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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, G-8
TO0 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0700

MAY 1 0 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: Chairman, Headguarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group
SUBIECT: 2005 Base Realignment and Closure Recommendations

References: (a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Section 2903
(ch3)

i(b) Secretary of Defense Memorandum, "Transformation Through Base
Realignment and Closure Memorandum” dated 15 November 2002

Enclosed is the Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group
{JCSG) Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Report for BRAC 2005, as required by
Section 2903{c)(5) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as
amended. 1 certify that the information contained in this report is accurate and complete
to the best of my knowledge and belief. 1 look forward to working with the Commission
as our recommendations proceed through the BRAC process,

"‘QM@ 7

Donald C. Tison

Chairman

Headquarters and Support Activities
Joint Cross-5ervice Group
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HEADQUARTERSAND SUPPORT ACTIVITIES
JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP (HSA JCSG)
FINAL REPORT

|. Executive Summary

The Secretary of Defense established the Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross
Service Group (HSA JCSG) to address Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) implications
for common business-related functions and processes across the Department of Defense,
Military Departments (MILDEPSs) and Defense Agencies. The JCSG had no counterpart in
previous BRAC rounds and therefore was charged with defining appropriate functions and
sub-functions for analysis. The JCSG has six members representing the four services, OSD
and the Joint Staff. Functions and sub-functions were analyzed by three subgroups: the
Geographic Clusters and Functional (GC& F) Subgroup (Air Force lead), the Mobilization
Subgroup (Marine Corps lead) and the Maor Administration and Headquarters (MAH)
Subgroup (Navy lead). The JCSG was chaired by the Army member. The GC& F Subgroup
analyzed the common functions of Financial Management, Communications/Information
Technology, Personnel Management, Corrections, Installation Management, and selected
Defense Agencies. The Mobilization Subgroup analyzed the function of Joint Mobilization.
The MAH Subgroup analyzed all Headquarters located within 100 miles of the Pentagon (the
“DC Area’), selected Headquarters outside the 100-mile radius, and common support
functions (Headquarters back-shop functions). Analyses resulted in the development of 21
BRAC recommendations. Implementation of recommendations will vacate 65% of the
leased space in the National Capitol Region (NCR) and relocate about 17,000 personnel,
including contractors, from the NCR,; both vastly improving the Department’ s force
protection posture. About 60% of the 21 recommendations consolidate components of
headquarters and/or functions, resulting in significant reductions in personnel and footprint.

The HSA JCSG was responsible for a comprehensive review of assigned functions,
evaluation of alternatives, and development and documentation of realignment and closure
recommendations for submission to the Secretary of Defense. In developing its analytical
process, the JCSG established internal policies and procedures consistent with: Department
of Defense (DoD) policy memoranda, Force Structure Plan and installation inventory; BRAC
selection criteria; and the requirements of Public Law 101-510 as amended.

Guided by the following principles - improve jointness; eliminate redundancy, duplication
and excess capacity; enhance force protection; exploit best business practices; increase
effectiveness, efficiency and interoperability; and reduce costs - the HSA JCSG plan of
action was to establish the scope of effort and responsibility, conduct an inventory and use
capacity analysisto narrow the focus to maximize results. Section I11 a. and Appendix A. of
thisreport detail capacity analysis, which reflects excess capacity in each functional area
reviewed by the JCSG. Thisanalysis facilitated compilation of target lists for Military Value
(MV) analyses.
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Military value was a primary consideration in development of recommendations and the
vehicle by which Selection Criterial — 4 were evaluated. HSA JCSG developed quantitative
methods to assess the MV of headquarters, organizations and activities performing assigned
functions at current locations. Eleven scoring plans were initially developed by the JCSG
and approved by the Infrastructure Steering Group (1SG) for usein MV analyses. Further
refinement in the JCSG’ s scope reduced the final number of scoring plans to seven.
Throughout the process MV scoring plans were reviewed, and updated as necessary, to
ensure quantitative results were robust, fair, and able to differentiate between the entitiesin
the model. Details of the Group’s MV analyses can be found in Section I11 b. and Appendix
B. of thisreport.

Theinitial MV analyses results served as the starting point for scenario development.
Scenarios were constructed with MV as a primary consideration. Results of optimization,
consideration of the overarching HSA JCSG strategy and military judgment all contributed to
the family of strategy-driven, data-verified scenarios the JCSG brought forward to its
members for deliberation. The three HSA JCSG subgroups generated 204 ideas which
generated 194 proposals; 117 of these proposals were fully analyzed (Criterial — 8) as
scenarios. Fifty scenarios were approved by the members and forwarded to the ISG as
Candidate Recommendations (CRs). Forty-seven HSA JCSG CRs were approved by the ISG
and the Infrastructure Executive Council (IEC); three were disapproved. Nine of these CRs
were completely or partially integrated with the CRs of MILDEPs and other JCSGs; the
remaining CRs were consolidated within the HSA JCSG resulting in the 21 recommendations

listed below:

HSA-0010R
HSA-0018
HSA-0031
HSA-0045R
HSA-0047R
HSA-0053R
HSA-0065
HSA-0069
HSA-0071
HSA-0078R
HSA-0092R
HSA-0099
HSA-108R

HSA-0109
HSA-0114
HSA-0122R
HSA-0130
HSA-0132R
HSA-0133
HSA-0135
HSA-0145

Establish Joint Bases

Consolidate Defense Finance and Accounting Service
Consolidate Civilian Personnel Offices

Consolidate DISA Components

Consolidate Missile and Space Defense Agencies
Consolidate OSD, Defense Agency and Field Activity Leased Locations
Consolidate Army Test and Evaluation Command
Consolidate Army Leased Locations

Create Agency for Media and Publications

Consolidate DoN Leased Locations

Relocate Army Headquarters from the National Capital Region (NCR)
Co-locate Defense/MILDEP Adjudication Activities
Co-locate MILDEP Investigation Agencies with Consolidated
Counterintelligence Field Activity/Defense Security Service
Consolidate Defense Commissary Agency

Consolidate TRANSCOM

Relocate Air Force Real Property Agency

Relocate Navy Education and Training Center

Consolidate USAF Leased Locations

Create Joint Mobilization Sites

Create Joint Corrections Enterprise

Create Human Resources Centers

These recommendations are discussed in detail in Section IV of this report.
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Integration resulted in the transfer of six complete and two partial CRs to the MILDEPs and
of one partial CR to the Medical JCSG to facilitate closure recommendations. Those
transferred include:

HSA-0006 Create Army Human Resources Center (Personnel & Recruiting) at Fort Knox
(Accessions Command portion facilitates Army closure of Fort Monroe)

HSA-0007 Create Navy Human Resources Center (Personnel & Recruiting) at Millington,
TN (Facilitates Department of the Navy (DoN) closure of NSA New Orleans)

HSA-0041 Relocate Navy Reserve to NSA Norfolk, VA (Facilitates DoN closure of NSA
New Orleans)

HSA-0057 Relocate TRADOC to Fort Eustis, VA (Facilitates Army closure of Fort Monroe)

HSA-0077 Consolidate and Co-locate Army Installation Management Agency and

Service Providersto Forts Eustis, Knox and Sam Houston (Facilitates Army closure of Forts
Monroe and McPherson)

HSA-0120 Relocate MARFORRES and MOBCOM to JRB New Orleans (Facilitates DoN
closure of NSA New Orleans and MCSA Kansas City)

HSA-0124 Realign Fort McPherson by relocating FORSCOM to Pope AFB (Facilitates
Army closure of Fort McPherson)

HSA-0128 Realign Fort McPherson by relocating USA Reserve Command to Pope AFB
(Facilitates Army closure of Fort McPherson)

HSA-0141 Relocate Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) and Air Force
Real Property Agency to Lackland AFB (AFCEE piece only) (Facilitates Medical JCSG
closure of Brooks City Base)

In addition, the HSA JCSG acquired three CRs from two other JCSGs as follows:

Tech- 0047 was integrated with HSA-0046 to form HSA-0045, Consolidate DISA
Components.

Tech- 0018C was integrated with HSA-0047 to form HSA-0047R, Consolidate Missile and
Space Defense Agencies.

I ntel-0013 was integrated with HSA-0108 and HSA-0131 to form HSA-0108R,
Co-locate MILDEP Investigation Agencies with consolidated Counterintelligence Field
Activity/Defense Security Service.

The three HSA-JCSG CRs disapproved by the |EC include:

HSA-0050 Co-locate US Army Pacific with PACFLT and PACAF (facilitated the closure of
Fort Shafter)

HSA-0058 Relocate SOUTHCOM Headquarters

HSA-0115 Co-locate MILDEP and DoD Medical Activities
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[I. Organization and Charter

a. Functional Organization

Functions and sub-functions were analyzed by the HSA JCSG, organized as depicted below.

|IEC
|

| SG

|
USA: Mr. Don Tison

DD, A&M, OSD: Mr. Howard Beckerjr HSA JCSG USN: RDML Jan Gaudio

JS: Brig Gen (Sel) Dan Woodward, USMC: Mr. Mike Rhodes

USAF, J8 Mr. Don Tison USAF: Mr. Bill Davidson
| . L
Geographic Clusters M obilization Major Admin and
and Functional Subgroup HQs Activities
Subgroup Mr. Mike Rhodes Subgroup
Mr. Bill Davidson RDML Jan Gaudio
® |nstallation Management Team
® Communications/IT Team (deleted * Mg Admin/HQs beyond DC Area Team
from scope) * Mg Admin/HQsin DC Area Team
® Personnel and Corrections Team ¢ Common Support Functions

* Financial Management Team

b. Functions Evaluated

The HSA JCSG had no counterpart during the BRAC actions of 1991, 1993 and 1995.
Consequently, the selection of functions for review and development of the associated scopes
of analysis were unprecedented. Using guiding principles and the broad strategy of improve
jointness; eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess physical capacity; enhance force
protection; increase effectiveness, efficiency and interoperability; and exploit best business
practices, functions (activities) were placed initially into three tiers to aid in evaluation.
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Top Tier - Activities have obvious potential for significant payoff, in terms of
footprint (facilities) reduction, and were the primary focus of the HSA JCSG.

Middle Tier - Activities have excellent potential for significant payoff. Capacity
analysis may reveal where to best focus efforts within each activity.

Lower Tier - Activities were eliminated or passed to the MILDEPSs for an appropriate
level of review. Initial analysis of lower tier activities revealed questionable potential
for significant footprint reduction.

The HSA JCSG’ sreview of scope was an iterative process by which the middle tier was
eventually eliminated as final scope refinements were agreed to by JCSG members and the
ISG. Those functionsinitially placed in the middle tier were moved either to the upper or
lower tiers. Once established, all top tier functions were fully analyzed. A final accounting
of functionsfollows:

(1)

DC Area (defined as 100-mile radius of the Pentagon). Footprint analysis of
all activities with the exception of intelligence agencies; headquarters
functional analysis of the 13 Defense agencies assigned to this JCSG per 1SG
memoranda of 30 Jul 03; DoD field activities and activities performing
common headquarters, administration and business related functions.
(Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) isincluded athough DeCA
headquarters are located outside of the DC Area.) The footprint analysis
reviewed the utilization of facilities, leased and owned, with the intent to
rationalize the organization’ s presence within the DC area. |dentification of
excess physical capacity throughout the DC area revealed significant potential
to co-locate/consolidate activities and eliminate facilities.

In addition to reviewing the common headquarters, administration and
business related functions of assigned Defense agencies. HSA JCSG
reviewed all mission- related functions of the Defense Finance and
Accounting Service (DFAS), Defense Security Service (DSS), and the
Pentagon Force Protection Agency (PFPA). This represents areductionin
original scope. On 4 Mar 04, HSA JCSG members determined that the
dispersed nature of operations; small management cadres; commercial nature
of business lines; organizational size; finite scope of oversight responsibilities,
and/or linkages to foreign governments and other Federal agencies argue for
mission-related functional status quo at DeCA, the Defense Contract Audit
Agency (DCAA), the Defense Legal Services Agency (DLSA) and the
Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA). Additionally, the DeCA
mission will be impacted by BRAC 05 as aresult of installation closures and
realignments. HSA JCSG continued to review common headquarters,
administration and business related functions at these agencies.

10
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Geographic Clusters (geographic areas of robust DoD concentration).
Footprint and functional analyses of installation management activities within
geographic clusters. Thisincluded evaluation of installations with shared
boundaries. Analyses of installation management functions and activitiesin
the DC area are accounted for in (1) above.

Administrative and Command and Control (C2) Headquarters outside the DC
Area. Footprint analysis of combatant commands, service component
commands and supporting activities (COCOMs, SCCs and Supporting
Activities); Reserve Component headquarters; and recruiting headquarters
commands for possible co-location or relocation.

Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) Central and Field Operating
Sites. Footprint and functional analysesincluded DFAS activities within the
United States at 26 |ocations encompassing 30 different functional areas.
Business process review considering the combining of business line functions,
aswell as administrative/staff functions, created significant potential to reduce
the size of DFAS' s overall footprint and number of locations. Additionaly,
the study results include personnel/workload relocated to DFAS as defined in
Defense Management Initiative Decision (MID) 914, dated 18 October 2004.
MID 914 directs consolidation at DFAS of the residual accounting and
finance operations from Washington Headquarters Services (WHS), Defense
Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA), and Department of Defense Education
Activity (DoDEA).

Corrections Activities. Footprint and functional examination of multiple Level
| (confinement less than 1 year), |1 (lessthan 5 years confinement), and 111
(greater than 5 years confinement and as determined by specific crimes)
correctional facilities yielded opportunities to transfer prisoner load to the
Federal Bureau of Prisons and the consolidation of activities within the DoD
corrections enterprise structure.

Loca Non-DFAS Finance and Accounting (F&A). Footprint and functional
analyses verified that all local non-DFAS F& A activities reviewed complied
with Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 910 except

the following three organizations. WHS, DTRA and DoDEA. DMRD 910,
dated 13 December 1991, mandated DFAS (1) capitalize finance and
accounting functions of the DoD Components by October 1, 1992, (2)
immediately assume responsibility for all finance and accounting
regionalization/consolidation efforts through the Department, and (3) establish
an implementation group, with senior representatives from the DoD
Components, to develop an implementation plan for submission to the DoD
Comptroller no later than May 15, 1992. The local non-DFAS F& A footprint
and functional analyses results concluded that personnel/workload associated
with WHS, DTRA and DoDEA should be included in the DFAS Central and

11
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Field Operating Site effort. This conclusion is supported by MID 914, dated
18 October 2004, which directs consolidation at DFAS of the residual
accounting and finance operations from WHS, DTRA and DoDEA.

Civilian Personnel Centers. Footprint and functional analyses yielded
opportunities to consolidate and/or co-locate centers resulting in fewer
locations and facilities. Currently, the Services have various forms of civilian
personnel regionalization. For example, both the Navy and the Army have
five Continental United States (CONUS) personnel centers al at different
locations. Since civilian personnel functions operate similarly under the
guidance of the Office of Personnel Management (OPM), during the
deliberative process the HSA JCSG considered options to maintain existing
MILDEP and Defense Agency organizational structures or to establish DoD
Personnel Centers.

Military Personnel Centers. Footprint and functional analyses produced
opportunities for co-location and consolidation of military personnel centers.
Currently, most Service military personnel centers are stand-alone entities.
One focus of the analyses was to determine capacity consumed by each
Service' s active duty and reserve personnel centers, and the potential for
economies of scale and reduced footprint. For example, the Army has merged
active and reserve personnel functions under a new Human Resources
Command (HRC) and had intended to consolidate at two locations (rather
than three current locations). Various recent transformational initiatives, e.g.,
automated contact call centers and web-based personnel data update
capabilities, have enabled many military servicing activitiesto operatein a
“virtual” environment, increasing the potential for consolidation and reduced
footprint. Finally, the recent $281M, 10-year contract award to Northrop-
Grumman to move into the implementation phase of the Defense Integrated
Military Human Resource System (DIMHRS) will make military personnel
data available to all Services on aunified system, further supporting joint and
total force processes.

Mobilization. Per |SG guidance of 16 Jul 2003, mobilization was analyzed by
a separate subgroup. The activities for which amobilized individual or unit
may be required to travel to acommon/central mobilization site to prepare for
and/or await deployment appeared most beneficial for review and were
analyzed. Subordinate functions included pre-deployment processing and
qualification; training; housing and staging, and equipping.

Functions Not Evaluated

The following functions were initially reviewed by the HSA JCSG, but ultimately
eliminated, passed to the MILDEPs for consideration, or dropped from the scope of
analysis as appropriate.

12
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MILDEP Reserve Force Management Organizations. The discovery period
for this function was extensive. It quickly became evident that, due to mission
considerations, significant variation exists among Army, Navy, Marine Corps
and Air Force reserve component business models. Additionally, the Global
War on Terrorism is serving as an accelerated forcing function for general
reserve component organizational change. The various reserve components
middle layer management organizations are especially affected by these
dynamics. After careful deliberations, the HSA JCSG determined that this
organizational changeis proceeding in the right direction, the return on
investment for further BRAC effort in thisareais small, and the change can
be best affected for the long term outside of the BRAC process. To assist with
this effort, the HSA JCSG is preparing a white paper outlining its findings and
suggestions for improvement. The function was remanded to the MILDEPs
for consideration.

Local DFAS and non-DFAS F& A, except for WHS, DTRA, and DoDEA.
Local DFAS and non-DFAS F& A footprint and functional analysis results
concluded that al activities reviewed were compliant with DMRD 910 except
WHS, DTRA and DoDEA. Therefore, personnel/workload associated with
these organizations should be included in the DFAS Central and Field
Operating Site footprint and functional analyses. This conclusion correlates
with MID 914, which directs consolidations at DFAS of the residual
accounting and financial operations from WHS, DTRA and DoDEA. The
local DFAS and non-DFAS analyses also concluded that any further
reductions associated with local DFAS or non-DFAS F& A activities, except
for WHS, DTRA and DoDEA are within the purview of hosting military
installations.

Common support functions above the installation level within geo-clusters.
For anumber of reasons, this area of functional analysis proved to be
particularly difficult for the HSA JCSG to embrace. Generally, the nature of
the challenge centered on: 1) difficulties experienced in defining the target
area of analysisin the joint arena, and 2) the restrictive arms-length nature of
the BRAC process. Asaresult, and after exhaustive efforts, this area of
analysis was re-evaluated for return on investment. In deliberations, the HSA
JCSG members concluded that functional analysis of the identified 14
common support functions could not be successfully completed within the
BRAC framework and directed work to cease. They further directed that a
white paper be prepared to address these functions and the merits of further
pursuing consolidation of initiatives outside of BRAC, thus furthering the
investment made to date in this area. The white paper has been completed and
will be submitted to OSD under separate cover.

Local military personnel offices. Several characteristics were identified that
resulted in the elimination of local military personnel offices within
geographic clusters from further consideration. These included the reduction
in“eligible’ offices due to elimination of major training bases and

13
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mobilization sites from consideration, and removal of installations where
distances between them exceeded reasonabl e customer service commute time.
In addition, local level active and reserve personnel offices primarily operate
on separate schedul es (weekdays versus weekends); any merging of offices
would impact unit effectiveness. A final characteristic isthe ongoing
transformation of local offices from walk-in to virtual customer service
operations resulting in significantly reduced staffing and footprint.

Common functions performed at the installation level other than those found
at DoD installations with shared boundaries or within a geographic cluster,
excluding select local F&A.

Communications and Information Technology (COMM/IT) Base level
communications and Computing Services. Communications and Information
Technology was one of several support functions identified for BRAC review
to identify high cost, low usage/excess capacity, and footprint that result in
unnecessary duplication and redundancy within DoD. This effort also
afforded an opportunity to reshape the way DoD performs communications
and information technology business through business process reengineering
(BPR).

In July 2003, the Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology
(USD (AT&L) directed HSA JCSG to analyze “base level” COMM/IT. The
Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG) was charged with analyzing the
DoD Information Technology Enterprise. Subsequently, the COMM/IT Team
refined the scope of analysis as. 1) base-level COMM/IT functions that fell
within HSA JCSG-defined geographic clustered installations and 2)
Computing Services. all DoD mainframe computing functions and high
capacity data storage functions performed by base-level service providing
organizations and/or major administrative headquarters.

Based on capacity data analysis, the COMM/IT Team recommended and HSA
JCSG agreed in February 2004 to reduce the COMM/IT scope of analysisto
Computing Services only. Recognized by HSA JCSG as a key enabler for
other support functions, base-level COMM/IT military value metrics were
integrated into weighted military value scoring plans for Finance and
Accounting, Civilian Personnel Offices, Military Personnel Offices,
Installation Management, and Major Administrative Headquarters functions.

