- SUM OF ALL FYI 993 WYcsFyLc FRCSF~LC - x (ADJUSTMENT FACTOR) 

'where' : SUM OF ALL FYI993 WY,,,,, = THE SUM OF ALL 
RESPECTIVE LIFE CYCLE ROW TOTALS; 
FROM QUESTIONS 3.3.1 .I OF ALL ACTIVITIES PERFORMING ' 

THE CSF 1, 1 "  

#. 

: ADJUSTMENT FACTOR = SUM OF PROGRAMMED 
FYI997 WYAcw/SUM OF FYI993 WYAm. 9 

FROM QUESTION 2.1 OF ALL ACTIVITIES PERFORMING THE 
CSF & LC 

(SEPARATE ADJUSTMENT FACTORS WILL BE CALCULATED FOR EACH CSF,LC COMBINATION) 



SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
4 

m m .L I - - I  m I 

FUNL I IVNAL VALUE (FV) I i 

I 
! I '  r" 

A MEASURE OF THE CAPABILITY AND QUALITY OF 
PERFORMING WORK IN A SPECIFIC FUNCTION AT A 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY , 

DERIVED FROM MEASURES AND WEIGHTS 
4 I l 1  

WlLL USE D-PADS TO CALCULATE FV I 
I 

- COMMERCIAL PRODUCT USED BY ARMY IN BRAC 91/93 1. I* , , I q  

INPUT DESIGN CONSISTENT WITH AGREED TO 
MEASURES AND WEIGHTS 

FUNCTIONAL VALUE WlLL BE EXPRESSED AS A 
NUMBER FROM 0 (LOW) TO 100 (HIGH) 

, 



SENSITIVE INFORMATION = FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

-u m r  a r r - l r m r r r  A A m u -  

PUNL I IUNAL VALUt 
METHODOLOGY 

WHAT QUALITY DO WE WISH TO MEASURE? 

HOWNVHAT WILL WE USE AS A MEASURE? I 

HOW WlLL WE DECIDE HOW MUCH THE / * I  

ACTIVITY HAS? I, ,. b "  

HOW IMPORTANT DO WE BELIEVE IT IS? 



SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

MEASURES DEVELOPED FROM AVAILABLE LJCSG I 

DATA CALL ELEMENTS AND'SELECTED TO: 

- PROVIDE MEANINGFUL DISCRIMINATION OF VALUE OF PERFORMING I 

CSF AT ONE ACTIVITY RELATIVE TO ANOTHER ACTIVITY I 

- REASONABLY REDUCIBLE TO A NUMERICAL SCALE WITHOUT 
SIGNIFICANT SUBJECTIVE JUDGMENT b 

8 1 - 'ENSURE THAT LIMITATIONS OF THE DATA CALL ELEMENTS WlLL 
WIA- I IA A AT I ~ L I ~ F I ~ ~  A WIT DI A @ n u mnc A I I D =  
NU I  bran I ~r I mna T v  I mE 1vlrrrSvnL 

ALL MEASURES WlLL BE NORMALIZED TO A 
CONSISTENT NUMERICAL SCALE 

OTHER DATA CALL ELEMENTS AVAILABLE FOR "FIT 
CHECK" AND/OR BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

- "FIT CHECK": PART OF PROCESS FOR ANALYZING OPERATIONAL FEASIBILITY OF 
ALTERNATIVES DERIVED FROM THE OPTIMIZATION MODEL. DATA 1 INFORMATION 
CONTAINED IN DATA CALL RESPONSES, NOT USED IN FUNCTIONAL VALUE DERIVATION 
AND IDENTIFIED AS "FIT CHECK", MAY BE USED IN THESE ANALYSES. 



SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
FUNCTIONAL VALUE MEASURES 

(3.0): INTERCONNECTIVITY WITH OTHER FUNCTIONS (COMMON 1. NUMBER OF INTERCONNECTED p 1 
I 

OR OTHERWISE) IN SUPPORT OF OVERALL MISSION FUNCTIONS WEIGHTED BY QUARTILE 

I I 
(MORE IS BETTER) 

(3.1 .I GEOGRAPHICICLIMATOLOGICAL FEATURES IN AND 
AROUND THE ACTIVITY RELEVANT TOIREQUIRED FOR EACH 
CSF 

3.1 2 LICENSES a PERMITS REQUIRED FOR TEST, EXPERIMENT, 
OR SPECIAL CAPABILITY CURRENTLY HELD BY ACTIVITY 

3.1 3 :  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS WHICH LIMIT OR 
, I RESTRICT I CURRENT SCOPE I EXPANSION OF CSF AT ACTIVITY 

IC) 4 A\ I . .C.A.AL.  --I I 'CC- A - F A 8  I 8  A I  8 - - A m -  8 . 8 F m  l A T - 8  8 A - 8  8 C . F  a. I . :  M I ~ ~ I U N  ncm I cu a r e ~ l l n ~  aurrun I llurnna I nub I unc 
(EG. UTILITIES) FOR CSF AT ACTIVITY 

13.1.5k PROXIMITY TO MISSION RELATED ORGANIZATIONS 
WHICH FACILITATE ACTIVITY'S CSF MISSION 

13.2.1 1: TOTAL PERSONNEL BROKEN OUT BY TECHNICAL, 
MANAGEMENT, OTHER AND BY GOVT (CIV,MIL), ON-SITE FFRDC, 
AND ON-SITE SETA. 

13.2.2): EDUCATION OF GOVT PERSONNEL 

2. YESIN0 GEO FEATURE I 

3. YESINO CLIMATE FEATURE 

"FIT CHECK I 

L 
4. TOTAL COUNT OF CONSTRAINTS 
(MORE IS WORSE) 

5. YESINO: MISSION RELATED SPECIAL , 
SUPPORTINFRASTRUCTURE 

I , I "  

I. 

"FIT CHECK" , 

6. SUMMATION OF TOTAL PERSONNEL, 
SCORED PER MATRIX CATEGORY 
(TECH=3, MGT=P, OTH=1; GOVT=3, 
FFRDC=P, SETA=1) 
(PROPORTIONAL DISTRIBUTION) 

7. AVERAGE EDUCATION LEVEL OF 
TECHIMGT (PROPORTIONAL:. HIGHER 
IS BETTER) 



SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
4 FUNCTIONAL VALUE MEASURES (CONT) 

DATA CALL ELEMENTS 
I I 

(3.2.3): YEARS OF EXPERIENCE FOR GOVT TECHNICAL 
PERSONNEL 

13.2.4.1 k PATENTS AWARDED FOR GOVT PERSONNEL 

13.2.4.21: PAPERS PUBLISHED IN PEER JOURNALS BY GOVT 

' I  
RERSONNEL 

I 

I .I FYl993 ACTUAL WKYRS BROKEN OUT BY LIFE 
CYCLE (S&T, ENG DEV, AND ISE) AND BY GOVT (CIV,MIL), ON- 
SITE FFRDC, AND ON-SITE SETA. 

13.3.1 3): IN-SERVICE ENGINEERING EFFORTS 

/3.3.2.1.3.3.2.2): PROJECTED DIRECT FUNDING AND 
PROJECTED OTHER OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY- FY1994-1997 

I '  
MEASURES 

IT' 

8. DIFFERENCE OF TOTAL & ACTIVITY CSF AVG 
EXPERIENCE; IF ACTIVITY AVG < TOTAL 
AVERAGE, NEGATIVE PROPORTIONAL 
DISTRIBUTION, IF >I= MAX POINTS 

9. PATENTS PER S&T WKYR (FROM 3.3.1.1) 
(IF S&T WKYRS=O, NO POINTS) 

10. PAPERS PER S&T WKYR (FROM 3.3.1.1) A 
(IF S&T WKYRS=O, NO POINTS) 

USE ONLY TO NORMALIZE OTHER DATA 1:. 

'i , ' b  
1. ' 

11, NUMBER OF PROGRAMS, SCORED BY 
ACAT (ACAT I = 3, ACAT II = 2, ALL OTHERS =1) 
(PROPORTIONAL DISTRIBUTION) 

12. YESMO: ISE WKYRS (FROM 3.3.1.1) > 5 

NOT USED FOR FUNCT VALUE 
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FUNCTIONAL VALUE MEASURES (CONT) 

I DATA CALL ELEMENTS I MEASURES 

I MAJOR CSF FACILITIES I EQUIPMENT AT 
ACTIVITY 

I LABORATORY CAPABILITY EXPANSION 
POTENTIAL 

[3.5.1.1/3.5.1.21: ABILITY TO ABSORB 
ADDITIONAL CSF WKYRS 

(3.5.1 3): IMPACT OF MILCON 

13.5.21: LAND USE 

13. USING ONLY EQUIPIFACILITIES >$10M: 
TOT REPLACEMENT COST 
(PROPORTIONAL DISTRIBUTION) 

14. USING ONLY EQUIPIFACILITIES >$10M: 
PERCENT SHARED BY OTHER FUNCTIONS 
TIMES REPLACEMENT COST SUMMED 
(PROPORTIONAL DISTRIBUTION) 1 

"FIT CHECK 

"FIT CHECK 

15. YESINO BUILDABLE ACRES OVER 
THRESHOLD (WEAPONS >50; NON-WEAPONS 
>10 ACRES) 

(3.5.3) UTILITIES 
"FIT CHECK" 



1 

SENSITIVE INFORMATION - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
t 

4 FUNCTIONAL VALUE I 

WEIGHTING OF MEASURES 
I 

I r" I ' 

WEIGHTS DEVELOPED FOR'EACH MEASURE BASED 
ON THEIR RELATIVE IMPORTANCE IN ASSESSING 
FUNCTIONAL VALUC , 

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE WAS DERIVED BY 
COMPARING MEASURES TO EACH OTHER AND BY L 

I ESTABLISHING A BALANCE ACROSS LARGER 
m n ~ r e n m r e .  n- un I C U U ~ I C ~ ,  cy. I:, 
- PEOPLE / FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT RESOURCES 

1. ;. - SPECIFIC CSF CAPABILITY / INTEGRATED ACTIVITY CAPABILITY .. . 
- QUALiN I SIZE 

WEIGHTS WlLL BE NORMALIZED TO ENSURE 
FUNCTIONAL VALUE WlLL BE EXPRESSED AS A 
NUMBER FROM 0 (LOW) TO 100 (HIGH) 

WEIGHTS WlLL BE CONTAINED IN A SEPARATE ANNEX 
TO THE LJCSG ANALYSIS PLAN 
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InlNT PRnGG-SFRVICF A N A l  VGlG I 

I 
I .' u r n  dm w m  rn r m w -  m m  n n - u w - u  ;" 

i 

TOOL EVALUATION I l T q  1 

TOOL WILL BE USED TO GENERATE A SET OF 
OPTIMAL LJCSG CROSS SERVICE ALTERNATIVES 

I 

INITIAL DETAILED EVALUATION WITH NOTIONAL 
DATA COMPLETE i 

, 1 I 

OPTIMIZATION PROCESS BALANCES FLEXIBILITY 1:. 

