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I. INTRODUCTION

L PURPOSE. This study reviews, analyzes, and recommends improvements to the
installation assessment methodology the Army uses in its Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
proces-.

2. SCOPE. This study--

a. Examines the effectiveness of the BRAC measures of merit used by the Army in
BRAC 91! to measure military value.

b. Analyzes the validity of the installation categories vsed in the Army BRAC 91-
Phase I p.ocess.

c. Measures the suitability of the aitributes used by the Army in the BRAC 91-Phase I

d. Evaluates the suitability of instzllation data used by the Army in the BRAC 91-
Phase I process.

€. Reviews the decision analysis msthod used to evafuste the military value of Army
installations during BRAC 91-Phase 1.

f. Provides recommendations to ‘mprove he installation assessment process for Army
BRAC 93.

3. BACKGROUND.

a. The BRAC Process. There are ongoing efforts to close or realign unneeded military
bases as part of wide-ranging efforts to balance the U.S. budges, wrim DOD. and reduce the
operating costs of U.S. military forces. The most recent statutory effort by Congress 19
accomplish this task was the passage of Public Law 101-510 (Defense Base Clesure and
Realignment Act of 1990). This law is an effort 0 ensure & timely, indepencent. 2nd {air process
for closing and realigning U.S. military installations. This statute requires the Secreiary of
Defense to submit a list of proposed military hase closures and re~Yzun:cnds to an independent
Base Closurc and Realignment Commission. This commission met in 1991 and will meet again in
1993 and 1995. Each service supports DOD with an assessment of its military base posturz and
its respective recomaendations for closure.

b. The Army BRAC Process. The Army takes 2 three-phase approach to the tast, of
providing rcalignment and closure recommendstions tc the DOD BRAC Office and BRAC
Commission (Figure 1). The Army proponent for BRAC actions is the Director of the Army
Staff, Management Directorate, Base Realignment and Closure Office (henceforth :eferred to as

——

1 Repont 1o the Secretary of Defense on Base Ciosure and Lealignment {Depeniment of the Arnay, © apul 1991

1
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the Army BRAC Office). To carry out the data collection and analysis for each round of the
BRAC process, the Army formed the Total Army Basing Study (TABS) group. The TABS group
is composed of the Army BRAC Office staff supplemented by DA and MACOM stafl personnel.
In Phase 1, the TABS group evaluates Army installations in quantitative terms to determine their
reiative military value using measuras of merit which relate directly to the DOD criteria. In Phase
i1, the Army identifizs reasonable BRAC ulternatives using the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Force

tructure Plan; Army Stationing Visions; an iastaliation category capacity analysis; the Phasc 1
military value evaiuatinns; and MACOM visions of the future. The Army then assesses the
ieasibility of potential BRAC alternatives by considering the return on its investment, and impacts
on the local economy and the cnvironiment. Phase 111 begins after submission of the list to the
BRAC Commission and inciudes provision for analytical support to the commission.

c. BRAC ¥1-Phase I: Inztallation Assessment Process. The objective of the Phase I
process in BRAC 91 was to determine the relative military value of Army installations (Figure 2).
The TABS gicup began its deliberations v ith several initial steps. In steps 1 through 3, the TABs
group reviewed and interpreted congressional, DOD, and Army guidance and detcrmined the
measures of merit to be uscd o find the military value of an installation. The TABS established
five measures of merit: mission essenti1lity. mission suitability, operational efficiencies,
expendability, and quality of life (step 4). The TABS also established many of the weights and
outlined the attributes tha. support thcse measures of merit. These measures of merit linked the
DOD sclectior criteria for seiccting the military bases for closure or realignment. Following these
initial steps, the TABS group began the ask of allocating installations within categories (steps 5
and €). Next, the dcfinition and the assignment of attributes were coordinated and finalized (step
7). Once the autributes were finalized, the foliowing step was to identify and collect appropriate
data for the attributes sclected in each installation category (step 8). The {inal step taken was to
calculate the military value of each installation through a decision support software package called
Decision Pad (D-PAD) (:tep 9).

4. ORGANIZATION. This study consists of a main paper with supporting annexes.

a. Main paper. The main paper has three distinct sections:

(1) Section I. Introduction-- provides tiic reader with an overall feel for our
BRAC study topic.

(2) Section II: Evaluation-- provides 2 summarized discussion of ESSC's analysis
of the Army BRAC 91-Phasc 1 process. This discussion focuses upon five BRAC areas identified
for improvement by ESSC. These discussions are based on the detailed analysis found in the
annexes of this report.

(3) Section II: Resulis--contains important findings and offers recommendations
to resolve the problems identified in the findings.

b. Annexes. Therc arc five annexes that support the main paper. Thesc five annexes
contain detailed discussions or: areas that ESSC identified for examination and improvement:

(1) Amnex A: Measures of Merit--examines the validity of the Army’s BRAC
measures of merii and how they impact upon the BRAC installation asscssment process.
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(2) Annex B: Installations and Categories--examines the selection and allocation
of Army installations into categories.

(3) Annex C: Attributes--discusses improvements to the sets of attributes used to
mecasure the military value of .Army installations.

(4) Annex D: Installation Data--discusses the adequacy and accuracy of the Jata
sources used in the BRAC process.

(5) Annex E: Installation Rating Piocess--discusses the logic, analytical techniques,
and dccision tools used in the Army BRAC-Phase I process.

5. APPROACH. ESSC uscs a structured approach throughout this study of the Army’s
BRAC instailation assessment process. Our examination is divided into five major stages:

a. Stage One: Study Request and Scope. In October 1991, the Army BRAC Office
asked ESSC to examinc its BRAC-Phase I methodology and recommend improvements where
needed. ESSC conducted several feasibility meetings with the staff of the Army BRAC Office to
determine the best time to begin the study. ESSC personnel estimated that a full-time team could
be put together in the early part of 1992. The ESSC Commander and Director agreed in
principle to conduct the study. and in January 1992, tasked a 3-person study team to address the
concerns of the Army BRAC Office. The ESSC BRAC team met with members of the Army
BRAC Officc on 15 January 1992 to begin the study on a full-time basis, further definc the
objectives of the study, discuss BRAC issues, and scope out various study problems.

b. Stage Two: Research and Data Collection. After the 15 January 1992 study
coordination mecting, ESSC constructed a detailed Project Management plan that included a
rescarch and data collection period designed to further define various BRAC issues. ESSC
gathered BRAC study reporis and documents written and published by a wide array of Federal,
DOD. and Army organizations. ESSC also collected basic study information through phone
conversations, video-teleconferences. on-site interviews, and issuc workshops from a wide range of
BRAC subject matter experts (Figure 3). These interviews allowed ESSC not only to collect
baseline information and confirm basic BRAC issues, t t also to identify other arcas where
BRAC methodology improvements could be made.

c. Stage Three: Assessment and Evaluation. ESSC finalized its initial rescarch and
data collection phase with a preliminary BRAC issues assessment. This preliminary assessment
focused on determining the dominant or key BRAC issues for further evaluation. As mentioned
carlier, ESSC obtained many comments and suggestions for improvements from interviews. All of
them could not be asialyzed in detail within this study . Therefore, our assessment phasc is
designed to assess the data collected, evaluate its applicability. and identify key BRAC issues for
anaiysis. Simply put, our stage three acts as a screening process for key issues. ESSC rcturned to
the Army BRAC Office on 30 March 1992 to provide them with a project update. The objective
of this update was to obtain their approval of the key BRAC issues ESSC identified for further
analysis. As agreed to in that mecting, the following arc the key BRAC issucs that this study
report focuses on: measures of merit, installations and categories. attributes, installation data, and
installation rating process.
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BRAC RESEARCH & DATA COLLECTION INTERVIEWS

ARMY ORGANIZATIONS/AGENCIES ARMY INSTALLATIONS || FEDERAL/DOD
ORGANIZATIONS
l Army BRAC Office Fort Belvorr BRAC Comrassion
Milary Traffic Management Command Fort A.P. Hill General Accounting Office

Criminal Investigation Command

Vint Hill Farms Station

DOD BRRAC Office

F=

The Surgeon General

Fort'Lee

USAF BRAC Office

Assistant Chief of Engincers

Fori Pickett

USN BRAC Office

Army Matenel Command

Fort McNair

USN Post Graduaie School

Military District Washington

Fort Mrade

National Defense University

7th Signal Command

Fort Ritchie

Concepts Analysis Agency

Fort Detrick

Medical Research and Developraent
Command

Fort Indiantown Gap

Intelligence and Sccunty Command

Letterkenny Army Depot

Speaial Operations Command Fort Monroe
Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency Fert Gillem
Engineening Housmg and Support Center Fort Eustis
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logstics Fort Story

Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations

Aberdeen Proving
Grounds

Forces Commandd

Carlisle Barracks

Corps of Engineers

Fort Wainwright

Office, Chief Army Reserves

Fort Richardson

Health Services Command

Fort Lew:s

U.S. Army Pacific Command

Fort Dix

Information Systems Command

Fort Huachuca

visits.

NOTE. Interviews conducted with staff elements tarouzh wideo-teleconferences, phone conversations, and on-site

Figure 3. ESSC BRAC INTERVIEWS




d. Stage Four: Analysis and Synthesis. The ESSC BRAC study team focused its
attention on the key BRAC issues identified and approved by the study sponsor in stage three.
Further ‘~-depth rescarch was conducted which provided the basis for analysis of each of the five
issue areas. The details of our analysis are contained in Annexes A through E and are
summarized in Section II (Evaluation) of this report.

e. Stage Five: Presentation. The final stage of the stuu, process is to provide a
consoiidated report package containing our findings. The most important issues to the study
sponsor, the Army BRAC Office, are the weakaesses in the BRAC installation assessment process
and our recommendations to improve these weaknesses. This report was delivered June 17, 1992,
to the study sponsor who plans to staff the study report. Based in part upon the commenis
reccived from DA staff elements and Army MACOMs, the Army BRAC Office will use the
recommendations from the report to implement changes in the Army BRAC 93-Phase 1 efforts
beginning ir the summer of 1992.

6. DEFINITIONS.

a. Realignment. This term "includes any action which both reduces and relocates
functions and civilian personnel! positions, but does not include a reduction in force resulting from
workload adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels. or skill imbalances."

b. DOD Selection Criteria or DOD Criteria. The Secretary of Defense must publish
in the Federal Register and transmit to congressional defense committees the criteria proposed 0
be used by the Department of Defense in making recommendations for the closure or
realignment of military installations inside the United States. For BRAC 91, eight critcria were
established. Four criteria pertain to military value; they are given priority consideration. Of the
remaining four selection criteria, one addresses return on investment; and three look at impacts
on the economy, community, and environment. 3

c. Military Value. DOD states that four DOD selection criteria should give priority
consideration to military value in selecting an installation for realignment or closure. The DOD
criteria--Others--may also be used. The Aray has translated these DOD selection criteria into
five measures of merit which measure an installations military value. These are--mission
essentiality, mission suitability, operational efficiencies, expandability, and quality of life.

d. Installation. Land and the improvements thcreon under the control of the DA at a
fixed location at which functions of the Army are or may be carricd on, and which has been
established by order of the DA or by an overseas command under delegated authority. Such land
and improvements within a common boundary utilized as a post or camp, with a function such as
airficld. hospital. depot. arsenal. industrial plant, cemetery, harbor or port, generally will be
designated as a single installation. For the purpose of inventory reporting. sub-installations and
property at separate locations (other than leaseholding not part or all of an installation and

2 Report 10 the Presidemt 1991: Defense Base Closure and Realygnment Commnission, (Dcfense Base Closure and
Pcahignment Commission, Juiy 1991), p. A-14.

3" Report 1o the Presidezt 1991: Defense Base Closuze and Realignment Commission, {Dcfense Base Closurc and
Realignmert Commussion, July 1991), p. A-5.




assigned space in Federal public buildings) accommodating an activity, whether or not established
by general order, will be reported as an iastallation.*

e. Installation, semi-active. An installation which is not in continuous use by Army
organizations other than active Army Garrison required to support intermittent use of Reserve
Component or field excrcise requircments. An installation which is in custody of a non-Army
agen! charged with support of Reserve Component training and/or maintenance of the instaltation
as a mobilization base.

{. Base. For the purposes of this report, this term is synonymous with--installation,
camp, post, station, yard, center, and homeport facility for any ship.

g. Facilities. All items of improvements on land. Examples of such iiems are
buildings, roads, parking areas, fences, communication lines, waterlines, and railroads storage
tanks. Fg)r the purpose of this inventory. buildings will be distinguished in the report from other
facilities.

h. Real Property. Land and rights therein, ground improvements. utility systems, and
buildings and structures excluding plant equipment.® Terminology and classification of items of
real property o report for inventery purposes are contained in AR 415-28.7

i. Installation Data. ESSC uses this phrase io define information on. about, or relating
to the operation of Army installations, their facilities, and .eal property. This includes
information, data, and data bases pertaining to the environment, base operations, personnel, and
the locale immediate to the installation.

i. Environment. Any one of the following--navigable waters, neat shore and open
waters and any other surface water, groundwater, drinking water supply, land surface cr
subsurface area, and ambient air.¥

7. LIMITATIONS.

a. Limitation. Thcre are many issues that affect the caiculation of the military value of
Army installations. BRAC subject matter experts have surfaced many of these issues. ESSC has
focused on several, however, not all have been examined and analyzed in this report.
Significance. Various BRAC-Phase 1 issues of interest to some DA and MACOM stalf elements
may not be represented in this report.

b. Limitations. The integrity of the information contained in this study is
compromised by lack of information and the changing world situation. Certain Army and
MACOM vision decuments were unavailable at the time of this study. Of particular significance
was the unavailability of AMC, TRADOC, and FORSCCM vision statements. Significance. The

‘; Inventory of Army Miluary Real Praperty, AR 405-45, Change 2 (Department of thc Army, 15 Apnl 1992).
Ibid.

¢ Ibd.

7 Department of the Anny Facility Classes and Construction Categones (Category Codes), AR +15-28 (Department of the
Army, 1 December 1981).