In August 2004, HSA JCSG agreed to eliminate Computing Services from the
Group’ s scope of analysis. The COMM/IT Team'’s strategy was to identify
duplication and redundancy of main frame computers and large capacity data
storage systems and recommend consolidation of those systems not centrally
managed by the Defense Information Service Agency’s (DISA) Defense
Enterprise Computer Centers in accordance with Defense Management Report
Decison (DMRD 918). Analysis of Computing Services activities identified
excess capacity; however, data points revealed that the majority of mainframe
computing and large capacity storage systems fulfilled unique, stand-alone
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mission requirements precluding consolidation. Additionally, HSA JCSG
determined that the DoD Internet Protocol-based Net-Centric Enterprise
Servicesinitiative would drive COMM/IT integration and standardization
among MILDEPs facilitating greater efficiencies and cost savings than those
realized through BRAC initiatives.

Financial management PPBES functions US-wide, other than as identified
above. The function was excluded from the original scope in coordination
with the ISG.

Manpower management. Manpower management, the programming and
allocation of manpower resources, was eliminated from further consideration
based on its small functional scale and direct link to each Military
Department’ s Headquarters and Command Staff. At thelocal level,
manpower staffing is very limited with insignificant opportunitiesto gain
efficiencies or reduce footprint through consolidation.

Audit, excluding Auditor Headquarters. The function was excluded from the
original scope in coordination with the I SG.

Records management and storage. What formal records management and
storage existsis closely linked to personnel, financial or other specific
functions, and best remains with those functions. Asthe Department
continues to transition to the use of imaging and virtual record storage
systems, physical records management and storage requirements will continue
to decline. With these considerations, this was eliminated as an areafor
consideration.

Ceremonial. The function was excluded from the original scopein
coordination with the I SG.

While the mobilization subordinate functions of pre-deployment processing
and qualification; training; housing and staging, and equipping were fully
analyzed, the mobilization subordinate functions of transporting, and family
and employer support to mobilized personnel were considered as having little
potential to reduce footprint. I1n addition, the subgroup eliminated medical
and dental functions from analysis following discussions with the military
departments and the medical JCSG. It was determined that the evolution
towards home station pre-mobilization, new TRICARE initiatives, and the
planned cyclical rotation mobilization program would mitigate medical
requirements placed on installations.
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d. Overarching Strategy

Early on in the process, general guiding principles, which formed an overarching strategy,
were established by the HSA JCSG members. These principles, previously described, are:
improve jointness; eliminate redundancy, duplication and excess physical capacity; enhance
force protection; exploit best business practices; increase effectiveness, efficiency and
interoperability; and reduce costs.

Following assignment of functions, Subgroups further developed the strategy as follows:

Rationalize single function administrative installations

Rationalize headquarters presence within a 100-mile radius of the Pentagon
Eliminate |eased space

Consolidate headquarters and back-shop functions

Consolidate/regionalize installation management

Consolidate the Defense Finance and Accounting Service

Create a Joint corrections enterprise

Consolidate military personnel functions

Consolidate civilian personnel functions

Establish Joint pre/re-deployment mobilization sites

These helped to guide the HSA JCSG’ s scenario development, deliberation and declaration
of Candidate Recommendations (CRs).
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[I1.  Analytical Approach/Analysis.

a. Capacity Analysis.

Theintent of capacity analysis was to identify the current inventory of administrative space
on military installations and to classify that space as either currently occupied or vacant. The
identification of current space required and vacant space available was used to target
installations and activities for further investigation as potential relocation sites for
consideration in the scenario development process.

The amount of gross square feet (GSF) of administrative space currently in use was the
primary focus of analysis and was obtained through responses to Capacity Data Calls (CDC)
1 and 2. In some instances (Mobilization and Corrections), aternative measures other than
sguare footage were used and are detailed in the respective subsections of the Updated
Capacity Anaysis Report (UCAR) attached as an appendix in Section V of this report.
Capacity data call responses for current capacity, maximum potential capacity, current usage
of space, and space required to surge provided data to determine the amount of excess
administrative space in each of the functional areas assigned to the HSA JCSG.

The process to determine excess capacity began by establishing current capacity as the
reported capacity available. Thisvalue was validated against the reported maximum
potential capacity. In most instances, current capacity served no function in the calculation
of excess space, but was used to ensure that the reported maximum potential capacity was
within reason. Instead, the reported maximum potential capacity was the basis for the
calculation of excess.

Current usage (the amount of space currently being used by the entity) is the capacity
required (demand) to actually perform the function. Current usage was calculated using an
HSA JCSG-deliberated standard of 200 GSF/person. Use of a single common standard was
important to the analysis as it facilitated direct comparison of excess across the MILDEPs
and other DoD organizations. For this calculation, it was necessary to refer to the data calls
for the number of personnel employed by each entity.

Surge capacity requirements were determined by planning guidance, contingency and
operation plans, CDC questions or functional expertise. Additional detail with respect to
surge requirement is provided in Sections I11 e. and V a. of thisreport.

Excess capacity was determined by using the maximum potential capacity less current usage
and surge capacity requirements. For this analysis, excess capacity is reported as a
percentage of the maximum potential capacity. (Example: 35% excess capacity indicates
that an entity currently has 35% more space than is required for its present and surge
operations.):

_ MaxCapacity — CurrentUsage— Surge
MaxCapacity

Excess
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Capacity analysis of each of the functional areas assigned to the HSA JCSG is also detailed
inthe UCAR.

The following subsection and the embedded charts present atop level representation of the
capacity analysis results.

The amount of physical space remaining from the reported maximum potential capacity once
one accounts for the amount of space currently in use and the amount needed for surge
operations is referred to as excess capacity. Graphically thisis depicted in abar chart where
the length of the whole bar height represents the maximum potential capacity. The
subdivisions of each bar then represent the current usage level aswell as any identified

surge requirements. In some instances, the current usage plus the surge requirement will not
comprise the entire bar. The remaining space is the excess capacity with which this report is
primarily concerned. For the sake of uniformity and simplicity, all charts will indicate surge
in the legend, even if none was reported or used.

Please note that negative excess capacity indicates that an organization currently occupies
less space than its usage and surge requirements dictate. That is, a negative excess capacity
bar indicates that there is a shortfall of space. In these instances, the current usage plus surge
exceeds the maximum potential capacity by the length of the negative portion of the bar.
Figure 1 chart, below, describes the charts used throughout this section:

W Excess
Example Excess Chart O Surge
2500 @ Current Usage
2000 -
[
) Max Capacity =
1500 - total bar length
e Negative Excess
means that there is
1000 - < a shortfall; Current
> Usage plus Surge is
Excess = total bar greater than the
500 - length minus Surge Maximum Capacity.
and Current Usage.
0 \
Y
-500 N &
N S5
4 4@
< <

Figure 1. Example Excess Chart.
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Civilian Personnel Centers. Excess capacity existsin civilian personnel
centers from 11% to 34% between the services and DoD, as shown below in
Figure 2. Overal, civilian personnel centers across DoD have excess capacity
of 24%.

GSF Thousands

Administrative Space

350

o | —

250 . m Excess
200 O Surge
150 -
100 -

50

@ Current Usage

Army Nawy Air Force Defense
Agency

Civilian Personnel Centers

2

Figure 2. Civilian Personnel Capacity.

Major Administrative and Headquarters (MAH). The analysis of Mgjor
Administrative and Headquarters includes both installation and activity-level
analysis using separate analytical approaches due to their physical differences.
Activities are a specified subset of the installation-level analysis.

i.  MAH—Instalations. The analysisreveals 19% to 34% excess
administrative space at the installation-level acrossthe MILDEPS.
Results are presented below in Figure 3. In total, thereis 22% excess
capacity.

Installations Administrative Space

45
40

o ]
30 B Excess

25
20 O Surge

GSF (Millions)

15 @ Current Usage
10

USA USAF USN
Major Admin and HQs

Figure 3. MAH Installation Capacity.
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MAH-Activities. The analysisreveals 15% to 27% excess administrative
space within the specified activities across the MILDEPs, OSD, Defense
Agencies and Field Activities, as shown below in Figure 4. Intotal, thereis
24% excess capacity.

Activites Administrative Space

.: B Excess

O Surge

GSF (Millions)

@ Current Usage

==

USA USAF USN 4th Estate

Major Admin and HQs

Figure 4. MAH Activities Capacity.

Combatant Commands (COCOMSs), Service Component Commands (SCCs)
and Supporting Activities. Scenariosfor COCOM elements were generated
largely through a strategy driven approach—based on the JCSG'’ s strategy
and military judgment. Capacity analysistook a supporting role of data
verification; although, in some instances, COCOMs were included as
specific MAH activities. Therefore, please reference Sections 4 and 5 of the
UCAR, and the respective supporting appendices for presentation of
COCOM capacity analysis.

Reserve and Recruiting Commands. 11% excess capacity isidentified
across the reserve and recruiting commands. Thisis presented in Figure 5.

Reserve and Recruiting Command
Administrative Space
2
175 [
g 15
= 125 W Excess
1S 1 0O Surge
',_% 0.75 1 @ Current Usage
8 05
0.25
0
Res/Rec

Figure 5. Reserve and Recruiting Command Capacity.
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3 Mobilization. The Mobilization team presents its analysis in terms of
historical throughput (personnel processed for mobilization). The
methodology and data indicates 81% — 99% excess capacity, as shown below
in Figure 6. Although this excess capacity appearsto be significant at the
surface, it may be more afunction of unique reporting issues than physical
excess. Thischallengeis presented in greater detail in Section 4 of the

UCAR.
Mobilization Excess
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2 60000
QO
a © 50000 - m Excess
© ::2 40000 O Surge
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g 20000
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0 ‘
Army Air Force Naw/USMC
Service

Figure 6. Mobilization Capacity.

4 Military Personnel Centers.

Excess capacity, shown in Figure 7, exists in military personnel centers from 10% shortfall to
33% excess among the MILDEPs. In total, there is 24% excess capacity.
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Figure 7. Military Personnel Capacity.
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5) Correctional Facilities.

Corrections analysis is presented in terms of inmate throughput by facility security level
(Level | — confinement lessthan 1 year, Level |1 — confinement greater than one year but less
than five years, Level |11 — confinement greater than five years and as prescribed for certain
crimes). The capacity analysis results reveal excess capacity for correctional facilities from
9% to 35% across detention security levels. Thisanalysisis presented as an aggregate across
the MILDEPs and is shown in Figure 8.

Correctional Facilities -- Inmate Population
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Figure 8. Correctional Facility Capacity
(6) DFAS Central and Field Operating Sites.

Capacity analysis results identify excess capacity of 22% in administrative space. Excess
capacity associated with admin space dedicated to special equipment (safes, vaults, and
classified computers) or space dedicated to storage and warehouse was identified and is
addressed in the full report. Summary results are shown below in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. DFAS Capacity.
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@) Installation Management (IM). Excess capacity exists to 55% within geo-
clusters. Intotal, thereis excess capacity of 15% in IM administrative space,
asshown in Figure 10. An additional 12 installation management functions
were analyzed. Though not included in this top-level summary, details may
be found at Appendix A.

Administrative Space by GeoCluster
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Figure 10. Installation Management Capacity.

The aggregate results of capacity analysis are shown below in Figure 11.

Current Maximum Potential Current
Capacity Capacity Usage Surge Excess Excess %
MAH Installations 102,819,945 112,006,087 | 87,566,988 | 362,760 | 24,076,339 21.5%
=3 MAH Activities 26,576,615 26,576,615 | 20,269,800 6,350 6,300,465 23.7%
s E’, CIVPER 1,278,040 1,278,040 969,000 - 309,040 24.2%
§ e MILPER 2,293,495 2,293,495 1,748,400 545,095 23.8%
< DFAS 3,245,808 3,245,808 | 2,530,240 715,568 22.0%
IM 9,381,190 9,381,190 | 8,009,278 1,371,912 14.6%
2.2 MOB
S g 17,186 106,929 13,592 93,337 | 87.3%
2 8
c < CORR
= 2,565 2,975 2,141 410 424 | 14.3%

Figure 11. Aggregate Capacity Summary.

Results of capacity analysis provided several meaningful applications. Primarily, they served
to identify both the excess physical space as well as the amount of space required by each of
the entitiesin question. Combined, those two benchmarks served to help refine the JCSG's
scope and support future analysis for all activities and installations. In addition, several
guestions supporting the capacity analysis would later directly feed as inputs to several of the

military value models.
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b. Military Value Analysis.

Military value forms the foundation of analysis as a primary consideration for development
of recommendations, and it is the vehicle by which Selection Criterial — 4 are applied. The
four criteriaare asfollows:

Q) The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational
readiness of the total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact
on joint warfighting, training, and readiness.

(2 The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace
(including training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces
throughout a diversity of climate and terrain areas and staging areas for the
use of the Armed Forces in homeland defense missions) at both existing and
potential receiving locations.

(©)) The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total
force requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to support
operations and training.

4) The cost of operations and manpower implications.

The military value analysis phase of the BRAC process began with development of a
guantitative method for assessing the military value of headquarters, organizations and
activities performing HSA JCSG functions at current locations. This section includes an
overview of the process used to develop military value models and deliversthe final results
of each of the military value models. Further details can be found at Section V b. of the
report.

Final Selection Criteria 1 — 4 guided the development process of military value models. For
all HSA JCSG models, metrics supporting Criterion 1 measure the military value of a current
location’ s readiness to support the particular function under review. For example, metrics
supporting Criterion 1 of the Civilian Personnel model measure the military value of a
location’ s ability to support performance of the personnel mission, rather than the military
value of the function’s contribution to operational readiness of the DoD. Criteria2 —4 are
viewed similarly in that they are functionally aligned. The overarching strategy described in
Section 1. c., above, served as the basis for military value model development.

In addition to the selection criteria, guiding principles and strategy, several assumptions
applied to the joint review and analysis of all HSA JCSG activities/functions. These
assumptions are provided in detail in the final military value report located in Section V of
this document.

The understanding that this JCSG had no counterpart during previous BRAC actions and the
realization that no Headquarters and Support Activities models existed, led the JCSG to
establish ajoint analysis team. The team was assembled in mid-September 2003 and is
comprised of representatives from the Center for Army Analysis, the Center for Naval
Analyses and the Air Force Studies and Analyses Agency. The analysis team employed
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decision science techniques to guide the formulation of the quantitative models. That process
is described in the following paragraphs.

The team conducted a series of non-attributional interviews that provided insight into the
interviewees views of the military value process, as well asthe BRAC processin genera. In
addition to identifying member intent, the interviews helped determine imperatives,
objectives, and assumptions that guided the JCSG’ s military value process. The origina
intent was to interview JCSG members only, but as the process evolved, the interviews were
expanded to include the service BRAC Chiefs, the OSD BRAC Chief, and the former
Chairman of the HSA JCSG.

Throughout the model development process, JCSG teams consulted with various subject
matter experts across the components of the DoD. In addition, the JCSG established an open
process, encouraging the participation of MILDEP liaisons.

The HSA JCSG used an iterative approach in building the military value models. The group
determined the number of models desired by examining each function under review. The
intent was to create sufficient detail for the military value process using a minimum number
of models. Consideration of the HSA JCSG'’ s scope of analysis as defined in the Capacity
Report, detailed in Section V of this report; common metrics across the functions; and the
nature of decisions desired in each function assisted the HSA JCSG in determining the
number of models needed and hel ped define their respective scopes.

The analysis team used the decision science-based Multi-Attribute Vaue Theory (MAVT)
approach for model development. MAVT uses a hierarchical representation of a decision-
maker’ s objectives or criteria, and their supporting attributes and metrics, to assess value of a
group of competing alternatives. The process started with definition of overarching goals of
the study efforts; these goals were directly aligned to the military selection criteria. The
goals were then used to devel op attributes and metrics, which are mechanisms for measuring
each activity or installation against each goal or criteria. The process of devel oping these
hierarchical structureswasiiterative. Theinitial sessions were used to develop goals and
attributes that supported each criterion. The next series of sessions revisited the goals and
attributes and began developing metrics for each. The final round of sessions revisited the
goals, attributes, and refined metrics to include detail on the units of measure of the data, the
range, and the value function or scoring plan. This series of sessions also included the
development of questions supporting each metric. The draft scoring plans were then
presented to the HSA JCSG members and representatives from OSD BRAC, and refined
based on feedback.

Once the original scoring plans were complete, they were subjected to an iterative review
process that also imposed improvements and updates. After the original coordination
through the HSA JCSG members and OSD representatives, the plan was aso coordinated
through MILDEPs, the I SG, again through the MILDEPSs (specifically through the Deputy
Assistant Secretaries (DA Ss)), the question review/Data Standardization Team (DST)
process, and finally again through the MILDEPs. The plans have aso evolved as a function
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of the evolution of data. It isimportant to note that any significant changes to original
scoring plans were resubmitted back through the chain of command to the ISG. The scoring
plans reflected in the final military value report in Section V of this document provide the
end result of this evolutionary process.

Because the efforts of HSA JCSG represent a seminal Joint functional analysis, there were
many challenges associated with the data and subsequent quantitative analyses. Since many
of these functions currently operate independently and differently across the MILDEPs and
DoD entities, thereis great potential for increased efficiency and effectiveness of these
operations. However, the same current operational characteristics offer significant
challengesin terms of data collection and comparison, as each entity currently reports based
on its particular method of operation. The result is entities that are difficult to inventory and
datathat are challenging both to obtain and to compare.

Asthe data arrived and changed, the analysis process evolved. Capacity analysis served as
the mechanism guiding scope refinements and composition of final target lists for military
value. Inaddition, military value scoring plans were continually reviewed, and updated if
necessary, to ensure the quantitative results were robust, fair, and able to differentiate the
alternative entities within the scope. Each of these evolutions was briefed and approved
through the appropriate levels of leadership. The lists of entities shown in the military value
results in this document represent the final scope. Specific results of the military value
analyses are as follows.

Q) Civilian Personnel Offices. The civilian personnel offices' military value
model is based on the scoring plan presented at Appendix A to the final
military value report in Section V of thisreport. The specific data values used
to run the model are shown in Appendix H of the same report. The results of
the military value model are presented below in Table 1.

Military
Value
Alternative Score | Rank
North Central CPOC (Rock Island) 0.843 1
88 MSG/DPC (Wright-Patterson AFB) 0.806 2
DLA Civilian Personnel Office- Columbus 0.794 3
West CPOC (Ft. Huachuca) 0.764 4
78 MSG/DPC (Robins AFB) 0.740 5
DLA Civilian Personnel Office-New Cumberland 0.737 6
AFPC (Randolph AFB) 0.726 7
South Central CPOC (Redstone Arsenal) 0.725 8
Northeast CPOC (Aberdeen) 0.679 9
HRSC Southeast (Stennis) 0.672 10
Southwest CPOC (Ft. Riley) 0.664 11
72 MSG/DPC (Tinker AFB) 0.654 12
OO-ALC/DPC (Hill AFB) 0.607 13
HRSC East (Norfolk) 0.578 14
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11WG/DPCBolling AFB 0.560 15
DISA Civilian Personnel Division (MPS1) 0.555 16
Pacific CPOC (Ft. Richardson) 0.435 17
HRSC Southwest (San Diego) 0.363 18
DFAS Human Resources 0.362 19
HRSC Northeast (Philadel phia) 0.358 20
DODEA Human Resources Center 0.323 21
HRSC Pacific (Pearl Harbor) 0.307 22
HRSC Northwest (Silverdale) 0.276 23
WHS Personnel Services Division 0.226 24
DeCA Human Resource Operations Division 0.191 25

Table 1. Civilian Personnel Offices Military Value Results.

(2 Major Administrative and Headquarters Activities (MAH). The scoring plan
used to build and execute the model is presented in Appendix B of the final
military value report included in Section V of this document. Appendix | to
the same report provides a copy of the data values used to run the military
value model and generate the results shown below in Table 2. In thistable, an
(I at the beginning of the entity description designates an installation, an (A)
designates an activity, an (AB) designates an activity from the Reserve and
Recruiting Command Headquarters, and an (AJ) designates an activity from
the service component commands, and supporting activity functions. Note:
Activities and functions physically located within the Pentagon reservation
were not analyzed. Portions of staff elementsresiding in leased space with
parent organizations located at the Pentagon were analyzed.