AND DISCIPLINE 
I 

t, ' "  

MODEL IS SUFFICIENTLY FLEXIBLE TO 
ACCOMMODATE ADDITIONAL OBJECTIVE FUNCTIONS 

LJCSG ANALYSIS PLAN DOCUMENTS DETAILS 



DEVELOP ALTERNATIVE SETS 

I OPERATIONAL I ALTERNATIVE 
FEASIBILITY 
ANALYSIS 

+SETS& 
SCENARIOS 

m 
I 

OPTIMIZATION BASELINE SET@ 
FV SENSITIVITY SETS 

MODEL FIT 
FC (MINXCAP, MINSITES, CHECK 

MAXFV, MINNMV) INFO 
FR 

I 
I 
DATA 

MV 
CALL -- 

> 
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~ D T I ~ A I ~ A T I ~ L I  n n n n r l  I 
1 I I I v I I ' n  I IWIA IVIWWLL I 

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS RUN PLAN 
I I 

PARAMETER VALUES I CONSTRAINTS 

OBJECTIVE 
FUNCTIONS 

BASE 
LINE 

X 

x 

w I OTHER - - 
VARY AS 

APPROPRIATE I OPTIMAL 

EACH X REPRESENTS A SINGLE RUN (OR SET OF RUNS) OF THE JOINT 
CROSS SERVICE ANALYSIS TOOL AND WILL YIELD A SET (OR SETS) OF 
ALTERNATIVES FOR REVIEW BY THE JCSG 
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LAB JOINT CROSS-SERVICE i 1 

ANALYSIS PLAN 
/ 

I f '  
I ' 

I INTRODUCTION: LABORATORY JOINT ANALYSIS 
PROCESS 
INPUT METHODOLOGIES 
- FUNCTIONAL CAPACITY(FC) 
- FUNCTIONAL DOD REQUIREMENT (FR) 
- FUNCTIONAL VALUE (FV) 

bb MFACI IREC/UVEIEUTC -. m r m - n u v m  m h v r  w w  LIUI I I w 

ALTERNATIVE FORMAT 
SCHEDULE 
SUMMARY 
ANNEXES 
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,wq 
I 

/ ' 
METHODOLOGY FOR FUNCTIONAL CAPACITY, 
FUNCTIONAL DOD REQUIREMENT, AND 
FUNCTIONAL VALUE DEVELOPED 

D-PADS DESIGN FOR FUNCTIONAL VALUE 
CALCULATION COMPLETE 

~ ~ ~ W M A L I  fir n n m r m w l r  A m - r m  -=-- - I  
DELL I IUN ur ur I IMILA I IUN M U U ~ L  
SPECIFICATIONS COMPLETE 

SENSITIVITY 1 ANALYSIS RUN PLAN COMPLETE 

LJCSG ANALYSIS PLAN SIGNED 

DATA SHARE AND EVALUATION WEEK OF 1 AUG 
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'E I HOLD l a  
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

InlNT P R n C C  CcR\flrt= E D ~ I  ID I :  I u w m a r a  ~ I \ W W U = V L I \ W I W &  U I \ W U r  

1 
1 f '  ' 

I 

1 

FUNCTIONAL VALUE 

L 

I 

i,.. 

1. , . "  

I .  , 





CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
I REQUIREMENTS I 

ti nsr wrir [I 



CAPACITY ANALYSIS (CONT) 
- 

I REQUIREMENTS I 



Joint Cross-Service Group 
I 

N R A & L L L A - I - - - ~  S - - r  --I- I-III 
IVICLI IUUUIWCJ~ ror Lalcularlng 

Functional Value 



DRAFT C 

WORKING PA~P'ERS - . 
T 

MEASURES OF MERIT FOR FUNCTIONAL AREAS 
(CURRENT AS OF: 07/27/94 02:41 I'M) 

DRAFT 
WORKING PAPERS 

CLOSE HOLO 



1;LUS t HULU 
DRAF1.2- F 

WORKING PAPERS, -. 

MEASURES OF MERIT Pnm & Int WSO 
NFONAV S ~ r ~ k e  

Mariaged Training Areas 5 6 

Weakher 14 7 

Airspace and Flight Training 22 22 
Are r 1s 

Airfiields 24 22 

Ground Training Facilities 10 17 

Aircraft Maintenance 5 5 
Facilities 

Special Military Facilities 0 0 

Proximity to Training Areas 0 0 

Proximity to Other Support 2 2 
Faciiiitiea - 

Uniqiue Features 0 0 

Air Quality 5 5 

Encroachment 5 6 

Serwces 8 8 

m L  POINTS 100 100 
i 

D R r n  
WORKING PlWERS 

CLOSE HOLD 
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t-- CLOSE HOLD- 

DRAFT L- 
C 

WORKING PAPERS .-+ ' 
MEASURES OF MERIT FOR: 

- - PRIMARY 
MErlSURES OF ( WEIGHT I RATIONALE 

-- 

4ircraft Maintenaxce 1 5 1  Training aircraft are not difficult to maintain and do not require 
Facilities an extensive training infrastructure. 

Managed 'Praining 
Areas 

- 
Weather 

- 
Airspace and Flight 
Training Areas 

- 
Aific?lds 

- 
Ground Training 
Facilities 

Jniqae Features I 0 I NIA 

5 

14 

22 

24 

10 

Special Military 
Facili.ties - 
Proximity to 
l'rain.ing Areas - 
Proximity to Other 
3upport Facilities 

- - 

4ir Quality 1 5 1 This has been baselined due to like aircraft. 

The questions addressed in this area are focused toward 
ownership of special use airspace, air-to ground ranges, and 
outlying fields. In this analysis, accessibility to these facilities 
was considered more important than ownership. 

This weight was used because students in primary flight 
training need better weather than students in the advanced 
tracks. 

This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has  
on primary flight training. Much of the training takes place in 
special use airspace; therefore, this area plays a large role in 
determining the training effectiveness of a n  installation. 

This area is weighted the heaviest due to the emphasis primary 
training places on patteri activities. This area plays a big role 
in evaluating the efl'ectiveness of a training installation. 

This weight is comniensurate with the role classrooms, 
simulators, and other facilities play in flight training. 

Encroachment 1 5 1  Encroachment.plays a role in determining installation 
compatibility with the training mission; however, training 

0 

0 

2 

I I aircraft do not have a large impact on encroachment issues. 

NIA 

N/A 

This area looks a t  the local area to determine what other 
facilities are available The overall training infrastructure is 
already established and in use a t  each base so the impact t o  this 
area should be minimal. 

CLOSE HOLD 
DRAFT 

WORKING PAPERS 

Services 
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Quality of life plays a significant role in determining installation 
compatibility with the training mission and this weight will be 
applied to the other training functions. 



w 
Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of 

Primaty Pilot Training 

Managed Tralnlng A r e u  (5 polnls) 

I. The i of ou~lyinglauxiliary fields that are wntrolled/owned by h e  installation md 
support primary tnining. (2.5 p or 50%) 

Scortng: L inur  a l e  between 0 and 6 (0 p for 0 fields, 2.5 pc for 6 fields) 
Ratlonde: Owning airfields and airspace have qua1 impact on training. 

2 Ihe number uld type of special use airspace that is contmlledlowned by the 
insullation and supporn primacy mining. (25 pt or 50%) 

Scorlng: 1.5 pt for MOA. 0.5 p for MTR. 0.5 for AA 
Rationale: Owning airfields and airspace have equal imprct on tnining. 

Wather  (14 polmts) 

I. Percent of tim weather is better than I500A. (4 p or 29%) 
Scoring: L i lnrr  d e  between 80% and 100% (1 p for 80% and 4 pt for 
95%) 
Ratlonde: lJSAF w u t h a  requirements to wndua mining. Higher % i s  better. 

2 Percat of timc weather i s  better than 1000/3. (3 p or 21%) 
Scoring: Lirrur u a k  between 80% and 100% ( I  p for 80% and 3 pt for 
95%) 
Ratlonde: IJSN wuther requirements to wndua tnining. Higher % i s  betar. 

3. P e m t  of time msrwinds are less than I5  knou. (3 p or 21%) 
Scorlng: Littear sule between min% and max% (0 pt for m ink  and 3 pc for 

mu%) 
Ratlonale: Max msswinds for majority of student tnining. Higher % is better. 

4. Percent of time cmsswinds are greater than 25 knou. ( I  pt or 7%) 
Scoring: L i rmr  sale between min% and max% ( I  pt for m ink  and 0 p for 

mu%) - 
Ratlonde: Max aircraft cmsswind limits. Lower % i s  better. 

P-t of aonija unaled/rucheduled. ( I  p or 7%) 
Scorlng: L inu r  scale between 5% and 20% ( 1 p for 5% and 0 pt for 20%) 
Rationale: l h i s  an. capurn w e M n  attrition not covered by questions 1-4. 

6. Official P l a ~ i r ~ g  factor for lost sonies due to weather. (2 p or 14%) 
Scorlng: Lirrur scale between 5% and 20% (2 p for 5% and 1 p for 20%) 

, Ratlonde: I h i r  a n r  a p u r u  weather attrition not covered by questions 14. 

Alrspam and R k h t  Training Arcas (22 polnls) 

I. Amount of rirslmce (MOA and AA) in nm3 (12 p or 64%). 
Scoring: L i~nu scale o weighted a i r spa  fro? 0 to rnax airspace (MOA and 5 .8 AA) (0 p for 0 nrn d 12 p for max tun ). Weighted ainpce for eadr 

site = ancurit  of MOA airspace + .8(amount of AA airspace) 
Ratlonde: h l o n  ainpce i~ k t e r ,  MOA is slightly beucr than Ah. 

2 Average d i ~ w : e  to airspace (2 p or 9%) 
Scoring: L i t lu r  auk Ira 0 to max weighted average airspace s i n  t imu 

d i m n a  (Op for min and 2 p for max). Weighted ave age airspace size I times disrtacr for u c h  site n Stun (air- r i te in mn times d h c e  to 
airspace in nrn) for all MOA or A h  divided by the Sum of all airspace size. 

Ratlonde: Closer ainpce is better. 
3. Nmber  of MllR'r availabie (3 p or 14%). 

Scor lq:  L i i ~ u r  r u l e  fmm 0 to m u  (O p for 0 m s  and 3 p for rnax MIR's) 
Ratlonde: h m  we required for training ... more is bcuer. 

4. Pment of nigh!. opa experiencing A X  delays of I 5  minutu or greater. (2 p or 
9%) 

Scoring: L i r ~ u  r a l e  betmen 0 a d  m e  max (2 pt for 0 8 delays a d  0 p s  
for mrx %I delay) 

Rallonde: Fewer ATC delays is better. 
5. P l a d  canmcrcial hub within 100 mi lu.  ( I  p or 4%) 

Scoring: I ~1 for no and 0 pt for yu .  
Rotlonale: Conuncrcid hub will imprci tnining. No hub is better. 

Number of b i s c ~ ~ i n ~  ainvayr. (2 pt er 9%) 
Scoring: Lirrur sale fmm 0 to rnax (2 pts for 0 and 0 pu for max). 

w Ratlonde: Biscaing airways ~ducc  mining effcdiven& in anu.  

6:43 PM 2 1 July. 1994 

Alrflclds (24 polnls) 

I. me Y of outlying/auxil~ary fields usable for primary pilot training (4 p or 17%) 
Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cu~off - -  
5000 11) 

- Scorlng: Linear scale between 0 and some rnax (0 p for 0 fields. J p for rnax Y 
fields) 

Rationale: More ou~lying fields improve capacity and quality of training 
2. The Y of usable outlyinghuxiliary fields with F R  or night? capability. (2 pt or 8%) 

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and m e  rnax (0 p for0 fields. 2 p for mat Y 
fields) 

Rotlonale: This upability will help reduce congestion a lhe home field. 
* 

3. iUedim distance to outl~~ing/auxiliary fields. (2 p or 8%) 
Scoring: Linear scale between some min and rnax (2 pt for min distance. I p for 

ma x) 
Rotlonnlc: Closer aifields arc bctur. 

4. liunway length of longest runway at main airfield. (2 p or 8%) 
Scorlng: Linear sule between 5000 and 8000 ft ( I  pt for 5000 ft runway. 2 

p in ts  for 8000 ft runway) 
Rationale: Longer nrnway is better for safety rusons 

5. I~~n'Iber of primary nmways lhat u n  NwT( mncumnt ops and cmsswind 
runways at main field. (7 pt or 29%) 

Scorlng: 
With Ocrosswind runways: 2 p u  for first runway. 4 pcs for 2 parallel nrnwayr. 6 

p s  for 3 parallel nunways without crosswind runways. 
With I crosswind runway: 3 p s  for fin1 primary runway. 5 p s  for 2 parallel 

runways, 7 p u  for 3 parallel runways. 
With 2 non-parallel crosswind runways: 3.5 pts for first primary runway. 5.5 pts 

for 2 parallel rununys. 7 p s  for 3 parallel runways. 
With 2 parallel cross,wind runways: 4 p s  for first primary runway. 6 p s  for 2 

parallel runways. 7 pcs lor 3 parallel runways. 
Rntlannlc: More runways improve quality of training for safety rmsons and 

flexibility 
6. Condition of runways -- % of runway sq ft in adequate condition (2 p or 8%) 

Scorlng: L inu r  scal~: between 0 and 100 (0 p for 0 %. 2 pt for Im) 
Ratlonnle: This indicates the quality of the runway. Higher quality i s  better. 