8 Environmental Protection and Enhancement AR 200-1 (Department of the Army, 2 April 1990).

8




TABS group must cvalvate ESSC's recommendations in light of the new MACOM vision
statements when they become available.

c. Limitations. This study report did not evaluate two Armiy BRAC categorices:
Reserve Component and Other, since these categorics were not included in the Phase 1
assessment process in the Army BRAC 9! study report.? Significance. Economics to be gained
through 1calignment and closure of installations in these two categories must be analyzed on a
case-by-case basis. The Reserve Component requirements are being analyzed under a separate
study effort.'?
8. POINTS OF CONTACT.

a. Study Sponsor. Department of the Army, Oftice of the Chief of Staff, Basc
Realignment and Closure Office, ATTN: DACS-DMB, Washington. DC 20310-0200

(1) Colonel William T. Harvey, Chicl, Basc Realignment and Closure Office,
(702) 693-3500

(2) Major Kevin Maguire, Sponsor’s Study Dircctor. (703) 693-7556

b. Study Agency. U.S. Army Corps of Engincers, Engincer Strategic Studies Center,
ATTN: CETEC-ES, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-5583

(1) Colonel C. O. LaFond, Commander/Dircctor. Engincer Strategic Studics
Center, (703) 355-2373

(2) Mr. Stephen C. Reynolds, Project Director, (703) 355-2126
(3) Mr. Richard L. Taylor, Projcct Tcam Leader, (703) 355-2149

(4) Mr. Stephan E. Ryeczek, Project Analyst. (703) 355-2282
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Il. EVALUATION

9. OVERVIEW. ESSC identified five key issues for analysis in this study. These key issues
were identified during the data collection stage, and they have emerged as the focus of this study.
The objective of our anaiysis is to examine and review the effectiveness of the Army BRAC 91-
Phase I process and recommend improvements where needed through these five key issue areas.
In the first issue area, we examins the measures of merit and their ability to assess military value.
In the second issue area, we look at the validity of selecting installations and their allocation to
BRAC insiallation categories. In the third and fourth issue areas. we review the soundness of the
attributes used in Phase I ar:d the respective data for those attributes. In the fifth issue area, we
examine the logic and analytical techniques used in the Army’s BRAC-Phase 1. A color-coded
example of how these areas relate to an installation’s military value calculation is shown in
Figure 4. A summary of our Jde:ailed analysis is presented in the following paragraphs.

10. MEASURES OF MERIT. The key element of information that is crucial to the
measures of merit and their effect on the BRAC process is the determination of military valuc.
In our report, ESSC asks: Are the Army's measures of merit considering the correct visions to
support the Army's future force when judging an installation’s military value? We first reviewed
the measures of merit used in Army BRAC 91 to dutermine their strengths and weaknesses, and
to see their effect on the process (Figure 5). Then, we reviewed current Army planning
documenis as the defining source of guidance for measuring militar}' value. There are three
dominant pruciples that reoccur in the National Military Strategy,!’ The Army Plan,'? the
Army Long Range Planning Guidance,'* The Army Stationing Strategy,' and Airland
Operations.!”” The future Army must be mission oriented, have a high quality of life, and be
expandable. It is these principles that ESSC has reflected in suggesting changes to the BRAC
measures of merit. Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability were considered very important
during Army BRAC 91. Consequently, the Army assigned the greatest weight to these two
measures of merit. ESSC found that today’s planning documents suggest the need to emphasize
mission essentiality more than suitability. The Army of the future must focus on mission
preparedness. Quality of Life is the third priority. The Army of the future will continue to
support the total Army community through quality of life standards that retain and attract quality
soldiers and civilians. All of today's Armuy planning documents stress the importance of
expandability in the future. An equal weight between the expandability and opcrational cfficicncy
is not in line with the planning strategy for the Army of the future. Opcrational efficiency is
terribly important if the Army is to make the best use of the limited resources projected for the
future. However, operational efficiency does not carry the same weight as expandability if the
Army is to faithfully follow guidance to preserve its ability to expand to meet future crisis
response and reconstitution missions.

W National Mititary Strategy of the United States (Joint Chiefs of Staff, January 1992).

12 The Anmy Plan FY 1994-2009 (Department of the Army, 10 October 1991).

13 Army Long Range Planning Guidance (Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, June 1991).
Y Draft Arry Stationing Strategv (Office of the Deputy Chicf of Staff for Operations, May 1992).

1S girland Operations, PAM 525-5 (TRADOC, 1 August 1991).
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CATEGORY: Fighting

SUB-CATEGORY: Maneuver
INSTALLATION: Camp Swampy

MEASURES &ATTRIBUTES WG SCORE
MANEUVER ACRES =5 630
RANGES ss n<
VEPLOYMENT NETWORK 53 K]
TOTAL ACHES 33 6sh
RESERVE CNOMP SUP 20 o1
MISSION ESSENTIALITY 2 5.9
CONTICUOUS MNV ACRES 3 a3
OPSJADMIN FAC 45 03K
AVN MAINT FAC J0 200
VEH MAINT FAC 33 138
SUP/STORAGF FAC 20 338
DISTANCE TO TNG AREA ) H
INFORMATION MSN AREA T o
MISSION SUITABILITY 20 4.3
VHARATC 15 1.3%9
FAM HSG COSTAUNIT I 10,722
AVG CV SALARY I 14,317
HOUHLY WG RATE 15 19.64
MER 15 0.164
CERFACTOR 18 3213
AVG UTIL COST FACTOR I $23.00
RAPMA COST PER SO F1 15 4202.00
MCAFACTOR 13 1.9%
BMAR I8 2897
OPSRATIONAL EFFICIENCIES i50 3.3
BUILDABLE ACRES 20 2084
TOTAL FAC SQ FEET 43 633
ENCROACHMENT 3% 1
ENVIRCNMENT N X6
WATER/SEWER FAC 20 1.9
EXPANDASILITY 150 39
*« PERMANENT b 9
ARMY COE SCORE 10 10
FAMILY HSG UNITS 13 9166
uoPH 28 303
UEPH (2] 2739
COMMUMNITY FAC 2 ETNY
PLACES RATED RATING 20 10
MEDICAL SI'T ZAPACITY 23 kY
AL ] 209 39
N ORFE 1003 RA\KR

KEY

INSTALLATIONS
&

CATEGORIES

MEASUR
oF
MERIT

ATTRIBUTES

INSTALLATION
RATING
PROCESS

INSTALEATION
DATA

Figure 4. SAMPLE MILITARY VALUE CALCULATION
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— g X1
MANEUVER INSYALLATIONS HASSR TRAINING AREAS
Noasure of Merit Poinss Heasure of Meri Fointe
Mission Essentiality 250 Nicsion cssertislity 250
Mission Suitabititv 250 Mission Suitability 356
| Operational tfficiency 150 Operational Efficisncy 130
Expandability 15C Expandability 130
Quality of Life 200 Quat{tv cf Life iod
Totsl 1,000 Total 1,00C
I
INITIAL ENTRY/BRANCH STHOULS PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS
Measure of Merit Points feasurs of Merit Points
Kission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentrality 250
Mission Suitability 250 Mizsien Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150 Operaticns: Lfficiency 150
Expanaability 150 Expardability 150
Quatity of Life 200 siity of Life 20
Total 1,0C0 Jotal 1,000
COMMAND & CONTROL CENTERS DEPGTS
Measure of Merit Paoints Neasure of Merit points
Mission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentiality 250
Mission Suitability 250 Mission Suitabilrty 250
Operational Efficiency 110 Cperational Efficiency 150
Expandability 150 Expandability 150
Quality of Life 200 Quality of Life 200
Total 960 Intal 1,000
COMMOD1TY ORIENTED PRODUCTION INSTALLATICHNS
Measure of Merit Peints Measure of Merit Points
Mission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentiality 250G
Mission Suitability 250 Mission Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150 Operational Efficiercy 150
Expandability 150 txpandability 150
Quality of Life 200 Quality of Life 200
Total 1,000 Totat 1,900
PORTS USACE
Ocean Ammo
Measure of Merit Points Points Measure of Merit Points
Mission Essentiality 350 450 Mission Essentiality 250
Hission Suitability 350 450 Missior Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 75 30 Operational Efficiency 15G
) Expandability 150 40 Expandability 150
Quality of Life 75 30 Quality of Life 200
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000
L_-'-—--7 e —
i Figure 5, ARMY BRAC 91 MEASURES OF MERIT WEIGHTING SYSTEM
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11. INSTALLATIONS AND CATEGORIES. ESSC uses questions to facilitate its discussion
aad focus its analysis. The following question is crucial to our discussion of the Army’s categories
ard instailations: What is the best array of installation categ ries and what is ihe best allocation
of installations into categories? Thus, ESSC’s analysis focuses its discussion on these two areas.

a. Category Analysis Summary. ESSC identified four major weaknesses in the Army
BRAC 91 categories (Figure 6): insufficient industrial cat>gories, incorrect use of commané and
control and major training area categories. and omitted categories. ESSC examined the BRAC
process used by other military services and past BRAC-type efforts to analyze these weaknesses.

(1) Industrial Categories. In the case of industrial categories, we found that other
BRAC efforts use multiple categories and subca‘egories for industrial operations. The Navy uses
11 industrial categories, and the Air Force uses three. The Navy and Air Force segregate
industrial activities along functional lines. For example, the Navy and the Air Force segregate
R&D activities. The Army groups three industrial functional aicas within the cenfines of the
commodity subcategory. The Army Audit Agency (AAA) proposal on dividing the commodity
subcategory is a viable option.

{2) Incorrect and Omitted Categories. With regards to incorreci use of categories.
ESSC found little fault. However it is possible to have overlap into other categories. Omitted
categories posed a different situation. The Air Force addresses special operations and space
within the confines of two categories. The Army has perhaps iradvertently omitted intzlligence.
special operations, and space operations from consideration. Although, there are few installatios
engaged in these activities, an important reason exists for considering them. These unique
installations have the potential for consolidation with other Army installations or other services in
the region. No installations should be elimnated from review simply because "there are oniy one
or two.”

(3) Categories Studies. The Army exempted many installations from reviews based
on the logic that they were being reviewed in other arenas. Many Defense Management Review
Decisions, Tri-Service reliance, and other consclidation reviews and stadics have completed their
first draft. Other critical reviews, such as the Army’s Reserve Component Training Requirements
study, are in progress. The recommendations and actions from these efforts must be reviewed by
TABS as they become available because they affect the Army’s BRAC Phase 1 process.

b. Installation Allocation Analys's Summary. For Army BRAC 93, just as in past
efforts, the logic of gronping installations into categories is quite sound. Lumping all installations
together and ignoring their different missions and assets would be foolish. However, functicnal
boundaries will become less clear on installations in the future. The Army has reaffirmed its
commitment to large, diverse. efficient installations: "close small, single purposc installations and
either consolidate their function onio large, multi-function posts or eliminate them."'®

(1) Installotion Allocations. Installations are reasonably allocated to categorics; no
glaring mistakes are seen. The usc of an installation’s primary mission as the allocation rule
allows the simplest and most efficient alignment into categories.

16 17 Anny Stanoming Strategy for BRAC 93, Draft (Department of the Army, Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations,

May 1992}, p. 4.
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(2) Crossovers Installetions. There are functional crossovers. For instance, several
insailations in the major training area subcategory (Fort Pickett, Fort Indiantown Gap and Fort
McCoy) could just as easily be placed inio the Reserve Component category. However, in such
cases, the instaliation allocations made for Army BRAC 91 were reasonable and appropriate.

(3) Multi-Purpose Installations. What are considered strengths for the {uture of
the Army are complications for Army BRAC. The Army continues its goal of developing multi-
purpose installations started in Army BRAC 91: "The Army will reduce the number of small,
single purPose installation and those remaining will house organizations with highly specific
missions.” " In light of the Army’s goal w develop multi-functional posts, it is important that the
Army BRAC 93 installation categorization and assessment scheme be able to adequately support
this goai. This can be done by emphasizing appropriatc attributes.

12. ATTRIBUTES. ESSC considered the following two questions central to the effect of
attributes on the Army BRAC process: First-- Do the attributes determine military value in iight
of the Army’s new strategic vision?; and second--Are the attributes used refevant to measuring an
installation’s mission?

a. Intent of ESSC Analysis. Participation by subject matter experts at all levels of the
Army is a vital ingredient in making the results of the BRAC process as complete and credible as
possible. This participation is not limited to simply supplying the input data prescribed by higher
headquarters; it also requires the active participation of all levels, from the installavons on up. in
defining meaningful attributes and setting the weights on those attributes. The changes proposed
by ESSC are not intended to replace the deliberations that must take place within the TABS
group and the MACOMs during BRAC 93. Rather, ESSC's suggestions aie intended as a straw
man to be uscd as a starting point that builds on tne experience gained from a carcful analysis of
Army BRAC 91. In proposing changes to the attributes used for BRAC 91 ESSC has tried to:

(1) Add new attributes or revise attributes--to better reflect the new national
defense strategy and Army planning guidance that has evolved since BRAC 91.

(2) Eliminate duplicate and redundant attributes and attributes of lesser
relevance--to allow greater attention to be given to the more trustworthy attributes.

(3) Clarify and standardize attribute definitions and calculation procedures--in
cases where MAC(OMs had developed slightly different attributes to cover essentially the same
factor.

b. ESSC Attribute Analysis.

(1) New Attributes. ESSC's goal is to simplify thc Army BRAC analysis not to add
to the complexity: consequently, new attributes are proposed only if there is strong justification.
ESSC lovked at four potential new attributes:  geographic location, port capacities and
equipment, mobilization, and environmental carrying capacity. A new geographic location
attribute is duplicative of other attributes. The purpose of a mobiiization attribute is to gauge the

7 Report to the Secretary of Defense on Base Closure and Realignment (Department of the Army, 1 Apni 1991). p 14
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ability of an installation to support the Army’s crisis response and reconstitution efforts. This is
done by measuring the billeting, maintenance, and transportation throughput of an installation.
ESSC realized that al! installation categories have special nceds. ESSC adjusted the mobilization
attribute to incorporate the special needs of certain categories. For example, in the ports
categories, mobilization throughput capacity is offered for use instead of the mobilization
attribute. The environmental carrying capacity attribate is meant to determine the ability of Army
installations to receive additional units or expanded cperations in light of installation
environmental constraints. It is an expansion of the environment attribute that was used in Army
BRAC 91. For Army BRAC 93, the intent is to capture additional data beyond the
historical/archacological sites and endangered species. Specifically to gain access to air quality,
noise quality, hazardous materials such as asbestos and radon, and contaminated sites information.
Two new port attributes--normal throughput capacity and material handling equipment--were
examined for use.

(2) Anribute Revisions. Several attributes used during Army BRAC 91 are in
need of revision and expansion due to ongoing changes in the Army.

(a) The water and sewer attribute used in many expandability measures of
merit is incomplete. There arc other systems besides wate- 2i-d sewers that need to be considered
when an instaliation is experiencing expansion. Impacts on other infrastructure systems such as
electrical distribution systems, and landfill capacity need to be determined. This attribute needs to
consider the needs of the entire infrastructure of an installation.

(b) The multi-function attribute used in the training category is very similar
to the multi-mission attribute used in the industrial category. The purpose is to quantify the
varicty of missions executed on an installation. By expanding the current multi-functicr definition
to incorporate industrial missions, a standardized attribute can be used by all categorics measuring
severai different activities. In addition, it allows an industrial installation such as Letterkenny
Army depot to take credit for tenant activities that they support on post.