Military
Value
Alternative Score ank
(I)Fort Bliss 0.916106 1
(DHurlburt Field 0.904459 2
(I)Peterson AFB 0.898482 3
(N Offutt AFB 0.897804 4
(DFort Sill 0.897530 5
(DCannon AFB 0.894840 6
()Robins AFB 0.894621 7
(DLangley AFB 0.894364 8
(DFairchild AFB 0.891209 9
()Wright-Patterson AFB 0.890106 10
(DKirtland AFB 0.889335 11
()Charleston AFB 0.889139 12
(NEglin AFB 0.889118 13
(HDavis-Monthan AFB 0.888693 14
(DEllsworth AFB 0.888462 15
(I)Francis E. Warren AFB 0.888071 16
(DTyndall AFB 0.888046 17
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(1)Sheppard AFB 0.887698 18
()Fort Sam Houston 0.887542 19
(I)Barksdale AFB 0.885399 20
(DNaval Station Norfolk 0.884987 21
(DMacDill AFB 0.884476 22
(DNellisAFB 0.884352 23
()Joint Reserve Base New Orleans 0.883714 24
(Lackland AFB 0.883065 25
(DHill AFB 0.882924 26
(1)Pope AFB 0.882312 27
(Naval Weapons Station Charleston 0.880734 28
(I)Little Rock AFB 0.880006 29
(DFort Jackson 0.879598 30
(DMinot AFB 0.879044 31
(Fort Knox 0.878055 32
(NDMcConnell AFB 0.877979 33
(1)Columbus AFB 0.877866 34
(Buckley AFB 0.877640 35
(DNaval Station and Undersea Warfare Center Newport 0.877276 36
(DMcChord AFB 0.877039 37
(DMamstrom AFB 0.876998 38
()Grand Forks AFB 0.876953 39
(DNaval Air Station Pensacola 0.875960 40
(Naval Support Activity New Orleans, LA 0.875943 41
(NDKeeder AFB 0.875409 42
(DMaxwell AFB 0.874951 43
(DTinker AFB 0.874479 44
()Randolph AFB 0.873869 45
(1)Fort Eustis 0.873396 46
(I)Patrick AFB 0.872872 47
(I)Redstone Arsenal 0.872540 48
(DNaval Air Station Jacksonville 0.869268 49
(Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune 0.868848 50
()Naval Air Station Brunswick 0.866599 51
(DAndrews AFB 0.865739 52
(Bolling AFB 0.865074 53
(DFort Riley 0.864942 54
(1)Dyess AFB 0.864754 55
(Naval Support Activity Mechanicsburg 0.864430 56
(DFort Belvoir 0.864411 57
(I)Fort Stewart 0.863518 58
(DFort Leonard Wood 0.862508 59
()Fort Bragg 0.861692 60
(DFort Gordon 0.861244 61
()Washington Navy Yard 0.861010 62
()Henderson Hall 0.860942 63
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(IFort Hood 0.860037 64
(DNaval Air Station Meridian 0.859054 65
()Fort Drum 0.857921 66
(DHomestead ARS 0.857745 67
(DNaval Support Activity Millington 0.857427 68
(DFort Huachuca 0.857220 69
(DNaval Air Station Corpus Christi 0.856942 70
(DFort Leavenworth 0.856342 71
()Seymour Johnson AFB 0.856158 72
(1)Scott AFB 0.855840 73
(DAnacostia Annex 0.854954 74
()Naval Research Laboratory 0.854777 75
(DMarine Corps Air Station Cherry Point 0.854704 76
(Naval Support Activity Norfolk 0.854401 77
()Marine Corps Base Quantico 0.854218 78
(DArlington Service Center 0.853531 79
(Hickam AFB 0.852121 80
(Elmendorf AFB 0.852067 81
(1)Fort Myer 0.850883 82
()Naval Support Activity Indian Head 0.849596 83
(DMarch ARB 0.849568 84
(I)Fort Carson 0.849489 85
()Shaw AFB 0.849476 86
(I)Saufley Field 0.849031 87
(DNaval Station Annapolis 0.849000 88
()Brooks City-Base 0.848949 89
(Fort Rucker 0.848640 90
(DMarine Corps Air Station Miramar 0.846676 91
()Fort Detrick 0.845373 92
(DFort Wainwright 0.845009 93
(1)Fort Meade 0.844590 94
(I)Eielson AFB 0.843969 95
(DFort Lee 0.843201 96
(DNaval Air Station North Island 0.842766 97
(Fort Benning 0.842497 98
(1)Joint Reserve Base Fort Worth 0.842196 99
(DNava Air Station Whiting Field 0.841333 100
()Vandenberg AFB 0.840607 101
(DMarine Corps Base Hawaii Kaneohe 0.839421 102
(DVance AFB 0.838288 103
(I)Fort Monroe 0.838263 104
(Fort McNair 0.837711 105
(NDMcGuire AFB 0.837355 106
()Naval Station San Diego 0.834858 107
()Fort McPherson 0.834280 108
()National Naval Medical Center Bethesda 0.834077 109
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(DNaval Air Station Key West 0.834073 110
(DMarine Corps Support Activity Kansas City 0.834021 111
(HDWalter Reed Army Medical Center 0.833714 112
(DNaval Submarine Support Base Kings Bay 0.833382 113
(DFort Lewis 0.833013 114
(DFort Richardson 0.832621 115
(Marine Corps Base Hawaii Camp Smith 0.831913 116
(DArmy National Guard Readiness Center 0.831220 117
(Naval Station Pearl Harbor 0.830818 118
(NLuke AFB 0.828890 119
(DCarlide Barracks 0.827509 120
(I)Beale AFB 0.827114 121
(Fort Polk 0.819481 122
(DMarine Corps Air Station Beaufort 0.819057 123
(I)Schofield Barracks 0.816340 124
(DMountain Home AFB 0.816236 125
(I)Potomac Annex, Washington DC 0.816066 126
(1)Fort Shafter 0.814127 127
()Aberdeen Proving Ground 0.811987 128
()Fort McCoy 0.807143 129
(DTravisAFB 0.799278 130
(I)Naval Amphibious Base Coronado 0.790840 131
(DFort Gillem 0.786709 132
(Fort Hamilton 0.783659 133
(DNaval Support Activity Dahlgren 0.783487 134
()Fort Monmouth 0.781758 135
(Fort Campbell 0.775120 136
(Fort Dix 0.769979 137
(DAltus AFB 0.765887 138
(DNaval Air Station Patuxent River Webster Field 0.765141 139
()Whiteman AFB 0.764781 140
(DNaval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst 0.762298 141
()Joint Reserve Base Willow Grove 0.761900 142
()Naval Air Station Whidbey Island 0.761821 143
()Dover AFB 0.760977 144
(Fort A P Hill 0.759834 145
(DNaval Air Station Patuxent River 0.758719 146
()Naval Station Everett 0.737483 147
(Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton 0.727259 148
(DNaval Submarine Base Bangor 0.717246 149
()Naval Air Station Point Mugu 0.690660 150
(A)CAA 0.573033 151
(A)DIA CAF 0.541384 152
(A)JCS CAF 0.541384 153
(A)Navy CAF 0.541384 154
(ANETC 0.541384 155
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(A)NETPDTC 0.541384 156
(A)AF Review Boards Agency 0.539325 157
(A)CO HQBN HQMC (Henderson Hall) 0.539325 158
(A)MEDIA CTR WASHINGTON DC 0.539325 159
(A)NAVAL LEGAL SERVICE OFFICE NORTH CENTRAL 0.539325 160
(A)JNAVAL LEGAL SERVICES COMMAND 0.539325 161
(A)OCHR 0.539325 162
(A)PEO Soldier 0.539325 163
(A)TRIAL SERVICE OFFICE NORTHEAST 0.539325 164
(AB)COMMARFORRES NSA NOLA, New Orleans LA 0.539325 165
(AB)COMNAVAIRRESFOR NSA NOLA (sub of above) 0.539325 166
(AB)YCOMNAVCRUITCMD 0.539325 167
(AB)COMNAVCRUITCMD NSA NOLA (sub of above) 0.539325 168
(AB)COMNAVRESFOR NSA NOLA 0.539325 169
(AB)US Army Accessions Command HQ (USAAC) 0.539325 170
(AB)USAF Recruiting Service (HQ AF Recruiting SVC) 0.539325 171
(AJPACOM PACAF 0.539325 172
(AJ)FORSCOM 0.535848 173
(A)AF Office of Specia Investigations 0.533079 174
(A)6MLMC 0.526302 175
(A)COMNAVFACENGCOM 0.520917 176
(AB)USAF Reserve Command (USAFRES) 0.519156 177
(AB)US Army Recruiting Cmd 0.515376 178
(A)Acquisition Support Center (ASC) 0.497869 179
(A)NCIS 0.497809 180
(A)Program Mgr for Chemical Demilitarization 0.494558 181
(A)NAVAL HISTORICAL CENTER 0.492634 182
(AJ)PACOM USPACFLT 0.491693 183
(AJPACOM USARPAC 0.484799 184
(A)11th Wing 0.483401 185
(A)PWC WASH DC 0.483215 186
(A)NAVAL DISTRICT WASH DC 0.482047 187
(A)US Army Materiel Systems Analysis Activity 0.481124 188
(AJ)TRADOC 0.474208 189
(AB)US Army Reserve Command (USARC) 0.465001 190
(A)Wash HQ Services CAF 0.440260 191
(A)HOMC 0.438202 192
(A)MDW 0.438202 193
(A)DCAA 0.425281 194
(AB)US Army Cadet Cmd 0.410296 195
(A)Air Force CAF 0.406553 196
(A)Army CCF 0.406553 197
(A)DTRA 0.405251 198
(A)Soldiers Magazine-Belvoir 0.405180 199
(A)AF Flight Standards Agency 0.404494 200
(A)AF Legal Services Agency 0.404494 201
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(A)AF Medical Support Agency 0.404494 202
(A)AF/HC — Chaplain Service 0.404494 203
(A)AF/SG — Surgeon General 0.404494 204
(A)AFIP 0.404494 205
(A)AUDSVC 0.404494 206
(A)BD CPAC -MA, NE Region 0.404494 207
(A)BUMED, WASH DC 0.404494 208
(A)COMSC WASHINGTON DC 0.404494 209
(A)NAVSISA MECHANICSBURG PA 0.404494 210
(A)NAVSUPSY SCOM MECHANICSBURG PA 0.404494 211
(A)PEO EIS(STAMIYS) 0.404494 212
(A)USARMY INFORMATION SYSTEMS ENGINEERING

COMMAND 0.404494 213
(A)JUSAMMDA 0.404494 214
(AB)COMMARFORCRUITCMD, Quantico, VA 0.404494 215
(A)DeCA 0.403999 216
(A)Developmental Test Command 0.400653 217
(A)JUSAMRIID 0.397131 218
(A)ACSIM 0.393249 219
(A)CID-Belvoir 0.386276 220
(A)Army Evaluation Center 0.384469 221
(A)USA SAC 0.381946 222
(A)JUSA MMA 0.380582 223
(A)USA Force Mgmt Support Agency, HQ DA-GS 0.377575 224
(A)DLA 0.377205 225
(A)DISCO 0.373905 226
(A)SAF/US — Under Secretary of the AF 0.372448 227
(A)MARINE CORPSINSTITUTE (NEW) 0.372432 228
(A)Army Audit Agency 0.371990 229
(A)AF/JA — Judge Advocate General 0.371751 230
(A)JUSALSA 0.369586 231
(A)SPAWARSY SCEN, Charleston (NEW) 0.368049 232
(A)JASA(M&RA) 0.367484 233
(A)US Army Medical Research Institute for Chemical Defense | 0.365510 234
(A)HQS USA MRMC (and subordinate commands) 0.365100 235
(A)NSWC HQ (AT WNY) 0.365040 236
(A)IMLFDC 0.364700 237
(AB)HQ ARNG (Army Nationa Guard) 0.363228 238
(A)US Army Aberdeen Test Center 0.360723 239
(A)Communications & Electronics Command (CECOM) 0.359930 240
(A)US Army Research, Development and Engineering

Command 0.359555 241
(A)JUSAMRAA 0.358069 242
(A)Edgewood Chemical & Biological Center 0.353246 243
(A)Army Contracting Agency 0.352701 244
(A)NAVSEASY SCOM WASHINGTON NAVY YARD, DC 0.351416 245
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(A)US Army Environmental Center 0.350284 246
(A)US Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventative

Medicine 0.343374 247
(A)U. S. Army Research Laboratory - HQ 0.340102 248
(A)The Surgeon General Office (OTSG) 0.329669 249
(A)SECNAV WASH DC 0.329566 250
(A)ASA (I&E) 0.327649 251
(A)OEA 0.325443 252
(AJ)JFCOM/C4I SR Battle Center/JFL/IWC 0.311502 253
(A)OCPA 0.305962 254
(A)NSA CAF 0.305429 255
(A)NAVAIR SYSCOM HQ 0.296075 256
(A)Navy Hometown News 0.293966 257
(A)SAF/GC — General Counsdl 0.293345 258
(AJ)SDDC-TEA 0.293067 259
(A)G-6 0.292114 260
(A)DUSA 0.292038 261
(A)AF/XO — Air and Space Operations 0.292033 262
(A)AF-CIO — HAF Chief Information Officer 0.291984 263
(A)CECOM (Acquisition Ctr) 0.291821 264
(A)ASA (FM&C) 0.291476 265
(A)AF News Agency/Army & AF Hometown News 0.291462 266
(A)AFIS 0.291362 267
(A)Office of the JAG (OTJAG) 0.291328 268
(A)G-8 0.291178 269
(A)AFSAA - AF Studies and Analysis Agency 0.290729 270
(A)PFPA 0.290512 271
(A)DTSA 0.290357 272
(A)OCAR 0.289929 273
(A)JAG Schoal 0.289786 274
(A)DARPA 0.289164 275
(A)DHRA 0.287253 276
(A)OASA (AlY) 0.276646 277
(A)AFCEE 0.274720 278
(A)CIFA 0.273153 279
(A)DOHA 0.271923 280
(A)NAWC PATUXENT RIVER MD 0.271219 281
(A)SAF/AA — Admin Asst to the Secretary 0.265571 282
(A)G-3 0.265290 283
(A)PEO STRICOM 0.260909 284
(AB)USAF Reserve Command Reserve Recruiting Service, 0.260669 285
(A)DCMS 0.257829 286
(A)G-1 0.256200 287
(A)AMC 0.254981 288
(A)Office of the Admin Assistant to the Army (SAAA) 0.253912 289
(AJHQ IMA 0.252089 290
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(A)WHS 0.249914 291
(A)SAF/PA — Public Affairs 0.238116 292
(A)SAF/SB — Small & Disadvantaged Business 0.238100 293
(A)AF/XI —Warfighting Integration 0.237450 294
(A)SAF/IA —International Affairs 0.237118 295
(A)OSD 0.234229 296
(AB)HQ Air National Guard (ANG) 0.227358 297
(A)DCMA 0.219688 298
(A)HQ SMDC 0.218208 299
(A)HRC 0.216936 300
(A)OPNAV 0.209306 301
(A)SAF/IE — Installations Environment and Logistics 0.207539 302
(ANETCOM 0.201310 303
(A)SAF/AQ - Acquisition 0.197521 304
(A)SAF/AG — Auditor General 0.197312 305
(A)DISA 0.196988 306
(A)DISC4 JTRS JPO 0.188239 307
(A)TMA 0.164090 308
(A)AF Personnel Operations Agency 0.158570 309
(A)PEO Biological Defense 0.157701 310
(A)JNMCRS 0.157603 311
(A)AF/HO - Historian 0.157277 312
(A)SAF/FM — Financial Management and Comptroller 0.156783 313
(A)DLSA 0.156473 314
(A)DPMO 0.156181 315
(A)NAVIPO WASH DC 0.155633 316
(A)COMMANDER, NAVY INSTALLATIONS 0.155615 317
(A)DSCA 0.155472 318
(AJHQ ATEC 0.153650 319
(AB)HQ NGB (National Guard Bureau — overseeing Air Force

and Army) 0.153333 320
(A)DODEA 0.153243 321
(A)Army Research Office 0.152528 322
(A)NAV SSP (NEW) 0.151736 323
(A)SDDC (formerly MTMC) 0.150176 324
(AJ)SOUTHCOM HQ 0.148419 325
(A)Navy Systems Management Activity (NSMA) - New 0.143747 326
(A)Army-CSA 0.143717 327
(A)DOD IG 0.142296 328
(A)MDA 0.142236 329
(A)AF/DP - Personnel 0.136565 330
(A)OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCH 0.124907 331
(A)DFAS 0.122673 332
(A)AF/IL — Installation and Logistics 0.113528 333
(A)DSS 0.112188 334

Table2. MAH Military Value Results.
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3

Mobilization. The scoring plan used for the Mobilization function is provided

in Appendix C to the final military value report presented in Section V of this
document. Appendix J of the same report provides a copy of the data values

used to run the military value model.

Military
Value
Alternative Score | Rank

FT BENNING 0.552 1

FT LEWIS 0.545 2

FT BRAGG 0.497 3

FT HOOD 0.461 4

FT STEWART 0.457 5

FT MCCOY 0.439 6

FT DIX 0.435 7

FT KNOX 0.434 8

CG MCB CAMPEN 0.429 9

FT CARSON 0.369 10
FT BLISS 0.367 11
FT DRUM 0.361 12
CG MCB CAMP LEJEUNE NC 0.343 13
FT RILEY 0.339 14
FT SILL 0.338 15
FT POLK 0.333 16
FT CAMPBELL 0.323 17
Eglin AFB 0.322 18
FT JACKSON 0.310 19
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 0.300 20
FT LEE 0.293 21
SUBASE BANGOR WA 0.276 22
FT LEONARD WOQOD 0.276 23
NAS JACKSONVILLE FL 0.259 24
McGuire AFB 0.250 25
FT SAM HOUSTON 0.248 26
Hill AFB 0.240 27
FT EUSTIS 0.239 28
NAVSTA NORFOLK VA 0.239 29
FT RUCKER 0.236 30
CBC GULFPORT MS 0.233 31
Robins AFB 0.233 32
Seymour Johnson AFB 0.219 33
TravisAFB 0.209 34
NAS PENSACOLA FL 0.202 35
NAVBASE VENTURA CTY PT MUGU CA 0.195 36
FT RICHARDSON 0.194 37
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Davis-Monthan AFB 0.191 38
March ARB 0.190 39
Scott AFB 0.190 40
FT HUACHUCA 0.188 41
Tinker AFB 0.186 42
Y oungstown-Warren Regional APT ARS 0.185 43
Westover ARB 0.184 44
SCHOFIELD BARRACKS 0.182 45
Wright-Patterson AFB 0.181 46
NAS JRB FT WORTH TX 0.178 47
NAVSTA SAN DIEGO CA 0.172 48
NAS JRB NEW ORLEANS LA 0.172 49
Holloman AFB 0.171 50
Whiteman AFB 0.160 51
Kirtland AFB 0.157 52
COMNAVDIST WASHINGTON DC 0.147 53
NiagaraFalls IAP ARS 0.146 54
Grissom ARB 0.144 55
SUBASE NEW LONDON CT 0.144 56
Barksdale AFB 0.143 57
Minot AFB 0.132 58
NAS JRB WILLOW_GROVE PA 0.132 59
NAVSUPPACT MID SOUTH MILLINGTON_ TN | 0.131 60
Elmendorf AFB 0.126 61
Homestead ARS 0.122 62
Jackson IAP AGS 0.120 63
NAVSTA PEARL_HARBOR HI 0.117 64
NAVSTA GREAT LAKES IL 0.094 65
FT BUCHANAN 0.092 66

Table 3. Mobilization Military Vaue Results.

4 Military Personnel Centers. The military value model is based on the scoring
plan presented in Appendix D of the final military value report, whichis
presented in Section V of this document. The data used to execute the
military value model are shown at Appendix K of the same report. The results
of the military value model are shown below in Table 4.

Military
Value
Alternative Score | Rank
NAVPERSCOM 0.962 1
AFPC 0.754 2
MC PERSCOM 0.586 3
EPMAC 0.563 4
NAVRESPERCEN 0.563 5
ARPC 0.130 6
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HRC INDIANAPOLIS | 0.098 7
HRC ST LOUIS 0.097 8
MC MOBCOM 0.094 9
HRC ALEXANDRIA 0.068 10

Table 4. Military Personnel Centers Military Value Results.

Correctional Facilities. The corrections model scoring planisat Appendix E
of the final military value report in Section V of this document. The data used
to run the model are in Appendix L of the same report. The results of the
military value model are shown below in Table 5.

Military
Value

Alternative Score | Rank
FORT LEAVENWORTH 0.587 1
CG MCAS MIRAMAR CA 0.563 2
WPNSTA CHARLESTON SC 0.433 3
Lackland AFB 0.432 4
FORT KNOX 0.402 5
SUBASE BANGOR WA 0.400 6
NAVBRIG NORFOLK VA 0.386 7
Edwards AFB 0.372 8
NAS PENSACOLA FL 0.356 9
CG MCB CAMP LEJEUNE NC | 0.342 10
CG MCB CAMPEN 0.338 11
FORT SILL 0.337 12
FORT LEWIS 0.337 13
CG MCB QUANTICO VA 0.293 14
Kirtland AFB 0.289 15
NAVSTA PEARL HARBOR HI | 0.230 16
NAS JACKSONVILLE FL 0.185 17

Table 5. Correctional Facilities Military Vaue Results.