7. r~nd i t ion  of uxiways/aprons -- %of  uxiwayshprons sq ft in adquate condition 
(1.5 p or 6%) 

Scoring: Linear scalc between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 6. 1.5 pt for IOWO) 
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the uxiways. Higher quality i s  k t u r .  

8. Condition of utilities -- ave QO of facilities in adequate condition (1.75 pt or 790) 
Scorlng: Linear sale between 0 and 100 (0 p for 0 %. 1.75 pt for Im) 
Ratlonale: This indic:ates the quality of the utilities. Iligher quality is betur. 

9. Condition of other facilities (e.g.. term. admin) -- ave %o f  facilities in adeq cond 
( 1.75 pt or 7%) 

Scorlng: Linear s u l e  betwecn 0 and 100 (0 fl  for 0 %. 1.75 pt for I W O )  
Rntlonnlc: This indic:ates the quality of the facilities. Iligher quality i s  k t u r .  

Crtwnd Trnlnlng FacUltl~cs (10 polnts) 

I .  bmount of training facilities (classrooms) rated "adequate" in sq R. (3 pt or 30'10) 
Scorlng: L inur  rule: bctwem 0 and m u  (0 p for 0 %. 3 p for max'lo) 
Ratlonnle: This meaxures the amount and quality of the training facilities. Morc 

quality is better. 
2. Condition of tnining facilities (classtooms) - % o f  "adquate" sq ft. ( I  pt or 1090) 

Scorlng: L inu r  scalc: between 0 and 100 (Op for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%) 
Rntlonnle: This meajuru h e  mount and quality of the training facilities. Mom 

quality is bener. 
3. A.mount of tnining facilities (trainers) rated "adequate" in sq It. (3 p or 30%) 

Scorlng: L inur  scalc bciween 0 and rnax @ p for 0 %. 3 pc for max%) 
Ratlonnle: This mea.rures the mount m d  quality of the training facilities. More 

quality is bener. 
4. Condition oftraining facilities (trainen) - % of "adequate" sq It. (1  p or 10%) 

Scorlng: L inu r  scale between 0 and 100 (0 p for 0 %, I pt for 100%) 
Ratlonalt: Ih is  measures the mount and quality of the training facilities. More 

quality is better. 
5. Amount of tnining facilities (other) nted "adequate" in sq ft. (1.5 pt or 15%) 

Scorlng: L inur  s a k  between 0 and max (0 p for 0 8,l.S p for max%) 

- 
C L O a  HOLD 
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MEhSORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TI3ST AND EVAI,UATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 -- Joint Cross-Service Function A~ialysis & Recommendation Process 

This memorandum describes the process for integrating the evalu,ations of the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups (JCSGs) into the individual Military Dep,artment BRAC evaluation processes. It also 
docurnents the overall process needed for credible and defensible recomn.lendations involving 
installations where common support functions (labs, depots, test and evaluation, undergraduate pilot 
training, and medical facilities) are located. Further guidance and documentation is contained in the 
attached management control plan. 

w JCSGs will determine a functional value for each of the activities within their jurisdiction. 
These functional values should be independent of the military value of any particular installation. The 
assessments of functional value will then be incorporated into analyses of' possible closure or 
realignment alternatives, using certified data. The Joint Cross-Service Groups (which include 
representatives from the Military Departments) will use their own functional expertise and judgment to 
develop alternatives for consideration in the BRAC process. 

To assist them as an analytic tool in this process, the JCSGs will use a linear programming 
optimization model (documentation attached). The model provides a basis for further JCSG analysis 
and application of judgement in developing alternatives. While the model has value in assessing the 
relative merit of functional common support activities, it cannot by itself make recommendations 
regartling closures or realignments of installations. Those can be made only by the Military 
Depai-tments or the BRAC 95 Review Group, reflecting judgment by the Review Group, the Military 
Depai-tments and the JCSG's concerning the operational and functional value of installations and their 
appropriate military value, based on the final criteria. 

Each JCSG will be supported in their evaluation by a Joint Cross Service Working Group 
(JCSIYG), variously referred to as sub-groups, study teams or technical and support groups. These 
groups are currently in existence and providing support to the JCSGs. JC::SWGs will adapt the linear 
progr,lmming model and provide inputs to the COBRA rr~odel to assist each JCSG in its analyses and 
aid in developing alternatives. All JCSWGs will be supported by a single Tri-Department BRAC 



~ r o " ~ ~ = o n s k h u n ~  of representatives from each Military Department which will execute runs of the . 
linear programming (optimization) and COBRA models ix~brding t 6  tbe objective functions and 
policy imperatives provided by the JCSGs. JCSG outputs can be W v e d  from any number of 
comb:~nations of objective functions and policy imperatives. An outcome of the JCSG initial analysis 
must be functional capacity reduction goals and an uncon~strained ranking of activities by functional 
value. A set of recommended unconstrained relocations/consolidations of' activities will also be 
produced. These JCSG products must then be provided to the Military Departments by September 1, 
1994, to give the Military Departments time to accomplislh their individual BRAC evaluation 
proce!;ses. 

The Military Departments will conduct their individual BRAC precesses in parallel with the 
JCSG analyses, to determine their BRAC 95 recommendations. The capacity reduction goals, 
approved by the Steering Group, and rankings by functiontal value derived by the JCSGs and provided 
to the Military Departments, should be used where and as appropriate to assist in determining 
installation military value in the individual Military Department BRAC processes. The product of 
each kdilitary Department's analysis will be a banding of installations which will reflect the relative 
value of installations within the Military Department. Military Departments will provide these 
judgments to the JCSG's by October 3, 1994. These products will then be used to produce a second 
set of linear programming (optimization) outputs incorporating installation military values. 

The JCSGs will then review these outputs. They will apply their functional expert judgment 
to conipare feasible alternatives and work with the Military Departments to facilitate cross-service 
action!; that will maximize the value of retained and consrllidated functions. The JCSGs would then 
analyze these alternati\les to determine the cost and return on investment c:onsequences of each 
alterna~ive using the COBRA mode. This combination of operational and financial screening is 
intended to help eliminate possible recommendations that while apparently attractive, are unexecutable. 
This cooperative wmk by the JCSGs and the Military Departments should be advanced and completed 
by the end of October, to provide time for Military Depanments to formulate their proposals and for 

Irl the Review Group to consider any issues that may be appl-opriate. 

At the completion of their individual processes, the Military Departments would present their 
recomlnendations for closure and realignment to the Department of Defense no later than 
January 1, 1995. 

This process will produce the best interaction between JCSG and Military Department 
analyses. It permits consideration of possible joint functional solutions to be incorporated with the 
existin,g BRAC process of the Military Departments. If you have questions concerning the process. 
please contact Mr. Robert Bayer, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Reinvestment 
and BFtAC, 703-697- I 77 1. 

Attachinents 
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BRAC 95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROlJP 
MANAGEMENT CONTROL PLAN 

JOINT ANALYTICAL PROCESS 

I. BACKGROUND: 

The exclusive procedures by which the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) may pursue 
realig~lment or closure of military instaIlations inside the United States are contained in Part A, 
Title XXIX of Public Law 101-5 10, entitled the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990; as amended by Public Law 102-190 and 103-1 60; hereafter referred to as the Base Closure 
Act. 'The Base Closure Act includes a provision for the President to appoint an independent Base 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission to review the SECDEF recommendations in 
calendar years 1991, 1993, and 1995. 

The Depuv Secretary of Defense (DepSecDef) memorandum of January 7, 1994, set 
forth guidance, policy, procedures, authorities and respcmsibilities for selecting bases for 
realignment or closure and subsequent submission to th.e BRAC 1995 Commission. The 
DepSecDef guidance includes a requirement for the establishment of Joint Cross-Service Groups 
(JCSG) in six areas with significant potential for cross-service impacts in BRAC 95. 

- 

F i ~ e  of these groups are functional in nature and the sixth was established to examine 
economic impacts. The five functional cross-senlice groups are Laboratories, Test and 
E\.aluation. Maintenance Depots, Undergraduate Pilot 'Training, and Medical Treatment 
Facilities including Graduate Medical Education. 

11. PURPOSE: 

The primaq purpose of this ~ a n a ~ e m e n t  Contl-01 Plan (MCP) is to provide a set of 
management controls for the process that the five functional BRAC 9.5; Joint Cross-Service 
Groups (and sub working teams), will use to meet the requirements established by the 
DepSecDef. This MCP, with its associated joint ana1y:;is process, provides the necessary checks 
and balances between the JCSG's and the Military Departments to ensure viable alternatives are 
filly considered and results are auditable. 

a. Review G r o u ~ :  The BRAC 95 Review Gro~lp is the approving and reviewing 
authority for BRAC procedures, installation excess capacity reduction targets, JCSG closure and 
realignment alternatives and making recommendations to the SECDE'F. - - 

1 
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b. Steering Group: The BRAC 95 Steering Group is respnrible for assisting the Review 

Group in exercising its authority and reviewing joint cross-service group guidance to the Military 
Departments. In addition, the Steering Group acts as an integrator across functional areas and 
will re:view joint cross-service group functional excess capacity analyses. 

c. Militaw De~artments: The Military Departn~ents must follow all joint cross-service 
group guidance approved by the Steering Group and consider all recomlrnendations of the joint 
cross-,service groups that have been approved by the Review Group in the Military Departments 
BRACl submissions to the SECDEF. 

d. Joint Cross-Service Groups: The joint cross-service groups are responsible for 
establishing guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of merit, data elements, and milestones 
for their cross-senrice functional areas. They will provitle functional oversight to the Military 
Deparkments in support of the analyses of common support functions, capacity analyses, 
alternative and scenario de\~elopment/analyses, and cross-senlice trade-off analyses. They are 
respon.sible for conducting in-depth functional reviews of analyses and for applying judgement to 
ensure that alternatives and scenarios are operationally feasible. This group must review and 
approve all work conducted by any associated working group and used by the JCSG. 

e. V'orking Groups: These groups, variously referred to as sub-groups, are sub-groups to 
Joint Cross-Senice Groups that conduct detailed work prior to review by the Joint Cross-Service 
Group members. These groups are not official groups within the authorized structure described 
above (section I), therefore, they are not subject to the same record keeping requirements. 

f. Tri-De~artment BRAC Group: This newly fc~rmed group is responsible for calculating 
capaci t!, requirements. and activity functional value as prescribed by each JCSG. They will run 
the linsar programming (optimization) and COBRA models for each of the JCSGs. The Tri- 
Depar~ment BRAC Group is independent of the JCSG's will be compo!;ed of members of the 
Military Department BRAC planning offices. This group's primary function is to ensure 
auditability of the process. 

IV. INTELYAL CONTROLS: 

The Internal Control Plan (ICP) issued on April 13, 1994, was alpproved by the BRAC 95 
Steering Group and provides the internal controls for the BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 
and the Military Departments. This plan provides the controls for development, acquisition, 
certification, and verification of data. The ICP alsodescribes the procedures for development, 
appro\,al and dissemination of measures of merit, processes, policies arid guidance as it refers to 

. activities, or facilities. 



V. JOIINT FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS PROCESS: '- 

The joint anaIysis process described below will be used by the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups. The integrity and auditability of the BRAC process will be enllanced by this common 
analytical framework. The process provides a set of standard tools (spreadsheet, cost analysis, 
and linear programming) to assist the JCSGs to focus their functional reviews and allows them to 
achieve their goals as stated in the DepSecDef memorar~dum. A flow diagram with milestones in 
the figure below illustrates the interaction and time-sequence of events. 

Kote: hlilestoncs need to be updated 

1. Common S u ~ ~ o r t  Functions: The JCSG will define the common support functions 
(i.e. commodities, functional categories, etc) within the:ir area. In defining these common 
support functions, the JCSG's will consider Service. inputs in order to develop a joint listing. 

2. Structure: The JCSG will identify the structure that relates to each of the common 
. support functions described above, to include how these activities fit into their respective 
command structures (chains of command). [In addition, for each common support function, 
each Sen ice  ~vi l l  identify whether that area is either a core function for that senlice and 
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must be retained, a candidate for out-sourcing, a candidate fm=r&s-service consolidation, 

'(y or an area that could be divested completely. This Service determination will consider 
other Service or non-DoD requirements. QUESTION: AREN'T THESE NON-BRAC POLICY 

QL~ES:~IO.YS? IF so,  SHOULD,^'^ WE DELETE THIS SECTIOA~,?' 