(c) Another attribute of real military value is deployment network. This
attribute was used in the fighting category. It measured an installation’s ability to support
deployments through air, sea, or rail network. The deployment network ataibute i very similar
to the transportation network attribute used in the industrial category. The transportation
network has the benefit of an additional criteria--interstate highway. ESSC did not see any
appreciable difterence between the intent of these two attributes. By expanding the deployment
network definition to include interstate roads, the Army BRAC process gzins from a more
comprehensive, precise, and standardized attribute.

(3) Attribute Duplication. ESSC found attributes used in Army BRAC 91 that
could be eliminated since they duplicate the purpose of oiher attributes already used. These
attributes are medical facilities, reserve demographics, and port attributes.

(a) The value of the medical facilitics attribute in the training/branch and the
training/professional school is already captured in the health care support index attribute. The
value of the reserve demographics in the major training arcas installation category can be
captured in the reserve support attribute.

(b) In the port installation category, five attributes are repeated between the
mission essentiality and the mission suitability measures of merit. Thesc attributes are deep piers
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and wharfs, rail and road linkages, hard surface staging areas, transportatiun infrastructure, and
support facilities. ESSC only used each attribute once and developed new attributes that better
determine the military value of a port. These new attributes are normal throughput capacity,
mobilization throughput capacity. and material handling equipment.

(4) Anribute Redundancy. During ESSC's analysis of the attributes, eight were
found to be of secondary importance because other attributes can better capture the military
value that they are intended to measure. They should be climinated from the Army BRAC-Phase
I process. These attributes are total acres, hourly wage grade rate, utilities cost factor, real
property maintenance accounts (RPMA) cost factor, total building square fect, uniqu~ capability,
permanent operational administrative facilities, and community economics.

(5) Anribute Clarity. ESSC discovered, during its analysis, that the names of
scveral attributes were unclear. =SSC analysts could not readily understand the intent of some
attributes from their names. It was unclear what was being measured. The attributes that were
unclear arc--AR 5-9 support, proximity to other services, transportation network, recruit and
retain, maneuver acres.

(a) Upon encountening the attribute name "AR 5-9." the attribute’s intent is
unclear. The intent of the AR 5-$ attribute, which is lisied in the Command and Control
Category. is to measure the number of active Army sub-installations supported by the installation.
The intent of an attribute should be clear upon reading its name.

(b) The aim of the transpertation network attribute in the command and
control category scems fairly straightforward at first glance. However, is it measuring on-post
infrastructure or proximity to air, sea, and land transportation? lts real purpase is to measure the
installations accessibility to airlinc t.ansportation. Compounding the uncertainty of this attribute
is that there is another attribute, called transportation network, that measures how close an
installation is to an airport, a rail head, a port, and 2 major highway.

{c) ESSC analysts assumed thc recruit and retain attributc was measuring an
army installation’s success in recruiting soldiers. The real intent is to measure the percentage of
authorized civilian positions filled on an instaliation.

(d) ESSC was misled by the name of the "mancuver acres” attribute used in
the fighting category. ESSC thought of maneuver area land for mechanized units of battalion size
or larger. A strict interprctation would indicate that only facility category codes 17710
{mancuver/training arca, light) and 17720 (mancuver/training area, hecavy) can be used to measure
this attribute. In actuality. the intent is to measure (he total acreage of the installation available
for mancuver and training. This includes covered training areas, infiltration courses, confidence
courses, field fortiiication areas, driving courses. repelling arcas, demolitions areas. and float
bridge sites. These may not normaliy be considered as "maneuver areas” and in some cases are
not located within mancuver acreage or classified as maneuver acres.

(¢) ESSC decided to change the name of "proximity to other services™ for
one reason- to shorten it.

(6) Attribute Standardization. ESSC identified attributes that were used in a few
categories that can be of benefit to all Army BRAC categories. This effort towards




standardization is a benefit gained. These attributes are--the construction investment and the
deployment network.

(a) Construction investment measures the overall investment in facilitics and
real property over the past 10 years. This is an indicator of an installations modernization. The
logic behind this attribute is that newer facilities are expected to be available longer into the
future before replacement facilities must be built. This attribute is used, however, in only two
installation categories, training/branch schools and training/professional schools. For uniformity
and as a true indicator of long term military value. this attribute should be considered for all
installation categories. A shrinking budget will make this attribute increasingly demanding in the
future. The 2ddition of this attribute across the spectrum of all installation categories also permits
the elimination of two attributes that repeat its value; these attributes are--capital investments and
backlog of maintenance and repair.

(b) Another attribute of real value is deployment network. This attribute
was used in the fighiing category. It mcasures an installation’s ability to support deploymenis
through air, sea, and rail network. Almost all categories attempted to measure this factor. The
deployment network attribute is very similar to the transportation network attribute used in the
industrial category. The transportation network has the benefit of an additional criteria--interstate
highway. ESSC expanded the deployment network definition and used one definition and term
across the board.

13. INSTALLATION DATA. ESSC used the foliowing question to facilitate the analysis of
instaliations data: Are the Army’s installation and real property inventory data sufficiently
accurate, reliable, complete and consistent enough to support BRAC military value analysis?

a. Army Installation Data Use and Suitability. Figure 7 shows a sample of the wide
range of regulations, MACOM publications, and Army-wide data bases used during Army BRAC
91 to support the quantitative evaluation of an installation’s military value. Many of the
references in Figure 7 are one of a kind; however, a large percentage of the information is
derived from auiomated data bases. Many of ESSC'’s discussions with various installation, Army
MACOM, and BRAC subject matter experts focused on ways to improve weaknesses in these
automated data bases. Cur objective in this section is to discuss the two significant weaknesses
we found in the suitability of Army-wide installation data used in BRAC 91.

(1) Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP). The number of units,
organizations, and agencies {both military and non-military) on an installation is important to the
BRAC nrocess because normally all of these entities require space and facilitics. The ASIP is
used as the primary data source for this information. A frequent comment from many installation
personnel and BRAC points of contact is that the ASIP is not 100% accurate or complete. This
is a key point because the Army uses this informativn to support the analysis of many BRAC
calculations. The ASIP also scrves as a basis for other data bases, such as Real Property Planning
and Analysis System (RPLANS). that are used to meet Army-wide planning and reporting
requirements.

(2) Data Standardization. The consistency of the information used during the

Army BRAC 91 process was mentioned in many interviews as a source of discrepancies. Onc
example of an installation data discrepancy is the number of training acres on a post. Assuming
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—_—
ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES

ATTRIBUTE FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &

CATEGORY CATEGORY CONTROL

CATEGORY

Mareuver/ Training | HQRPLANS TRADOC PAM 210-1, | N/A
Acres Data Call
Ranges HQRPLANS TRADOC PAM 210-1 | N/A
Deployment FORSCOM Mob. TRADOC Pam 210-1, | N/A
Network Expansion Capability | Data Call
Total Acres HORPLANS N/A N/A
Reserve Componen: | AMOPS AMOPS AMOPS, Training
Support Training Data TMOPS Data

Units & Ctrs. Data Call Units & Ctrs.
Contiguous Data Call ATSC N/A
Maneuver Acres
Operational HQRPLANs HQRPLANS HQRPLANS,
Administrative HQIFS
Faciiities
Vehicle Maintenance | HQRPLANS HQRPLANS N/A
Facilities
Supply HQRPLANS N/A N/A
Storage Facilities
Distance to Data Call N/A N/A
Training Area
IMA Data Cail Data Call Data Call
Variable Housing FORSCOM DOD VHA Tables DOD VHA Tables
Allow. Pamphlet 11-2
Army Family Housing Report Housing Reports Housing Reports,
Housing Cost Housing Directorate | Housing Directorate Housing Dir.
Average Civilian Sal. | FORSCOM TRADOC Resource MACOM Data

Pamphlet 11-2 Factor Hndbk. Factors

Figure 7. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALUATION

(Continued on next page)
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ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES

Square Feet
Storage Facilitics

TRADOC Engineer
Review

Engineer Review

ATTRIBUTE FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &

CATEGORY CATEGORY CNTL CATEGORY
Hourly Wage DOD Wage Fixing DOD Wage Fixing DOD Wage Fixing
Grade Rate Auth. Auth. Auth.
Manpower FORSCOM TRADOC Resource | N/A.
Estimating Factor Pamphlet Factor Hndbk.

371
Cost Estimating FORSCOM TRADOC Resource | N/A
Relationship Pamphlet 37-1 Factor Hndbk.
Utilities Cost Factor | Red Book HQ IFS, HQ IFS, Red Book

Red Book

Real Property Red Book HQ IFS, HQ IFS,
Maintenance Red Book Red Book
Account "
Military Construction | EIRS Bulletin EIRS Bulletin EIRS Bulletin
Cost Factor
Backlog BMAR Analysis N/A N/A I
Maintenance and
Repair
Total Buildable Installation MACOM Engineer MACOM Engineer
Acres Analysis Analysis Analysis
Total Building HQRPLANSs HQ IFS, Data Call, HQ IFS, Data Call,

Facilitics

P —————————_

Encroachment Department of Department of Department of
Commerce Pubs. Commerce Pubs. Commerce Pubs.

Environment AR 420-40, PL 93- AR 420-40, PL 93- AR 420-40, PL 93-
205, CFRs 204, CFRs 204. CFRs

Water/Sewer MACOM Enginecr TRADOC Engincer | MACOM Engincer

Facilties Analysis Analysis Analysis

Percent Permanent HQRPLANs HQRPLANS HQRPLANS

Figure 7. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALUATION
(Continued on next page)




ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES
ATTRIBUTE FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &
I CATEGORY CATEGORY CNTL CATEGORY
Army Community of DA PAM 600-45 DA Pam 600-45 ACOE Historical
Excellence Files
Army Family DD Form 1523 AR 415-15, AR 415-15, AR 210-
Housing AR 210-50 50, HQRPLANS
Unaccompanied DD Form 1657 DD Form 1657 DD Form 1657
Officer Personnel
Housing
Unaccompanied DD Form 1657 DD Form 1677 DD Form 1657
Eniisted Personnel
Housing
Community Facilities HQRPLANS HQRPLANS HQRPLANS
Place Rated Score Places Rated Place Rated Almanac Places Rated
Almanac Almanac
Unique Capability N/A { TRADOC Pam 210- N/A
10
Multi-function N/A TRADOC PAM 210- N/A
10, ASIP, Data Call
Major Units N/A N/A ASIP
Supported
Levels of Command N/A N/A ASIP
Supported

Figure 7. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALUATION (Continued)




the definition of training acres is agreed upon, various levels of command have different
interpretations of the answer, based on what source they referenced. Installation personnel have
one figurc measured from the DEH master plan, the MACOM obtained a different number from
the Army Training Support Center (ATSC), and DA found another figure in HQRPLANS. In
addition, DOD can extract their figure from the Defense Installation Ranges and Training Areas
(DIRT) data base, and the BRAC commission is able to obtain yet another figure from the
Reserve Component Training Data System (RCTDS). The example is illustrative, but reflects the
lack of use of a single authoritative source and a final standard data element.

b. Army Installation Data Uses and Suitability Summary. The Army realizes that its
installation data must be as complete and as precise as possible. Many Army activities are
working towards updating and completing installation data. The Army also realizes that all parties
share in the responsibility for this task, from the installations to the DA staff.?® Steps are being
taken to this end. Notices of data updates are being issued, information cutoff dates established,
quality assurance is being integrated into the loop, and Army information management goals arc
being pursued.!?

c. Determination of Army Real Property. The installations chosen for consideration
during Army BRAC 91 are shown in Figure 6. Much of the installation real property information
(RPI) was obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.?’ ‘The RPI used was extracted
from manual and automated real property data bases. Prominent among these are Real Property
Planning and Analysis System (RPLANS), and Headquarters RPLANS (HQRPLANS) with its
supporting data bases: the Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP), and Integrated Facilities
System (IFS). Our objective, as in other parts of this discussion, is to ensurc the Army has
considered all of the appropriate installations and the correct installation data. ESSC'’s research
and data collection uncovered several weaknesses in Army BRAC 91 real property data. These
weaknesses can be grouped into two categories:

(1) Data Quality. A consistent comment from many instaliation personnel and
BRAC points of contact is that the Army’s real property inventory is not 100% accurate. This is
a key point because the Army's real property inventory provides the foundation for not only the
land and rights therein, but also ground improvements, utility systems, and buildings and
structures.!

(2) Leased Space. The Army BRAC 91 RPi did not consider the Army’s
significant number of leased space holdings across the United States. These holdings need to be
considered and reconciled within the Army BRAC 93 process. In some cases, it may be morc cost
effective to move out of leased space onto an installation and keep it open rather than close the
installation and continue to pay for leases.

18 *Preparation for Base Realgnment and Closure (BRAC) 93,” Memorandum from the Department of the Army, Chuef
of Staff, dated 26 March 1992.

19 -Bage Realignment and Closure 1993 (BRAC 93) Engincer Guidance,” Mecmorandum from the Department of the
Army, Assistant Chicf of Engincers, dated 21 April 1992.

The Office of the Assistant Chicl of Engincers 1s the HQDA staff proponent for the real property management
program, while the U.S. Enginecr and Housing Support Center (EHSC) 1s the program manager. Major commands, ficid
cperating agencics, and instaltations share responsibility for real property actvities within their arca of interest.

2t Jnventory of Army Real Property, AR 405-45 (Department of the Army, 15 Apnil 1982).
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d. Army Real Property Summary. Ongoing efforts within the Engineer community are
aimed at improving the current shortcorzings of the Army's real property management program.
Improvements in the Integrated Facility System and the Army’s leased space inventory
management will lead to higher data qualiity and a more complete picture.

14. INSTALLATION RATING PROCESS. The task of comparing military installations with
widely different missions and facilities is a complex and challenging problem. ESSC addressed this
probicm uy «Z2<idering which class of analytical methods is theoretically appropriate for analyzing
a problem like the BRAC assessment of military value of installations. We then compared the
different techniques within that class of methods to see which specific technique offers the best
combination of features to meet the Army's needs for BRAC 93.

a. Theoretical Analysis. There is no rigid consensus within the Operations Rescarch
community as to a unique way to arrange decision analysis systems. This is largely due to the fact
that many decision techniques (particularly the more sophisticated) can be adapted to fit more
than one type of problem. However, there is a basically logical pattern to the devclopment of
different methods to address problems of increasing complexity. Figure 8 is adapted from the
decision analysis taxonomy used by the Army Logistics Management College in its Multiple
Criteria Decision Making course.> Using this taxonomy, ESSC was able to quickly zero in on
the category of decision analysis methods that is designed to solve problems of the type presented
in the BRAC process. The ability of the Compensatory Methods of decision analysis to capturc
the relative weights of attributes is needed in order to adequately portray the intricate mix of
features on Army installations.

b. Operational Considerations. After the most appropriate category of decision
analysis methods was identified, three specific software programs fitting that category were
examined. These programs were evaluated on how well they function in terms of practical
considerations such as: data requirements, ease of use, ability to do sensitivity analysis. and
limitations on problem size.