DFAS. The DFAS scoring planisin Appendix F to the final military value
report presented in Section V of this document. Appendix M of the same
report provides details on values of the data elements. The results of the
military value model are shown in Table 6 below.

Military
Value
Alternative Score | Rank
Rock Island 0.846 1
Pensacola Saufley Field 0.805 2
Denver 0.803 3
Norfolk Naval Station 0.787 4
Lawton 0.787 5
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Pensacola Naval Air Station 0.720 6
Columbus 0.688 7
Omaha 0.673 8
Indianapolis 0.651 9
Dayton 0.625 10
St Louis 0.612 11
Cleveland 0.587 12
San Antonio 0.586 13
San Diego 0.569 14
Pacific Ford Island 0.569 15
Patuxent River 0.565 16
Limestone 0.548 17
Charleston 0.546 18
Rome 0.542 19
Orlando 0.540 20
Lexington 0.532 21
Kansas City 0.451 22
Seaside 0.433 23
San Bernardino 0.429 24
Arlington 0.313 25
Oakland 0.243 26

Table 6. DFAS Military Vaue Results.

Installation Management. The installation management scoring planis
presented in Appendix G of the final military value report, which is shown in
Section V of thisreport. Appendix N of the same report provides a copy of
the data used to execute the military value model. The military value results
are shown below in Table 7.

Military
Value
Alternative Score | Rank
Walter Reed Medical Center 0.556 1
Ft. Bragg 0.530 2
NAVSTA Pearl Harbor 0.410 3
NAVSTA Norfolk 0.402 4
COMNAVDIST Washington D.C. 0.378 5
Bolling AFB 0.357 6
Lackland AFB 0.355 7
Ft. Lewis 0.350 8
Schofield Barracks 0.340 9
Ft. Eustis 0.304 10
MCB Quantico 0.291 11
Peterson AFB 0.290 12
Keeder AFB 0.285 13
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe 0.262 14
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Ft. Carson 0.262 15
Ft. Belvoir 0.261 16
Ft. Shafter 0.260 17
Aberdeen Proving Ground 0.251 18
Ft. Meade 0.248 19
Langley AFB 0.235 20
Schriever AFB 0.234 21
NAS Patuxent River 0.233 22
Naval Support Act Mechanicsburg 0.230 23
Ft. Sam Houston 0.230 24
USAF Academy 0.228 25
CBC Gulfport 0.224 26
Elmendorf AFB 0.222 27
Hickam AFB 0.220 28
Randolph AFB 0.218 29
Nat Naval Med Center Bethesda 0.217 30
Andrews AFB 0.214 31
Ft. Dix 0.211 32
Dover AFB 0.208 33
Ft. Richardson 0.208 34
DOBBINS ARB 0.206 35
McGuire AFB 0.205 36
NAVWPNSTA Charleston 0.198 37
Charleston AFB 0.197 38
McChord AFB 0.196 39
Ft. Monmouth 0.193 40
Pope AFB 0.192 41
NAVMEDCEN PORTSMOUTH 0.191 42
Brooks-City Base 0.191 43
Ft. McNair/Fort Myer 0.188 44
NAS Oceana 0.186 45
COMNAVMARIANAS GU 0.178 46
Cheyenne Mountain AFS 0.177 47
NAVSHIPYD Norfolk 0.174 48
NAVSUPPACT Norfolk 0.170 49
Andersen AFB 0.166 50
NAVPHIBASE Little Creek 0.165 51
L etterkenny Army Depot 0.165 52
NASATLANTA 0.164 53
Ft. Detrick 0.16 54
NAVAIRENGSTA Lakehurst 0.153 55
COMDR Camp Allen Norfolk 0.144 56
CO HOQBN HQMC Henderson Hall 0.142 57
Adelphi Laboratory Center 0.141 58
Marine Corps Barracks 8th & | 0.138 59
Carlisle Barracks 0.131 60
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WPNSTA Y orktown 0.13 61
NAVSTA Pascagoula 0.125 62
Ft. Monroe 0.123 63
WPNSTA Earle Colts Neck 0.116 64
Ft. A.P. Hill 0.112 65

Table 7. Instalation Management Military Value Results.

The HSA JCSG analytical team conducted an extensive sensitivity analysis to ensure robust
and stable military value results and associated recommendations. Sensitivity analysis for
the final Military Value results was performed on three levels—accounting for data
evolution, verifying impact on scenarios, and swinging the weights of the metrics. Each
aspect of the results of sensitivity analysis was presented to the JCSG leadership for their
consideration and resolution. Additional details on the sensitivity analysis can befound in
the Final Military Value Report in Section V of this document.

c. Scenario Development.

The process by which the HSA JCSG generated and determined scenarios that would
eventually become candidate recommendations was guided by the JCSG's overarching
strategy (Section |1 ¢.) and relied on quantitative assessments of capacity and military value,
aswell as optimization. The aim was to determine the group of actions that would provide
the best set of options supporting the JCSG’ s foundational principles and objectives.

Based on guidance from the OSD BRAC office, there were three acceptable methods for the
generation of scenarios — optimization modeling, application of a strategy or set of
strategies, and military judgment. The HSA JCSG used all three approaches to generate
scenarios, but relied most heavily on the application of an overarching strategy. Military
judgment was exercised by the JCSG leadership in the devel opment of scenarioslargely in
cases where mitigating factors or other unigue conditions may not have been adequately
considered as afunction of the JCSG strategy or quantitative models. Where this occurred it
was noted and the rational e identified in the minutes of the deliberative session.
Optimization modeling performed by the Center for Naval Analyses and the HSA JCSG
Analysis Team guided the generation of several scenariosthat later became candidate
recommendations.

The functional analysts began scenario development by considering the JCSG’ s guiding
principles and strategy. Quantitative results from the modeling phases were evaluated
against this backdrop. As the groups began devel oping scenarios, they were required to
report their progress to the leadership across two dynamics—constructs and level of impact.
The members applied four constructs to ensure a balanced set of scenario choices. These
constructs included joint scenarios that would involve more than one MILDEP or OSD-level
entity, uniform scenarios that would apply a common standard consistently within each
MILDEP or OSD-level entity, unique scenarios that captured significant exceptions within a

40



HSA-JCSG-D-05-326

MILDEP or OSD-level entity, and hybrid scenarios that allowed some combination of the
other three constructs. The members also required a set of choices against the level of
impact, from radical to conservative. Throughout the development process, the functional
experts briefed the JCSG Members on scenarios devel oped against these criteria; members
would direct the generation of new scenariosif they felt that any portions of the strategic
constructs and levels of impact were not adequately represented.

Once the strategic direction was understood, the analytic portion of the scenario development
process became the foundation for scenario generation. Capacity analysis defined where
functions were performed and provided an estimate of physical and operational capacity for
both potential moving entities and receiving locations. The military value analysis provided
an assessment of the military value of performing the functions under consideration by HSA
JCSG at current and/or potential locations. In some cases, the results of capacity analysis
and military value were used as key inputs into optimization models. Generally these models
maximize military value subject to a set of constraints that capitalize on existing available
capacity, either in terms of excess space or available land. Other constraints for the
optimization model were developed as a result of functional analysis and consideration of the
JCSG's strategy. The DFAS, Civilian Personnel, and Corrections teams and the
Mobilization and MAH subgroups used the Navy’ s optimization approach. The Installation
Management and Military Personnel teams did not require such elaborate models.

Installation Management compared only two to three entities within each scenario, so
military value alone was sufficient to determine results. Military Personnel had only ten
entities within its scope, so the team manually devel oped scenarios by maximizing military
value and capitalizing on available space.

The rankings that result from the military value model and results from the optimization
approach were not absolute, but a starting point for scenario development. Scenarios were
constructed with military value as a primary consideration, but the process also included
results of functional analysis and application of military judgment. An overall construct for
the development of the JCSG’ s recommendations has been one that is strategy driven and
data verified.

The HSA JCSG aso used an evolutionary process to obtain robust scenarios and
recommendations. Based on the strategic guidance, the functional experts generated ideas.
These were briefed to the deputy director and deputy subgroup leadership for consideration.
If approved, these ideas became proposals and were taken to the JCSG leadership. The
leadership considered each proposal and, based on their overall assessment of value, declared
some as scenarios. The set of declared scenarios was then organized into independent,
conflicting, competing, and complementary groups. Through deliberative discussions, the
members compared each scenario and determined which scenarios would become candidate
recommendations; those were subsequently forwarded to the |SG and the IEC. These
decisions were based primarily on military value as areflection of Selection Criterial —4,
but they also considered the impact of Selection Criteria5— 8. Criterion 5 was evaluated
using the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model. COBRA results do not
provide budget quality analyses, but were used as a means to compare among and between
scenarios, and later, CRs.
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As recommendations were forwarded to the |SC and |EC, they were occasionally modified
and refined based on other quantitative aspects of the larger integration and decision-making
process or through the exercise of military judgment by senior DoD decision makers. The
scenario development process resulted in atotal of 204 ideas, 194 proposals, 117 declared
scenarios, and 50 HSA JCSG-specific candidate recommendations and 21 recommendations
following OSD-level integration.

d. Force Structure Plan.

Because the force structure plan does not make explicit reference to the impact of force
structure on headquarters and support activities, the 20-Y ear Force Structure plan was
considered, in general, through investigation of end strength levels and changes made to
major operational forces. Three specific approaches were used by HSA JCSG for
consideration of the force structure plan.

The first approach used Force & Infrastructure Categories (F&1C). F&IC codes are a
framework for organizing the Program Elements (PEs) from the Future Y ears Defense Plan
(FYDP). The JCSG made use of categories within the infrastructure component as outlined
below.

The Force Installations category refers to installations at which units in the forces
category are based. It includes the services and organizations at these installations
necessary to house and sustain the units and support their daily operations. It also
includes programs that sustain, restore, and modernize each installation’ s buildings
and protect its environment. This code was applied to the Installation Management
Team and Mobilization Subgroup.

The Central Personnel Administration code supports programs that acquire and
administer the DoD workforce; this code was used for Civilian and Military
Personnel teams.

The Departmental Management code serves headquarters whose primary mission isto
manage the overall programs and operations of the DoD and its components. It also
includes administrative, forces, and international management headquarters, and
Defense-wide support activities that are centrally managed. It specifically excludes
combatant headquarters and the management headquarters that are associated with
other Infrastructure categories. The MAH Subgroup primarily relied on this
information.

Each F&IC code was analyzed over the FY DP years for manpower levels; these
levels and the trends of personnel strengths in general were compared to the levels
provided in the force structure report. Since the manpower levels remain generally
stable across each F& | C code for all services, and end strength levels as reported in
the 20-year Force Structure Plan remain relatively flat, we concluded that our
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scenarios are consistent with the 20-Y ear Force Structure Plan, as our scenarios
support manpower levels that are sufficient to meet today’ s forces structure
requirements. Additionally, the information contained in the current force structure
report provides no evidence supporting a need to change the number and/or type of
headquarters or activities within the HSA JCSG scope.

The second approach to force structure analysis was devel oped to address specifically OSD-
level entities. In this case, each Defense agency, operating agency or activity, and the Joint
Staff were sent memoranda requesting an independent assessment of the impact of the force
structure plan on their organizations. The intent of the Joint Staff review was also to
consider impact on the combatant commands. Each OSD-level entity provided a written
response, and none cited any additional impact of the force structure report.

The third approach to force structure analysis was devel oped for the Corrections Team,
because the other approaches did not provide sufficient resolution. For thisteam, a
relationship between current inmate population and current end strength levels was
developed. Thisrelationship was then projected to the end strength levels shown in the force
structure plan to forecast inmate level requirements of the future. Scenarios were then
checked to make sure they included capacity that was sufficient to meet future needs.

The result of the three approaches to force structure analysisis that the current suite of
recommendations is consistent with and able to meet the requirements stipulated in the 20-
year Force Structure Report.

e. Surge Requirements.

Because of the unique breadth of the functions under the charter of the HSA JCSG, avariety
of approaches to consideration of surge requirements was required. The Installation
Management Team and MAH Subgroup explicitly questioned the entities within their charter
asto their surge requirements. These requirements were then considered in capacity analysis
in terms of requirements necessary and space evaluation. Correctional Facilities considered
their surge as a function of demand against maximum potential capacity. The DFAS Team's
functional analysis showed that explicit surge requirements were not necessary; DFAS will
accommodate any surge issues through the addition of shifts or overtime work. The Military
and Civilian Personnel teams’ functional analyses revealed that each of these functions has
been operating in a surge mode for the last several years. Assuch, their current requirements
are sufficient to meet surge needs, so no additional surge capability is necessary. The
Mobilization Subgroup deals with surge by its very nature. The scope of the Mobilization
Subgroup’ s efforts is meant to accommodate up to full mobilization. Additional surge
requirements are not necessary for this subgroup. More explicit detail on surgeis provided in
the Updated Capacity Analysis Report, which isincluded in Section V of this document.
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V. Recommendations and Justifications

a. Joint Basing

Recommendation: Realign McChord Air Force Base (AFB), WA, by relocating the
installation management functions to Fort Lewis, WA, establishing Joint Base Lewis-
McChord.

Realign Fort Dix, NJ, and Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst, NJ, by relocating the
install ation management functions to McGuire AFB, NJ, establishing Joint Base McGuire-
Dix-Lakehurst.

Realign Naval Air Facility Washington, MD, by relocating the installation management
functionsto Andrews AFB, MD, establishing Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility
Washington, MD.

Realign Bolling AFB, DC, by relocating the installation management functions to Naval
District Washington at the Washington Navy Y ard, DC, establishing Joint Base Anacostia-
Bolling-Naval Research Laboratory (NRL), DC.

Realign Henderson Hall, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Fort
Myer, VA, establishing Joint Base Myer-Henderson Hall, VA.

Realign Fort Richardson, AK, by relocating the installation management functions to
Elmendorf AFB, AK, establishing Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, AK.

Realign Hickam AFB, HI, by relocating the installation management functions to Naval
Station Pearl Harbor, HI, establishing Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, HI.

Realign Fort Sam Houston, TX, and Randolph AFB, TX, by relocating the installation
management functionsto Lackland AFB, TX.

Realign Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, by relocating the installation management
functions to Charleston AFB, SC.

Realign Fort Eustis, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Langley
AFB, VA.

Realign Fort Story, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Commander
Naval Mid-Atlantic Region at Naval Station Norfolk, VA.

Realign Andersen AFB, Guam, by relocating the installation management functionsto
Commander, U.S. Nava Forces, Marianas |slands, Guam.
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Justification: All installations employ military, civilian, and contractor personnel to
perform common functions in support of installation facilities and personnel. All
installations execute these functions using similar or near similar processes. Because these
installations share a common boundary with minimal distance between the major facilities or
arein near proximity, there is significant opportunity to reduce duplication of efforts with
resulting reduction of overall manpower and facilities requirements capable of generating
savings, which will be realized by paring unnecessary management personnel and achieving
greater efficiencies through economies of scale. Intangible savings are expected to result
from opportunities to consolidate and optimize existing and future service contract
requirements. Additional opportunities for savings are also expected to result from
establishment of a single space management authority capable of generating greater overall
utilization of facilities and infrastructure. Further savings are expected to result from
opportunities to reduce and correctly size both owned and contracted commercial fleets of
base support vehicles and equipment consistent with the size of the combined facilities and
supported populations. Regional efficiencies achieved as aresult of Service regionalization
of installation management will provide additional opportunities for overall savings asthe
designated installations are consolidated under regional management structures.

Specific exceptions not included in the functions to relocate are Health and Military
Personnel Services. In general, the Department anticipates transferring responsibility for all
other Base Operating Support (BOS) functions and the Operations and Maintenance (O& M)
portion of Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization (SRM), to the designated receiving
location. However, because of the variety of circumstances at each location, the Department
requires flexibility to tailor implementation to the unique requirements at each location.

In al but three realignments, discussed below, the quantitative military value score validated
by military judgment was the primary basis for determining which installation was
designated as the receiving location.

McGuire' s quantitative military value compared to the Fort Dix quantitative military value
score was too close to be the sole factor for determining the receiving installation for
installation management functions. Military judgment favored McGuire AFB asthe
receiving installation for the installation management functions because of itsmissionin
support of operational forces compared to Fort Dix, which has a primary mission of support
for Reserve Component training. As an installation accustomed to supporting operational
forces, it was the military judgment of the JCSG that McGuire was better able to perform
those functions for both locations.

Similarly, the quantitative military value score of Charleston AFB compared to that of Naval
Weapons Station Charleston was too close to be the sole factor for determining the receiving
installation for installation management functions. Military judgment favored Charleston
AFB asthe receiving installation for the installation management functions because of its
mission in support of operational forces compared to Naval Weapons Station Charleston,
which has a primary mission to support training and industrial activities. Asaninstallation
accustomed to supporting operational forces, it was the military judgment of the JCSG that
Charleston AFB was better able to perform those functions for both locations.
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Langley AFB’s quantitative military value score compared to the Fort Eustis quantitative
military value score was a clear margin for Fort Eustis. However, pending changes to Fort
Eustis resulting from other BRAC recommendations causes military judgment to favor
Langley AFB asthe receiving installation for the installation management functions.
Relocations of organizations currently based at Fort Eustis will cause a significant population
decline and overall reduction in the scope of the installation’s supporting mission. Based on
these changes, it was the military judgment of the JCSG that Langley AFB was better able to
perform these functions for both locations.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $50.6M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is a savings of $601.3M. Annual recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $183.8M with an immediate payback expected. The net present
value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $2,342.5M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 776 jobs (422 direct jobs
and 354 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Tacoma, WA Metropolitan Division,
which is 0.2 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 285 jobs (173 direct jobs and 112 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Edison, NJ Metropolitan Division, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 182 jobs (89 direct jobs and 93 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Camden, NJ Metropolitan Division, which isless than 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 253 jobs (150 direct jobs and 103 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division economic area,
which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 412 jobs (224 direct jobs and 188 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Anchorage, AK Metropolitan Statistical Area economic area, which is 0.2 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 511 jobs (277 direct jobs and 234 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Honolulu, HI Metropolitan Statistical Area, which isalessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 382 jobs (189 direct jobs and 193 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
San Antonio, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic
area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 657 jobs (264 direct jobs and 393 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Charleston-North Charleston, SC Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.2 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 546 jobs (238 direct jobs and 306 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area, whichisless
than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 174 jobs (95 direct jobs and 79 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Guam County, GU economic area, which is .3 percent of economic area employment.

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: Review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst isin severe non-
attainment for ozone (1hr). Some permit changes are possible. This recommendation has no
impact on cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or
sensitive resources areas; marine mammals, resources or sanctuaries, noise; threatened and
endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.4M cost for waste management and
environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation.
This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration,
waste management, or environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has
been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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b. Defense Finance and Accounting Service

Recommendation: Close the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) sites at
Rock Island IL; Pensacola Saufley Field, FL; Norfolk Naval Station, VA; Lawton, OK;
Pensacola Naval Air Station, FL; Omaha, NE; Dayton, OH; St. Louis, MO; San Antonio,
TX; San Diego, CA; Pacific Ford Island, HI; Patuxent River, MD; Limestone, ME;
Charleston, SC; Orlando, FL; Rome, NY; Lexington, KY; Kansas City, MO; Seaside, CA,;
San Bernardino, CA; and Oakland, CA. Relocate and consolidate business, corporate and
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air
Force Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN.

Realign DFAS Arlington, VA, by relocating and consolidating business, corporate, and
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air
Force Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN.
Retain aminimum essential DFAS liaison staff to support the Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller)/Chief Financia Officer, Military Service Chief Financial Officers, and
Congressional requirements.

Realign DFAS Cleveland, OH, by relocating and consolidating business, corporate, and
administrative functions to the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, the Buckley Air
Force Base Annex, Denver, CO, or the MG Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN.
Retain an enclave for the Military Retired and Annuitant Pay Services contract function and
government oversight.

Realign DFAS Columbus, OH, by relocating up to 55 percent of the Accounting Operation
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Denver, CO, or
DFAS Indianapolis, IN, and up to 30 percent of the Commercial Pay function and associated
corporate and administrative functionsto DFAS Indianapolis, IN, for strategic redundancy.

Realign DFAS Denver, CO, by relocating up to 25 percent of the Accounting Operation
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH, or
DFAS Indianapolis, IN, and up to 35 percent of the Military Pay function and associated
corporate and administrative functionsto DFAS Indianapolis, IN, for strategic redundancy.

Realign DFAS Indianapolis, IN, by relocating up to 10 percent of the Accounting Operation
functions and associated corporate and administrative functions to DFAS Columbus, OH or
DFAS Denver, CO, and up to 20 percent of the Commercial Pay function and associated
corporate and administrative functionsto DFAS Columbus, OH, for strategic redundancy.