3. Functional Value: The JCSG will develop measures of merit. These measures will 
exam:ine the capability of the activity, the needs of the Services, the facility infrastructure 
required to maintain the activity, [the ability of the industrial base to support this business area], 
and Cost of Base Realignment Actions Model (COBM) input values for the cost analysis. The 
joint group must agree on the weights/importance of these attributes to gain a common basis for 
comp,arison across the Department of Defense. These weights and attributes will describe the 
Functional Value of each activity. The Tri-Department BRAC Group will conduct an initial 
functional value analysis, using the measures of merit and the data (step 6),  and provide this 
analysis to the joint cross-service groups and the Military Departments;. 

4. Ca~acity and Requirements: The JCSG will develop the method to calculate capacity 
and requirements for each cross service function. 

5. JCSG Data Call Guidance: The four requirements, stated above, will be transmitted to 
the Military Departments as a BRAC data call. 

6. Data Call Responses: The Military Departments will collect data per the JCSG 
guidance and will fonvard the data to each group with the appropriate certifications. 

Uv 7. Excess Ca~acit!. Goals: The JCSG will review their data call responses, for each 
common support functional area, for excess capacity. From this review, the group will develop 
excess capacity goals for each common support function. In addition, the JCSG will develop the 
methodology to be used with the linear programming (optimization) model described in step 8. 
This viill include which combination of objective functions and policy imperatives are to be 
consiclered initially by the JCSG. 

8.  O~timization Model: The Tri-Department BRAC Group will produce a family of 
' 

alternatives by using the jointly approved optimization :model (documented separately). The 
inputs to this model are the functional values of activitiles, military value of sites (installations), 
excess capacity goals, and requirements that were determined in earlier steps. A family of 
alternatives, and a brief analysis and interpretation of the results, will ble turned over to the JCSG 
for their detailed functional review. This step will be conducted in two phases, unconstrained 
and constrained. The unconstrained will be conducted to provide the JCSG's with a pure 
functional view and comparison of their functional area. The second mn will be the constrained 

. by site (installation) military value provided by the Military Departments. This family of 
alternatives will suggest alternatives that will be influenced by the Mili.tary Department 
determination of the sites that have low military value t'o that Department. 



9. Functional/O~erational Review: The JCSG's, will con&& a detailed review of these 
sets of' solutions for operational feasibility and apply judgement to each suggested alternative. 
This is a key step in the process to ensure a workable so'lution set of alternatives. JCSG's must 
describe alternatives seriously considered and explain why an alternative was not acceptable. 
Each JCSG has the authority to establish additional alternative sets for consideration. The result 
of this review wi1I be a set of operationally feasible a1te:rnatives to be analyzed for cost, savings 
and return on investment using the COBRA model. 

10. Functional COBRA: The Tri-Department EIRAC Group will conduct hnctional 
COBRA analysis on the JCSG alternative scenarios to determine which scenarios, if any, is cost 
effective. This step will be repeated until all feasible alternatives have been explored and 
endorsed by the Joint Cross-Service Group or recommended for elimination from consideration. 

1 1.  JCSG/Militan? Department Coordination: Each feasible JC:ISG alternative will then 
be submitted through the Steering Group to the Review Group for approval. Once the Review 
Group approives the alternative, the Military Department must consider this proposal in their 
BRAC' evaluation process. Implicit in this approach is t.he concept that DoD and the Military 
Depar~ment must allocate sufficient TOA to support the eventual closure or realignment 
recom:mendations and affected customers needs. 

12. Reiyieiv of Alternatives: The final step will be the review of the Military 
Department's BRAC 95 recommendations to SecDef. This review will include the JCSG's to 
ensure that their alternatives were considered fairly and their views are available to SecDef for 

'4w consideration. 

VI. DOCUMEXTATION: 

JCSG's must document their analyses and work products, inclucling documentation of: 

a. The activities across DoD that support the common support function. 

b. The excess capacity analysis for each common support hnction. 

c. The policies that affected the analysis. 

d. The measures of merit, weights and filnctional value methodology that were 
used to evaluate alternatives. 

e. The scenarios associated with each ahernative considered. 

f. The rationale for elimination or exclu!;ion of alternatives from further review. 
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g. The analysis of each alternative considered to include the cost analysis. 

h. Recommendations to the Steering Group, and Review Group, regarding 
alternatives for Military Department consideration. 

i. Recommendations to SecDef regarding Military Department closure and 
realignment recommendations. 
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Minutes of Meeting of August 19, 1994 

The ASD(ES) chaired this meeting. The agenda and a list of 
participants is attached. The chair announced that the previous 
meeting's minutes were available for review. 

Joint Cross-Service Group Presentathns 

o Military Treatment ~acilities (slides attached). The PA&E 
representative responded affirmatively when asked if PALE was in 
agreement with the MTF methodology. The briefer stated that the 
optimization model was a tool and that it would likely overstate the 
downsizing needed especially with single base Military Treatment 
FaciI-ities. Hence, the group would have to apply judgement and 
sanity checks to the model's outputs. A discussion ensued on the 
po1ic:y imperative regarding the match between Medical Centers and 
the c:urrent 12 lead agents. The Chairman of the MTF Joint Cross- 
Service Group agreed to also run the rnodel without this constraint 
as a sensitivity test. The Military Yreatment Facilities Group 
received approval of their analytical framework and was authorized 
to receive certified data. 

Other 

o The Laboratories Study Team Leader distributed a series of 
slides for discussion (attached). The key item concerned whether 
the Laboratory Group was required to produce their alternatives by 

1- September 15. Another item concerned the Tri-Department Team for 
performing joint cross-service group COBRA analysis. It was decided 
that these issues would be discussed at the next meeting. Further 
discussion of these slides was deferred as these items would be 
included elsewhere on the agenda. 

o .& series of slides (attached) regarding the role of 
installation military value in joint cross-service group analysis 
were cfiiscussed. The Air Force stated that it would take 
approximately two and one half weeks to generate installation site 
value for the Depot Maintenance Group's use. The Navy stated their 
installation value would not be ready until approximately 
October 3rd. 

o After a brief discussion, it was decided to defer further 
discussion on the strawman schedule until the next meeting. 

o The Chair asked the group to think about capacity reduction 
targets, as this would be a discussion item for .[:he next meeting. 

o The latest version of the optimization mode::L documentation was 
distrLbuted (copy attached). 

Approved : 
ha i. rman 

- 
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Steering Group Meeting 

August 19, 1994 

Key Attendees 

Mr. Joshua Gotbaum, Chairman, ASD (E:conomic Security) 
Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment and BRAC) 
Mr. Doug Hansen, OSD (Base Closure and Utilization) 
Mr. Paul Johnson, Army 
Mr. John Turnquist, Navy 
Mr. Rodney Coleman, Air Force 
Mr. Jim Boatright, Air Force 
MGEN Jay Blume, Air Force 
COL Dennis Reynolds, DLA 
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BRAC 95 STEERING G-ROUP MBETING 

August 19,1994 Time: 14,:30 Room: 3D-1019 

AGENDA 

Previous Meeting's Minutes 

Joint Cross-Service Group Briefings 

Timing of MilDep Military Value Analysis 
- 

Schedule for Rest of Calendar Year 

Excess Capacity Reduction  target;^ 

o Other Business 
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I MTFs and GME 

Methodology for Calculating Excess Capacity 

I Methodology for Calculating Functional Value 

Model Development 

Policy Imperatives for Optimization Model 

Data Call Security 

- 

I: 

t ,, 

1'1 

, . 

I" : j 4  '1 

, 

I 



1 Capacity Definitions 1 
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I4 Expanded Beds - Spaced on 6 foot centers with 
embedded electrical and gas utility support 

- 

Operating Beds - Beds that are set up, staffed, and 
equipped for patient care 
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Capacity Methodology 
- 

[ I  
tFG(.%."2$ Operating bed capacity measured against cJ$', I -+J" 

aggregate demand for inpatient services w di4~. b dv 
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Expanded bed capacity measured against Q 110 h'-4 J J ~ ~ ~ , ,  -I OJ 
aggregate requirement for wartime beds @ rJL 

.to 
C' ' 

' ! 

I f 

it, 

1, w 

, 

' / I  

L 



'I 

I 

- 

4 
I 

I I 
l 

L 

Functional Value Methodology 
- 

I 

Measure of Merit (MOM) MOM Wgt Criterion Wgt 

CRITERION 1 MISSION 40% 
PI  - AD + ADFAM POPULATION 70% 
A1 - CIVILIAN PRIMARY CARE RATIO 15% 
A2 - CIVILIAN INPATIENT CAPABILITY 15% 

FRITERION 2 FACILITIES 
F1- FACILITY CONDlTION 15% 
F2 - REAL PROPERTY CONDITION 15% 
F3 - AVERAGE SQ FT AGE 40% 
F4 - SAFETY SCORES (JCAHO) 30% 

CRITERION 3 CONTINGENCY 
MC1- AIR HUB 50% 
MC2- STUBBED BEDS 50% 

CRITERION 4 COSTIMANPOWER 20% 
C1-  COST OF INPATIENT CARE 100% 

,f 
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Model Development 
7 

I 

Why is the MHSS different? , 

- Cannot relocate requirement unless beneficiary population 
relocates L 

I 

- Requirement to make or buy care for all non-medicare I# a 

beneficiaries 
* 

, *  
, 
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I Model Development 1 

Services developed representative MTF and 
Medcen data 

1 I Notional data consisted of 2 medical regions 

- 3 Medcens 

H - 5 overlapping catchment areas 







Overlapping Catchment Areas 
- I 

Model will meet bed demand requirement by 
selecting facilities with highest value and capacity 

1. Constraints will be applied on a community / 
overlapping basis 

Overlap # 1 

tl 
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Maintain 1 Medcen per Lead Agent Region 









COST ANALYSIS (COBRA - W4) 
I 

WHO WILL COLLECT DATA, RUN COBRA 

WHAT LEVEL: BASE, ACTIVITY, FUNCTION 
I 

WHEN: IN ORDER TO MEET SERVICE NEEDS 

WHERE 





OPTION 1 -- MODELED BEFORE 
, 

4 

Military Departments submit installation 
military values for all affected bases, before I 

1 I 

ROLE OF INSTALLATION MILTIARY 1 
VALUE IN JCSG ANALYSES 

I ( 

! I '  

JCSG determine functional values and l1 

unconstrained analyses and alternatives are 1, q 
6. 

initiated and completed. 

- ,r ' 
1 I 

a Constrained model runs are then completed 
where high military value bases are primary 
receivers. 



a JCSG determine functional values and complete 
I unconstrained analyses and alternatives. i 

I 

4 

Military Departments then submit installation 1:. 

military values for all affected bases. 1, B e  , ,, 

ROLE OF INSTALLATION MILTIARY) 
VALUE IN JCSG ANALYSES 

I ' 
k 
1 I ,, I - I 

Constrained model runs are then completed 
where high military value bases are primary 
receivers. 

I 





BRAC 95 Strawman Schedufe' 

AUG Steering Group approval of JCSG methodologies 

SEP JCSG unconstrained analyses 

SEP (end) Review Group meeting re targets and results of JCSG 
unconstrained analyses 

OCT JCSG constrained analyses .using military value 

OCT (end) Review Group meeting to ap:prove JCSG alternatives for 
Military Department consideration 

NOV Military Department BRAC 95 analyses and continued 
interaction with JCSGs 

NOV (end) Review Group meeting to resolve prob:Lems - - 

DEC Military Department final decision making 

JAN OSD review of Military Department recommendations 
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Joint Cross-Service Analysis Tool 
V - 

Executive Summary 

Background 

The integrity of the BRAC process will be enhanced if each of the Joint CrossService 
Groups (JCSG) uses a common analytical approach to assist in the generation of cross-service 
functional alternatives for consideration by the Military Departments. Defending base closure 
and realignment recommendations before the BRAC Commission, Congress, and the affected 
communities requires an analpcal approach that can be audited, that generates results that can 
be rieproduced, and that ensures compatibility across multiple JCSGs. This document describes 
an analpcal tool that will aid the JCSGs in meeting these criteria. 