2 The ongnal graphic from which Figure 8 was derved was provided by the Army Logistics Management College.
However, ESSC has modified the taxonomy for presentation in the coniext of this report.
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. RESULTS

i5. GENERAL. These paragraphs provide specifi findings and recommendations for
consideration in Army BRAC 93. These firdings and recommendations are discussed in more
detail in Annexes A through E.

16. MEASURES OF MERIT (MOM) FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. This
section provides a narrative description of findings and recommendations for Measures of Merit.
Figure 9 shows a summary of our findings and recommendations.

FINDING 1. Mission essentiality and mission suitability are the highest priority

measures of merit. However, mission &ssentiality deserves the greater weight of
the two because it measures those attributes deemed as the most important for

accomplishing t¢ installation’s primary mission.

RECOMMENDATION. Maintain the current emphasis on the mission essentiality
and mussion suitability measures of merit, but suft weights to give greater
significance to mission esscntiality.

FINDING 2. Quality of life (QOL) is the next highest priority measure of merit
for the Army of the future.

RECOMMENDATION. Maintain the current priority and weight assigned to the
QOL measure o, mer:. for those installation categories with significant on-post
troop populations. Fo - major training areas ard the industrial categories, we
recommend shifting weight from quality of life to the other measures of merit.

FINDING 3. The expandability measure of merit needs more weight to truly
illustrate its military value.

RECOMMENDATION. Insert the expandability measure of merit as ihe third
priority with a greater weight than operational efficiency but less than or equal to
the quality of life measure of merit, except in the industrial categories where we
recommend retaining the Army BRAC 91 weights for expandability and
operational efficiency.
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MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS

MAJOR TRAINING AREAS

Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 350
Mission Suitability 250 225 Mission Suitability 350 250
Operational Efficiency %50 100 (perational Efficiency 150 100
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 200
Quality of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 100 100
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
INITIAL ENTRY/BRANCH SCHOOLS PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 275
Mission Suitability a5¢ 225 Mission Suitability 250 225
Cperational Efficiency 150 100 Operational Efficiency 150 100
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 200
Quatity of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 200 200
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
COMMAND & CONTROL CENTERS it DEPOTS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit otd New
Mission Essentiality 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 300
Mission Suitability 250 225 Mission Suitability 250 250
Operational Efficiency 110 100 Operational Efficiency 150 150
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 150
Quality of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 200 150
Total 960 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
COMMODITY ORIENTED® PRODUCTION INSTALLATIONS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 250 300 Mission Essentiality 250 300
Mission Suitability 250 250 Mission Suitability 250 250
Operatiunal Efficiency 150 150 Operational Efficiency 150 150
Expandability 150 150 Expandability 150 150
Quality of Life 200 150 Quality of Life 200 150
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
OCEAN PORTS AMMG PORTS

Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 350 300 Hission Essentiality 450 300
Mission Suitability 350 250 Mission Suitability 450 250
Operational Efficiency 75 150 Operational Efficiency 30 150
Expandability 150 150 Expandability 40 150
Quality of Life 75 150 Quality of Life 30 150
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000

*A single category in Army BRAC 91:

contro( points).

Figure 9. MEASURES OF MERIT WEIGHTING SYSTEM
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ESSC recommends dividing these installations into three
categories for Army BRAC 93 (proving grounds, research and development centers, and inventory
See Annex C, Attributes, for an explanation of this change.




17. INSTALLATIONS & CATEGORIES FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. This
section provides a narrative description of findings and recommendations for Installations and
Categories. Figure 10 shows a summary of our findings and recommendations.

®  FINDING 1. The industrial category, commodity subcategory contains three
functional activities within one subcategory. It is found that in the industrial
categories, installations with distinct functional activities are evaluated best in their
own distinct category.

RECOMMENDATION. Divide the industrial category, commodity subcategory
into three: inventory control points, proving grounds, and R&D laboratories.

® FINDING 2. The Army does not fully address installations that have highly
specific missions. These installations fall into a special category (c.g.. space
operations and intelligence).

RECOMMENDATION. Create a special purpose category to group installations
used for space, intelligence, communications, special operations, and other special
purpacse activities.

e FINDING 3. Several categories of installations were exempt from review during
Army BRAC 91 because of other consolidation actions and management reviews.
The recommendations and actions from these efforts affect the Army's Phase 1
BRAC process.

RECOMMENDATION. Include ali Army installations for review. Examine the
results of the other consolidation studies, particularly medical centers and reserve
component installations. Include them in the next BRAC 92 process.




ARMY BRAC 91

ARMY BRAC 93

Command & Control

Command & Control

National Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Reserve Component
National Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Fighting Fighting
Maneuver Maneuver
Major Training Areas Major Training Areas
Training Training
Initial Entry Initial Entry/Branch Schools
Professional Professional Schools
Industrial Industrial
Depots Depots
Commodity R&D Laboratories* |
Production Inventory Control Points*
Ports Proving Grounds*
Production
Ports
Reserve Component 1

Corps of Engineers
Districts
Divisions

Corps of Engineers
(Removed from consideration within
RRAC by DOD direction.)

Others (not considered)
Stand Alone Housing
Cemeteries
Recreation Areas
Hospitals
Communications
Miscellaneous

Other*

Stand Alone Housing
Cemeteries
Recreation Areas
Medical Centers*
Special Purpose*

Sources: Report to the Secretary of Defense on Base Closure and Realignment, Department of the Army, April 199!
Note: Entries in boldface are categories; others arc sub-categorics. Asterisk designates change from BRAC 91

b,

Figure 10. REVISED CATEGORY RECOMMENDATIONS




18. ATTRIBUTE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. This section provides a
narrative description of findings and recommendations for Attritbutes. Figures 11 - 22 show a
summary of our findings and recommendations.

e FINDING 1. ESSC found the nced for new or substantially revised attributes.
These new attributes address weaknesses in the set of attributes used for Army
BRAC 91 and add to the Army's effort of measuring ar instailations military value.
Thesc candidate attributes are--geographic location, mobulization, and
envircnmental carrying capacity.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recomniends that two new attributes--mobilization
and environmental carrying capacity--be implemented for Army BRAC 93. The
geographic location atiribute duplicates the traits of other attributes and is not
rccommended as a new attribute.

e FINDING 2. ESSC found attributes that were duplicating the intent of other
attributes. These atiributes are--medical facilities, reserve demographics, and port
attributes.

RECOMMENDATION. Reduce the duplication through uniform and standardized
attributes that do not double count tie same value. Eiiminate redundant
attributes.

® FINDING 3. The names of several attributes used during Army BRAC 91 are
unclear and in nced of clarification. The attributes that were unclear are--AR 5-9
support, proximity to other seivices, transportation network, recruit and retain, and
maneuver acres.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recommends the following attributec name changes
to strengthen their meaning:

rectuit and retain -- change to -- work force retention
transportation net -- change to -- airport proximity

AR 5-9 support -- change to -- sub-installation support
proximity to other services -- change fo -- joint synergy
manecuver acres -- change to -- maneuver-training acres

e FINDING 4. ESSC found several attributes used during BRAC 91 arc more
valuable when revised and expanded. They are--water and sewer, multi-mission,
and transportation network.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recommends the attribute expansions be
incorp:. ated and the foliowing attribute name changes be made to strengthen their
meaning:
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute Cld New | Artribute 0ld New
Maneuver Training Acres 75 75 | Total Buildable Acres 20 50
Ranges 55 50 | Total Building Square Feet 45 0
Deployment Network 55 50 | Encroachment 45 50
Total Acres 45 0 | Envivonmental Capacity 20 50
Mobilization 0 45 | Multi-function 0 25
Joint Synergy 0 15 | Infrastructure 0 25
Reserve Support 20 40 | Water/Sewer Facilities 20 0
Total 250 27%8 Total 150 200
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Attribure 0ld RHRew | Attribute 0ld New
Contiguous Maneuver Acres 45 80 | 2 Permanent Facilities 34 25
Operational/Admin Facils 45 30 | Community of Excellence 10 10
Aviation Maintenance 40 25 | Army Family Housing 33 35
Vehicle Maintenance 45 30 | Unaccomp Officer Housing 246 25
Supply/Storage 20 10 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 33 35
Distance tc Training Area 40 30 | Community Facilities 23 25
Construction Investment 0 10 | Places Rated Almanac Rating 20 10
Information Mission Area 15 10 | Health Care Support Index 23 35
Total 250 225 Total 200 200
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
Artribute 0ld New TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Variable Housing Allowance 15 15
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 12 15 old New
Average Civilian Salary 15 15 Mission Essentiality 250 275
Bourly Wage Grade Rate 15 0 | Mission Suitability 250 225
Manpover Est Relationship 15 20 || Operational Efficiency 150 100
Cost Estimate Relationship 15 20 Expandability 150 200
Utilities Cust Tactor 15 0 Quality of Life 200 200
RPMA Cost Factor 15 o
Military Construction Cost 15 15 Total 1,000 1,000
Backlog Maintenance Repair 15 0
Total i50 100

Figure 11. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS.
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute 0l1d New | Attribute 0l1d New
Maneuver Training Acres 75 0 | Total Buildable Acres 20 50
Contiguous Maneuver Acres 0 200 | Total Building Square Feet 45 0
Ranges 55 55 | Encroachment 45 50
Deployment Network 30 35 | Environmental Capacity 20 50
Total Acres 50 0 | Multi-function 0 25
Joint Synergy 0 20 | Infrastructure 0 25
Reserve Support 40 40 | Water/Sewer Facilities 20 0
Total 250 350 Total 150 200
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Attribute 0ld New | Attribute 0ld New
Contiguous Maneuver Acres 220 0 | 2 Permanent Facilities 10 10
Maneuver Training Acres 0 135 | Community of Excellence 0 0
Operational/Admin Facils 17 20 | Army Family Housing 0 0
Aviation Maintenance 17 20 | Unaccomp Officer Housing 5 5
Vehicle Maintenance 35 35 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 5 5
Supply/Storage 25 30 | Community Facilities 5 5
Reserve Demographics 36 0 | Places Rated Almanac Rating O 0
Construction Investment 0 10 | Bealth Care Support Index 75 75
Total 350 250 Total 100 100
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 15 15 0id New
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 15 15 || Mission Essentiality 250 350
Average Civilian Salary 15 15 f Mission Suitability 350 250
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 15 0 || operaticnal Efficiency 150 100
Manpower Est Relationship 15 20 { Expandability 150 200
Cost Estimate Relationship 15 20 || Quality of Life 100 100
Utilities Cost Factor 15 0
RPMA Cost Factor 15 0 Total 1,000 1,000
Military Construction Cost 15 15
Backlog Maintenance Rapair 15 0
Total 150 100

Figure 12. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR MAJOR TRAINING AREAS.
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MISGION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY

Attribute 0ld New Attribute 0ld New
Multi-function 4] 0 Total Buildable Acres 15 50
Mobilization 0 40 Total Building Square Feet 39 c
Army Readiness 3¢ 55 Encroachment 21 20
Unique Capability 62 0 Environmental Capacity 36 50
Maneuver Training Acres 27 50 Multi-function 0 30
Contiguous Maneuver Acres 16 ] Infrastructure (] 50
Impact Range Acres 28 50 Water/Sewer Facilities 39 0

Deployment Network 16 35
Reserve Support 26 45 Total 150 200

Total 250 275

MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE

Attribute 0ld New | Attribute 0l1d New
Contiguous Maneuver Acres 0 15 | 2 Permanent Facilities 23 20
General Instruction Facils 42 45 | Community of Excellence 15 10
Apoplied Instruction Facils 48 50 | Army Family Housing 28 30
Ranges (BRM) 29 25 | Unaccomp Officer Housing 26 25
Maintenance Facilities 25 20 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 38 40
Operational/Admin Facils 25 20 | Community Facilities 30 30
Information Mission Area 27 25 | Places Rated Almanac Rating 16 10
Medical Facilities 25 0 | Health Care Support Index 24 35

Construction Investment 29 25
Total 200 200

Total 250 225

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOT..L. ATTRIBUTE SCORE

Attribute 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 12 15 0ld New
Fe- .y Housing Cost Per Unit 15 15 Mission Essentiality 250 275
A-u. .ge Civilian Salary 11 10 Mission Suitability 250 225
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 10 0 Operational Efficiency 150 100
Manpower Est Relationship il 20 Expandability 15¢ 200
Cost Estimate Relationship 12 20 Quality of Life 200 200

Utjlities Cost Factor 25 0
RPMA Cost Factor 35 0 Total 1,000 1,000

Military Construction Cost 19 20

Total 150 100

Figure 13. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR INITIAL ENTRY/BRANCH SCHOOLS
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute 0ld New Attribute 01d New
Multi-function 50 0 Total Buildable Acres 28 50
Mobilization 0 35 Total Building Square Feet 35 0
Army Readiness 34 50 Encroachment 19 20
Maneuver Training Acres 12 0 Environmental Capacity 33 50
Impact Range Acres 11 0 Multi-function 0o 30
General Instruction Facils 80 100 Infrastructure 0 50
Deployment Network 22 40 Water/Sewer Facilities 35 0
Reserve Support 41 50
Total 150 200
Total 250 275
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF L1FE
Attribute 0ld New | Attribute 0ld New
Applied Instruction Facils 66 65 | ¥ Permanent Facilities 23 20
Maneuver Training Acres 0 10 | Community of Excellence 15 10
Ranges 12 10 | Army Family Housing 28 30
Maintenance Facilities 18 15 | Unaccomp Officer Housing 26 25
Operational/Admin Facils 48 50 | Unaccomp Enlisted Bousing 38 40
Information Mission Area 54 50 | Community Facilities 30 35
Medicgl Facilities 22 0 | Places Rated Aimanac Reting 16 10
Construction Investment 30 25 | Health Care Support Index 24 30
Total 250 225 Total 200 200
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 12 15 0ld New
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 15 15 || Mission Essentiality 250 275
Average Civilian Salary 11 10 | Mission Suitability 250 225
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 10 0 Operational Efficiency 150 100
Manpower Est Relationship 11 20 §i Zxpandability 150 200
Cost Estimate Relationship 12 20 Ovality of Life 200 200
Utilities Cost Factor 25 0
RPMA Cost Factor 35 0 Total 1,000 1,000
Military Construction Cost 19 20
Total 100 100

Figure 14. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS




MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute 0ld New Attribute 0ld New
Major Unit Support 60 80 Total Buildable Acres 33 45
Levels of Command 71 90 Total Building Square Feet 31 0
Reserve Support 39 55 Encroachment 26 30
AR 5-9 Support 36 0] Environmental Capacity 26 50
Sub-installation Support 0 50 Multi-function 0 30
Proximity 44 0 Infrastructure 0 45
Water/Sewer Facilities 34 0