Justification: This action accomplishes a major facilities reduction and business line mission
realignment, transforming the current DFAS organization into an optimum facilities
configuration, which includes strategic redundancy to minimize risks associated with man-made
or natural disasters/challenges. All three of the gaining sites meet DoD Antiterrorism/Force
Protection (AT/FP) Standards. The current number of business line operating locations (26)
inhibits the ability of DFAS to reduce unnecessary redundancy and leverage benefits from
economies of scale and synergistic efficiencies. Overall excess facility capacity includes
approximately 43 percent or 1,776,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) in administrative space and 69
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percent or 526,000 GSF in warehouse space with many locations lacking adequate threat
protection as defined in DoD AT/FP Standards. Finally, the three locations have potential to
evolve into separate Business Line Centers of Excellence and further enhance “unit cost”
reductions beyond the BRAC facilities/personnel savings aspect.

The three gaining locations were identified through a process that used Capacity Analysis,
Military Value, Optimization Modeling, and knowledge of the DFAS organization, and business
line mission functions. The Military Vaue analysis, of 26 business operating locations, ranked
the Buckley AF Base Annex, CO, the Defense Supply Center-Columbus, OH, and the MG
Emmett J. Bean Federal Center, Indianapolis, IN, as 3, 7, and 9 respectively. The Optimization
analysis not only included the factors of available capacity and expansion capability, but also
included business line process and business operational considerationsin identifying the three-
location combination as providing the optimal facilities approach to hosting DFAS business line
missionsg/functions.

Subject matter knowledge of DFAS s three business line missions and its operational
components, along with business process review considerations and scenario basing strategy,
was used to focus reduction of the 26 locations and identification of the three gaining locations.
The scenario basing strategy included reducing the number of locations to the maximum extent
possible, while balancing the requirements for an environment meeting DoD Antiterrorist and
Force Protection standards, strategic business line redundancy, area workforce availability, and
to include an anchor entity for each business line and thus retain necessary organizational
integrity to support DoD customer needs while the DFAS organization relocation is executed.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $282.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period (FY 06-FY 11) isasavings of $158.1M. Annual recurring savings to
the Department after implementation are $120.5M, with an immediate payback expected.
The Net Present Value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings
of $1,313.8M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in the maximum potential job reductions (direct and indirect)
over the 2006-2011 period, as follows:

I ndirect
Region of Influence Direct Job Job Total Job % of Economic
Reductions | Reductions | Reductions | Area Employment

Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD- 408 308 716 Less Than 0.1
WV Metropolitan Division

Charleston-North
Charleston, SC
Metropolitan Statistical
Area

368 607 975 0.3

Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor,
OH Metropolitan 1,028 847 1,875 0.1
Statistical Area
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Indirect
Region of Influence Direct Job Job Total Job % of Economic
Reductions | Reductions | Reductions | Area Employment
Dayton, OH Metropolitan
Sicioal Aren 230 195 425 Less Than 0.1
Kansas City, MO-KS
Metropolitan Statistical 613 549 1,162 LessThan 0.1
Area
Lawton, OK Metropolitan
Statistical Area 233 207 440 0.7
Lexington-Fayette, KY
Metropolitan Statistical 45 27 72 LessThan 0.1
Area
Aroostook County, ME 241 150 391 1.0
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-
Newport News, VA-NC
Metropolitan Statistical 314 435 749 LessThan 0.1
Area
Oakland-Fremont-
Hayward, CA Metropolitan 50 41 91 LessThan 0.1
Division
Omaha-Council Bluffs,
NE-IA Metropolitan 235 259 494 LessThan 0.1
Statistical Area
Orlando, FL Metropolitan
atisionl Area T 209 205 414 Less Than 0.1
Honolulu, HI Metropolitan
Statistical Area P 206 199 405 LessThan 0.1
Lexington Park, MD
Metropolitan Statistical 53 70 123 0.2
Area
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-
Brent, FL Metropolitan 637 1,100 1,737 0.8
Statistical Area
Davenport-Moline-Rock
Island, A Metropolitan 235 206 441 0.2
Statistical Area
Utica-Rome, NY
Metropolitan Statistical 291 275 566 04
Area
San Antonio, TX
Metropolitan Statistical 335 367 702 LessThan 0.1
Area
Riverside-San Bernardino-
Ontario, CA Metropolitan 120 122 242 LessThan 0.1
Statistical Area
San Diego-Carlsbad-San 240 257 497 LessThan 0.1
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I ndirect
Region of Influence Direct Job Job Total Job % of Economic
Reductions | Reductions | Reductions | Area Employment

Marcos, CA Metropolitan

Statistical Area

Salinas, CA Metropolitan

i iedl Are P 61 62 123 Less Than 0.1
St Louis, MO-IL

Metropolitan Statistical 293 318 611 LessThan 0.1

Area

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas,
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noises, threatened and endangered species or
critical habitat; waste management; or wetlands. An air conformity analysis may be needed
at Buckley AF Base Annex. Thisrecommendation will require spending approximately
$0.01M for environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate
environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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c. Consolidate Civilian Personnel Offices (CPOs) within each Military Department
and the Defense Agencies

Recommendation: Realign Fort Richardson, AK, by relocating the Civilian Personnel
Operations Center to Fort Huachuca, AZ, and consolidating it with the Civilian Personnel
Operations Center at Fort Huachuca, AZ. Realign Rock Island Arsenal, IL, by relocating the
Civilian Personnel Operations Center to Fort Riley, KS, and Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD,
and consolidating with the Civilian Personnel Operations Center at Fort Riley, KS, and
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.

Realign Human Resource Service Center-Northeast, 111 S. Independence Mall, East, Bourse
Bldg, aleased instalation in Philadelphia, PA, by relocating the Civilian Personnel Officeto
the Naval Support Activity Philadelphia, PA. Realign Human Resource Service Center-
Southeast, 9110 Leonard Kimble Road, aleased installation at Stennis Space Center, MS, by
relocating the Civilian Personnel Office to the Naval Support Activity Philadelphia, PA, and
consolidating it with the relocated Human Resource Service Center-Northeast at the Naval
Support Activity, Philadelphia, PA. Realign Human Resource Service Center-Southwest,
525 B Street, Suite 600, aleased installation in San Diego, CA, by relocating the Civilian
Personnel Officeto Naval Air Station North Island or Marine Corps Air Station Miramar,
CA. Realign Human Resource Service Center-Pacific, 178 Main Street, Bldg 499, Honolulu,
HI, by relocating the Civilian Personnel Office to the Human Resource Service Center-
Northwest, 3230 NW Randall Way, Silverdale, WA, and Naval Air Station North Island or
Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, CA and consolidating with the Human Resource Service
Centers at Silverdale, WA and Naval Air Station North Island or Marine Corps Air Station
Miramar, CA.

Realign Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH, by relocating the Civilian Personnel Office to
Randolph Air Force Base, TX. Realign Robins Air Force Base, GA, by relocating the
Civilian Personnel Office to Randolph Air Force Base, TX. Realign Hill Air Force Base,
UT, by relocating the Civilian Personnel Office to Randolph Air Force Base, TX. Realign
Tinker Air Force Base, OK, by relocating the Civilian Personnel Office to Randolph Air
Force Base, TX. Realign Bolling Air Force Base, DC, by relocating the Civilian Personnel
Office to Randolph Air Force Base, TX. Consolidate the relocated civilian personnel offices
with the Civilian Personnel Office at Randolph Air Force Base, TX.

Realign 2521 Jefferson Davis Hwy, aleased instalation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
transactional functions of the Defense Commissary Agency Human Resource Division and
the Washington Headquarters Services Civilian Personnel Office to the Defense Logistics
Agency, 3990 East Broad Street, Columbus, OH, and consolidating them with the Customer
Support Office of the Defense Logistics Agency. Realign the Department of Defense
Education Activity, 4040 North Fairfax Drive, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by
relocating the transactional functions of the Civilian Personnel Office to the Defense

52



HSA-JCSG-D-05-326

L ogistics Agency 3990 East Broad Street, Columbus, OH, and consolidating them with the
Customer Support Office of the Defense Logistics Agency. Realign the Defense Information
Systems Agency, 701 S. Courthouse Road, Arlington, VA, by relocating the transactional
functions of the Civilian Personnel Office to the Defense Finance and Accounting Service,
8899 E. 56™ Street, Indianapolis, IN, and consolidating them with the Civilian Personnel
Office of the Defense Finance and Accounting Service at Indianapolis, IN.

Justification: The consolidation of Civilian Personnel Offices within each Military
Department and the transactional functions among the Defense Agencies reduces excess
capacity, reduces the use of leased facilities, and achieves manpower savings through
consolidation and elimination of duplicate functions. This recommendation supports the
Administration’s urging of federal agencies to consolidate personnel services. During the
implementation of this recommendation it is important to partner with the National Security
Personnel System (NSPS). NSPS provides the opportunity to improve the effectiveness of
the Department through a simplified personnel management system that will improve the
way it hires and assigns employees. This recommendation will be an effective tool for NSPS
and provide the flexibility and responsiveness that supports the implementation of this
system. Since NSPS will define a new human resource system featuring streamlined hiring,
simplified job changes, and aless complex classification system, it covers all functions that
would be supported by Civilian Personnel Offices.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $97.5M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department of Defense
during the implementation period is a cost of $46.4M. Annual recurring savings to the
Department after implementation are $24.4M with a payback expected in four years. The net
present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of
$196.7M.

Economic Impact on Communities. Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in maximum potential job reductions (direct and indirect) over
the 2006-2011 period in the respective economic areas as listed in the table below:

Region of Influence Total qOb Direct QOb Indirect.Job % of Economic
Reductions | Reductions | Reductions | Area Employment
Anchorage, AK
Metropolitan Statistical 118 62 56 LessThan 0.1
Area
Davenport-Moline-Rock
Island, 1A —IL
Metropolitan Statistical 4rt 251 220 0.2
Area
Dayton, OH
Metropolitan Statistical 235 127 108 LessThan 0.1
Area
Gulfport-Biloxi, MS
Metropolitan Statistical 280 148 132 0.2
Area
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Total Job Direct Job Indirect Job % of Economic

Region of Influence Reductions | Reductions | Reductions | Area Employment

Honolulu, HI
Metropolitan Statistical 136 68 68 LessThan 0.1
Area

Ogden-Clearfield, UT
Metropolitan Statistical 168 85 83 LessThan 0.1
Area

Oklahoma City, OK
Metropolitan Statistical 252 111 141 LessThan 0.1
Area

Warner Robins, GA
Metropolitan Statistical 155 95 60 0.2
Area

Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-
MD-WV Metropolitan
Division

643 366 277 Less Than 0.1

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates. Fort
Riley has alack of graduate and PhD programs, Median House Values below the US
average, alow number of vacant rental and sale units, and a higher than average Population
per Physician ratio; Aberdeen Proving Ground is 46 miles to the nearest airport; Randolph
Air Force Base has Median House Values below the US Average and a Crime Rate Index 65
percent higher than the National average; DFAS Indianapolisis located more than 25 miles
from the nearest airport; and DSC Columbus has a Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Index
higher than the national average. These issues do not affect the ability of the infrastructure of
the communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: New Source Review permitting and air conformity analyses may be
required at Aberdeen, NSA Philadelphia, NAS North Island, and MCAS Miramar.
Additional operations at Randolph may impact threatened and endangered species and/or
critical habitats. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases may be required at
Aberdeen to reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water quality standards.
Increased missions may result in additional water restrictions or mitigation requirements at
Fort Huachuca. Minimal impact expected. This recommendation has no impact on cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas,
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; waste management; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.2M for waste management and
environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation.
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This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration,
waste management, or environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has
been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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d. Consolidate Defense I nformation Systems Agency and Establish Joint C41SR
D& A Capability

Recommendation: Close 5600 Columbia Pike and Skyline Place (Skyline V1I), leased
installations in Falls Church, VA, and 1010 Gause Boulevard, aleased instalation in Slidell,
LA. Relocate all components of the Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) to Fort
Meade, MD.

Close the Logicon Building, aleased installation in Arlington, Virginia. Relocate the Joint
Task Force-Global Network Operation (JTF-GNO) to Fort Meade, MD.

Realign Skyline IV and Skyline V, leased installations in Falls Church, VA, and GSA
Franconia Warehouse Depot, aleased installation in Springfield, VA, by relocating all
components of DISA to Fort Meade, MD.

Realign Arlington Service Center, VA, by relocating all components of DISA and the JTF-
GNO to Fort Meade, MD.

Realign Naval Support Activity Panama City, Florida by relocating the Deployable Joint
Command and Control (DJC2) Program Office of the Naval Surface Warfare Center to Fort
Meade, MD.

Realign Rosslyn Plaza North, aleased location in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Joint
Tactical Radio System (JTRS) Program Office to Fort Meade, MD.

Justification: Thisrecommendation consolidates headquarters components of DISA and the
JTF-GNO, arelated organization with a dual-hatted command and shared facilities, at Fort
Meade. Thisrecommendation also realigns the scattered Combatant Commander
Development and Acquisition activities, of which certain DISA components are a part, into a
single activity at Fort Meade. These DISA components include Global Information Grid-
Bandwidth Expansion (GIG-BE), Global Command and Control System (GCCS), Network
Centric Enterprise Services (NCES), and Teleport Program Offices. This realignment will
provide for the delivery of integrated, interoperable C4ISR systems to the warfighters with
increased efficiency at less cost. The Army’s recommendation to close Fort Monmouth
relocates the Joint Network Management System (JNMS) Program Office from Fort
Monmouth, New Jersey, to Fort Meade in a complementary action to those described herein.

This recommendation meets several important Department of Defense objectives with regard
to future use of leased space, rationalizing the presence of DoD Activities within the National
Capital Region (NCR), consolidation of Headquarters operations at single locations, and
enhanced security for DoD Activities.

Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space, which has historically
higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti-
terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The recommendation
eliminates over 720,000 Usable Square Feet (USF) of leased administrative space. The
relocation of aDOD Agency headquarters to amilitary installation that is outside of the NCR
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provides dispersion of DoD Activities away from a dense concentration within the NCR.
This, plus the immediate benefit of enhanced Force Protection afforded by alocation within a
military installation fence-line, will provide immediate compliance with Force Protection
Standards. DISA’s current leased locations are not compliant with current Force Protection
Standards. This action provides a consolidation for DISA’ s headquarters reducing the
number of buildings from eight to two.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $220.0M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period isacost of $102.1M. Annual recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $59.4M, with a payback expected in 2 years. The net present value
of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $491.2M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 6,880 jobs (4,026 direct
jobs and 2,854 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 time period in the Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division economic area, which is 0.3 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 296 jobs (151 direct jobs and 145 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 time period
in the New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan
0.1% percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 49 jobs (24 direct jobs and 25 indirect job) over the 2006-2011 time period in
the Panama-Lynn Haven, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which isless than 0.1% percent
of economic area employment.

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces and personnel. While the community surrounding Fort Meade has alack of accredited
childcare facilities, the Department anticipates that the private sector will respond to any
increased demand for such. There are no known community infrastructure impedimentsto
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Added operations will require New Source Review permitting and
air conformity analysis at Fort Meade. Additional operations may impact
cultural/archeological sites at Fort Meade and may further impact sensitive habitats leading
to additional restrictions on training or operations. This recommendation has no impact on
dredging; land use restraints and sensitive resource areas, marine mammals, resources, or
sanctuaries; noise; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation
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will require spending approximately $0.4M for environmental compliance activities. This
cost was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise
impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC
actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known
environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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e. Collocate Missile and Space Defense Agencies

Recommendation: Close the Suffolk Building, aleased installation in Falls Church, VA.
Relocate all Missile Defense Agency (MDA) functions, except the Ballistic Missile Defense
System Sensors Directorate, to Redstone Arsenal, AL.

Close the Space and Missile Defense Command (SMDC) Building, aleased installation in
Huntsville, AL. Relocate all functions of the Missile Defense Agency to Redstone Arsenal,
AL.

Realign Federal Office Building 2, Arlington, VA, by relocating a Headquarters Command
Center for the Missile Defense Agency to Fort Belvoir, VA, and by relocating all other
functions of the Missile Defense Agency, except the Command and Control Battle
Management and Communications Directorate, to Redstone Arsenal, AL.

Realign Crystal Square 2, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating al functions
of the Missile Defense Agency and the Headquarters component of the USA Space and
Missile Defense Command to Redstone Arsenal, AL.

Realign Crystal Mall 4, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Headquarters
component of the USA Space and Missile Defense Command to Redstone Arsenal, AL.

Justification: This recommendation meets several important Department of Defense
objectives with regard to future use of leased space, rationalization of the Department’s
presence within 100 miles of the Pentagon, and enhanced security for DoD Activities.
Relocating MDA operations from the NCR and consolidating with existing MDA activities
already in Huntsville will enhance jointness and establish an invaluable synergy with the
principal DoD expertise in ground-based missile research and devel opment as well as with
expertise in missile-related test and evaluation. Additionally, the recommendation resultsin
asignificant improvement in military value due to the shift from primarily leased space to
locations on military installations. The military value of MDA based on its current portfolio
of locationsis 329 out of 334 entities evaluated by the Major Administration and
Headquarters (MAH) military value model, and SMDC'’ s headquartersis 299 out of 334.
Redstone Arsenal isranked 48 out of 334, and Fort Belvoir isranked 57 out of 334.

Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space which has historically
higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti-
terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The recommendation
will eliminate approximately 227,000 GSF of leased space. It aso provides space for the
consolidation of MDA contractors with the appropriate MDA elements at Redstone Arsenal.
The relocation of two activities to amilitary installation that is farther than 100 miles from
the Pentagon provides dispersion of DoD Activities away from a dense concentration within
the National Capital Region. This, plus the immediate benefit of enhanced Force Protection
afforded by alocation within amilitary installation fence-line, will provide immediate
compliance with Force Protection Standards. The vast majority of MDA’sand SMDC's
present leased |ocations are not compliant with current Force Protection Standards. This
action provides a consolidation for MDA’s DC Area operations and Huntsville locations and
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continues movement of MDA onto Redstone Arsenal that is expected to occur with the
completion in FY 07 of the Von Braun 2 building, which will house approximately 800 MDA
personnel. Similarly, SMDC is consolidating its headquarters office with existing activities
recently moved on to Redstone Arsenal.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $178.2M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is asavings of $13.0M. Annual recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $36.1M, with a payback expected in 1 year. The net present value
of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $359.1M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,782 jobs (1,644 direct
jobs and 1,138 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division, which is less than 0.1 percent of
economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on
this region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumell.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of the community attributes indicates
relocation to Redstone Arsenal will result in fewer graduate and PhD education programs and
available for-sale housing units. The Department expects that the private market will

respond for the increased need for certain community goods and services. These issues do
not materially affect the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. A review of the community attributes for Fort Belvoir indicates no
issues. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Thisrecommendation may impact air quality at Fort Belvoir. An
air conformity analysis and New Source Review isrequired. A potential impact may occur
to historic resources at Fort Belvoir and Redstone Arsenal since resources must be evaluated
on a case-by-case basis, thereby causing increased delays and costs. Additional operations
may further impact threatened/endangered species at Fort Belvoir and Redstone Arsenal,
leading to additional restrictions on training or operations. Additional operations may impact
wetlands at Redstone Arsenal which may lead to operations that are restricted. This
recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas,
marine mammals, resources or sanctuaries; noise; waste management; or water resources.
This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.2M for environmental
compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation. This
recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact
of all recommended BRA C actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been
reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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f. Collocate Miscellaneous OSD, Defense Agency, and Field Activity L eased
L ocations

Recommendation: Close 1010 North Glebe Road, 1515 Wilson Boulevard, 4850 Mark
Center Drive, the Crown Ridge Building at 4035 Ridgetop, and 1901 N. Beauregard, leased
installations in Northern VA, by relocating the Office of the Secretary of Defense to Fort
Belvair, VA.

Close North Tower at 2800 Crystal Drive, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by
relocating the DoD Inspector General to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Close 1600 Wilson Boulevard, a leased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
Defense Human Resources Activity to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Close 1500 Wilson Boulevard and Presidential Towers, leased installations in Arlington, VA,
by relocating offices accommodating Pentagon Renovation temporary space to Fort Belvoir,
VA.

Close Metro Park 111 and IV (6350 and 6359 Walker Lane), aleased installation in
Alexandria, VA, by relocating the Defense Contract Management Agency Headquartersto
Fort Lee, VA.