DoDl BRAC Goals 

Goals of the DoD BRAC process include: 

elimination of DoD excess capacity, 

maintaining a highquality infI.astructure, 

_malung sure that required capabilities are retained, and 

being in compliance with all BRAC legislation ancl directives. 

W e  it is true that the JCSGs are to focus on common support functions, it is also true 
that 13RAC is about the closure and realignment of bases and installations. An analytical ap- 
proach that does not give consideration to opportunities to close bases and installations is not 
hkely. to lead to any sigdicant reductions in infrastructure. The shuffling of functions from one 
site to another does not, in general, require the burden of the BRAC process. The formulations 
described here will provide families of solutions for colnsideration by the JCSGs. Each solution 
will correspond to a different cross-service functional vvorkload assignment. 

Role of the Joint Cross-Sewice Groups 

The JCSGs have been given the following responsibilities by the Deputy Secretary: 

Establish common data elements f01i analysis of assigned cross-service 
functions, 

Establish excess capacity reduction :targets for their assigned functions, and 

Develop cross-service functional alternatives for corlsideration by the Military 
Departments. The JCSGs do not recommend installation or site closures. 
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Rolle of the Military Departments w 

The Military Departments have a number of responsibilities to support the work of the 
JCSGs. These include: 

Participate as members of each JUG,  

Provide data as directed by the JC:SGs, 

Provide analyt~cal support to the JCSG such as nlnning the analyhcal tool 
described here, 

Provide the JCSGs with the milimy value of their installations or sites, and 

Analyze cross-service functional alternatives with. their BRAC process as 
directed by the JCSGs. 

Analytical Approach 

A standard resource allocation tool comprises the core of the analpcal approach de- 
scribed in detail in the main body of this document . A standard tool used to find optimal so- 
lutions to complex allocation problems is the mixed-integer, linear program (MILP). Allocation 
of common support functional requirements to military department sites and activities is a com- 
plex allocation problem. 

- - 
The MlLP formulation described in the main1 body of this document can be used to 

generate cross-service functional alternatives. The data elements required for this approach are wu' derived fiom the certified data available to the JCSGfr. Policy imperatives agreed to by the 
members of the JCSGs and any other JCSGunique considerations can be incorporated into a 
fomtulation in the form of additional constraints. Th~ls will allow the tailoring of the formula- 
tiom; to accommodate the unique perspectives of each JCSG. 

While each JCSG will develop their model fo~mulations independently, the structure of 
the analybcal approach would allow the functional dak and constraints from each JCSG to be 
combined into a single formulation that models all of the functions &om all of the JCSGs. With- 
out a common formulation, it is possible that cross-selvice functional alternatives generated fiom 
individual JCSG formulations will be inconsistent, i.e., one wiU be moving functions into a site 
or activity while the other is moving them out. If the outputs fiom different JCSGs are inconsis- 
tent, a common formulation could be run to resolve the inconsistencies. 

The objective function for a formulation can be varied to obtain f a d e s  of solutions. A 
solution defines a set of functional allocations and identification of sites or activities where cross- 
service functional workload could be assigned. An objective functicwn that combines military 
value of sites and activities with functional values is discussed in the main body of this docu- 
menr:. This particular objective function will tend to consolidate common support functions into 
high military value sites or activities. At the same time, this objective function will assign com- 
mon support functions to sites having high functional values. The weighting between these two 

- - 
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goals can be parameterized to obtain families of solutions for w e r  consideration by the 
TCSGs. 

w " 

Second and h r d  best alternatives for a given. formulation can be obtained using meth- 
ods described in this paper. The JCSGs may wish to consider these alternatives as additions to 
the set to reviewed for further action. Ignoring secorld and third alternatives that are as good or - 

nearly as good as the optimal solution to a formulation is not advisable. 

Other objective functions that the JCSGs may wish to consider in addition to the one 
mentioned above, include minimizing excess functio~nal capacity, minimizing the total number of 
site!; performing cross-service functions, and maximizing the sum of functional values. This tool 
will also allow the JCSGs to explore the sensitivity of' the optimal solution for a given formula- 
tion to particular model inputs. 

The JCSGs will use the MILP formulation described in the body of this document as the 
basic anal~cal  tool to generate cross-service functiocd alternatives t:o be assessed by the mili- 
tary departments. 
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An overview of the analyt~cal process proposed in this document is presented in the next 
section. That section describes the products of the ,process. The section also discusses terminol- 
ogy relating to what a site m activity is relative to sfunction 

The next section describes the basic data elements that are used in the process. This 
section discusses the data elements in tenns of what these elements are meant to represent. This 
section also discusses who would be responsible for determining how to calculate the data 
elements. 

The different optimization problem formulations that the JCSGs may choose to use to 
explore alternatives are discussed in the next section. These include hding  a small set of high 
millitary value sites or activities that can perform the functional requirement, minimizing excess 
capacity, and minimizing the number of sites. AU of these formulations are parameterized in 
such a way that the JCSGs can explore trade-offs between different factors, such as military 
value or excess capacity, and assignments of functional requirement based upon functional 
value. This section also discusses the incorporation of policy impel-atives in the optimization 
problem formulations. 

The next section uses an example to demonstrate the application of each of these formu- 
lations. Thls section is followed by a section that describes the methodology for obtaining the 
second and third best solutions to a given formulation. The last section identifies the comer -  - 
cial software proauct used to find the optimal solutions to the optimization example problems. 
Input files for this package are included in the appe~ldices. 

An~alytical Process Overview 

The optimization formulations described in this document require a set of data elements 
as inputs. All of the formulations require a functionid value and fuictional capacity for each site 
capable of performing that specific cross-service function. The DOT) requirement for each cross- 
senrice function is required. Some of the formulations will also require the military values for 
each site as determined by the Military Departments. 

A preliminary formulation that allocates cros!;-service functional requirements based 
upon functional capacities and functional value will be conducted. The objective function of 
this formulation will assign the DoD requirement for each cross-service function to sites or activi- 
ties having the highest functional value for each function. These assignments will only be con- 
strained by the functional capacities at each site. This analysis will not require the military 
values for the sites. 

The primary formulations optimize the assignment of cross-service functions based upon 
military values of sites, functional values, and capacities. These formulations are very flexible in 
that. multiple objective functions and policy imperatives modeled as constraints may be used to 
explore different solutions. 
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A standard resource alloc&on tool comprises the coreof rbe analpcal approach. A 
standard tool used to find optimal solutions to complex allocation problems is the mixed-integer, 
linear program (MILP). Allocation of common support functional requirements to military d e  
patrnent sites and activities subject to constraints is a complex allocation problem. 

Process Products 

The following table lists the various products of the analytxal approach defined in this 
document. 

Requirements 
analyses 

Functional value (W) 
assessments 

Optimize allocations 
of functional require- 
ments to high military 
value sites or activi- 

ties (primary 
formulationsl 

For each function, develop methodology to estimate the out- 
year DoD requirement to perform the €unction. Calculate the 
required capacity and iden* excess capacity reduction goals. 

Develop measures and weights for assessing the value of per- 
forming a function at a site or an activity based upon data call 
responses. Compute FJ for all appropriate functions and 
sitelactivitv combinations. 

Optimize fuactional 
requirement fioca- 
tions (pre-ar~ 
formulation) 

Develop solutions basecl upon the h t  three products, above, 
and policy imperatives. Solutions will be developed using the 
optimization formulatio~u described later in this document as a 
tool to explore alternatives. 

Find the best allocation of functional requirements to sites or 
activities based solely upon functional capacities and functional 
values. 

Hierarchical Structure 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the departments, and other groups all use 
difftxent terms to describe the various components of infrastructure that are to be considered by 
theJCSGs. In t h ~ ~  document a site refers to an instalation, base, or station. An activity refers 
to a component of the site such as depot or test facility residing on the site. A site may have 
one or more activities. Afunction is the capability to perform a particular support action or 
produce a particular commodity. A common suppo:rt function is a hnction. An activity in- 
clucles a collection of functions. For example, a depot (an activity) may repair engines and air- 
fianles. These would be two functions performed at this activity. A function may be further 
broken down into subfunctions or facilities required ,to perform functions, but the approach d e  
scribed here does-not consider the subfunctionssr facilities. Subfunctions or facilities can be 
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incorporated into the process described here if the a p p ~ P & C i  is available. The following 
diagram illustrates this hierarchical structure. 

I site I 

Data Elements 

The analyhcal approach assumes that the follo~wing data will be available for all of the 
sites and functions under review by the JCSGs: 

Data Desc~ription 
Elements 

~ V S  Military value of site s expressed as 3 (hgh), 2 (medium), or 
1 (low). 

fvsf Functional value for performing function f at sitelactivity s 
expressed as a number from ID (low) to 100 (high). 

cat sf Capacity of site/actiivty s to perform function f. 

Yf The total DoD requirement or goal to perform function f. 
The military value of a site, mu,, should measure the overall value of the site to the department 

in terms of the four DoD criteria: readiness, facilities, mobilization, and cost and manpower. 
Since: sites that remain open after the BRAC process is complete will be the only resources avail- 
able .for many years into the future, it is imperative h a  this analytical process make the best use 
of those sites having the highest utility to the department. Each department should plan to band 
all of their sites under consideration by any joint crossservice group into three relatively equal- 
sized sets. 

The JCSGs will develop methods to determine the functional value for performing func- 
tions at sites or activities. The methodologies must use data that is available in the joint data 
call responses. The Military Departments wiU provide the military value for each site. 

The fvd functional value for performing function f at site (or activity) s should measure 
the capability and quality of performing work of type 1' at site (or activity) s. Since the formula- 
tions {described bebw consider capacity in the fication of cross-service functions to sites or 
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activities, functional capacity should not be an eleIctent<f functi&$d value. Capacity to perform 
a speciahzed subfunction that is not one of the functions calleGut in the formulation can be 'w considered in calculating functional value. 

Optimization Formulations 

The mixed integer linear programming (MIIP) model fomulations, that are described 
below, will serve as the basic analytical tools to be used by the JCSGs. The JCSGs may m o w  
these formulations with the consent of all of the military departmen.ts. Modifications would in- 
clude the incorporation of policy imperatives.' 

Preliminary Formulation. 

The preliminary formulation of the optimization problem wdl be solved once the initial 
data Vusf,  capsf, regf ) are available. This formulation, called MAXW will maximize the func- 
tional values weighted by the assigned workload and normalized by the functional requirement. 
No constraints other than the functional capacities at, each site and the requirement to meet the 
Do:D requirement for each cross-service function are included in this formulation. The output 
horn this formulation will be provided to the JCSGs and the departments to be used at their dis- 
crelion. This solution will serve as a baseline of whai is possible if no other factors, such as mili- 
tar). values of sites or costs, are considered. 

- For each function, this formulation will load :is much of the functional DoD requirement 
as it can into the site or activity having the highest functional value fbr that function. If that site 
or a.ctivity does not have the capacity to accommodate the full requirement, the site or activity 
having the next highest functional value will be allocated any remaining requirement up to its 
capacity, and so on. 

The mathematical description of this formulation follows: 

subject to : 

Xses  l,f = reqf : for all functions f E F, 

ISf -< kSf x capsf : for al l  sites s E S and,f e F, 

0 5 5 ~ f e F k s l :  forallsitess ES, - 

tSf s Af : for functions f E F and sites s E S, 

0 I 0, S 1, integer : for all sites s E S, 

0 S k f  I 1, integer : for all sites s E S artd functions f ~1 F; 

'Apolicy imperative is a statement that restricts the solutionsthat are acceptable and that can be modeled as a con- 
straint in the formulation. An example of a policy imperative is ~mcluded in one of the examples. 



- .  8 August 1994 1 :30 PM 

where 

S= The set of all sites under considerati.on by joint cross-service groups; 

F = The set of all functions under consitleration by joint cross-service groups; 

0, = 1 if any functional requirement is assigned to the site, and 0 otherwise; 

a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capacity Will be allowed. 

Decision variable 

14 = amount of the DoD requirement for function f to be assigned to site s. 

kg = 1 if any amount of function f is assigned to site s, 0 otherwise. 

The o, variables are included in this formulation only to keep count of the number of 
sites that actually have some functional requirement assigned to them. Their inclusion in the 
model does not aifect the assignment of the functi0n.d requirement to sites or activities. The 
two constraints involving the o, variables are used t c ~  ensure that these variables are set to the 
correct values. 