Total 250 275 .
Total 150 200

MISSION SUITABILITY
QUALITY OF LIFE

Attribute 01d New
Accessibility 41 30 | Attribute 0l1d New
Recruit and Retain 36 0 | 2 Permanent Facilities 31 35
Work Force Retention 0 20 | Community of Excellence 22 10
Operational/\dmin Facils 35 40 | Army Family Housing 29 35
Permanent Op/Admin Facils 50 0 | Unaccomp Officer Housing 22 25
Mobilization 0 20 | linaccomp Enlisted Housing 24 25
Construction Investment 0 20 ; community Facilities 24 25
Transportation Net 48 0 | Places Rated Almanac Rating 23 10
Airport Proximity 0 30 | Health Care Support Index 25 35
Joint Synergy 0 35
Information Mission Area 40 30 Total 200 200
Total 250 225

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE

Attribute 0ld New

Variable Housing Allowance 15 15 0ld New
Family Bousing Cost Per Unit 15 15 [l Mission Essentiality 250 275
Average Civilian Salary 14 15 || Mission Suitability 250 225
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 15 0 || operational Efficiency 110 100
Manpower Est Relationship 0 20 || Expandability 150 200
Cost Estimate Relationship 0 20 || Quality of Life 200 200
Utilities Cost Factor 17 0

RPMA Cost Factor 18 0 Total 960 1,000

Military Construction Cost 16 15

Total 110 100

Figure 15. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR COMMAND AND CONTROL INSTALLATIONS
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EXPANDABILITY
MISSION ESSENTIALITY
Attribute 01d New
Attribute 0ld New Total Buildable Acres 10 10
Multi-Mission 35 0 Total Unused Ammo Storage 20 15
Capacity - Supply 50 75 Multi-function 0 10
Capacity - Maintenance 70 95 Encroachment 10 10
Capacity - Ammo Storage 60 85 Environmental Capacity 10 30
Unique Mission 15 0 Infrastructure 0 10
Reserve Ccmponent Support 20 4S5 Water/Sewer Facilities 10 O
Work Force Available 20 15
Total 250 300 Total Unused Maintenance 40 30
Total Unused Supply 30 20
Total 150 150
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Artribute 01d New | Attribute 01d New
Deployment Network 0 70 { 7 Permanent Facilities 40 39
Transportation Network 70 0 | Community of Excellence 20 10
Location 40 L0 | Army Family Housing 10 15
Environmental Compliance 30 30 | Unaccowp Officer Housing 10 10
Capital Investments 45 0 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 10 15
Constriuction Investment 0 45 | Community Facilities 30 30
Information Mission Area 30 30 | Places Rated Almanac Rating 30 10
Quantity - Distance 35 35 | Health Care Support Index 20 30
Community Economics 300
Total 250 250
Total 200 150
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 10 20 0ld New
Family Housing Cost Fer Unit 10 20 | Mission Essentiality 250 300
Average Civilian Salary 25 25 | Mission Suitability 250 250
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 30 0 |}l Operational Efficiency 150 150
Manpower Est Relationship 10 30 || Expandability 150 150
Cost Estimate Relationship 10 30 Quality of Life 200 150
Utilities Cost Facter 20 0
RPMA Cost Factor 20 0 Total 1,000 1,000
Military Construction Cost 15 25
Total 150 150

Figure 16. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR DEPOTS
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EXPANDABILITY
MISSION ESSENTIALITY
Attribute 0ld New
Attribute 0l1d New Total Buildable Acres 20 20
Mobilization 80 85 Unused Capacity - Plant 20 20
Production Flexibility 80 85 Encroachment 20 15
Production Storage 0 60 Environmental Capacity 20 35
Plant Capacity 0 70 Infrastructure 0 15
Reserve Support 10 0 Water/Sewer Facilities 20 9
Unique Mission 80 0 Work Force Available 20 15
Unused Ammo Storage 30 30
Total 250 300
Total 150 150
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Attribute 0ld New | Attribute 0ld New
Location 35 0 | 2 Permanent Facilities 40 30
Deployment Network 0 80 | Community of Excellence 20 10
Transportation Network 45 0 | Army Family Housing 20 15
Production Storage 70 0 | Unaccomp Officer Housing 10 10
Plant Capacity 80 0 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 10 15
Reserve Support 0 40 ; Community Facilities 30 30
Construction Investment 0 65 | Places Rated Almanac Rating 30 10
Information Mission Area 20 65 | Bealth Care Support Index 20 30
Community Economics 20 0
Total 250 250
Total 200 150
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 10 15 old New
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 10 15 || Mission Essentiality 250 300
Average Civilian Salary 25 20 || Mission Suitability 250 250
Non DOD Financing Costs 20 25 | Operational Efficiency 150 150
Manpwer Est Relationship 5 25 || Expandability 150 150
Cost Estimate Relationehip 5 25 || Quality of Life 200 150
Utilities Cost Factor 25 0
RPMA Cost Factor 25 0 Total 1,000 1,000
Military Construction Cost 25 25
Total 150 150

Figure 17. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR PRODUCTION INSTALLATIONS
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute 0ld New | Attribute 0ld New
Deep Piers and Wharfs 100 0 | Total Buildable Acres 38 35
Rail and Road Linkages 85 90 | Total Building Square Feet 37 0
Bard Surface Staging Areas 40 O | Environmental Capacity 37 40
Transportation Infrastructure 75 0 | Mobilization Thruput Capacity 0 45
Support Facilities 50 75 | Infrastructure 0 30
Normal Throughput Zapacity 0 100 | Water/Sewer Facilities 38 0
Reserve Support 0 35
Total 150 150
Total 350 300
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Attribute 0ld New | Attribute 0ld New
Deep Piers and Wharfs 100 80 2 Permanent Facilities 12 30
Rail and Road Linkages 80 O Community of Excellence 12 10
Hard Surface Staging Areas 35 45 Army Family Housing 10 20
Transportation Infrastructure 70 65 Unaccomp Officer Housing 10 20
Support Facilities 50 O Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 10 20
Matevrial Handling Equipment c 25 Community Facilities 10 25
Construction Investment 0 20 Health Care Support Index 11 25
Information Mission Area 15 15
Total 75 150
Total 350 250
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES
Attribute 0ld New TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Variable Housing Allowance 0 25
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 12 20 Attribute 0ld New
Average Civilian f-lary 15 25 Mission Essentiality 350 300
Hourly Wage Grade iate 12 0 | Mission Suitability 350 250
Manpower Est Relationship 0 25 Operational Efficiency 75 150
Cost Estimate Relaticnship 0 30 Expandability 150 150
Utilities Cost Factor 12 o Quality of Life 75 150
RPMA Cost Factor 12 0
Military Construction Cost 12 25 Toteal 1,000 1,000
Total 75 150

Figure 18. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR OCEAN TERMINAL PORTS
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute 01d New | Attribute 0l1d New
Deep Piers and Wharfs 110 0 | Total Buildable Acres 11 35
Rail and Road Linkages 90 90 | Total Building Square Feet 9 0
Hard Surface Staging Areas 50 0 | Environmental Capacity 9 40
Transportation Infrastructure 80 0 | Mobilization Thruput Capacity 0 45
Support Facilities 60 60 | Infrastructure 30
Normal Throughput Capacity 0 100 | Water/Sewer Facilities 11 0
Reserve Support 60 50
Total 40 150
Total 450 300
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Attribute 01d New | Attribute 0ld New
Deep Piers and Wharfs 130 80 | 2 Permanent Facilities 5 30
Rail and Road Linkages 105 0 | Community of Excellence 5 10
Hard Surface Staging Areas 45 45 | Army Family Bousing 4 20
Transportation Infrastructure 85 65 | Unaccomp Officer Bousing 4 20
Support Facilities 60 0 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 4 20
Material Handling Equipment 0 25 | Community Facilities 3 25
Construction Investment 0 20 | Health Care Support Index 5 25
Information Mission Area 25 15
Total 30 150
Total 450 250
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 0 25 || Attribute 0id New
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 4 20 || Mission Essentiality 450 300
Average Civilian Salary 10 25 | Mission Suitability 450 250
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 4 0 || operationzl Efficiency 30 150
Manpower Est Relationship 0 25 || Expandability 40 150
Cost Estimate Relationship 0 30 |l Quality of Life 30 150
Utilities Cost Factor 4 0 Total 1,000 1,000
RPMA Cost Factor 4 0
Military Construction Cost 4 25
Total 30 150

Figure 19. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR AMMUNITION PORTS
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY

Attribute Weight
Ops/Admin Facilities 125
Accessibility 100
Airport Proximity 15

Total 300

EXPANDABILITY
Attribute Weight
Total Buildable Acres 30
Environment 50
Infrastructure 40
Multi-Function 30

Total 150

MISSION SUITABILITY

Attribute Weight
Work Force Retentijon 100
Construction Investment 50
Information Mission Area 100

Total 250

QUALITY OF LIFE

Attribute Weight
Percent Permanent Facilities 30
Community of Excellence Score 15
Army Family Housing 15
Unaccompanied Officer Housing 15
Unaccompanied Enlisted Housing 15

Community Facilities 25
Places Rated Almanac Rating 10
Bealth Care Support Index 25

Total 150

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

Attribute Weight
Varible Housing Allowance 25
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 25
Average Civiljan Salary 30
Hanpower Estimate Relationship 25
Cost Estimate Relationship 25
MILCON Cost Factor 20

Total 150

JL

TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE

Mission Essentiality 300
Mission Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150
Expandability 150
Quality of Life 150

Total 1,000

Figure 20. RECOMMENDED ATTRIBUTES FOR INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS




MISSION ESSENTIALITY

EXPANDABILITY

Attribute Weight
Attribute Weight Total Buildable Acres 25
T&E Facilities 159 Encroachment 20
i T&E Ranges 100 Environment 50
Total Acres 50 Infrastructure 30
Multi-function 25
Total 300
Total 150
QUALITY OF LIFE
MISSION SUITABILITY
Attribute Weight
Attribute Weight Percent Permanent Facilities 30
Operational/Admin Facilities 125 Community of Excellence Score 15
Work Force Retention 75 Army Family Housing 15
Information Mission Area 50 Unaccompanied Officer Housing 15
Unaccompanied Enlisted Housing 15
Total 250 Community Facilities 25
Places Rated Almanac Rating 16
Health Care Support Index 25
Total 150
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute Weight
Varible Housing Allowance 25 Mission Essentiality 300
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 25 Mission Suitability 250
Average Civilian Salary 30 Operational Efficiency 150
Manpower Est. Relationship 25 Expandability 150
Cost Estimate Realationship 25 Quality of Life 150
MILCON Cost Factor 20
Total 1,000
Total 150

Figure 21. RECOMMENDED ATTRIBUTES FOR PROVING GROUNDS




MISSION ESSENTIALITY

EXPANDABILITY

Attribute Weight
Attribute Weight Total Buildable Acres 25
R & D Facilities 150 Encroachment 20
Work Force Retention 100 Environment 50
Total Acres 50 infrastrucuture 30

Multi-Function 25

Total 300
Total 150
QUALITY OF LIFE
MISSION SUITABILITY
Attribute Weight

Attribute Weight
Operational/Admin Facilities 100
Construction Investment 50
Airport Proximity 25
Information Mission Area 75

Total 250

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

Attribute Weight
Varible Housing Allowance 25
Family Bousing Cost Per Unit 25
Average Civilian Salary 30
Manpower Estimate Relation. 25
Cost Estimate Relationship 25
MILCON Cost Factor 20

Total 150

Percent Permanent Facilities 30
Community of Excellence Score 15
Army Family Housing 15
Unaccompanied Officer Housing 15
Unaccompanied Enlisted Housing 15

Community Facilities 25
Places Rated Almanac Rating 10
Bealth Care Support Index 25

Total 150

TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE

Mission Essentiality 390
Mission Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150
Expandehility 150
Quality of Life 150

Total 1,000

Figure 22. RECOMMENDED ATTRIBUTES FOR R & I) CENTERS
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* watcr and sewer -- change to -- infrastructurc
* 1ulti-mission -- change to -- multi-function
*  transportation network -- change to -- deployment network

FINDING 5. Scveral attributes nced to be eliminated since they make no
significant contribution to measuring a military installation’s military valuc. These
attributes are--total acres, hourly wage gradc rate, utilitics cost factor, RPMA cost
factor, total building square feet, unique capability, pcrmenent operational
administrative facilities, and community economics.

RECOMMENDATION. For uniformity and simplicity, these attributes should be
eliminated from the BRAC Phase I process.

FINDING 6. ESSC found the usc of standardized attributes increases the
simplicity and utility of measuring an installation’s military valuc. These attributes
are--the construction investment and deployment networh.

RECOMMENDATION. Use these attributes to effect a measure of utility and
standardization across all Army BRAC catcgories.

19. INSTALLATION DATA FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

FINDING 1. The Army BRAC process makes extensive usc of real property data
and automated data bases--especially the ASIP and the IFS. These data bases are
sound and effective systems for tracking installation data. These systems arc
improving, but they are not 100% accurate or complete.

RECOMMENDATION. Construct an adequate projcct management plan that
ensures sufficient time tc properly update and correct installation data bascs.
Notify installation commanders and DEH of the key role that installation data
bases play in the Army BRAC process, and of the importance of their accuracy
and completeness, not only for Army BRAC 93, but also for all futurc planning in
a resource-constrained environment.

FINDING 2. Various versions or editions of installation data are used during the
Army BRAC process. This leads to data discrepancices, endless verifications loops.
and inaccuracies.

RECOMMENDATION. Establish an information cutoff datc. Verify the data.
Establish a standard Army BRAC 93 installation data sct. This stardard data sct is
to be used and referenced by all BRAC participants--installations MACOMs, DA,
DOD, and the BRAC Commission.




® FINDING 3. The Army's BRAC process makes little consideration of the
significant number of Army leased space hoidings throughout the fifty states.
These holdings shouid be considered and reconciled within the Army BRAC
process.

RECOMMENDATION. Initiate an assessment of thc Army's leased space.
Consider the leased space assessment in BRAC 93-Phase 11 when closure and
realignment options are studied.

20. INSTALLATION RATING PROCESS FINDING AND RECOMMENDATION.

¢  FINDING. A thorcugh review of decision analysis theores lcads to the conclusion

) tha: the most appropriate decision analysis techniques are those in the category of
Multiple Attribute Decision making, Compensatory Methods  Based on

operationai considerations, the specific software progiam in the preferred category

is D-PAD.
® RECOMMENDATION. Retain D-PAD as the software program used to asscss
4 the military value ol Army installations during BRAC 93-Phase 1.
)

t
t
-




Blank Page

LAST PAGE OF MAIN PAPER




-

ANNEX A

MEASURES OF MERIT




Section

L INTRODUCTION

Purpose . ... ..
Scope .......
Backgreund . ..
Approach ....