Realign 400 Army Navy Drive, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, and the DoD
Inspector General to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign the Webb Building, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
Department of Defense Education Activity and the Defense Human Resources Activity to
Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Rosslyn Plaza North, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating offices
accommodating Pentagon Renovation temporary space, Washington Headquarters Services
and the Defense Human Resources Activity to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Crystal Gateway North, aleased instalation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, and the DoD
Inspector General to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign 2001 North Beauregard Street, 621 North Payne Street, Ballston Metro Center,
Crystal Square 4, Crystal Square 5, Crystal Plaza 6, 4015 Wilson Boulevard, Skyline 5, and
Skyline 6, leased installations in Northern VA, by relocating the Office of the Secretary of
Defense to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Crystal Mall 3, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service at Fort Belvoir, VA.
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Realign Hoffman 1, Crystal Gateway 1, Crystal Gateway 2, Crystal Gateway 3, and the
James K. Polk Building, leased installations in Northern VA, by relocating the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and Washington Headquarters Servicesto Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign the Nash Street Building, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
Defense Human Resources Activity to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Alexandria Tech Center 1V, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA, by relocating
the Defense Technology Security Administration to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign 1400-1450 South Eads Street, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating
the DoD Inspector General to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign 1401 Wilson Boulevard, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, and Defense Human
Resources Activity to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign 1555 Wilson Boulevard, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating offices
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and Defense Human Resources Activity to Fort
Belvair, VA.

Realign Crystal Mall 2-3-4 and Skyline 4, leased installations in Northern VA, by relocating
Washington Headquarters Services to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Justification: This recommendation meets two important Department of Defense (DoD)
objectives with regard to future use of |eased space and enhanced security for DoD
Activities. Additionally, the recommendation results in a significant improvement in military
value as aresult of the movement from leased space to amilitary installation. The average
military value of the noted Department of Defense components based on current locations
ranges from 272" to 332™ out of 334 entities evaluated by the Major Administration and
Headquarters (MAH) military value model. Fort Belvoir is ranked 57" out of 334; and Fort
Leeisranked 96". Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space
which has historically higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does
not meet Anti-terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The
recommendation eliminates approximately 1,850,000 Usable Square Feet of |eased
administrative space within the NCR. This, plus the immediate benefit of enhanced Force
Protection afforded by alocation within a military installation fence-line, will provide
immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards. The leased installations affected by
this recommendation are generally non-compliant with current Force Protection Standards.
The relocation of the DCMA headquartersto a military installation that is farther than 100
miles from the Pentagon provides dispersion of DoD Activities away from a dense
concentration within the National Capital Region. This recommendation has the added
benefit of allowing DCMA to combine its headquarters facilities from two adjacent |eased
buildings into one facility that meets its current space requirements.
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Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $539.0M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is a cost of $376.9M. Annual recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $63.3M, with a payback expected in 9 years. The net present value
of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $257.6M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 775 jobs (448 direct and
327 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-
VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division, which isless than 0.1 percent of economic area
employment. The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic
region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. Fort Lee reports no nationally-accredited child care facilities for the
local community. There are no known community infrastructure impedimentsto
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Animpact isexpected on Air Quality at Fort Belvoir. Added
operations will require New Source Review permitting and Air Conformity Analysis.
Potential impact may occur to historical / prehistoric archeological resources at Fort Belvoir
since resources must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, thereby causing increased delays
and costs. Additional operations may further impact threatened/endangered species at Fort
Belvoir leading to additional restrictions on training or operations. This recommendation has
no impact on dredging; land use restraints and sensitive resource areas, marine mammals,
resources, or sanctuaries; noise; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.5M for environmental compliance
activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not
otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed.
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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g. Consolidate Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) Headquarters

Recommendation: Realign Park Center Four, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA, by
relocating and consolidating Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) with its sub-
components at Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), MD.

Justification: Thisrecommendation meets several important Department of Defense (DoD)
objectives with regard to future use of leased space, rationalization of the Department’s
presence within the National Capital Region (NCR), and enhanced security for DoD
Activities. Additionally, the scenario results in a significant improvement in military value.
The military value of ATEC’ s headquarters based on its current location is ranked 319 out of
334 entities evaluated by the MAH military value model, while APG isranked 128 out of
334. Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space, which has
historically higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet
Anti-terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The
recommendation eliminates 83,000 Usable Square Feet of |eased administrative space within
the NCR. Therelocation to amilitary installation outside of the NCR provides dispersion of
DoD Activities away from a dense concentration within the NCR. This, plus theimmediate
benefit of enhanced Force Protection afforded by alocation within a military installation
fence-line, will provide ATEC’ s Headquarters with immediate compliance with Force
Protection Standards. Its current location is non-compliant with current Force Protection
Standards. APG has available, vacant administrative space that can support this space
requirement without the need for need for new MILCON. This recommendation has the
added benefit of allowing ATEC to consolidate its headquarters facilities with its
subcomponents that are currently operating at APG: the Army Developmental Test
Command and the Army Evaluation Center.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $7.1M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is asavings of $44.0M. Annual recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $8.7M, with a payback expected immediately. The net present
value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $125.7M.

Economic Impact on Communities. Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 796 jobs (470 direct jobs
and 326 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 time period in the Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division economic area, which islessthan 0.1
percent percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all
recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered and is at
Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the community to support missions,
forces, and personnel. While the nearest city and airport to APG is Baltimore, approximately
32 miles away, this distance should not inconvenience personnel relocating to this area.
There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.
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Environmental Impact: This recommendation has a potential impact on air quality at APG.
At aminimum, New Source Review and permit modifications may be required. This
recommendation has no impact on cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land
use constraints or sensitive resource areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise;
threatened and endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or
wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.4M for
environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation.
This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration,
waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has
been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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h. Collocate Miscellaneous Army L eased L ocations

Recommendation: Realign Ballston Metro Center, aleased installation in Arlington, VA,
by relocating the U.S. Army Legal Agency to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Park Center Office 1, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA, by relocating the U.S.
Army Audit Agency to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Skyline VI, aleased installation in Falls Church, VA, by relocating the
Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the Army (SAAA) to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign the Zachary Taylor Building, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
U.S. Army G6/DISC4, the G8/Force Development, the G1I/Army Research Institute, the U.S.
Army Network Enterprise Technology Command, and the Administrative Assistant to the
Secretary of the Army (SAAA) to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Crystal Square 2, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating U.S. Army
NISA-P, the U.S. Army Environmental Policy Institute, and Senior Executive Public Affairs
Training to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Crystal Gateway 2, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Deputy
Under Secretary of the Army - Operations Research to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign the Hoffman 1 and 2 Buildings, leased installations in Alexandria, VA, by relocating
U.S. Army GL1/Civilian Personnel Office, G1/Personnel Transformation, the Administrative
Assistant to the Secretary of the Army(SAAA), and the Communication and Electronics
Command to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Rosslyn Metro Center, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the Army (SAAA) to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Jefferson Plaza 1 and 2, leased installations in Arlington, VA, by relocating the U.S.
Army Office of the Chief Army Reserve, Assistant Secretary of the Army Financial
Management and Comptroller/CEAC, the Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the
Army(SAAA), and Chief of Chaplainsto Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Crystal Gateway North, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the U.S.
Army G3/Army Simulation to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Crystal Plaza 5, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the U.S. Army
Safety Office and OSAA to the Fort Belvoir, VA.

Realign Crystal Mall 4, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Assistant

Secretary of the Army Manpower and Reserve Affairsd Amy Review Board/Equal
Opportunity Office to the Fort Belvoir, VA.
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Realign Crystal Gateway 1, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating U.S. Army
Office of Environmental Technology to Fort Belvoir, VA.

Justification: Thisrecommendation meets two important Department of Defense (DoD)
objectives with regard to future use of leased space and enhanced security for DoD
Activities. Additionally, the recommendation results in a significant improvement in military
value as aresult of the movement from leased space to a military installation. The average
military value of the noted components of Headquarters of the Department of the Army
(HQDA) based on current locations ranges from 233" to 327" out of 334 entities evaluated
by the Major Administration and Headquarters (MAH) military value model. Fort Belvoir is
ranked 57" out of 334. Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on |leased
space, which has historically higher overall costs than government-owned space and
generally does not meet Anti-terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-
010-01. The recommendation eliminates approximately 690,300 Usable Square Feet of
leased administrative space within the NCR. This, plus the immediate benefit of enhanced
Force Protection afforded by alocation within a military installation fence-line, will provide
HQDA components with immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards. HQDA'’s
current leased locations are non-compliant with current Force Protection Standards.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $44.1M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is asavings of $59.5M. Annual recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $27.8M, with a payback expected in 1 year. The net present value
of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $322.0M.

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will result in ajob increase of
72 (41 direct jobs and 31 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Washington-
Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division. The aggregate economic
impact of all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered and
isat Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation may impact air quality at Fort Belvoir. An
air conformity analysis and New Source Review permitting is required. Additional
operations may further impact threatened/endangered species at Fort Belvoir leading to
additional restrictions on training or operations. This recommendation has no impact on
dredging; land use constraints/sensitive resource areas, marine mammals, noise; waste
management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending
approximately $0.1M for environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the
payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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i. Consolidate M edia Organizationsinto a New Agency for Media and Publications

Recommendation: Realign Fort Belvoir, VA, by relocating Soldier Magazine to Fort
Meade, MD. Realign Anacostia Annex, District of Columbia, by relocating the Naval Media
Center to Fort Meade, MD. Realign 2320 Mill Road, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA,
by relocating Army Broadcasting-Soldier Radio/TV to Fort Meade, MD. Realign 103
Norton Street, aleased installation in San Antonio, TX, by relocating Air Force News
Agency-Army/Air Force Hometown News Service (a combined entity) to Fort Meade, MD.
Close 601 North Fairfax Street, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA, by relocating the
American Forces Information Service and the Army Broadcasting-Soldier Radio/TV to Fort
Meade, MD. Consolidate Soldier Magazine, Naval Media Center, Army Broadcasting-
Soldier Radio/TV, and the Air Force News Agency-Army/Air Force Hometown News
Serviceinto asingle DoD Media Activity at Fort Meade, MD.

Justification: Thisrecommendation creates anew DoD Media Activity by consolidating a
number of military department media organizations with similar missions into a new
organization. It also collocates the American Forces Information Service (AFIS) with the
new DoD Media Activity and the existing Defense Information School.

This recommendation meets several important Department of Defense objectives with regard
to future use of leased space, rationalizing the presence of DoD Activities within the NCR,
and enhanced security for DoD Activities. The creation of anew DoD Media Activity asthe
result of consolidating a number of entities with similar missions promotes “jointness’ and
creates opportunities for cost savings and operational synergy. The co-location of AFIS with
the new Activity will facilitate further consolidation of common support functions.

Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space, which has historically
higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet antiterrorism
force protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The recommendation eliminates
approximately 75,000 Usable Square Feet (USF) of leased administrative space. The
relocation to amilitary installation that is outside the boundaries of the NCR provides a
dispersion of DoD Activities away from a dense concentration with the NCR. This, plusthe
immediate benefit of enhanced force protection afforded by alocation within amilitary
installation fence-line for those activities currently in leased space, will provide immediate
compliance with force protection standards.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $42.0M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period isacost of $2.9M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $9.5M, with a payback expected in 4 years. The net present value of the
costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $89.0M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 786 jobs (466 direct jobs
and 320 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 time period in the Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division economic area, which is lessthan 0.1
percent of economic area employment.
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 516 jobs (273 direct jobs and 243 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 time period
in the San Antonio, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces and personnel. While the community surrounding Fort Meade has a comparative lack
of nationally accredited childcare centers, the Department anticipates that the private sector
will respond to any increased demand for childcare. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Fort Meade isin moderate non-attainment for 8-hour Ozone and
PM 2.5, which will likely require air conformity analysis, New Source Review analysis, and
associated permitting. This recommendation has no impact on cultural, archeological, and
tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints and sensitive resources, marine mammals,
resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critical habitat; waste
management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending
approximately $0.07M for environmental compliance activities. This cost wasincluded in
the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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j. Relocate Miscellaneous Department of Navy L eased L ocations

Recommendation: Close Crystal Park 3 and Crystal Square 3, leased installationsin
Arlington, VA, and 214191 Great Mills Road and 21535 Pacific Drive, leased installations in
Lexington Park, MD. Relocate all Department of the Navy organizations to DoD owned
space in the National Capital Region. Realign Crystal Gateway 3, Crystal Gateway 4,
Crystal Mall 2, Crystal Mall 3, Crystal Park 1, Crystal Park 5, Crystal Square 2, 1400-1450
S. Eads Street, and 2300 Clarendon Blvd, al leased installationsin Arlington, VA, and any
other Department of the Navy occupied leased space in the National Capital Region, by
relocating all Department of the Navy organizations to DoD owned space in the National
Capital Region. Realign Federal Office Building 2, Arlington, VA, by relocating all
Department of the Navy organizations to DoD owned space in the National Capital Region.

Justification: This recommendation meets two important Department of Defense (DoD)
objectives with regard to future use of |eased space and enhanced security for DoD
Activities. Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space, which has
historically higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet
Anti-terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. This, plusthe
immediate benefit of enhanced Force Protection afforded by locations within amilitary
installation fence-line, will provide the Department of the Navy (DON) Activities with
immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards. DON'’s current leased locations are
non-compliant with current Force Protection Standards. Additionally, the recommendation
resultsin asignificant improvement in military value as aresult of the movement from leased
space to military installations. The average military value of DON Activities based on
current locations ranges from 192™ to 326™ out of 334 entities evaluated by the MAH
military value model. All military installations to which the DON Activities would relocate
have higher military values.

The payback calculation in this recommendation reflects the relocation of approximately
228,000 GSF of leased space in the NCR, along with 284,000 GSF of administrative spacein
FOB-2, which is scheduled for closure, to locations identified by DON as the most likely
relocation sites: Arlington Service Center, Anacostia Annex, and the Washington Navy
Yard. Thisrecommendation also reflects Naval Air Systems Command consolidating its
headquarters operation at NAS Patuxent River by moving two locations from |eased space to
be contiguous with its main office. However, the recommendation is written broadly enough
to relocate Navy organizations currently in leased space to any other DoD leased space in the
NCR. Our analysis indicates that such alternative relocation sites will not have a significant
or material impact on any of the BRAC selection criteria.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $61.9M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is acost of $12.8M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $18.0M, with a payback expected in 1 year. The net present value of the
costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $164.0M.
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Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not result in any job
reductions (direct or indirect) over the 2006-2011 period in the Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division or the Lexington Park, MD
Micropolitan Statistical Area. The aggregate economic impact of al recommended actions
on this economic region of influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Both Arlington Service and Washington Navy Yard have 0
unconstrained acres for development. Anacostia Annex has 32 unconstrained acres for
development. Because the NAS Patuxent River installation is located within the Chesapeake
Bay Critical Area, the State may require that mitigation measures be obtained for new
construction (e.g., storm water management). This recommendation has no impact on air
quality; cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; marine mammalss, resources or
sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or critical habitat; waste management;
water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately
$0.05M for environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities.
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k. Relocate Army Headquartersand Field Operating Agencies

Recommendation: Realign the Zachary Taylor Building, aleased installation in Arlington,
VA, by relocating the Army Installation Management Agency headquarters to Fort Sam
Houston, TX.

Realign Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, as follows: relocate the Army Installation Management
Agency Northwest Region headquarters to Fort Sam Houston, TX, and consolidate it with
the Army Installation Management Agency Southwest Region headquarters to form the
Army Installation Management Agency Western Region; and relocate the Army Network
Enterprise Technology Command Northwest Region headquarters to Fort Sam Houston, TX,
and consolidate it with the Army Network Enterprise Technology Command Southwest
Region headquarters to form the Army Network Enterprise Technology Command Western
Region.

Realign Crystal Square 2, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Army HR
XXI office to Fort Knox, KY.

Realign the Park Center 1V Building, aleased installation in Falls Church, VA, by relocating
the Army Center for Substance Abuse to Fort Knox, KY.

Realign Seven Corners Corporate Center, aleased installation in Falls Church, VA, and 4700
King Street, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA, by relocating the Army Community and
Family Support Center to Fort Sam Houston, TX.

Realign Rosslyn Metro Center, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Army
Family Liaison Office to Fort Sam Houston, TX.

Realign Skyline Six, aleased installation in Falls Church, VA, by relocating the Army
Contracting Agency headquarters to Fort Sam Houston, TX.

Realign the Hoffman 1 Building, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA, by relocating the
Army Contracting Agency E-Commerce Region headquarters to Fort Sam Houston, TX.

Realign Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico, by relocating the Army Contracting Agency Southern
Hemisphere Region headquarters to Fort Sam Houston, TX.

Realign Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, by relocating the Army Environmental Center to
Fort Sam Houston, TX.

Realign Fort Belvoir, VA by relocating Army Materiel Command (AMC) and the Security

Assistance Command (USASAC, an AMC major subordinate command) to Redstone
Arsenal, AL.
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Justification: Thisrecommendation relocates several Army Service Provider headquarters
and regional officesin order to create operating efficiencies via co-location and/or
consolidation. A new Installation Management Agency (IMA) Western Region officeis
created at Fort Sam Houston by relocating the IMA Northwest Region headquarters from
Rock Island Arsenal; it collocates the IMA Headquarters with the IMA Western Region.
Separate Army recommendations relocate other IMA regional officesto create the IMA
Eastern Region at Fort Eustis.

This recommendation creates a new Network Enterprise Technology Command (NETCOM)
Western Region at Fort Sam Houston by relocating the NETCOM Northwest Region
headquarters from Rock Island Arsenal. Separate Army recommendations rel ocate other
NETCOM Region headquarters to create the NETCOM Eastern Region at Fort Eustis.

The Army Contracting Agency (ACA) isrelocating the ACA Southern Region office to Fort
Sam Houston where it will consolidate with the ACA Southern Hemisphere Region office
that is relocating from Fort Buchanan. The ACA Headquarters and ACA E-Commerce
Region will collocate with the ACA Southern Region at Fort Sam Houston. By a separate
Army recommendation, the ACA Northern Region headquarters will relocate from Fort
Monroe to Fort Eustis in order to collocate with the ACA Northern Contracting Center.

Several other Army entities will relocate in order to collocate with the aforementioned
organizations at Fort Sam Houston: the Army Community and Family Support Center, the
Army Family Liaison Office, and the Army Environmental Center. The Army Center for
Substance Abuse and the Army HR XX office are relocating to Fort Knox. Finally, the
Army Materiel Command (AMC) and the Security Assistance Command will relocate to
Redstone Arsenal in order to collocate with one of AMC’s major subordinate commands, the
USA Aviation and Missile Command.

This recommendation meets several important Department of Defense objectives with regard
to future use of leased space, rationalization of the Department’ s presence within 100 miles
of the Pentagon, consolidation of Headquarters operations at single locations, and enhanced
security for DoD Activities. It collocates the Headquarters of the Army’ sregional service
providersthat typically interact daily. It resultsin improvement in military value due to the
shift from leased space to locations on military installations and from re-location of
organizations from installations lying outside of the Army’s portfolio of installations they
intend to keep to installations with higher military value. The military value of the affected
Army Activities range from 219" to 303 of 334 entities evaluated by the Major
Administration and Headquarters (MAH) military value model. Fort Sam Houston is ranked
19" out of 334; Fort Knox is ranked 32", and Redstone Arsendl is ranked 48"

Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space which has historically
higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti-
terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The recommendation
eliminates approximately 234,000 Usable Square Feet (USF) of leased administrative space
within the National Capital Region (NCR) by relocating 8 organizations to military
installations that are farther than 100 miles from the Pentagon thereby providing dispersion
of DoD Activities away from a dense concentration within the NCR. This, plusthe
immediate benefit of enhanced Force Protection afforded by locating service providers

73



HSA-JCSG-D-05-326

within amilitary installation fence-line, will provide immediate compliance with Force
Protection Standards. Operational synergies and efficiencies gained by co-locating
Headquarters and newly consolidated Regiona offices will likely result in additional
operational efficiency and/or personnel reductions in the future.

The relocation of AMC and USASAC to Redstone Arsenal will result in the avoidance of
future military construction costs; this future cost avoidance is not reflected in the payback
calculation because it is planned for post-FY 05. This military construction would provide for
anew headquarters building for AMC and USASAC on Fort Belvoir; the maority of AMC’s
current space on Fort Belvoir is currently in temporary structures.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $199.9M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period isacost of $111.8M. Annual recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $23.9M, with a payback expected in 10 years. The net present
value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $122.9M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 3,791 jobs (2,167 direct
jobs and 1,624 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division, which is 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 351 jobs (180 direct jobs and 171 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Baltimore-Towson, MD Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 248 jobs (133 direct jobs and 115 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Davenport-Moline-Rock Island, |A-IL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 111 jobs (56 direct jobs and 55 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
San Juan-Caguas-Guaynabo, PR Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent
of economic area employment.