The kg variables that are structural variables that indicate whether or not any functional 
wo~rkload of type f has been assigned to site s. The a parameter can be used to prevent small 
functional workload assignments. If a is set to 0.01, then the minimum workload assignment of 
a fimction to a site, given that any functional workload for this function is made to this site, 
woidd be one percent of that site's capacity to perform that function. The a parameter may be 

- ad~usted as required to meet the requirements of the particular JCSG. 

J Primary Formulations 

These formulations Will also be used by the,JCSGs to explore potential cross-service 
functional alternatives. The basic formulation is shown below. Spedlcation of the objective 
function, f(o,, ltg, k*), Will create a different opbizzltion problem. 

Minimize f(o,, Its, kd) 
0 5 ,  I, ,  kuh 

subject to 

CSes 14 = reqf : for all functions f E F , 

o, I CfeF kg : for all sites s E S, 

0 I lJf I kg x cap4 : for all functions f' E F and sites s E S, 

1.f kq 5 xf : for all functions f E F and sites s E S, 

0 I o, I 1, integer : for all sites s E S, 

0 I kd I 1, integer : for all sites s E S 2nd functions f E F, 

where -- - 
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S = The set of all sites under consideration by j o ~ ~ s s - s e r v i c e  groups; 

F = The set of all functions under consicleration by joint cross-service groups; 

a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capacity will be allowed. 

Decision variables 

o, = 1 if any cross-service functional requirements are assigned to the site or 
activity, 0 otherwise; 

Z4 = amount of the DoD requirement for function f to be assigned to site or 
activity s. 

kd = 1 if any DoD requirement for function f is to be assigned to site s, 0 
otherwise. 

Three different optimization formulations tha: vary only in the specification of the objec- 
tive function are &cussed next. 

The MINNMV Formulation. This formulation will find a small number of sites having 
the hlghest military value that can accommodate the DoD required workload. In addition, it 
will assign the DoD requirement for each cross-service function to the retained sites (or activities) 
havlng the highest functional value for that function. The purpose of this formulation is to as- 
sign, to the extent possible, the cross-service functional requirements to sites or activities having 
high military value and high functional values. The ]:ationale for this approach is that sites hav- 
ing high military value are the ones most likely to be retained by the military departments. The 
objective functionfor this formulation is as follows: 

1 W w  Minimize f(o,,C, k*) = (E) x ZScsoJ x nmv, - (-;;-) x ZtesZEeFlu x fvu/req8 

os,ltg 

where 

0 I w 5 100 Weight parameter used to wuy the emphasis between military 
value and functional value, 

u 1 2 0,142 2 0 ul = CsES (4 - mv,), u2 = Zfc.F max fvf 
SES 

ThLs formulation will be referred to as the mNNMV model since it minimizes the sum 
of 4 - mv, for retained sites or activities. Site or activities having a high miliw value (3) will 
have: 1 as their value. Site or activities with low military value (1) will have 3 as their value. 

The parameters u l  and uz are used to scale the two components of the objective function. 
. Scaling the components of the objective function enhances the abiliqr of the solver to find a solu- 

tion. Apart fiom the weight parameters, these scaling: parameters wh scale the components of 
the objective function to values near 1.0 . 

The weight parameter, w ,  can be varied to change the emphasis the formulation gives to 
military value versus functional value. If w = 0,this jformulation matches the preliminary for- 
mulation (MAWV) as site d t a r y  value would have zero weight. conversely, if w is set to a 

9 
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large valve (w = 99), functional value would have il&eight .=- Thh - MIurW and MINNMV for- 
mulations are the same formulation, only differing irk the parameter w . Varying win the for- - mulation allows the model to be used to create a family of solutions. These points are illustrated 
by an example in the next section. 

The component of the objective function that addresses military value of sites, 
CscS O, x nmv, = CSes 0, x (4 - mv,), affects the optimid solution as follows. (For this discussion 
we will ignore the functional value component of the objective function, 
-CrEs C g P ~  x fvrg/reqg ) If there were no constraints in the formulation, i.e., satisfy the 
DolD requirement, the minimum value of the objective function wo111d be achieved by setting 
o, =: 0 for all sites since 4 - mv, 2 1 for all sites. Givcm that some sites have to be open, all else 
being equal, it is better to open a site with mv, = 3 because it increases the objective function by 
the least amount. 

The MINXCAP Formulation. If the parameter w is set to a large value (w = 99), this 
pro'blem formulation will find the set of retained sites having the smallest total functional capac- 
ity but still able to perform the DoD functional requirement. Depending on w, functional assign- 
merits are also optimized. The objective function for this formulation is: 

If w = 0, this formulation, like the formulation, is also equivalent to the 
- WKFV formulation. If w is set to a large value, excess capacity is reduced as much as possible 

with~out regard to functional values. As in the MINNMV formulation, ul and uz are used to 
scale the components of the objective function. For this formulation ul = CJEs X f E F  capsf/reqf. 
The other scale parameter u2 is set to the same value for all formulations. 

The MlNSlTES Formulation. This formulation, depending on the value of w ,  will find 
the ;minjmum-sized set of site or activities that can perform the DoD functional requirement. As 
in the previous formulations, if w = 0, this foxmulati011 is also equivalent to m. The objec- 
tive function for this formulation is given by: 

If w is set to a large value, the cross-service functional workload is assigned to the small- 
est possible number of sites regardless of functional values. For this formulation ul = IS/, the 
number of sites in the set S. 

The MAXSFV formulation. This formulation maximizes the sum of the functional val- 
ues for all of the retained sites. The objective function for this formtnlation is given by: 

For thls formulation ul = XfeFCsES fog. *the: number of sites to be retained is not con- 
strained, all of the sites wiU be retained in the solution since the objective function is maximized 
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when o, = 1 for all sites. Obtaining meaningful results with &&&mulation, therefore, requires 

w a c:onstraint on the number of sites retained. 

Policy Imperatives 

A policy imperative is any statement that can be form-d as a constraint in the model. 
The model desaibed here is very flexible in its capircity to handle imperatives. Examples of 
imperatives that can be modeled include: 

assigning functions in groups, 

increasing the average DoD militzuy value of the sites assigned any 
cross-service functional workload, 

requiring the weighted functional value for a give3 common support function 
to be at least as great as some value, 

limiting the number of sites that have any cross-sirvice functional workload 
assigned to them, 

requiring that each department's average military value is not allowed to go 
below some level, 

requiring a certain number of site:; in a geographic area to remain open, and 

- requiring the distribution of functional workload to follow a certain pattern, 
e.g., in one department, in one location, or on both coasts. 

w This is not an exhaustive list of the possibilities for policy imperatives. An example of a 
policy imperative added to the formulation is given in the following section. 

Cor~sistent Alternatives 

The functional data and constraints from all cd the JCSGs miy be combined into a single 
fornlulation since the functions of different JCSGs sh~~uld be independent. In the event that two 
JCSGs obtain solutions that are inconsistent in that thie solutions have a site or activity receiving 
cross-service functional workload in one and losing all of its cross-service functional workload in 
the other, this capability can be used to resolve the inconsistency. 

Optimization Examples 

The following examples use representative, notional data to demonstrate the formula- 
tiom;. Three different departments, X, Y, and 2, each have 5 sites (A, B, C, D, and E). Six 
functions are considered: air vehicles, munitions, electronic combat, :fixed-wing avionics, conven- 
tionid missiles and rockets, and satellites. Table 1 shows the basic data for these sites. Table 1 
also shows the DoD requirement by function and the percent of excc?ss capacity. Percent excess 
capa.city is calculated as 
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Preliminary Formulation (MAXFV). 

Results for the MA- formulation are showm in table 2. If there is no functional re- 
quirement assigned to a site, the capacity for that function is shown as zero at that site even if 
the site has requirements for other functions assigned. Notice that, for this solution, all sites have 
some cross-seraice functional workload assigned. 

The column in table 2 labeled W F V  show; the weighted fmctional value for each 
E s f D f X r e f , f  function. Wgt N for function f E F = - . Wgt FV is an indicator of the quality of 

JES leS':f 

the cross-service allocation of the functional requirement across all sites and activities. The aver- 
age FV, the weighted average FV, and the weighted percent excess capacity are also shown in 
the table. These three numbers are gross measures of the quality of' the solution. 

Prinnary Formulation (MINNMV). 

Table 3 shows the data for the optimal solution to the wINNW formulation with 
w = 99. The number of sites having cross-service functional workload assigned has been re- 
duced from 15 to six. Excess capacity is greatly reduced. The weighted percent excess capacity 
is orlly 31 percent compared to 60 for the ~I.AXFV fc~mulation. The DoD military value average 
is increased by 28.8 percent. The military value averages for the two departments with any sites 
retained have both been increased. The weighted functional value scores are not as good as the 
scores obtained from the MAXW formulation. The average FV score is almost 14 points lower 
than for the MAXFV formulation. 

Primary Formulation (MINNMV) with Policy Imperittive 

As an example of a policy imperative, consider the following.. Suppose the JCSG re- 
sponsible for the missile function determines that only two sites should perform the conventional 
missiles and rockets function. The optimal solution to the original MINNnaV formulation as- 
signed the missile function to four ditrerent sites. Mo(htjmg the MINNMV formulation such that 
only two sites are allowed to perform the missile funciion results in the solution shown in table 
4. The optimal solution still requires only six sites to ,perform the crass-senrice functions, but the 
sites are different. Only four of the sites are common to both solutions. Since the model has an 
additional constraint, the average military value has decreased compared to the original 
IWINNMV formulation. 

Parameterization of the MINNMV Formulation 

Table 5 summarizes the results of varying the l~arameter w in the MIN- formulation 
over the values 0, 2, 3, 5, 10, 20, 30, 40,60, and 99 . As is to be expected, the number of sites 
and activities with cross-service functional workload assigned and wei(ghted functional value de- 
crease as w increases. The average military valuigenedy increasesas w increases. Though 
these results pertain only to this particular example, they dearly illustrate qualitative differences 
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between the MAXFV and MINNMV formulations. The op- solutions to the formulation do - 

w not change as w varies over the range of 60 to 99. 

This example illustrates how the parameter u~ can be used to generate a family of cross- 
service functional solutions. For instance, a JCSG with table 5 before it could decide that from 
this family of solutions, the solution obtained by setting w = 20 is worth exploring further since 
the weighted functional values are very close to the best values obtained in the MAXFV formu- 
lation and the weighted average percent excess capacity has been reduced fiom 60 to 17 per- 
cent. Table 6 displays the full output from this formulation. 

Figure 1 displays this information in graphical form. The figure shows the sharp de- 
creiise in the average functional value for conventior~al missiles and rockets when w is changed 
fiorn 20 to 30. The figure also displays the increase in average military value that is achieved by 
using the MZNNMV formulation. 

Prirnary Formulation (MINXCAP) 

Table 7 shows the output of the MINXCAP fiomulation with w = 99. As would be ex- 
pected, this formulation produces a solution that greiitly reduces excess capacity, but the 
weighted functional values have sdered. The weigkited average percent excess capacity has 
bee:n reduced to almost 6 percent. 

Priunary Formulation (MINSITES) - - 

The results of using the MlNSlTES formulation with w = 99 are given in table 8. The opti- 

1 ma1 solution retains only six sites. The sites are different than the sites retained in the MINNMV 
solution. 

Primary Formulation (MAXSFV) 

The results of using the MAXSFV formulatio~l with the number of retained sites con- 
strained to be no more than six are %played in table 9. 

Summary of Formulation Results 

The following table summarizes the basic statistics for tl 

Weighted avg. 
percent excess 
capacity 

Weighted aver- 
age FV 
Average mili- 
tary value - 

Statistics 
Sites retained 

e five formulations. 