ANNEX A
MEASURES OF MERIT

...............................................

...............................................

...............................................

................................................

Essential Element of Analysis ......... ... .. . . il

1L DISCUSSICN
Introduction

...............................................

Army BRAC 91 Mcasuresof MeritReview ......... ... ... .. .. ...
Army BRAC 91 Measures of Merit Analysis .... ....................
US Military Vision . . ... ..oi i it i e

II. RESULTS
Introduction

..............................................

Measuresof Merit Findings .. ......... ... . ... o il

Summary Results

Fipure

..............................................

A-1 DOD Seclection Criteria and Army Measures of Merit .. ... e
A-2  Army BRAC 91 Measures of Merit Weighting System  .....................
A-3  Measures of Merit Weighting Sysiem ........... ... ... ... e




Blank Page

A-2




I. INTRORUCTION

1. PURPOSE. This annex examines the effectiveness of the Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) measures of merit used by the Army in BRAC 91! to measute military value.

2. SCOPE. This annex--

a. Reviews the Department of Defense (DOD) criteria and Army measures of merit
used in BRAC 91, and evaluates their relationship to the installation assessment process.

b. Discusses various Army planning documents and their relationship to the military
value concept in the BRAC process.

c. Provides recommendations for improving the measures of merit in Army BRAC 93
to better reflect the latest Army strategic vision.

3. BACKGROUND. The Engineer Strategic Study Center (ESSC) arranged this study
into a main paper and five annexes. The main paper summarizes the key points of each annex
and provides ESSC'’s overall conclusions and recommendations. The five annexes provide an in-
depth analysis of the Army BRAC Phase I process. This annex specifically addresses the
examination of the measures of merit. This is the {irst step in the Army BRAC process in
determining military vaiue.

4. APPROACH. ESSC used four steps in analyzing the Army BRAC 91 measures of
merit.

a. BRAC Measures of Merit Review. ESSC first reviewed the development process
from which each measure of merit arose. This included ESSC's look at the weights applied to
each measure of merit for each type of installation.

b. BRAC 91 Analysis. Next, ESSC analyzed the appropriateness of each Army
BRAC 91 measure of merit based on the information gathered from Army BRAC planners.
ESSC also sought to identify the important strengths and weaknesses of the current measures of
merit used in the Army BRAC 91 process.

c. Analysis of Planning Documents. After the completion of the second step of the
analysis, ESSC examined the most recent planning documents that provide the vision for the
Army of the future. ESSC then analyzed the measures of merit against this vision to scec what
changes might be needed to ensure that the measures of merit and weights used in Army BRAC
93 support the future direction of the Army.

d. Findings and Recommendations. Bascd on this analysis. ESSC then developed

V' Report 1o the Secretwy of Defense on Base Closure and Realignment (Department of the Army, 1 April 1991).
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a statement of findings for Army BRAC 91 and a set of recommendations to consider for Army
BRAC 93.

5. ESSENTIAL ELEMENT OF ANALYSIS. The key element of information that is
crucial to the measures of merit and their effect on the Army BRAC process is the determination
of military value. In this annex, we ask ourselves a key question: Are the Army’s measures of
merit considering the correct visions to support the Army’s future force when judging an
installation’s military value?
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Il. DISCUSSION

6. INTRODUCTION. The Phase I installation process is an integral part of the Total
Army Basing Study (TABS) analytical process. The focus of the Phase 1 process is to deiermine
the military value of an Army installation through measures of merit. Measures of merit are the
Army’s way of quantitatively assessing its installations and rank ordering them based solcly on
military value. Thesc measures of merit are intended to provide an objective frame of reference
that avoids subjective biases, opinions, and guesses based on individual interpretaiion of the DOD
criteria. In our discussion, we look at the measures of merit used in the Army BRAC 91 process.
Particularly we examine their effectiveness as a measuring stick to gauge military value. We also
look at new and evolving planning documents that provide the vision for the Army of the future.

7. ARMY BRAC 91 MEASURES OF MERIT REVIEW. The DOD developed cight
criteria as guidance for the services to consider in conducting their Bi{AC analysis. The DOD
further stipulated that "priority consideration" should be given to the military value of instaliations
by considering the first {our criteria on its list. TABS developed the measures of merit for the
Army BRAC 91 process as its implementation of the DOD’s selection criteria guidance. Figure
A-1 shows the DOD selection criteria, the five measures of merit used by the Army to rate
military value, and the "crcsswalk” done by the TABS to track how the Army’s measures of merit
support the DOD criteria. In our analysis, ESSC first resiewed the Army’s measures of merit to
determine if they do indeed uphold the DOD criteria.

a. Army BRAC 91 Measures of Merit. The Army, using the BRAC 88 Commission’s
report? as a point of departure, developed measures of merit in carly 1990. These measures of
merit were to identify and describe the elements necessary to assess the military value of an
installation. The Army weighted each measure of merit for several categories of installations.
The measures o merit with associated attributes determined the military value of the installations.
The military value of each installation was then ranked. These rankings seived as a jump-off
point from which the TABS could begin the BRAC Phase 1I development of specific closure and
realignment recommendations. The five measures of merit used in BRAC 91 were:

(1) Mission Essentiality. The ability of an installation to generate, project, and
sustain combat power in support of national military goals.

(2) Mission Suitability. The ability of an installation to support the operational
rcquirements of its assigned units.

(3) Operational Efficiencies. The cost of operating and maintaining the installation.

(4) Expandability. The ability of an installation to increcase current mission
activities and accept other functions at the same location.

(5) Quality of Life. The ability of an installation to support soldicrs and their
familics.

2 Report of the Dejensc Secratary’s Comnussion (Defensc Secrstary’s Commussion on Base Realignment and Closure,
Washington, DC, December 1988).

A-S




DOD CRITERIA MEASURES OF MERIT

IN SELECTNG MLITARY INSTALLATIONS FOR CLOSURE OR
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Figure A-1. DGD SELECTION CRITERIA AND ARMY MEASURES OF MERIT




b. Correlation of Army Measures Of Merit to DOD Criteria. The relationship of the
Army measures of merit to the DOD criteria shown in Figure A-1 reflects the fact that in many
cases the attributes used under each measure of merit actually address issues contained in more
than one of DOD’s criteria. ESSC examines the attributes within each measure of merit in
Annex C. In that annex, we offer suggestions to better align attributes under measures of merit.
However, it is unavoidable that some of the quantitative factors used as attributes have
applicability to several different criteria. For example, attributes that measure administrative,
maintenance, and storage space will impact: current and future mission requirements (DOD
criteria 1); availability and condition of facilities (DOD criteria 2); and the ability to accommodate
contingency, mobilization, and future force requirements (DOD criteria 3). The only way to
develop a pure hierarchy in which the DOD criteria lead to Army measures of merit, that in turn
lead to attributes (with no crossovers), would be to duplicate attributes wherever they apply under
each branch of the hierarchy. This would complicate the analysis process since it would cause
serious problems of double counting. Moreover, far from simplifying the explanation of the
results, it would make any interpretation more difficult.

c. Measures Of Merit Weighting System. Figure A-2 shows the point system used to
judge the military value of each caiegory of installation. Headquarters, Department of the Army
(HQDA) followed criteria from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) to cstablish the
weights of the measures of merit category. The objective of the measure of merit system is to
provide the Army with the capability to apply the DOD criteria in 2 quantitative manner across
various categories of bases.

8. ARMY BRAC 91 MEASURES OF MERIT ANALYSIS. The Army evaiuated the military
value of its bases using quantifiable characteristics called measures of merit. The weight given to
each measure of merit reflected the relative importance of the measure within the context of the
overall military value. Attributes which focus on the specific characteristics of an installation
support the measures of merit. The weights given to each attribute also showed the relative
importance of the specific attribute within the conitext of the measure of merit. These
quantitative assessments provide a starting point in the evaluation of the Army's base structurc.
This assessment permits a quantitative ranking for each installation caicgory. The comparative
rankings provided in Phase I are then used as a point of departure from which 2 detailed analysis
of the realignment and closure potential of the installation can be done in Phase I In the
following paragraphs, we analyze the inherent strengths and weaknesses of the Army BRAC 91
measures of merit.

a. Weighting System. As shown in Figure A-2, the weighting system used for the
measures of merit places a sirong emphasis on Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability for all
installation caiegories. In eight of the ten installation categories, these two measures combined
received 500 points (50 percent of the total weight)®. For major training areas, these two
measures accounted for 600 points. In the port category, they reccived 700 and 9% points since
two types of ports were evaluated. The Quality of Life measure of merit received 200 points in
eight of the ten installation categories. The major training area and port catcgorics are the only
categories which did not place Quality of Life as the next most important measure of merit.

3 The Command and Control Center installation category actually as 52 percent of the total weight attached to the
Mission Essentiality and Mission Sutability Measures of Merit.
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MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS MAJOR TRAINING AREAS
Measure of Merit Points Measure of Merit Points
Mission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentiality 250
Mission Suitability 250 Mission Suitability 350
Operational Efficiency 150 Operational Efficiency 150
Expandability 150 Expandability 150
Quality of Life 200 Quality of Life 160
Total 1,000 Total 1,000
INITIAL ENTRY/BRANCH SCHOOLS PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS
Measure of Merit Points Measure of Herit Pcints
Mission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentiality 250
Mission Suitability 250 Mission Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150 Operational Efficiency 150
Expandability 15C Expandability 150
Quality of Life 200 Quality of Life 200
Total 1,000 Total 1,000
COMMAND & CONTROL CENTERS DEPOTS

Measure of Merit Points Measure of Merit Points
Mission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentiality 250
Mission Suitability 250 Mission Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 110 Operational Efficiency 150
Expandability 150 Expandability 150
Quality of Life 200 Quality of Life 200
Total 962 Total 1,000

COMMODITY CRIENTED PRODUCTION INSTALLATIONS
Measure of Merit Points Measurs of Merit Points
Mission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentiality 250
Miscion Suitability 250 Mission Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150 Operational Efficiency 150
Expandability 150 Expandability 15C
Quality of Life 200 Quality of Life 200
Total 1,000 Total 1,000

PORTS USACE
Ocean Armmo

Measure of Merit Points Points Mecsure of Merit Points
Mission Essentiality 350 450 Mission Essentiality 250
Mission Suitability 350 450 Mission Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 75 30 Operational Efficiency 150
Expandability 150 40 Expandability 150
Quality of Life 75 30 Quality of Life 200
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000

Figure A-2. ARMY BRAC 91 MEASURES OF MERIT WEIGHTING SYSTEM
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Operational Efficiency and Expandability each received 150 points in eight of the ten installation
categories. Command and control centers only awarded 110 points to the Operational Efficiency
measure of merit. Ports awarded only 75 points to this measure of merit.

b. Attributes. Annex C of this study analyzes the attributes in detail. The weights
assigned to each attribute are not discussed in this analysis of the measurements of merit. The
recommendations for changing the attributes in Annex C, however, were incorporated in the final
points applied to each measure of merit here in Annex A. Again, our analysis of the total points
assigned to each measure of merit is designed to determine whether the priorities of the five
mieasures of merit are in line with the Army’s requirements as stated in today’s current planning
concepts.

c. Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability. Mission Essentiality and Mission
Suitability were the two highest priority measures of merit in Army BRAC 91. This emphasis
accurately reflects current Army thinking that preparedness through tiaining is vital to the defense
of the nation. Training the individual soldier or a unit to perform the expected mission is
paramount to any other consideration. If an individual or a unit cannot perform the expected
mission, then that person or unit faces elimination from the force structure. A realistic training
environment is necessary for preparedness which is the first step to victory in any conflict. This
importance is illustrated by the fact that all ten installaiion categories give more weight to these
two measures of merit than the other three.

d. Quality of Life. To keep well-trained soldiers in the military with a high state of
morale, the Army must ensure that their working conditions are adequately suited for their
mission. Support systems for the soldier’s family nee:’ to be functional. Living conditions need to
be conducive to the health and welfare of the soldier and his dependens. For this reason, the
Quality of Life measure of merit was more important than Expandabiiity or Operational
efficiencies within imost installation categories. This is especially true where troops live, train, and
work. The Quality of Life measure of merit was the second priority in eight of the ten
installation categories. The two exceptions were the major training areas and ports categories.
This is due to the uniqueness of these installation categories.

e. Operational Efficiency. In every category, except ports, the Operational Efficiency
measure of merit was assigned 150 points. In the ports category. it received only 75 points (for
ocean ports) or 30 points (for ammunition ports). in order to allow more points for Mission
Essentiality and Mission Suitability. In light of tight budgets and the need to make the best use
of every defense dollar, it is important that Army installations be as efficient and economical to
operate as possible. However, the importance of this measure cannot be increased by giving it
more points without reducing the relative importance of the other measures.

f. Expandibility. This measure received 150 points in all ten installation categories
except for the ammunition port category which only received 40 points. The need to support
expandibility is a theme that figures prominently in the Army’s vision of the future. Therefore,
the weight given to this measure in Army BRAC 91 needs to be increased for Army BRAC 93.
This will be addressed later in this annex when the documents expressing the Army's vision for
the future arc examined.
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g Weaknesses. The significant weaknesses uncovered during site visits and ESSC's
analysis of the Army BRAC 91 measures of merit are discussed below. Many weaknesses apply
not only to the measures of merit, but to other issue areas that impact the measures of merit.

(1) Inability to Determine Installation Unigueness. White Sands Missile Range is
the only major joint inland range. It is a unique, one-of-a-kind post. Therein lies its military
value. White Sands has a large amount of range area but none for maneuver training. It is not
only important for missile firing training, but also for training on all U.S. tactical weapons systems.
White Sands Missile Range, when combined with the training ranges of Fort Bliss, provides a
totally unique range system. Thus, unique training arcas may have very good ranges but receive a
lower score in Quality of Life. The major training arcas and ports installation categories reflect
this by the lower weights applied to the Quality of Life measure of merit. These installation
categories attempt to place an emphasis in uniqueness. Some BRAC analysts who were
interviewed at these installations believed that the weights assigned are not indicative of the real
importance of unique training areas and mission support functions.

(2) Judgement of Multi-Diversity. Multi-diversity is difficult to evaluate. How do
vyou accurately portray a multi-function post? Site visits to the various installations revealed an
overall dissatisfaction in the judging of military value of diverse posts. Many of the installations
had multi-missions or large tenant activities and were unsure of how to evaluate themselves. They
did not know how to properly reflect a large diverse tenant population through measures of merit
and their respective weights.

(3) Mobilization Requirements. The measurss of merit do not specify requirement
differences between partial and full mobilization. Some installations felt the measures of merit
reflected very little interest in mobilization requirements.

(4) Quantitative Analysis. The perceptions at the installations are that the Army
BRAC 91 analysis was one of pure number crunching rather than an economic or engineering
analysis. In their opinion, the measures of merit cannot accurately and fairly reflect military value
due to the number of unique variables not captured. The installations believe there are more
considerations to military valuc than the simple mathematics of the present scoring system.

h. Strengths. Some of the strengths of the Army BRAC 91 process are discussed in
the following paragraphs.