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: Fort Sam Houston's Uniform Crime Report
(UCR) index is dlightly higher than the national average and Fort Knox lacks nationally-
accredited child care facilities; has an unemployment rate that is higher than the national
average; has alow ratio of physicians and hospital beds to population; distance to nearest city
(Louisville) is greater than 25 miles; and distance to nearest commercial airport is greater
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than 25 miles. The community surrounding Redstone Arsenal reports alack of available
graduate and PhD programs. These issues do not affect the ability of the infrastructure of the
communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community
infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the
installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Thisrecommendation will impact air quality at Fort Sam Houston.
New Source Review permitting is required. Several tribal burial grounds have been
identified at Redstone Arsenal, which could result in time delays and unidentified cost
associated with construction and the need for agreements, consultations, and negotiated
restrictions with affected constituents. Additional operations may further impact
threatened/endangered species at Fort Sam Houston and Redstone Arsenal leading to
restrictions on training or operations. Significant mitigation measures to limit releases at Fort
Sam Houston may be required to reduce impacts to water quality and achieve US EPA water
quality standards. Projected growth in the population at Redstone Arsenal from this action
may require infrastructure upgrades for water and sewer services. This recommendation has
no impact on dredging; land use constraints/sensitive resource areas, marine mammals,
resources or sanctuaries; noise; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending
approximately $0.6M for environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the
payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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I. Collocate Defense/Military Department Adjudication Activities

Recommendation: Close 21820 Burbank Boulevard, aleased installation in Woodland
Hills, CA. Relocate all components of the Defense Office of Hearings and Appeals Western
Hearing Office to Fort Meade, MD.

Close 800 Elkridge Landing Road, aleased installation in Linthicum, MD. Relocate al
components of the National Security Agency Central Adjudication Facility to Fort Meade,
MD.

Realign 2780 Airport Drive, aleased installation in Columbus, OH, by relocating all
components of the Defense Industrial Security Clearance Office and the Defense Office of
Hearings and Appeals Personal Security Division to Fort Meade, MD.

Realign 1777 N. Kent Street, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating all
components of the Washington Headquarters Service Central Adjudication Facility to Fort
Meade, MD.

Realign 875 N. Randolph Street, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating all
components of the Defense Office of Hearings and Appeals Headquarters to Fort Meade,
MD.

Realign 10050 North 25" Avenue, a leased installation in Phoenix, AZ, by relocating all
components of the Defense Office of Hearings and Appeals Arizona office to Fort Meade,
MD.

Realign the Washington Navy Y ard, DC, by relocating all components of the Navy Central
Adjudication Facility Fort Meade, MD.

Realign Bolling Air Force Base, DC, by relocating all components of the Air Force Central
Adjudication Facility and the Defense Intelligence Agency Central Adjudication Facility Fort
Meade, MD.

Realign the Pentagon, Washington, DC, by relocating all components of the Joint Staff
Central Adjudication Facility to Fort Meade, MD.

Realign the U.S. Army Soldiers Systems Center Garrison, Natick, MA, by relocating all
components of the Defense Office of Hearings and Appeals Boston Hearing office to Fort
Meade, MD.

Justification: Thisrecommendation collocates all Military Department (MILDEP) and
Department of Defense (DoD) security clearance adjudication and appeal s activities at Fort
Meade, MD. It meets several important DoD objectives with regard to future use of |eased
space, enhanced security for DoD activities, and collocates National Capital Area
intelligence community activities. It also enables the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Act
of 2004, the Administration’ s counterintelligence strategy, and the Remodeling Defense
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Intelligenceinitiative. Additionally, this recommendation resultsin a significant
improvement in military value due to a shift from predominately-leased space to alocation
on amilitary installation. The military value of adjudication activities current portfolio of
locations ranges from 152-280 out of 334 entities evaluated by the Major Administration and
Headquarters (MAH) military value model. Fort Meade, MD, ranks 94 out of 334.

Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space, which has historically
higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti-
terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The benefit of
enhanced Force Protection afforded by alocation within amilitary installation fence-line will
provide immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards. MILDEP and Defense
adjudication activities located currently at leased locations are not compliant with current
Force Protection Standards. This recommendation eliminates 136,930 Gross Square Feet
(GSF) of leased administrative space. This action provides a collocation of these activities,
and reduces the number of locations from 13 to one.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $67.1M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is acost of $47.5M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $5.7M, with a payback expected in 13 years. The net present value of
the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $11.3M.

Economic Impact on Communities. Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of two jobs (1 direct job and
1 indirect job) over the 2006-2011 period in the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of the economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of two jobs (1 direct job and 1 indirect job) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Cambridge-Newton-Framingham, MA Metropolitan Division, which isless than 0.1 percent
of the economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 25 jobs (14 direct jobs and 11 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Glendale, CA Metropolitan Division, which isless than 0.1 percent
of the economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 411 jobs (236 direct jobs and 175 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Columbus, OH Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of the economic
area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 867 jobs (501 direct jobs and 366 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division, which isless
than 0.1 percent of the economic area employment.
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The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Thisrecommendation islikely to impact Air Quality at Fort
Meade. Additional emissions from an increase of personnel will require Air Conformity
Analysis, and New Source Review analysis, and permitting. This recommendation has no
impact on cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging, land use constraints or
sensitive resource areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise, threatened and
endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.09M for environmental compliance
activities. This cost wasincluded in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not
otherwise impact the cost of environmental restoration, waste management, and environment
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC
actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known
environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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m. Collocate Military Department I nvestigation Agencies with DoD
Counterintelligence and Security Agency

Recommendation: Close 1919 South Eads Street, and 1801 South Bell Street, |eased
installations in Arlington, VA; 1340 Braddock Place, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA;
and 938 Elridge Landing, aleased installation in Linthicum, MD. Relocate all components
of the Counterintelligence Field Activity (CIFA) and Defense Security Service (DSS) to
Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA.

Realign Crystal Square 2, Crystal Square 4, and 251 18" Street South, leased installationsin
Arlington, VA; and 6845 and 6856 Deerpath Road, leased installationsin Elkridge, MD; 1
World Trade Center, aleased installation in Long Beach, California; 2300 Lake Park Drive, a
leased installation in Smyrna, GA; and 2780 Airport Drive, aleased installation in Columbus,
OH, by relocating all components of CIFA and DSS to Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA.

Realign 121 Tejon, aleased installation in Colorado Springs, CO, by relocating all
components of CIFA to Peterson Air Force Base, CO.

Disestablish CIFA and DSS, and consolidate their components into the newly created
Department of Defense Counterintelligence and Security Agency.

Realign Washington Navy Y ard, Washington, DC, by relocating the Naval Criminal
Investigation Service (NCIS) to Marine Corp Base Quantico, VA.

Realign Andrews Air Force Base, MD by relocating the Air Force Office of Special
Investigations (AFOSI) to Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA.

Realign Fort Belvoir, VA, by relocating the Army Criminal Investigation Command (CID) to
Marine Corp Base Quantico, VA.

Justification: Thisrecommendation produces operational synergies by locating entities with
similar or related missions (CIFA, DSS, NCISAFOSI, & CID) at one place. Proximity to
nearby Federal Bureau of Investigations offices and training facilities will further enhance
this effect. In addition, it collocates a CIFA component with headquarters U.S. Northern
Command, to which the component provides direct war fighting and homeland security
support.

This recommendation also collapses CIFA and DSS and consolidates their activitiesinto a
new agency at Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA. It meetsimportant DoD objectives with
regard to future use of leased space, consolidation of headquarters operations at single
locations, enhanced security for DoD activities, and consolidates National Capital Region
(NCR) intelligence community activities. It also enables the Intelligence Reform and
Terrorism Act of 2004 and the Remodeling Defense Intelligence initiative.
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Implementation of this recommendation will reduce the DoD’ s reliance on leased space,
which has historically higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does
not meet Anti-terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The
benefit of enhanced force protection afforded by alocation within amilitary installation
fence-line will provide immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards. CIFA and
DSS current leased locations are not compliant with current Force Protection Standards. The
CIFA, DSS portion of this recommendation eliminates 427,097 Gross Square Feet (GSF) of
leased administrative space, consolidates their activities, and reduces the number of locations
from 13 to two.

Co-location of military department investigation activities meets a primary DoD objective to
rationalize the presence of DoD activities within the NCR. The relocation to a military
installation that islargely outside the boundaries of the NCR provides a dispersion of DoD
activities away from a dense concentration within the NCR. This action will free up
approximately 510,000 Gross Square Feet of administrative space that can be reused by other
DoD activities that require alocation closer to the Pentagon. It reduces the number of
locations from three to one.

This recommendation resultsin a significant improvement in military value. Asreceiving
locations, Peterson Air Force Base ranks 3 out of 334, and Marine Corps Base Quantico
ranks 78 out of 334, both ranked much higher than the collective portfolio of current
locations. The military value of CIFA leased spaceis 279 out of 334 entities evaluated by
the Major Administration and Headquarters (MAH) military value model. DSS military
value of itslocationsis 334 out of 334. The military value of military department
investigative activities locations evaluated by the MAH military value model is. Air Force
Office of Special Investigations, 174 out of 334; Navy Criminal Investigation Agency, 180
out of 334; and the Army’s Criminal Investigation Command, 220 out of 334.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $174.0M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is acost of $88.0M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $26.3M, with a payback expected in seven years. The net present value
of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $172.7M.

Economic Impact on Communities. Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 14 jobs (8 direct jobs and
6 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 304 jobs (158 direct jobs and 146 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin
the Baltimore-Towson, MD Metropolitan Statistical Area, which isless than 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 18 jobs (10 direct jobs and 8 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the
Columbus, OH Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 11 jobs (6 direct jobs and 5 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the Los
Angeles-Long Beach-Glendale, CA, Metropolitan Division, which isless than 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates that
the nearest commercial airport to Marine Corp Base Quantico is Washington Reagan
National Airport, located approximately 29 miles away, but this distance should not
inconvenience personnel relocating to thisarea. This single issue does not affect the ability
of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions, forces, and personnel. There
are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation will require some permit changes, a
conformity determination may be required, and there may be a need to evaluate the impact of
additional mobile emission sources (vehicles) on air quality at Marine Corps Base Quantico.
This recommendation may impact air quality at Peterson AFB, CO. If the additional
operations affect archeological or historic resources at Peterson AFB, consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) may be required. Additional operations may
impact sensitive resource areas at Peterson AFB and therefore restrict operations. This
recommendation has no impact on dredging; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries,
noise; threatened and endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; water
resources; or wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.3M
for environmental compliance and waste management activities. This cost wasincluded in
the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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n. Consolidate Defense Commissary Agency Eastern, Midwestern Regional, and
Hopewell, VA Offices

Recommendation: Close 300 AFCOMS Way, aleased installation in San Antonio, TX;
5258 Oaklawn Boulevard, aleased installation in Hopewell, VA; and 5151 Bonney Road, a
leased installation in VA Beach, VA. Relocate all components of the Defense Commissary
Agency (DeCA) to Fort Lee, VA.

Justification: Thisrecommendation consolidates the Defense Commissary Agency (DECA)
Eastern Region (VA Beach, VA), Midwest Region (San Antonio, TX), and headquarters
element in leased space in Hopewell, VA, with DeCA’s main headquarters at Fort Lee, VA.
It meets several important Department of Defense objectives with regard to future use of
leased space, consolidation of Headquarters operations at single locations, and enhanced
security for DoD Activities. Additionally, the recommendation significantly improves
military value due to the shift from leased space to alocation on amilitary installation. The
military value of DeCA leased space based on its current portfolio of locationsis 216 out of
334 entities evaluated by the Major Administration and Headquarters (MAH) military value
model. Fort Leeranks 96 out of 334.

Implementation will reduce the Department’ s reliance on leased space, which has historically
higher overall costs than government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti-
terrorism Force Protection standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The benefit of
enhanced Force Protection afforded by alocation within amilitary installation fence-line will
provide immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards. DeCA'’ s current leased
locations are not compliant with current Force Protection Standards. The recommendation
eliminates 99,915 Gross Square Feet (GSF) of leased administrative space. This action
provides a consolidation of these DeCA regiona and headquarters activities from three to
two, and reduces the number of buildings from four to one.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $47.2M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is a cost of $35.4M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $3.9M, with a payback expected in 14 years. The net present value of
the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $4.9M.

Economic Impact on Communities. Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 260 jobs (109 direct jobs
and 151 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the VA Beach-Norfolk-Newport News,
VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 176 jobs (83 direct jobs and 93 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the
San Antonio, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic
area employment.
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The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the community to support missions,
forces, and personnel. The proximity of Fort Lee to the City of Richmond (30 miles), where
some personnel may choose to reside, mitigates a lack of nationally-accredited child chare
facilities reported for the local community. There are no known community infrastructure
impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this
recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has the potential for a minimal impact on
cultural/archeological sites and historical properties at Fort Lee. This recommendation could
have alimited impact on Threatened and Endangered species or critical habitat at Fort Lee.
This recommendation has no impact on air quality, dredging, land use constraints/sensitivity,
marine mammals, noise, waste management, water resources, or wetlands. This
recommendation will require spending approximately $0.05M for environmental compliance
activities. This cost wasincluded in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not
otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed.
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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0. Consolidate Transportation Command Components

Recommendation: Realign Fort Eustis, VA, by relocating the Army Surface Deployment
and Distribution Command to Scott Air Force Base, IL, and consolidating it with the Air
Force Air Mobility Command Headquarters and Transportation Command (TRANSCOM)
Headquarters at Scott Air Force Base, IL.

Realign Hoffman 2, aleased installation in Alexandria, VA, by relocating the US Army
Surface Deployment and Distribution Command to Scott Air Force Base, IL, and
consolidating it with the Air Force Air Mobility Command Headquarters and Transportation
Command Headquarters at Scott Air Force Base, IL.

Realign US Army Surface Deployment and Distribution Command -Transportation
Engineering Agency facility in Newport News, VA, by relocating US Army Surface
Deployment and Distribution Command — Transportation Engineering Agency to Scott Air
Force Base, IL, and consolidating it with the Air Force Air Mobility Command Headquarters
and Transportation Command Headquarters at Scott Air Force Base, IL.

Justification: Collocation of TRANSCOM and Service components will (1) collocate
activities with common functions and facilitate large-scal e transformation proposed by the
TRANSCOM Commander, and (2) reduce personnel to realize long-term savings. The
realignment will also terminate |eased space operations in the National Capital Region
(143,540 GSF in Alexandria, VA) and near Norfolk, VA (40,013 GSF in Newport News,
VA). The scenario will terminate atotal of 183,553 GSF in both locations.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $101.8M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is a savings of $339.3M. Annual recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $99.3M, with an immediate payback expected. The net present
value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $1,278.2M.

Economic Impact on Communities. Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,472 jobs (857 direct jobs
and 615 indirect jobs) in the Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV
Metropolitan Division, which isless than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 1,133 jobs (484 direct jobs and 649 indirect jobs) in the VA Beach-Norfolk-
Newport News, VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area, whichis 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.
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Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates that
although Scott AFB job growth rates have on occasion fallen just below the national growth
rates, there are no issues that affect the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to
support missions, forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure
impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this
recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has the potential to impact air quality at
Scott AFB. Anair permit revision may be needed. Scott AFB hasa 79 acre historic district
that may be impacted by future development. Additional operations may further impact
threatened and endangered species and/or critical habitats on Scott AFB and impact
operations. Modification of the on-installation treatment works at Scott AFB may be
necessary. Thisrecommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive
resource areas, marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; water resources; or
wetlands. This recommendation will require spending approximately $0.4M for
environmental compliance activities. This cost was included in the payback calculation.
This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration,
waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental
impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has
been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this
recommendation.
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p. Relocate Air Force Real Property Agency (AFRPA)

Recommendation: Realign Rosslyn Center and the Nash Street Building, leased
installations in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Air Force Real Property Agency to Lackland
Air Force Base, San Antonio, TX.

Justification: Thisrecommendation meets two important Department of Defense (DoD)
objectives with regard to rationalization of the Department’ s presence within 100 miles of the
Pentagon and enhanced security for DoD Activities. Additionally, the recommendation
resultsin asignificant improvement in military value. The military value of the Air Force
Real Property Agency (AFRPA) is 302" of 334 entities evaluated by the Major
Administration and Headquarters (MAH) military value model. Lackland Air Force Baseis
ranked 25" out of 334. The recommendation eliminates over 16,000 Usable Square Feet of
leased administrative space within the National Capital Region and relocates the involved
officesto amilitary installation that will provide immediate compliance with Force
Protection Standards. AFRPA’s current leased location is non-compliant with current Force
Protection Standards. The relocation of a headquarters activity to an installation that is
farther than 100 miles from the Pentagon provides dispersion of DoD Activities away from a
dense concentration within the National Capital Region. This recommendation provides for
operational efficiency and enhanced synergy by co-locating AFRPA with arelated Activity,
the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence, which is also relocating to Lackland Air
Force Base.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $4.5M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period isacost of $0.9M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $0.9M, with a payback expected in 5 years. The net present value of the
costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $7.9M.

Economic Impact on Communities:  Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 109 jobs (62 direct jobs
and 47 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 time period in the Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Division, which isless than 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. The community surrounding Lackland Air Force Base reports a crime
index (UCR) above the national average, but the Department does not believe that this factor
will impact the community’ s ability to support this action.

Environmental Impact: Lackland Air Force Base has prehistoric sites, aswell astwo
historic districts that may be impacted by this recommendation. Lackland Air Force Base
has Military Munitions Response Program sites that may represent a safety hazard for future
development. Less than 3db increase in noise contours can be expected from future
development. The AICUZ reflects the current mission, local land use, and current noise
levels. 7,029 acres off-base within the noise contours are zoned by the local community.
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3,299 of these acres are residentially-zoned. The community has not purchased easements
for area surrounding the installation. Wetlands restrict .004 percent of the base and .008
percent of the range. Additional operations at the installation may impact wetlands, which
may restrict operations. This recommendation has no impact on air quality; dredging; marine
mammalss, resources or sanctuaries; threatened and endangered species and critical habitat;
waste management; or water resources. This recommendation will require spending
approximately $0.05M to complete necessary National Environmental Policy Act
documentation at the receiving installation. This cost was included in the payback
calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact the costs of environmental
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities.
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g. Collocate Navy Education and Training Command and Navy Education and
Training Professional Development & Technology Center

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating Navy Education
and Training Command to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN.

Realign Saufley Field, FL, by relocating Navy Education and Training Professional
Development & Technology Center to Naval Support Activity Millington, TN.

Justification: Realignment of Navy Education and Training Command (NETC) and Navy
Education and Training Professional Development & Technology Center (NETPDTC) to
Naval Support Activity Millington will collocate these activities with common functions
(Bureau of Naval Personnel, Navy Manpower Analysis Center, and Navy Personnel
Research and Development Center) and facilitate creation of a Navy Human Resources
Center of Excellence. By relocating NETC and NETPDTC within the hub of naval
personnel activities, this recommendation eliminates personnel redundancies and excess
infrastructure capacity. NETC and NETPDTC will require 50,400 GSF of military
construction (MILCON) and will utilize 102,400 GSF of existing administrative space and
warehouse space at Millington; the parking lot additions will be new MILCON.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $33.3M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is acost of $23.6M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $3.7M, with a payback expected in 10 years. The net present value of
the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $14.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,878 jobs (738 direct jobs
and 1,140 indirect jobs) in the Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which is 0.9 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate economic impact of all
recommended actions on this economic region of influence was considered and is at
Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impedimentsto
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.
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Environmental Impact: Thisrecommendation has the potential to impact air quality at
Millington, which isin moderate non-attainment for Ozone (8-hr.). Construction associated
with this recommendation has the potential to impact Historical sitesidentified at Millington.
This recommendation has no impact on dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species
or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation
does not impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed.
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.

89



HSA-JCSG-D-05-326

r. Collocate Miscellaneous Air Force Leased Locations and National Guard
HeadquartersLeased L ocations

Recommendation: Close 1501 Wilson Blvd, aleased installation in Arlington, VA.
Relocate the Air Force-Judge Advocate General to Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Close 1560 Wilson Blvd, aleased installation in Arlington, VA. Relocate the Secretary of
the Air Force-Acquisition to Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Close Arlington Plaza, aleased installation in Arlington, VA. Relocate the Secretary of the
Air Force-Auditor General to Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Realign 1401 Wilson Blvd, the Nash Street Building, and 1919 Eads Street, |eased
instalations in Arlington, VA, by relocating Air Force-Operations to Andrews Air Force
Base, MD.

Realign 1815 N. Fort Myer Drive, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating Air
Force-Operations, the Secretary of the Air Force-Administrative Assistant, and the Secretary
of the Air Force-Auditor General to Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Realign Ballston Metro Center, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the
Secretary of the Air Force-Public Affairs and the Secretary of the Air Force-Small Business
to Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Realign Crystal Gateway 1, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating Air Force-
Personnel, Air Force-Installation and Logistics, Air Force-Operations, and Air Force-
Personnel Operationsto Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Realign Crystal Gateway 2 and Jefferson Plaza 2, leased installationsin Arlington, VA, by
relocating Air Force-Installation and Logistics to Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Realign Crystal Gateway North, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating Air
Force-Installation and Logistics and the Secretary of the Air Force-Financial Management to
Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Realign Crystal Park 5 and Crystal Plaza 6, leased installations in Arlington, VA, by
relocating the Secretary of the Air Force-Administrative Assistant to Andrews Air Force
Base, MD.