12.14 

h+lAXFV 

15 

MINNMV 

6 - 

MINXCAP 

7 
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- .  - 
Generating Alternatives 

Alternative solutions, in terms of the retained sites or activities, may be obtained by ex- 
cluchg a set of retained or open sites from a foxmulsrtion. For exaniple, the optimal solution 
obtained from the formulation (see table 3;) retains sites XA, XC, XD, ZA, ZB, and 
ZD. To find another optimal solution with the same objective function value or the next best 
solution, we define the set A = (XA, XC, XD, 24, ZB., ZD) and add the following constraints to 
the WNNMV formulation: 

CJEAI  O,  I lA1 I -a (condition 1) 

C,,s-Al o, r p (condition 2) 

a = 0 , 1  and p=0,1 

A solution that satisfies either condition 1 (a =: 1) or condition 2 (p = 1) will be Merent 
fro111 the oripal  optimal solution. The formulation given above guarantees that at least one of 
these two conditions will hold at the optimal solution. The second best solution to the 
MIN'NMV formulation is given in table 10. The secoind-best solution retains sites XC, XD, YC, 
ZA, ZB, ZD. This solution actually has weighted functional values that are superior to those of 
the original optimal solution for some of the functions,. Comparing values in tables 3 and 10, it 
would be diflicult-to argue that the optimal solution is clearly superior to the solution given in 
table: 10. 

If we define the set A2 = (XC, XD, YC, 24, ZB:, ZD) , then the following formulation can 
be used to find the third best solution: 

CJEAlnh2 O, I lA1 n A2 1 - a (condition 1) 

CSQAIa2 0, 2 P (condition 2) 

CIEA~-A~ os 2 Y ) (condition 3) 
C I E A ~ - A ~  0 s  2 Y 

Any solution that satisfies any one of the three conditions will be different from the first 
two s~olutions. Table 11 shows the third best solution. Comparing table 11 to tables 3 and 10 
results in a less compelling case for the strength of the third best alternative. Based upon this 
type of comparison, the first two solutions would be subjected to W ~ e r  analysis before selecting 
one as a recommendation. 
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W Optimization Software 

The solutions to these optimization problems were obtained using the commercially- 
available, IBM Optimization Subroutine Library (0S:L)' interfaced with AMPL3. The text file 
describing these formulations in the AMPL format is contained in appendix A. Note that all of 
the (different objective functions are dehed in this single text file. This file contains the code 
required to generate the second and third best altemirtives. The AMPLformat data file for the 
example is given in appendix B. These files are processed by the AMPWSL package to p r e  
duct? the outputs discussed in the examples section of this document.. 

*Optimization with OSL by Ming S .  Hung, Walter 0. Rom, and All!an D. Waren, published by The Scientific Ress. 

3AMPL A Modeling Language for Mathematual Programmi@y Robert Fourer, Davit] M. Gay, and Brian Ker- 
nighan, published by The Scientific Press, 1993. 

w 15 



Table 1. Joint Cross-Sewice Groups Analysis Examples 
Basic Data 

Air vehicles 450 7000 2500 0 0 5000 500 0 0 0 3000 1200 0 2857 0 22,507 
I Munitions 850 200 4500 0 0 300 ' 0 2000 0 0 1000 0 1000 0 0 9,850 

Electronic combat 3000 0 0 0 0 1000 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0 1543 20 7,563 
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 250 3500 0 0 0 400 3500 0 1000 4000 0 2000 500 15,150 

Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 200 0 3000 0 0 200 100 2000 3000 700 200 300 200 9,900 
Satelites 0 0 300 4000 0 0 0 500 0 0 250 50 0 300 2200 7,600 

I 
1 L' 

Function FV Scores I 

Air vehicles 50 70 68 0 0 57 72 0 0 0 81 92 0 86 0 
Munitions 88 71 58 0 0 54 0 88 0 0 72 0 7 5  0 0  

Electronic combat 67 0 0 0 0 91 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 78 77 
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 92 94 0 0 0 78 69 0 72 93 0 66 71 

Conv. missileslrockets 0 0 62 0 89 0 0 59 93 92 56 59 50 65 91 L 

I 
4 I Satelites 0 0 71 58 0 0 0 64 0 0 85 61 0 73 93 

Function 

Department Military Value 3 3 3 2  1 2 1 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 1  170 

DoD 
Funcf !on "7. 

Air vehicles 9,463 
Munitions 5,503 

Electronic combat 3,234 
Fixed-wing avionics 3,775 

Conv. missileslrockets 3,743 
Satelites 2,480 

Capacities 
1 

Pd. 
excess 
137.8 
79.0 

133.9 
301.3 
164.5 
206.5 

I Department 
X I Y 1 z 

A I B I C I D I  E I A I B I C I D I E I A I B l C l D l E  Totals 
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Function 

Table 4. MINNMV Model with Policy lmerative Output 
4 

Function 

Retain=l , Close=O 

Department Mil. Val. 
1 

Capacities 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

I Fi$ed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Cafelifnr YU.IIII..e 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

I Satelites 1 64.11 
Average FV 74.0 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Weighted avg. FV 74.7 

DoD average MV 2.50 1, 8 "  

, . 
Percent change 13.6 , 

61.0 
64.4 
93.7 
82.4 

V A 

A I B I c I D I E  

0 1 1 1 1 

3 3 3 2 1 

0 7000 0 0 0  
0 200 4500 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 250 3500 0 
0 0 0 0 3000 
0 0 300 4000 0 

0 3606 0 0 0  
0 200 4303 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 250 3500 0 
0 0 0 0 3000 
0 3 388 !a38 0 

2.3 
-63 

I 

Retained 
totals 

Department - - 
Y 

A I B I C I D I E  

0 0 0 0 0 

2 1 3 2 1 
I 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0.0 
-100.0 

I 

I L z 
A I B I C I D I E  

1 0 0 1  0 

3 3 2 3  1 

3000 0 0 2857 0 
0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 
0 2 0 0 0  0 01543 0 
0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0 
250 0 0 300 0 

3000 0 0 2857 0 
0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 
0 1 6 9 1  0 01543 0 
0 2 5  0 0 0  0 

743 0 0 0 0 
250 U 0 300 0 

3.0 
25.0 

6 t 
' I '  r" 

excess 
12857 
m 35.9 

5700 3.6 
3543 9.6 
4750 25.8 
6000 60.3 
4850 95.6 

Wgt. avg. 33.70 

Totals 
9463 
5503 L 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 

I:, 



Table 5. Parameterization of the MINNMV Model 

99 
MINNMV 

6 Siteslactivities open 

Perdent excess 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 
Wgt. avg. % excess 

Weighted FV 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
I I  electronic combat 

F~xed-wing avionics 
P - r n . 8  -L - i I - - l - - -L -b-  
VVI I V .  I I 113311tzw t v~.n=ia 

Satelites 
Average FV 

Weighted avg. FV 

DoD average MV 

0 
MAXFV 

15 

53.8 
73.5 
72.0 
98.7 
41.6 
10.9 

60.37 

81.2 
79.6 
79.7 
93.9 
90.8 
92.0 
86.2 
84.7 

2.20 

2 

13 

48.5 
73.5 
72.0 
98.7 
38.9 
10.9 

58.24 

81.1 
79.6 
79.7 
93.9 
nn 7 JU. I 

92.0 
86.2 
84.6 

2.31 

3 

12 

48.5 
73.5 
72.0 
6.0 

38.9 
10.9 

45.83 

81.1 
79.6 
79.7 
93.0 
nn 7 au. I 

92.0 
86.0 
84.5 

2.33 

5 

11 

1 .O 
69.9 
72.0 
6.0 

38.9 
10.9 

29.16 

80.6 
79.2 
79.7 
93.0 
nn -P 
JV. I 

92.0 
85.9 
84.2 

2.27 

Percent of 
10 

9 

I 

1 .O 
51.7 
72.0 
6.0 
4.2 

10.9 
21.00 

80.6 
76.1 
79.7 
93.0 
85.4 
92.0 
84.5 
82.9 

2.44 

weight on FV 
20 

8 

1 .O 
51.7 
41.1 
6.0 
4.2 

10.9 
17.46 

80.6 
76.1 
72.3 
93.0 
85.4 
92.0 
83.2 
82.1 

2.50 

30 

7 

1 .O 
51.7 
41.1 
6.0 

22.9 
10.9 

19.94 

80.6 
76.1 
72.3 
93.0 
59.6 
92.0 
78.9 
78.6 

2.71 

40 

6 

1 .O 
15.4 
41.1 
6.0 

17.6 
10.9 

12.14 

80.6 
65.2 
72.3 
93.0 
59.5 
92.0 
77.1 
76.5 

2.67 
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Table 6. MINNMV Model Output with Weight = 20 

Function 

Department Mil. Val. 
1 

Capacities 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electroniccombat 

1 
I Fi$ed-wing avionics 

Conv. missileslrockets 
Satelites 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

Retained 
totals 

-- -- Department 

3 3 3 2 1 

0 0 2500 0 0 
850 0 4500 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 200 0 3000 

DoD weighted FVs 

X 
A I B 1 C I D I E  

DoD avenge MV 2.50 1 +. , , *  
Percent change 13.6 1 

0 0 0 0 0  

0 0 2406 0 0 
850 0 1653 0 0 

1671 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 200 0 3000 
0 0 0 0 0  

2.3 
-2.8 

Function 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

2 1 3 2 1 
I 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 2000 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 200 0 0 

Wgt 
FV 
80.6 
76.1 
72.3 
93.0 
85.4 
92.0 

Y 
A I B I C I D I E  

3 3 2 3 1 

3000 1200 0 2857 0 
0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 

0 0 01543 20 
0 4 0 0 0  0 0 0 
0 0 0 3 0 0  200 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 2000 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 43 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

3.0 
86.7 

Average FV 83.2 
Weighted avg. FV 82.1 

z 
A I B I C I D I E  

250 0 0 300 2200 
Wgt. avg. 17.46 

Totals 
3000 1200 0 2857 0 

0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 5503 I 
0 0 01543 20 3234 
0 3775 0 0 0 3775 
0 0 0 300 200 3743 

250 0 0 30 2200 r 2480 11, 

2.5 
4.2 

, 



Function 

Department Mil. Val. 
1 

Capacities 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. rnissileslrockets 

Satelites 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic cornbal 

, I Fi+ed-wing avionics 

Conv. rnissileslrockets 
.-.-*^I:._- 
3dlelllGS 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

DoD weighted Fl 

Function 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. rnissileslrockets 

I Satelites 
Average FV 

Weighted avg. FV 

Table 7. MINXCAP Model Output 

I excess I 
0 1200 0 0 0 I 9650 2.0 

0 0 0 0 22001 2500 60,.: I 

Wg t  avg. 

I 
Retained 

totals 

. . 
1 i 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
ZiBO 

A B C I D I E  A I B I C I D I E  



Table 8. MlNSlTES Model Output 

Department 
X Y Z 

Function A I B I C I D I E  A I B I C I D I E  A I B I C I D I E  

Department Mil. Val. 
1 1 3 3 2 2 1 3 2 1 1 3 3 2 3  1 I I 

Capacities 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

, I Fi ed-wing avionics J Con . missiles/rockets 
Satelites 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

0 
850 

1671 
0, 
0 
0 

DoD weighted FVs 
I wgt 

I 

Function I FV 
Air vehicles 1 80.6 

1 excess 1 
9557 1 .o 

Munitions 
Electroniccombat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

2750 10.9 
Wgt. avg. 12.14 

65.2 
72.3 
93.0 
59.5 

Totals 
9463 
5503 I 

3234 
3775 
3743 

I '  

2480 
I:., 

I satelites 1 92.0 ( 
Average FV 77.1 

Weighted avg. N 76.5 
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Table 10. MINNMV Model Output: Alternative 1 

Department Mil. Val. 1 

I 
I Function 

capacities 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 117.7 
Wgt avg. 

Department 
X I I i 

- - 
Y 

A I B I C I D I E I A 1 B I C I D 1 E I A I B I C I D I E  

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

, t Fped-wing avionics 
Conv. missiles/rockets 

l 

totals 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

I DoD weighted FVs 
I Wnt 

I Function I 6 
Air vehicles ( 80.6 

2.5 3.0 I 4.2 88.7 
3.0 
25.0 

I Satelites 1 65.4 1 
Average FV 72.3 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Weighted avg. FV 74.4 

71.4 
64.4 
93.9 
57.8 



Table 11. MINNMV Model Output: Altematlve 2 

Weighted avg. FV 71.6 

Rebiiiud 
totals 

6 

Percent 
excess 

11200 0 18.4 
6550 19.0 
5000 54.6 
7500 98.7 I 

3900 4.2 
4600 85.5 

Wgt avg. 37.42 

Totals 
9463 
5503 L 
3234 
3775 
3743 
m l o n  
1.1uv 

I!?, 
, 

4 

Function 

Retain=l , Close=O 

Department Mil. Val. 

cahcit ies 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

1 , Fied-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

X 
A I B C D I E  

1 1 1 1 0 

3 3 3 2 1 

0 7000 0 0 0  
850 200 4500 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 2 0 0  0 0 
0 0 300 4000 0 

I 

0 5263 0 0 0  
850 200 3453 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 2 0 0  0 0 
0 0 300 1880 0 

2.8 
14 8 

DoD average MV 2.83 t, I,, 

I .  

