The “S/RM” Construct
The 1999 FEA resulted in dissection and revitalization of the programs, metrics, terminology, and account structures used by DoD to sustain, restore, and modernize facilities.  “Real property maintenance” – which had previously been an indecipherable mixture of sustainment, recapitalization, demolition, and new footprint (funded by minor construction) – was carefully separated into measurable elements.  The military construction program – which had previously been categorized as either “new mission” or “current mission” and considered independently of related O&M activities – was reoriented to “new footprint” and “recapitalization” categories and linked to related O&M investments.  The “BMAR” (Backlog of Maintenance and Repair) metric was permanently retired.  This restructuring allowed for proper application of performance metrics to benchmarks and provided a more comprehensive approach to deciding investment levels.

This earlier work allowed for a “cross-appropriation” view of facilities recapitalization, which includes the effects of O&M, working capital, and military construction resources.  More broadly, it resulted in a new “S/RM” construct for analyzing and budgeting for facilities sustainment, restoration and modernization.

The S/RM construct is an outgrowth of several years of research into “best practices” outside of DoD.  Much of this research has been summarized by the National Research Council in a book titled Stewardship of Federal Facilities:  A Proactive Strategy for Managing the Nation’s Public Assets.
  Also, the S/RM construct represents, in part, DoD’s response to problems identified in GAO’s report titled Military Infrastructure: Real Property Management Needs Improvement.
  Finally, the S/RM construct has been structured to support and improve DoD’s compliance with the Government Performance and Results Act and the Chief Financial Officers Act.

S/RM theories are based on the general idea that facility performance degrades as facilities age.  The rate of decay depends in part on the level of sustainment provided, and is also influenced by the materials used in the facility, the weather, and creeping obsolescence caused by changes in standards and missions.  With full sustainment, facilities achieve their full potential and deliver acceptable performance over their expected service life.  S/RM theory states that this is the most cost-effective approach to managing needed facilities because it gains the most performance over the longest time for the least investment.  The general theory of S/RM is illustrated in Figure 1.

The facilities performance curve under full sustainment is usually displayed as an average for an inventory of facilities, which presents a smooth performance degradation line over time.  A well-sustained inventory gradually declines in performance – due primarily to aging of materials and obsolescence – and at some point (estimated to be 67 years in the case of DoD’s inventory) becomes inadequate (see Figure 1). It is important to note that the estimated 67-year average service life in DoD is shortened by less than full sustainment. 
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However, the “smooth” degradation curve for an inventory of facilities is often not intuitive to owners of individual facilities.  Individual facility owners know that an appropriate sustainment program includes periodic replacement of major components (heating, ventilation, and air conditioning system) or refinishing the interior spaces – producing a temporary increase in overall performance. For an individual facility, the performance curve under full sustainment is really a “saw tooth” shape caused by small, momentary increases in performance, followed by general decline in performance for the overall facility, as shown in Figure 1.  Full sustainment alone, however, does not change the overall slope of the curve for a single facility nor does it change the average slope for an inventory of facilities, because sustainment alone does not address aging of structural materials, obsolescence, mission changes, increasing standards, or “acts of God” such as hail damage.

Even with full sustainment, facilities eventually either physically wear out or become obsolete.  An obsolete facility is one that is irrelevant to present day missions regardless of its condition – an example is a firehouse built in 1930 that is too narrow or too short to accommodate modern fire trucks.  The number of years at which facilities would be expected to wear out or become obsolete is called the expected service life.  According to the S/RM construct, at that point the facilities need to be replaced or extensively renovated or modernized – i.e. they must be recapitalized – to continue providing adequate performance.  Alternatively, recapitalization investments can be made periodically throughout the service life, which has the effect of extending the service life and delaying the need for replacement.  There are two key points on the relationship of sustainment to recapitalization based on service life benchmarks:

· Recapitalization investments renovate and replace facilities, but do not sustain facilities as measured by FSM benchmarks.

· Expected service life is reduced by the lack of full sustainment, creating a new restoration requirement and the need for premature recapitalization.

Recapitalization is a combination of restoration and modernization.  Restoration “restores” performance back to original levels or, alternatively, back to the level defined by the normal degradation curve.  Modernization, on the other hand, resets performance to a new level, higher than the original level.  A current example is the incorporation of force protection enhancements into projects that modernize facilities.  The modernized facilities will perform better in terms of force protection than they did originally.  This is depicted in Figure 2. 

Under recent investment strategies, DoD’s recapitalization investments were insufficient to offset the loss of service life caused by a lack of sustainment.  Even after making a recapitalization investment, performance would rapidly decline in the absence of full sustainment.  

With an improved S/RM based strategy, DoD would forecast its required inventory and then:

· Fully sustain its assets and stop the loss of service life.  {DAIM-MD Note:  Sustainment}

· Establish a recapitalization investment stream tied to average expected service life (67 years). {DAIM-MD Note:  Modernization}

· Where appropriate and affordable, buy back lost service life in the near term.   {DAIM-MD Note:  Restoration}
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