(1) Accuracy. While there may be room for adjusting the weights of some
measures of merit, the relative order of the Army BRAC 91 measures of merit accurately
reflected the priorities cited in then current planning documents. Mission Essentiality and
Mission Suitability are the highest priorities since they impact mission preparedness. Quality of
Life is the next priority because the Army wants to keep these mission ready soldiers in the
service cnce they are trained. The other measures of merit are important, but play support roles
in preparing the force.

(2) Initial Measuremznt Gage. Although not an exact scicnce, the weights assigned
to the measures of merit to develop a yuantifiable ranking comparison are a means to measure
military value in the short time allotted to respond to BRAC 93. As an initial mcasurement
gauge, these measures of merit become the starting point to begin the evaluation of the
installations.
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(3) Familiarity. The measures of merit used during the Army BRAC 91 are
known and understood by Army BRAC planners. Installations arc now familiar with the measures
of merit, their meaning, and their application. Change would only raise additional problems of
retraining and re-communicating new measures of merit guidance.

9. U.S. MILITARY VISION. The Army is currently determining what its force structure and

matericl requirements will be for the year 2000 and beyond. To support this Army of the future

r in a changing world environment, it is appropriate that the Army reduce its structure but maintain
its capability to meet these "new world" missions. The Army must divest any function.
organization, equipment, or facility that does not contribute to the essci.ce of the Army or to its
mission. Consolidation is necessary for functions and facilitics when cost-cffective, affo dable, and
consistent with Army missions. This changing world environment is causing a new focus and
vision. The essence of this new focus and vision needs to be in the measures of merit used in
Army BRAC 93 since they impact our installations of the future. ESSC captures the Army's
strategy in the measures of merit by examining the National Military Strategy. The Army Plan, the
Army Long Range Planninz Guidance, The Army Stationing Strategy, anu Airland Operations.
‘These documents provide detailed doctrinal and strategic trends for the future.

a. Nationgl Military Strategy of the U.S.°. The National Military Stratcgy (NMS)
implements the Defense Agenda of the President’s National Security Strategy. It also spells out
the Secretary of Defense’s policies in the Defense Planning Guidance in the Arnual Report to
the President and the Congress.

(1) NMS - Preparing for the Future. The strategic principles in the NMS that
reflect the ‘rends for the future and directly impact Army BRAC 93 measures of merit arc:

(a) Readiness. As the military reduces in size, it must not become under-
manned, under-trained, nor unprepared for immediate deployment.

(b) Collective Security. The response to a crisis through multilateral
organizations under the auspices of international security organizations.

(¢) Arms Control. The reduction of weapons of mass destruction while
retaining vital military capabilities.

(d) Maritime & Aerospace Superiority. The ability to establish control of the
sea, air, and space quickly.

(e) Strategic Agility. The capability to rapidly move needed forces anywhere
in the world on short notice.

(©) Power Projection. The ability tc project power from the U.S. and from
forward deployed areas.

(g) Technological Superiority. The reliance on technological superiority to

¥ National Military Strategy of the United States (Jomnt Chiefs of Staff, January 1992).

A-11




offset quantitative advantages.

(h) Derisive Force. The ability to assemble the appropriate forces needed to
win rapidly.

(2) NMS and the Measures of Merit. The NMS provides an emphasis on
deterrence, crisis response, force packages, research and development, and a regional focus. As
seen by the strategic principles which guide the Army of the future, training for mission
prepareuness is clearly in the first two measures of merit, Mission Essentiality and Mission
Suitability. As inferred elements, these two measures of merit are in five of the eight trends for
the future referenced in NMS. The Expandabiiity measure of merit has a greater role in the
Army of the future. This measure of mert is an inferred element in three of the eight trends for
the future referenced in NMS. Although Operational Efficiency is important to the Army, as a
measure of merit, Expandability begins to take on a greater importance than Operational
Efficiencies. Although not directly stated, the Quality of Life measure of merit is important in
maintaining a high state of morale. This high moralc enables the scldier to perform his mission

cffectively and makes it possible to maintain the high quality forces that are the explicit goal of
the NMS.

b. The Army Plan®. The Army Plan (TAP) provides planning guidance and objectives
for the Army. It summarizes National Military Strategy and Security Policy for the Army. The
TAP articulates the current view of the force in 1999 and 2009. The standing resource priorities
in TAP that reflect the trend for the future and directly impact the Army BRAC 93 measures of
merit are a trained and ready force which is the overarching priority.  All other resource priorities
are supportive to this trained and ready force.

(1) TAP - Preparing for the Future. To ensure quality training and readiness
during dccrements, the TAP states that the Army must maintain the Quality of the Total Force.
The Army must also maintain Quality of Life. The Army must ensure that the end state (Total
Force) is sustainable. The Army will protect the modernization of the future Total Force. We
must raticn!y evolve the Total Force into a smaller, but versatile, deployable. and lethal Army.
The Arny will protect. maintain, and revitalize base structures and infrastructure for the Total
Force in the ord staie.

(2) TAP - Implementation. This new national military strategy can only occur
through peacetime interactions by relviag on collective security and international relationships.
The Army must be capable of managing uncertainty and meeting challenges with an intelligent
and realistic vision. The Army must attract and keep high quality soldiers and civilians to
resource the force for decisive victory. The Army will maintain rcadiness by focusing on tough,
realis..c training with the most advanced technology in weapons and cquipiicat. We must shape
the Army with the appropriate mix of forces to maintain a qualitative warfighting advantagc.

(3) TAP and the Measures of Merit. The TAP provides a strong impetus to break
the nistorical pattern of losing capability while reorganizing through force reductions. The first
two rncasures of merit, Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability. clearly focus on the steps the
Army must take to provide a trained and ready force. i.e. to maintain the edge aad te maintain a
quality force. As inferred elements in four of the six trends for the futurc refercnced in TAP,

5 The Army Plan FY 1994-2009 (Dcpartment of the Army, 10 October 1991).
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these two measures of merit are critical to the Army of the future. These same two measures of
merit directly relate to two of the five implementation steps in the TAP. Maintaining Quality of
Life is a stated goal in the TAP. The Quality of Life measure of merit is also paramount to one
of TAP’s implementation steps in atiracting and retaining quality soldiers. Therefore, the Qualit,
of Life measure of merit is important to the Army of the future. TAP also mentions the
importance of adaptability, expandability, mobilization, flexibility, and crisis response. Therefore,
the Expandability measure of merit has a greater role in the Army of the future. The
Expandability measure of merit is an inferred element in two of the six trends for the future
referenced in TAP. Although Operational Efficiency is important to the Army, as a mcasure of
merit, Expandability begins to take on added value over Operational Efficiency.

¢. Army Long-Range Planning Guidance®. Thc Army Long Rangc Planning Guidancc
(ALRPG) examines the external and internal trends and potential events that may have an impact
on Army missions and capabilities in the future. The focus of ALRPG is to maintain the edge,
reshape the force, provide resources to the force, and to strengthen the Total Force.

(1) ALRPG - Preparing for the Future. The characteristics in the ALRPG that
reflect the trends for the future and directly impact the measures of merit are:

(a) Versaulity. A versatile Army that includes quality soldiers and civilians,
the appropriately structured and designed forces, intensive and frequent training, and well trained
leaders.

(b) Deployability. A deployable Army that includes strategic lift, forcible
entry capability, deployable equipment and support organizations, war reserves and pre-positioned
equipment and supplics, and focused training and exercise programs.

(c) Lethalness. A lethal Army that exhibits evolutionary waifighting doctrine,
technological modernization, and combat readiness of the force.

(d) Expandubility. An expandable Army that provides an enhancement of
reserve capability and the development of a mobilization apparatus.

(e) Base Operations. Base operations which provide excellent facilitics and
services to maintain combat forces, training. industrial base preparedness. mobilization.
deployment. and high quality of life standards.

() Environmental Concern. Exercising stewardship in preserving and
protecting the environment, and enhancing cultural and natural resources on Army installations.

(g) Infrastructure. tocusing resources on revitalizing the infrastructure that
will remain after the force structure reductions and basc closures. Emphasizing in a smaller,
CONUS-based Army and power projection.

{2) ALRPG and the Measvres of Merit. The ALRPG stresses the importance of a
logistics sustainment base, administrative 2nd command and control centers, transportation, and
professionalism. The first two measures of merit, Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability.

$ Anny Long Range Planning Guidance (Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations. June 1991).
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examine characteristics that will clearly impact the future Army. As inferred elements, these two
measures of merit are part of four of the seven trends for the future referenced in the ALRPG.
Maintaining a Quality of Life standards for the Total Army family is a stated goal in the ALRPG.
The Quality of Life measure of merit is paramount in attracting and retaining high quality
soldiers. Therefore, the Quality of Life measure of merit is important to the Army of the future.
The ALRPG also directly mentions the importance of Expandability. Therefore, the
Expandability measure of merit has a greater role in the Army of the future. The Ex_andability
measure of merit is an inferred element in four of the seven trends for the future referenced in
the ALRPG. Although Operationa! Efficiency is important to the Army, as 2 measure of me:.L.
Expandability begins ‘o take on added value over Operational Efficiency.

d. The Army Station.ng Strategy’. The Army Stationing Strategy p1-vides the
conceptual framework to guide the Major Commands (FORSCOM and TRADGC) in
development of their visions of the future. It describes a greater reliance upon rapid depioyment
in sustainable packages when required to respond to a contingency. The requirement for the
future is to provide a trained and ready force.

(1) Army Stationing Strategy - Preparing for the Future. The characteristics in the
Army Stationing Strategy that reflect the trends for the future and directly impact the measures of
merit arc;

(a) Training. New systems will greatly impact pecacetime training. The Army
needs 1o piovide training areas {mancuver ard firing ranges), and facilities 1o support a trained
and ready force.

(b) Expandability. Weapons Icthality, effects, Command, Control,
communications. Intelligence. and manzuverability will continue to grow with the future. The
installation base structure needs to be capable of responding to future force structure changes and
advances in weapons systems.

(c) Environment. Wise management and stewardship of training asscts
requires planning for environmental regeneration of training land and protection of endangered
species and flora.

(d) Mobilization. Decreased forward depioyment and a smaller Army require
significant increased reliance un mobilization. A need for adequate mobilization and deployment
capabilities to cnsure an cffective response to a contingency.

(e) Quality of Life. Minimize the hardships for soldiers, families. and civilian
employces who comprisz the Army community on cach post.

(2) Army Stationing Strategy and the Measures of Merit. The Army Stationing
Strategy stresses the importance of mission preparedness and Quality of Life. In fact, the Army
Stationing Strategy statcs "Mission and high quality of life go hand in hand. The best quality of
lile the Army can provide for its soldicrs is tough, realistic training..." As seen by the
characteristics of thc Army Stationing Strategy, the first two measures of merit. Mission
Essentiaiity and Mission Suitability, impact the future Army. As inferred elements. these two

7 Draft Anmy Stanoming Strategy (Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations. May 1992).
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measures of merit are in two of the five irends for the future referenced in the Army Stationing
Strategy. Maintaming a Quality of Life for the Army community is a direct quote from the Army
Stationing Strategy. In fact, the Quality of Life measure of merit as a priority is put on a par with
mission training requirements. Therefore, the Quality of Life measure of merit is important to
the Army of the future. The Army Stationing Strategy also directly mentions the importance of
Expandability. We can see the Expandability measure of mer:i has a greater role in the Anry of
the future. The Expandability measure of merit is an inferred element in three of the five trends
for the future refereiiced in the Army Stationing Strategy. Although Operational Efficiency is
important to the Army, as a measurc of merit, Expandability begins to take on added value over
Operational Efficiency.

e. Airland Operations®. AirLand Operations doctrine conducts operations across an
operaticna: continuum. 2cing power projection, decisive advantage, and joint and combined
operations which include Total Force Integration. This document is the plan ti.at describes how
the Army will fight in the future and win.

(1) Airland Operations - Preparing jor the Future. The operations in this document
that reflect the trends for the future and directly impact the measures of merit are:

(a) Versatility. The ability to tailor forces for specific missions. To be able to
counter a vast array of threats with a small force. This will require the correct mix of forces,
logistics, skills, and equipment. The Army needs to be in a state of readiness so when called upon
to perform a mission it will do the task effectively. Through realistic and rigorous training, having
the correct mix of uaits (active and reserve), and an effective sustainment basc capable of
supporting it, these goals are obtainabie.

(b) Deployability. Military units must be globally deployable with little or no
warning. Units must be inter-operable with allied units and other U.S. services. The U.S. must
be capable of rapidly deploying a furce on a global scale with a regional focus while always
maintainizg a counterbaiance to a possible renewed Soviet threat.

(c) Lethalness. The capability to defeat an encmy quickly, with minimum
losses. The Army must be able to support the four Defense Policy Foundations - Strategic
Decterrence, Forvard Presence, Crises Response, and Reconstitution.

(d) Expandability. The use of rescrve forces tc expand the active force. The
U.S. Army will need to maintain the mobilization stations necessary to provide this capability.

(e) Suppontability. The use of fewer resources and installations while
maintaining the capability to enforce national strategic goals. The U.S. Army must continue to
develop modern equipment and warfighting systems that provide the edge over superior numbers.
The Army's need for Service Support and Corabat Service Support units and missions will always
be the deicimining multiplier on the battleficld.

(2) Airland Operations and the Measures of Merit. Airland Opcrations also focuscs
on an end state that provides a prepared force capuble of completing any mission, anywhere, at
any time. According to Airland Operations this is obtainable through realistic training,

& Awrland Operation- (TRADOC PAM 525-5, 1 August 1991).
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technological superiority, and competent soldiers with a high morale. As seen in the future trends
of Airland Operations, the Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability measures of merit play a
huge role in the Army’s future. As inferred elements, these two measures of merit are in all five
trends for the future referenced in Airland Operations These future trends emphasize the
importance p" .ced upon installations that provide the capability to train and become mission
ready. Although not directly stated, the Quality of Life measure of merit is necessary in
maintaining a high state of morale which enables the soldier to perform assigned missions
effectively. Airland Opzrations also mentions the importance of flexibility, reducing duplication,
transition from peace to war, and staging. Therefore, the Expandability measure of merit has a
greater role in the Army of the future. The Expandability requirement is a direct quote from
Airland Operations trends for the future. Therefore, although Operational Efficiency is important
io the Army, as a measure of merit, Expandability begins to take on added value over Operational
Efficiency.

f. Summary of Army Planning Documents. Common to all of the Army’s planning
documents is the change in the Army’s military strategy. In the past, the U.S. considered glooal
war a real and dangerous possibility. The future concept is more regionally oriented. The major
threat is with the uncertain and the unknown. The U.S. will combat thesc uncertaintics with a
smaller but more technically advanced Total Force. The CINC's will dircet the planning process.
Plans will have to be adaptable for any contingency. The spearhead of the Armj wiil be strategic
agility and decisive force. Lastly, The noncombatant roles the Army performs require no less
attention and effort. Especially since, they will suffice to keep conflict from occurring and
escalating into war. The clear message in all of these planning documents ts preparedness. The
Army of the future does not want to encounter a disaster as demonstrated by Task Force Smith at
tne opening of the Korean War. The reductions in the military after World War II left the U.S.
ill prepared to fend off the initial attacks of the North Korean Army. Therefore, these planning
documents all portray an Army in the future that must be capable of performing its mission while
maintaining a high state of morale. In summary, there are three dominant principles mentioned
in all five future planning documents from which the future Army will develop. The future Army
will be mission oriented, have a high Quality of life, and be expandable. It is these principles that
neced to be reflected in the BRAC measures of merit.