28.8 Percent change 

DoD weighted FVs 

Function 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiledrockets 

Satelites 

Department 
Y 

A 1  B I C I D I E  

0 0 0 0 0 

2 1 3 2 1 
I 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 u 0 0 

0.0 
-100.0 

wgt 
FV 
76.3 
65.7 
65.9 
93.9 
56.9 
62.4 

Z 
A I B I C I D I E  

1 1 0 0 0  

3 3 2 3 1 

0 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0  0 0 0 
01OOO 0 0 0 0 

2000 0 0 0 0 
0 4 0 0 0  0 0 0 

0 3 0 0 0  700 0 0 0 
250 50 0 0 0 

3000 1200 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  

234 0 0 0 0  
0 275 0 0 0 

2843 700 0 0 0 
258 33 0 0 0 

3.0 
25.0 

Average FV 70.2 
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Appendix A ' 
AMPL Model Input File 



-- w 

~i-~cs~%odel Example C 

# Ronald H. Nickel, Ph.D. I 

# LTC Roy Rice, USAF 

set X-sites; # The set of Department X sites. 
€let Y-sites ; # The set of Department Y sites. 
€let Z-sites ; # The set of Department Z sites. 

€let SITE := X-sites union {Y-sites union Z-sites); 
# The set of all labs and T&I3 sites. 

set EXCLDl within SITE default { ) ;  # A rsolution to be excluded. 

set EXCLD2 within SITE default { ) ;  # A r3olution to be excluded. 

set EXCLD-INTER := if card(EXCLD2) > 0 then (EXCLD1 inter EXCLD2) 
else EXCLD1; 

set EXCLDlDIFF2 := EXCLDl diff EXCLD2; # Sites in EXCLDl but not 
# in EXCLD2. 

set EXCLD-2DIFF1 := EXCLD2 diff EXCLD1; # Sites in EXCLD2 but not 
# in EXCLDI.. 

set EXCLD-COMPLEMENT : = SITE di f f (EXCLDI. union EXCLD2 ; - 
# The set of sites not in EXCLDl or EXCLD2. 

p.aram excld-num : = max ( 0, card (EXCLDINTEI!) - 1) ; 
set FONC; # The set of functions. 

stet SITE-CAP within {SITE, FUNC) ; # The! set of site/function 
# combinations that are 
# meaningful. 

param W A C  {SITE-CAP); # The functional capacity at each site for each 
# meaningful site/function combination. 

param no-func := card(FUNC1; # The number of function types. 

# Define the set performing missile functions. 

set MISSLE-FUNC within {FUNC); 

piaram missile-sites >= 0, default 15;  
# Number of sites allowed to perform the 
# missile function. Used in the policy 
# imperative example (missile-sites = 3). 

pinram max-sites >= 0, default card (SITE) ; 
# Number of open sites a k w e d  in the - 
# solution. 

pnram REQ {FUNC); # The DoD requirement for each function. 
- 



C 

param MV {SITE); # Military value fox-kch site. 
- :  

:param NMV {s in SITE) : = 4 - MV[s] ; # Negative MV scoring. 

:param M {SITE-CAP) >= 0.0; # Functional. value by site and function. 

:param min-assign default 0.001; # Cannot assign less than 
# min-assign * CAPAC[s,fl of 
# functi.on f to site s. 

:# 
:# Calculate upper bounds for the objective function components. 
:# , 

param MINNMV-UB : = sum {s in SITE) NMV [sl ; 

param MINSITES-UB : = card (SITE) ; 

param MINXCAP-UB : = sum { (s, f in SITE-CAP) CAPAC [s, f I /REQ [f 1 ; 

Param MAXSM-UB := sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) FV[S,~]; 

param MAXFV-UB : = sum { f in FUNC) max { (s, f 1 in SITE,-CAP) FV [s , f I ; 

4# 
# Use WGT-PCT to weight the functional value and non-functional value 
# components - of the objective functions. 
It 

'W param WGT-PCT >= 0, c= 100, default 99; # Percent of weight to put on 
# non-functional-value portion of the objective function. 

param WGTl := WGT-PCT; # Weight for non-FV portion (of the objective 
# functions. 

param WGTZ := 100-WGT1; # Weight for M portion of t:he objective functions. 

I C  
tC Decision variables 
41 

TrarOPEN {SITE) binary>= 0; #Openorcloseddecisionvariable for 
# each site. 

Trar SITE-LOAD {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) >=-0.0, <= CAPAC[s,f]; 
# Amount of the requirement for function f to 
# be assigned to site s . Amount assigned 
# is limited by capacity of site s to pe:rform 
# function f. 

Trar SITE-FUNC { (s, f) in SITE-CAP) binary; 
# 1 if any assignment of workload for function 
# f is made to site s; O-stherwise. - 

w k! The following variables, ALPHA, BETA,and GAMMA, arcs used to find 
k alternative solutions. 

- 



var ALP= binaj; # At least one site f r d t h e  igtersection is excluded 
# from the solution. I 

'Irlr var BETA binary; # At least one site from the complement of the union 
# is included is included in the solution. 

var GAMMA binary; # At least one site from 
# EXCLDl - (EXCLD1 intersect EXCLD2) 
# and at least one site from 
# EXCLD2 - (EXCLD1 intersect EXCLD2) 
# are included in the solution. 

# 
# Objective Functions. 
.# 

:# Minimize total open site negative mili.tary value and 
:# maximize the normalized M-weighted a~:signment of functional workload 
:# to sites. 

minimize MI-: 
(WGTl/MINNMV-UB) sum {s in SITE} ClPEN[s] *NMV[sl 
- (WGTZ/MAXFV-UB) * sum {(t,g) in SITE-CAP) FV[t,gl 
* (SITE-LOAD[t,gl/REQ[gl); 

:# Minimize the number of open sites and maximize the normalized 
:# FV-weighted - assignment of functional workload to sites. 

minimize MINSITES : 
(WGT~/MINSITES-UB) * sum {s in SITE} OPEN[sl 
- (WGTZ/MAXFV-UB) sum {(t,g) in SITE-CAP} FV[t,gl 
* (SITE-LOAD [ t , gl /REQ [gl ; 

:# Minimize total capacity and maximize the normalized FV-weighted 
4 assignment of functional workload to sites. 

minimize MINXCAP : 
(WGTl/MINXCAP-UB) * sum {s in SITE) OPEN[s] * 

(sum { (s, f) in SITE-CAP) CAPAC [ a ,  f I /REQ [f 1 
- (WGT2/MAXM-UB) sum {(t,g) in SITE-CAP) FV[t.,g] 

(SITE-LOAD[ttgI /REQ[gI ) ; 

:# Maximize functional value without workload assignment weightings 
# and maximize the normalized FV-weightcd assignment of functional 
# workload to sites. 

maximize MAXSFV: 
(WGT~/MAXSW-UB) * sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) FV[s,f] 
- (WGT2/MAXFV-UB) sum {(t,g) in SITE-CAP) FV[t.,g] 
* (SITE-LOAD [t , gl /REQ [gl 1 ; 

:# 
:& Constraints - - 
;Y 

4 The requirement for each function has to be met. 



- L :  \&1ruvau \ur3u \ucau . r . . v u  G, i/ 2 1  - d .  

-- 
-I T -- 

C 
a - subject to func-assgn {f in FUNC): - 

sum {(s,f) in SITE_CAP] SITE_LOAD[s.fl = R E ~ P I  ; 

# Cannot assign functional workload to a site unless 
# the site is open for assignment of that function. 

subject to func-open {(s,f) in SITE_CAP): 
SITE-LOAD[S,£] <= S I T E ~ F U N C [ ~ , ~ I * ~ ? A C [ ~ , ~ I  ; 

# Sites with no functional requirement assigned 
# are closed. 

subject to site-closed {s in SITE): 
OPEN[sl <= sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) SITE-FUNC[s,fl; 

# Allocation of functional requirements cannot be made 
# to sites that are not open. 

subject to site-open {s in SITE): 
sum { (s, f) in SITE-CAP) SITE-FUNC [s, f] <= OPEN [si] no-func; 

# SITE-FUNC variables are set to 0 if little or no functional 
# workload is assigned to a site. 

subject to site-func-0 {(st£) in SITE-CAP): 
SITE-FUNC[s,fl c =  SITE-LOAD[s,f] /(mi.n-assign CAPAC[s,f] ) ; 

# This constraint is an example of a policy imperati.ve. 
# Constrain the number of sites doing nmitions work:. 
# This constraint only constrains the model if 
# 
# missile-sites < card(SITE1. 

subject to missile-2 {f in MISSLE-FUNC): 
sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP} SITE-FUNC[s,fl c= missile-sites; 

# This constraint is used to constrain the number of 
# open sites in a solution.-max-sites has a default 
# value equal to card (SITE) , i . e. , it does not constrain 
# the solution unless max-sites is set t.o a lower value. 

subject to no-sites: 
sum {s in SITE) OPEN[sl c= max_site~;; 

# 
# Exclude solutions defined by the sets EXCLDl and EXCLD2. 
# 

subject to alt-opt-cond-1: 
sum {s in EXCLD-INTER) OPEN[sl <= excld-num + 1 - ALPHA; 

subject to alt-opt-cond-2: 
sum {S in EXCLDCOMPLEMENT) OPEN@] >%= BETA; - 

subject to alt-opt-cond-3a: 
sum {s in EXCLD-1~1~~2) OPEN[sl >= G P M ;  

- 
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-- - - i 
-, - 

F - - subject to alt-opt-cond-3b: 
sum {s in E X C L D ~ D I F F ~ )  OPEN[sl >= GTrMMA; : 

subject to alt-opt-cond-123: 
ALPHA + BETA + GAMMA >re: 1; 



- --- - 
- - - .  8 August 1994 1 :30 PM 

* 
L - - 

Appendix B ' 

m L  Data Input File 
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-$-b;ata-ile for JCSG optimization examples. - 
Z - - - 

# Ron NIckel I 

# 7-6-94 

set X-sites := 

x-A 
x-B 
x-c 
x-D 
X-E ; 

set Y-sites := 

y-A 
Y-B 

set Z-sites := 

2-A 
2-B 
2-c 
2-" 
2-E ; 

:set EXCLDl := X-A X-C X-D Z-A Z-B Z-D; 

set FUNC := 
Ai r-Veh 
Mun 
E-Cmbt 
Avion 
Mis 
Sat ; 

set SITE-CAP : 

x-A 
x-B 
x-c 
x-D 
x-E 
y-A 
y-B 
y-c 
y-D 
Y-E 
2-A 
z-B 
2-c 
2-0 
Z-E - 

Air-Veh M u n  -' 

+ 
+ 
+ 
- 

# Used to model the policy imperative. 

Mis 
+ 

S a t  := - 

- 
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.r 

-sflet W L E - F V N C  := Mis; * 

param CAPAC: 

x-A 
x-B 
x-c 
x-" 
X-E 
y-A 
y-B 
y-c 

Air-Veh Mun 
450 
7000 
2500 

- - - 
Avion Mi6 

C '  

3000 

Sat := 

param FV: 
x-A 5 0 
x-B 7 0 
x-c 6 8 
x-D 
X-E 
y-A 5 7 
y-B 72 
y-= - 
y-D 
Y-E 
z-A 8 1 
z-B 9 2 
z-c 

Air-Veh Mun 
8 8 
71 
5 8 

Avion Mia Sat := 

param REQ := 
Air-Veh 9463 
M U ~ I  5503 - - -  

E-Cmbt 3234 
Avion 3775 
Mi s 3743 
sat 2480; 

# Banded military values for each site. 
# 3 is good, 1 is bad. 

param MV : = 

x-A 3 
x-B 3 
x-c 3 
x-D 2 
x-E 1 
y-A 2 
y-B -1 
y-c 3 
y-D 2 

- 
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