Realign Crystal Plaza 5, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating the Air Force-
Chief Information Officer and Air Force-Operations to Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Realign Crystal Square 2, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating Air Force-
Personnel and Air Force-Personnel Operationsto Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

90



HSA-JCSG-D-05-326

Realign the Webb Building, aleased installation in Arlington, VA, by relocating Air Force-
Personnel and the Secretary of the Air Force/General Counsel to Andrews Air Force Base,
MD.

Realign Jefferson Plaza-1, Arlington, VA, by relocating the National Guard Bureau
Headquarters, the Air National Guard Headquarters, and elements of the Army National
Guard Headquarters to the Army National Guard Readiness Center, Arlington, VA, and
Andrews Air Force Base, MD.

Justification: This recommendation meets two important Department of Defense (DoD)
objectives with regard to future use of leased space and enhanced security for DoD
Activities. Additionally, the recommendation results in a significant improvement in military
value as aresult of the movement from leased space to a military installation. The average
military value of the noted components of Headquarters Air Force (HAF) based on current
locations ranges from 230" to 333" of 334 entities evaluated by the MAH military value
model. Andrews Air Force Baseis ranked 51% out of 334. Implementation will reduce the
Department’ s reliance on leased space which has historically higher overall costs than
government-owned space and generally does not meet Anti-terrorism Force Protection
standards as prescribed in UFC 04-010-01. The recommendation eliminates 190,000 Usable
Square Feet of leased administrative space within the NCR. This, plus the immediate benefit
of enhanced Force Protection afforded by alocation within amilitary installation fence-line,
will provide HAF components with immediate compliance with Force Protection Standards.
HAF s current leased |ocations are non-compliant with current Force Protection Standards.

The collocation of National Guard Headquarters elements to two sites, Army National Guard
Readiness Center, Arlington, VA and Andrews Air Force Base, MD, will enhance Joint
Service interoperability. Currently, the National Guard Headquarters entities are housed in
three locations in metropolitan Washington, DC, creating a digointed hindrance to
organizational and operational efficiency. By virtue of being located at two operating sites,
the Guard commands would significantly increase interaction between themselves for
improved force enhancement. A positive result of the co-location is areduction in force
manning levels by eliminating duplicative staff. Various common support functions; i.e.,
administrative support, contracting and supply functions, would be merged, resultingin a
decreasein staffing size. The recommendation eliminates 237,000 Usable Square Feet of
leased administrative space within the Washington, DC area. Leased cost expenditures of
$11M per year and Anti-terrorism and Force Protection costs will significantly decrease
through the construction of new facilities on amilitary reservation.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $90.5M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is a cost of $10.8M. Annual recurring savings to the Department after
implementation are $30.8M with aone year payback. The net present value of the costs and
savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of $308.3M.

Economic Impact on Communities. Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 231 jobs (138 direct jobs
and 93 indirect jobs) in the Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV
Metropolitan Division Area, which isless than 0.1 percent of the economic area employment.
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The aggregate economic impact of all recommended actions on this economic region of
influence was considered and is at Appendix B of Volumel.

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the community to support missions,
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Thisrecommendation has a potential impact on air quality at
Andrews Air Force Base and Arlington Hall. An air permit revision and new source review
may be needed. This scenario may impact a historic property at Andrews Air Force Base
that isnot in ahistoric district. This scenario may require building on constrained acreage at
Andrews Air Force Base. Additional operations may impact threatened and endangered
species and/or critical habitats at Andrews Air Force Base. Wetlands do not currently restrict
operations at Andrews, but additional operations may impact wetlands, which may restrict
operations. This recommendation has no impact on dredging; marine mammals, resources,
or sanctuaries; noise; waste management; or water resources. This recommendation will
require spending approximately $0.3M for environmental compliance activities. This cost
was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise impact
the cost of environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental compliance
activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting
the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental
impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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s. Create Joint Mobilization Sites

Recommendation: Realign Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, Washington Navy Yard, DC,
and Naval Submarine Base New London, CT, by relocating all mobilization functions to Fort
Dix, NJ, designating it as Joint Pre-Deployment/M obilization Site Dix/McGuire/L akehurst.
Realign Submarine Base Bangor, WA, by relocating all mobilization processing functions to
Ft Lewis, WA, designating it as Joint Pre-Deployment/Mobilization Site Lewis/McChord.
Realign Ft Huachuca, AZ, by relocating all mobilization processing functions to Ft Bliss,
TX, designating it as Joint Pre-Deployment/Mobilization Site Bliss/Holloman. Realign Ft
Eustis, VA, Ft Jackson, SC, and Ft Lee, VA, by relocating all mobilization processing
functionsto Ft Bragg, NC, designating it as Joint Pre-Deployment/Mobilization Site
Bragg/Pope.

Justification: This recommendation realigns eight lower threshold mobilization sites to four
existing large capacity sites and transforms them into Joint Pre-Deployment/ Mobilization
Platforms. This action is expected to have the long-term effect of creating pre-
deployment/mobilization centers of excellence, leverage economies of scale, reduce costs,
and improve service to mobilized service members. This recommendation specifically
targets four of the larger capacity mobilization centers located in higher density Reserve
Component (RC) personnel areas. These platforms have the added military value of strategic
location, Power Projection Platform (PPP) and deployment capabilities. The gaining bases
all have an adjoining installation from another service(s), thereby gaining the opportunity to
increase partnership and enhance existing joint service facilities and capabilities. The eight
realigned, lower thresholds mobilization sites have significantly less capacity and many less
mobilizations. The realignment of these pre-deployment/mobilization missions to the other
joint pre-deployment/mobilization sites will not overload the gaining joint mobilization
installations. These new joint regional pre-deployment/redeployment mobilization
processing sites, Fort Dix, Fort Lewis, Fort Bliss and Fort Bragg have the capability to
adequately prepare, train and deploy members from all services while reducing overall
mobilization processing site manpower and facilities requirements. Numerous other
intangible savings are expected to result from transformation opportunities by consolidating
all services' mobilization operations and optimizing existing and future personnel
requirements. Additional opportunities for savings are also expected from the establishment
of a single space mobilization site capable of supporting pre-deployment/mobilization
operations from centralized facilities and infrastructure. The establishment of these Joint
Pre-Deployment/Mobilization Sites will not preclude the services from using any/all of their
other existing mobilization sites, nor will they affect any service rapid mobilization
units’wings. These joint platforms will not effect any of the services units that a have
specific unit personnel/equipment requirements necessitating their mobilization from a
specified installation.

Payback: Thetotal estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $0.1M. The net of al costs and savings to the Department during the
implementation period is asavings $30.9M. Annua recurring savings to the Department
after implementation are $0.8M with a payback expected immediately. The net present value
of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $37.9M.
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Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 5 jobs (3 direct jobs and 2
indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Norwich-New London, CT, metropolitan
statistical area, which isless than 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 2 jobs (1 direct job and 1 indirect job) over the 2006-2011 period in the VA
Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC metropolitan statistical area, which islessthan 0.1
percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 2 jobs (1 direct job and 1 indirect job) over the 2006-2011 period in the
Columbia, SC metropolitan statistical area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impedimentsto
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: Thisrecommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resources areas;
marine mammals, resources or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or
critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation does
not impact the costs of waste management, and environmental compliance activities. The
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in
this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this recommendation.
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t. Consolidate Correctional Facilitiesinto Joint Regional Correctional Facilities

Recommendation: Realign Edwards Air Force Base, CA, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM,
and Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, CA, by relocating the correctional function of each
to Marine Corps Air Station, Miramar, CA, and consolidating them with the correctional
function already at Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, CA, to form asingle Level Il
Southwest Joint Regional Correctional Facility.

Realign Lackland Air Force Base, TX, Fort Knox, KY, and Fort Sill, Oklahoma by relocating
the correctional function of each to Fort Leavenworth, KS, and consolidating them with the
correctional function already at Fort Leavenworth, KS, to form asingle Level || Midwest
Joint Regional Correctional Facility.

Realign Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL, and Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by
relocating the correctional function of each to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, and
consolidating them with the correctional function already at Naval Weapons Station
Charleston, SC, to form asingle Level 1 Southeastern Joint Regional Correctional Facility.

Realign Naval Support Activity Norfolk, VA, Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA, and Camp
LeJeune, NC, by relocating the correctional function of each and consolidating them at Naval
Support Activity, Northwest Annex, Chesapeake, VA, to form asingle Level |1 Mid-Atlantic
Joint Regional Correctional Facility.

Realign Fort Lewis, WA, by relocating the management of correctional functions to
Submarine Base Bangor, WA. The correctional facilities at Submarine Base Bangor, WA,
and Fort Lewis, WA, will together form the Level 11 Northwestern Joint Regional
Correctional Facility.

Justification: The Department of Defense (DoD) Correctional program exists to enforce the
military justice system, ensuring the safety, security, administration, and good order and
discipline of its prisoners under guidance of the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ).
The UCMJislegidation that is contained in Title 10 of the United States Code. It comprises
acomplete set of criminal military law and code. The DoD Correctional program currently
consists of 17 DoD correctional facilities, which incorporate three facility classifications and
four custody levels. Thereareeight Level I, eight Level 11 and one Level 111 correctional
facilities. Level | iscapable of providing pretrial and post-trial confinement up to 1-year.
Level 11 iscapable of providing pretrial and post-trial confinement for prisoners/inmates with
sentences to confinement of five yearsor lessand Level 111 provides post-trial confinement
exceeding five years, one day, to include life and death sentences.

This recommendation createsfive, Level |1 Joint Regional Correctional Facilities. The
Southwest Joint Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Consolidated Brig
Miramar, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar; the Edwards Confinement Facility, Edwards
Air Force Base, CA; the Kirtland Confinement Facility, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM; and
the Marine Corps Base Brig, Camp Pendleton Camp Pendleton to asingle Level Il Joint
Regional Correctional Facility at Miramar. The Midwestern Joint Regional Correctional
Facility consolidates the Lackland Confinement Facility, Lackland Air Force Base, TX; the
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Army Regional Correctional Facility, Fort Knox, KY'; the Army Regional Correctional
Facility, Fort Sill, OK, and the components of the US Disciplinary Barracks at Fort
Leavenworth, KS, into asingle Level Il Joint Regional Correctional Facility at Leavenworth.
The Southeastern Joint Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Consolidated
Brig Charleston, Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, SC; the Waterfront Brig Jacksonville,
Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL; and the Waterfront Brig Pensacola, Naval Air Station
Pensacola, FL, to asingle Level Il Joint Regional Correctional Facility at Charleston. The
Mid-Atlantic Joint Regional Correctional Facility consolidates the Naval Brig Norfolk, Naval
Support Activity, Norfolk, VA; Marine Corps Base Brig, Quantico, VA; and Marine Corps
Base Brig Camp LeJeune, NC; to asingle Level 11 Joint Regional Correctional Facility at
Chesapeake. The Northwestern Joint Regional Correctiona Facility consolidates the Army
Regional Correctional Facility at Fort Lewis, WA and the Waterfront Brig Puget Sound,
Silverdale, Submarine Base Bangor, WA, to asingle Level 11 Joint Regiona Correctional
Facility with correctional facilities at both locations.

This realignment and consolidation facilitates the creation of a Joint DoD Correctional
system, improves jointness, reduces footprint, centralizes joint corrections training; builds
new facilities which will provide significant improvements in terms of safety, security,
efficiency and costs. Within this construct, policies and operations become standardized,
facilities modernized, ultimately reducing manpower and decreasing operational costs
through economies of scale. The construction of new facilities provides the opportunity to
eliminate or dramatically reduce operational and maintenance costs of older inefficient
facilitiesin addition to facilitating accreditation by the American Corrections Association
(ACA). Additionaly, reengineering efforts may provide an opportunity to eliminate
redundancy in treatment programs, create a DoD versus military service specific Clemency
and Parole Board and a Joint Enterprise for common functions; benefits not capture through
the Cost of Base Realignment and Closure Actions (COBRA). This recommendation is
designed to confine inmates/prisoners based on sentence length, geographical location and
rehabilitation/treatment programs. The skills and expertise developed by military
correctional specialists and personnel in operating confinement facilities are critical in
operating detention camps (enemy prisoners of war) during the current global war on
terrorism and future military conflicts.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $178.8M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of Defense
during the implementation period is a cost of $149.4M. Annual recurring savings to the
Department of Defense after implementation are $14.6M with a payback expected in 16
years. The net present value of the costs and savings to the Department of Defense over 20
yearsisasavings of $2.3M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 23 jobs (12 direct and 11
indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the Bakersfield, California Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment.
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 22 jobs (12 direct and 10 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the
Albuquerque, New Mexico Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 122 jobs (64 direct and 58 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the San
Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, California Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1
percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 2 jobs (1 direct and 1 indirect job) over the 2006-2011 periods in the Bremerton-
Silverdale, Washington Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is lessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 17 jobs (9 direct and 8 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periods in the San
Antonio, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 204 jobs (123 direct and 81 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periods in the
Lawton, Oklahoma Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.3 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 169 jobs (105 direct and 64 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periods in the
Elizabethtown, KY Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.3 percent of economic area
employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 78 jobs (36 direct and 42 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the
Jacksonville, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of
economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 74 jobs (30 direct and 44 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1
percent of economic area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 91 jobs (56 direct and 35 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, District of Columbia-VA-MD-West VA Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area employment.
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 326 jobs (207 direct and 119 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the
Jacksonville, North Carolina Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.4 percent of economic
area employment.

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 6 jobs (3 direct and 3 indirect jobs) over the 2006-2011 periodsin the Tacoma,
Washington Metropolitan Statistical Area, which islessthan 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no
issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions,
forces, and personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to
implementation of all recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation may impact air quality and will require New
Source Review and conformity analyses. This recommendation may impact cultural,
archeological or tribal resources. Tribal negotiations may be required to expand use (or
construction) near listed areas. Threatened and endangered species or critical habitat may be
impacted at Fort Lewis and Marine Corps Air Station Miramar depending on the site of new
military construction. Solid waste change orders are necessary at Naval Support Activity
Northwest Annex to accommodate the new mission. New construction at Naval Support
Activity Northwest Annex may impact wetlands. This recommendation has no impact on
dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; marine mammals, resources, or
sanctuaries; noise; or water resources. This recommendation will require spending
approximately $0.4M for waste management and environmental compliance activities. This
cost was included in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not otherwise
impact the costs of the environmental restoration, waste management, or environmental
compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC
actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known
environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.

98



HSA-JCSG-D-05-326

u. Consolidate/Collocate Active and Reserve Personnel & Recruiting Centersfor
Army and Air Force

Recommendation: Realign Army Human Resources Command leased facilitiesin
Alexandria, VA, Indianapolis, IN, and St. Louis, MO. Relocate and consolidate all functions
at Fort Knox, KY.

Realign the Air Reserve Personnel Center (Buckley Annex), CO, by relocating the Air
Reserve Personnel Center processing functions to Randolph Air Force Base, TX, and
consolidating them with the Air Force Personnel Center at Randolph Air Force Base, TX,
and by relocating the Individual Maobilization Augmentee operational management functions
to Robins Air Force Base, GA, and consolidating them with the Air Force Reserve Command
at Robins Air Force Base, GA.

Realign Robins Air Force Base, GA, by relocating Air Force Reserve Recruiting Service to
Randolph Air Force Base, TX.

Justification: The collocation of military personnel and recruiting functions for Army and
Air Force creates Service Human Resources Centers for Excellence and improves personnel
life-cycle management. This recommendation enables Business Process Reengineering
transformation to support several significant Department of Defense initiatives such as
increasing Active and Reserve Component Total Force integration and effectiveness and
supporting the Department’ s goals for the Continuum of Service concept which permits a
range of participation to assist in force management and relieve stress on military skills that
have been in high demand during recent operations and also supporting the ongoing
development and implementation of the Defense Integrated Military Human Resource
System (DIMHRS).

For the Army, this recommendation eliminates over 1,100,000 square feet of leased space
with annual lease savings of over $31.0M and a one-time cost avoidance of over $30.0M. In
addition, it eliminates over 248,000 gross square feet of current excess capacity and moves a
large support organization of over 2,000 personnel out of the National Capital Region. For
the Air Force, this recommendation eliminates over 100,000 gross square feet of current
excess capacity. The Air Force reserve Individual Mobilization Augmentee (IMA)
operational command and management functions will be relocated and consolidated with the
Air Force Reserve Command at Robins Air Force Base, GA for improved command
management of Reserve forces assigned to the Command. The HSA JCSG agrees with the
Air Force that the operational alignment of personnel would benefit the Department and this
action creates a similar organizational construct with the Marine Corps. The Air Force
Recruiting Serviceis currently located at Randolph Air Force Base; this scenario will
collocate Active and Reserve Component headquarters functionsin a single location and
assist with overall Total Air Force Recruiting management. Randolph Air Force Baseis aso
the current location of the Air Education and Training Command further improving
opportunities to coordinate personnel life-cycle planning. The overarching strategy for these
consolidated human resources and recruiting centers extends to other organizations within
the Army and Navy. The relocation of Army Accessions Command and Cadet Command
from Fort Monroe, VA, and their co-location with the US Army Recruiting Command
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Headquarters at Fort Knox, KY/, is captured in the installation closure recommendation for
Fort Monroe. The relocation of the Navy Reserve Personnel Center, the Enlisted Placement
and Management Center and the Navy Recruiting Command Headquarters from Naval
Support Activity, New Orleans, LA, and their consolidation with the Navy Personnel
Command and Navy Recruiting Command Headquarters at Naval Support Activity
Millington, TN, is captured in the installation closure recommendation for Naval Support
Activity New Orleans.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $119.3M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of Defense
during the implementation period is a savings of $463.0M. Annual recurring savings to the
Department after implementation are $152.8M with an immediate payback expected. The
net present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 yearsis a savings of
$1,913.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in maximum potential job reductions (direct and indirect) over
the 2006-2011 period as follows:

. Total Job Direct Job Indirect Job % of Economic
Region of Influence

Denver-Aurora, CO
Metropolitan Statistical 828 465 363 LessThan 0.1
Area

Indianapolis, IN
Metropolitan Statistical 227 137 90 LessThan 0.1
Area

St. Louis, MO-IL
Metropolitan Statistical 4171 2,093 2,078 0.3
Area

Washington-Arlington-
Alexandria, DC-VA-
MD-WV Metropolitan
Division

3,735 2,177 1,558 0.1

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

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates
some minor issues regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the community to support
missions, forces and personnel at Fort Knox, KY. These issuesinclude no nationally
accredited child-care centers reported for the local community, the current quantity of rental
and sale units available (adequate military housing exits on Fort Knox), and the population to
physician ratio of 1 to 8 versus the national ratio of 1to 4. These issues are mitigated, in
part, by the recommendation itself under the expectation that an influx of personnel will
result in a growth in community services such as child care centers and the building of
housing to support increasing market demand. 1n addition, the proximity of Fort Knox to the
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City of Louisville (29 miles) where some personnel may choose to reside mitigates this issue.
Overall, we find that the community infrastructure at Fort Knox can support this
recommendation. At Randolph Air Force Base, TX, areview of community attributes
indicates the Uniform Crime Reports Index is approximately 64 percent higher than the
national average. Thisissignificantly higher for those relocating from the Air Reserve
Personnel Center in Denver, CO, but is not significantly higher for those rel ocating from
Robins Air Force Base, GA. There are no other issues regarding the ability of the
infrastructure of the community to support missions, forces and personnel. Overall, we find
that the community infrastructure can support this recommendation, and it should proceed
notwithstanding the crime index at Randolph Air Force Base. There are no known
community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all recommendations affecting
the installations in this recommendation.

Environmental Impact: At Randolph Air Force Base, TX, there are historical properties
that may be impacted as well as the Military Munitions Response Program that may represent
a safety hazard for future site development. Additionally, threatened and endangered species
or critical habitat may be impacted and will require a Biological Opinion to ensure the
recommendation conforms. This recommendation has no impact on air quality; cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas,
marine mammalss, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or
critical habitat; waste management; water resources; or wetlands. This recommendation will
require spending approximately $0.5M for waste management and environmental compliance
activities. This cost wasincluded in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not
otherwise impact the costs of environmental restoration, waste management, or
environmental compliance activities. The aggregate environmental impact of all
recommended BRAC actions affecting the bases in this recommendation has been reviewed.
There are no known environmental impediments to implementation of this recommendation.
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