(1) Mission Oriented. Performing tough. realistic training and continually being
mission ready through maximum productive use of existing installation resources is the number
one priorty of the Army of the future. Training is paramount to preparedness. The capability to
provide the Army with well trained quality soldiers is the foundation for its military valve.
Mission preparedness is inferred in five of the eight future trends in NMS. TAP cies mission
oriented goals in four of its six trends for the future. The ALRPG mentions mission
preparedness in four of its seven characteristics for the future. The Army Statiosing Strategy
supports this number one priority mentioning mission preparedness through realistic mission
training in two trends of the future. Airland operations mentions the importance of missicn in all
five of its future trends. Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability are the two measures of
merit that capturc this important military value for the future Army. Therefore, for BRAC 93 the
Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability measures of merit nced to appropriately reflect this
military valuc as the rumber one priority.

(2) High Quality of Life Standards. Providing the Army’s soldicrs. family members.

and civilian employees with a quality basc structure in which to work, trzin. and live is also an
important goal for the future Army. TAP states that the Army must maintain a Quality of Life in
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order to retain and attract quality soldiers. Maintaining Quality of Life standards for the Total
Army family is a direct quotc from the ALRPG. In military value, the Army Stationing Study
puts Quality of Life on an even par with mission preparedness. Although not directly stated in
the other planning documents, it is an inferred element in maintaining a high state of morale
which enables soldiers to perform their mission effectively. The Quality of Life measure of merit
is therefore, a secondary priority that supports the end state of mission preparedness. Thus, for
BRAC 93 the Quality of Life measure of merit needs to appropriately reflect this military value as
the priority immediately below mission essentiality and mission suitability.

(3) Expandability. Expandability is the capability of the nation to quickly expand
at any time its mobilization and industrial base to meet deploymient requirements for any regional
conflict. This is an important military value that needs to be in the BRAC measures of merit.
Expandability has a greater role in the Army of the future. Expandability is an inferred element
in three of the eight future trends in NMS. TAP refers to the importance of expandability in two
of its six trends for the future Army. The ALRPG references expandability in four of its seven
trends for the future Army. The Army Stationing Strategy mentions elements of expandability in
three of its five future trends. The importance cf expandability is also stated in Airland
Operations. Ciearly, expandability is a vital measure of merit that needs to have the appropriate
weight to measure its military value for the Army of the future. For this reason, the weight
assigned to the Expandability measure of merit needs 10 be raised to show this importance. For
Army BRAC 93, expandability should be the next priority following thic Quality of Lifc measure
of merit.
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10. INTRODUCTION. This section synthesizes the measures of merit analyzed in this
annex into findings and recommendations. We then summarize our findings and
recommendations i Figure A-3 showing ESSC'’s proposed changes for Army BRAC 93.

lll. RESULTS

11. MEASURES OF MERIT FINDINGS.

FINDING 1. The Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability are the higkest priority
measures of merit. However, Mission Essentiality descrves the greater weight of the
two because it measures those attributes deemed as the most important for
accomplishing the installation’s primary mission.

DISCUSSION. Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability were considered very
important during BRAC 91. Consecquently, the Army assigned the greatest weight to
these two measures of merit. ESSC found that today’s planning documents confirm this
Army BRAC decision. The Army of the future will continue to focus on mission
preparedness through tough, realistic training.

RECOMMENDATION. Maintain the current emphasis on the Missior Essentiality and
Mission Suitability measures of merit, but shift weights to give greater significance to
Mission Essentiality.

FINDING 2. Quality ot Life is the next highest priority measure of merit for the Army
of the future.

DISCUSSION. Quality of Life was the second priority during Army BRAC 91 for most
installation categories. Consequently, the Army assigned the second greatest weight to
this measure of merit. ESSC found that today's pianning documents also confirm this
BRAC decision. The Army of the future will continue to support the Total Army
Community through Quality of Life standards that retain and attract quality soldiers and
civilians. However, the nature of the mission and on-post population in the major
training areas and industrial categories is such that the best way to support the
personnel on these installations is to emphasize mission measures.

RECOMMENDATION. Maintain the current priority and weight assigned to the
Quality of Life measurc of merit for those installation categonies with significant on-
post troop populations. For miajor training arcas and the industrial categories, we
reccmmend shifting weight from Quality of Life to the other measures of merit.

FINLiING 3. The Expandability measure of merit needs more weight to truly illustrate
its miliary value.

DISCUSSION. All or today's Army planning documents stress the importance of

expandability in the future. An equal weight between the Expandabitity and
Operational Efficiencies is not in line with current planning strategy for the Army of
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MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS MAJOR TRAINING AREAS
Measure of Kerit old New Measure of Merit old New
Hission Essentraliry 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 350
Hission Suitability 250 225 Mission Suitability 350 250
0per3t1oqa! Efficiency 150 100 Operational Efficiency 150 100
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 200
Quality of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 100 100
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000

INIGIAL ENTRY/BRANCH SCHOOLS PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 275
Mission Suitability 250 225 Mission Suitability 250 225
Operational Efficiency 150 100 Operational Efficiency 150 100
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 200
Quaiity of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 200 200
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000

COMMAND & CONTROL CENTERS DEPOTS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old tew
Mission Essentiality 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 300
Mission Suitability 250 225 Mission Suitability 250 250
Operational Efficiency 110 100 Operational Efficiency 150 150
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 150
Quality of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 200 150
Total 960 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
COMMCDITY ORIENTED® PRODUCTION INSTALLATIONS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merait oud New
Mission Essentiality 250 300 Mission Essentiality 250 300
Mission Suitedility 250 250 Mission Suitability 250 250
Operational Efficiency 150 150 Operational Efficiency 150 150
Expandability 150 150 Expandability 150 150
Quality of Life 200 150 Quality of Life 200 150
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
OCEAN PORTS AMMO PORTS

Heasure of Merit oud New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 350 300 Mission Essentiality 450 300
Mission Suitability 350 250 nission Suitability 450 250
Operational Efficiency 75 150 Operational Efficiency 30 150
Expandability 150 150 Expandability 40 150
Guslity of Life 75 150 Quality of Life 30 150
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,020 1,000

*A single category in Army BRAC 91: ESSC recommends dividing these installations into three
categories for Army BRAC 93 (proving grounds, research and development centers, and inventory
control points). See Annex C, Attributes, for an explanation of this change.

Figure A-3. MEASURES OF MERIT WEIGHTING SYSTEM

A-20




the future. Although important, the Operational Efficiency measure of merit does not
carry the same weight in military value as Expandability, except in the industrial
category where the goals of efficiency and expandability are complementary.

RECOMMENMDATION. Insert the Expandability measure of merit as the priority with
a greater weight than Operatioaal Efficienicy but less or equal to the Quality of Life
measure of menit, except in the industrial categories where we recommend retaining the
Army BRAC 91 weights for expandability and operational efficiency.

e  FINDING 4. All installation categories should be based on a 1,000 point total in its
measures of merit.

DISCUSSION. .All of the instaliation categories use a 1,000 total point system for the
measures of merit except Comn:and and Control Centers. Command and Control
Centers used a 960 point system due to the dropping of two attributes that could not be
applied to all Command and Control installations. The remaining attributes should
absorb this reduction in points to equal 1,000 points for uniformity. At first glance, the
lower points without an explanation appear unfair.

RECOMMENDATION. Distribute the lost points proportionally between the
remaining attributes within Command and Control Centers to raise the total measure of
merit weights to 1,000 points.

® FINDING 5. Installation uniqueness and multi-diversity are difficult to capture in the
measures of meri'.

DISCUSSION. There are a few installations that are of great military value but cannot
rate very high under the point system in one or two measures of merit. This is usually
due to a unique mission or a onc of a kind location. Many installations have multi-
missions or large tenant activities and are unsure of how to evaluate themselves for
military value.

RECOMMENDATION. Continue to capture these differences in the weights assigned
to the attributes within each type of unique installation category. For example. Ports
and Major Training Areas weighted the measures of merit toward their specific unique
missions. This area is examined in Annex C, Attributes, where we evaluate attribute
weights used to emphasis unique missions within differeat categories.

12. SUMMARY RESULTS. The results of our findings aird recommendations arc in
Figure A-3. This figure considers our findings and recommendations, incorporates their intent,
and provides our recommended Army BRAC 93 measures of merit.
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. PURPOSE. This annex examines the validity of the instailations zonsidered and the
cawegories used by the Army in the Base Relocavion and Closure 91 (BRAC 91), Phasc I, process.

2. SCOPE. This annex--
a. Evaluates installation categories used in Army BRAC 91.
b. Reviews the process of placing installations intc categories.

c. Suggests improvements to the existing installation and category structare for use in
Army BRAC 93.

3. RACKGROUND. The Engireer Strategic Study Center (ESSC) arranged this swudy into
a main paper and five annexes. The main paper summarizes the key points of each annex and
provides ESSC’s overall conclusic . and recommendations. The five annexes provide an in-depth
analysis of the Army BRAC-Phase I process. This annex specifically reviews the logic used to
aliocate Army installations to categories.

4. A¥’ROACH. Ou: ¢verall analysis approach in this annex is to examine the structure of
the catep ries used in the Army BRAC 91, analyze the component parts of these categories, and
recomrn.ad improvements to the present structure of categories based upon our findings. More
spcaits =lly, ESSC organized its examination of the Army’s BRAC 91 use of categories to review
in-iz:ations into three parts:

a. The first part of this analysis looks at the Army BRAC 91 installation categor.es and
et effectiveness. As a basis for this analysis, we review the categories used by other services
and ir. previous Army stationing studies.

b. The second part of the analysis looks at how the Army allocates installations into
cach category. Simply put, is cach installation matched with the correct category?

¢. Thc last part of this annex summarizes .he results of our analysis. and provides

recommendations for improvements o the category system bascd on our findings.

S. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS. ESSC uses questions to facilitate its
discussion and focus its analysis. The essentiai elements of analysis that arc crucial to our
discussion of the Army’s categorics and installations arc:

e What is the best array of installation categorics?

*  Wihat is the best allocation of instaliations into categorics?
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if. DISCUSS!ION

6. ARMY BRAC 91 INSTALLATION CATEGORIES ANALYSIS.

a. Background. The 1988 Defcnse Secretary's RRAC Commission study! states that
one of the first steps in the BRAC process is to establish a compiete inventory of installations and
assign them to categorics. Both the 1991 BRAC Commission and the Army’s Total Army Basing
Study (TABS) group used a similar approach as they initiated their BRAC review. The Army's
BRAC 91 submission noted that "before proceeding with its study. the Army divided its
installations into . . . categorics to facilitate comparison of those with similar functions . . . .
Our analysis builds upon what has been done in the past--to improve the process for the future.

n2

b. Army BRAC 91 Categories. For BRAC 91, the Army idcaiified seven main
categories and eighteen subcategories (see Figure B-1) for the analysis. The purpose of these
categories is to allow the Army to place installations of similar function or mission nto a group
for comparison (sec Figure B-2). The desired result is that "apples are compared to apples” (e.g.
training installations are compared to training installations).

c. Weaknesses of Army BRAC 91 Categories. Many of ESSC's discussions with BRAC
subject matter experts highlighted weaknesses in the Army BRAC 91 installation categories. In
this scction we examine these weaknesses.

(1) Irdustricl. Perhaps the most documentcd weakness was identified in a 1991
Army Audit Agency (AAA) report.’ AAA suggestd that the Army Material Command (AMC)
further subdivide its industrial commodity subcategory into three groups: proving grounds (PG).
research and development (R&D) centers, and inventory coatrol points (ICPs). This, AAA
suggests, would bring thesc installations into functional alignment.

(2) Command & Control. Another weakness that emerged during our research and
data collection was that the Command and Control category was in effect a miscellancous
category. For example, Fort Beivoir and Fort Devens contain a large collection of unrelated units
and activities--active, reserve, and TDA (Table of Distribution and Allowancc) units. Fort
Ritchie. a small post. contains a small sutordinate command of the Information System
Comman---the 7th Sigial Brigade and supports the Alternate National Military Command Center.
Forts Monroc, Shafter, and McPherson are homes for Arniy major command (MACOM)
hecadquarters, while Fort Meade and Fort Gillem contain Army Reserve Headquarters. Fort
Totten and Fort Hamilton arc small posts with reserve and recruiting responsibilities. All these
posts also contain other activities and tenants.

! Report of the Defensc Secretury s Commussion (Defense Secretany s Commuission o Base Reahignmeat and Closure,
December 1988). .lcrein reterred to as BRAC £S,

2 Report 1o the Secretan of Defense on Base Closure and Realignment (Department of the Army,  April 1991), p 17
Herem referred 10 as BRAC 91

3 Lessons Learned for Fuwre Basing Studies, AAA Report HQ 91-710 (U.S. Army Audit Agengy, 17 September 1991)
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Command & Control

Fighting
Mancuver
Training Areas

Training
Initial Entry/Branch Schools
Professional Schools

Industrial
Depots
Commodity
Production
Ports

Reserve Component
Nationa! Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Corps of Engineers
Districts
Divisions

Others (not considered)
Stand Alone Housing
Cemeteries
Recreation Areas
Hospitals
Communications
Miscellancous

Source: Report to the Secreiary of Defense on Base

Closure and Realignment, Depariment of the Army,

Aprd 1991,

Note: Entrics in boldfsce are categornes: othess ars sub-
categories. |

Figure B-1. ARMY BRAC 91 INSTALLATION CATEGORIES
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(3) Fighting. The fighting-major training arca subcategory is labeled as a "catch all
caicgory” by several who worked the Army BRAC 91 process. For instance, although Fort
Greeley's primary mission is training, it has more duty personnel assigned to cold regions testing
than to the Northern Warfare Training Center. Forts A.P. Fill, Pickett, McCoy. Dix, and
Indiantown Cap are semi-active posts that support RC training, while Fort Irwin and Fort
Chaffee are national training centers that support mainly active component units.

(4) Omitted Categories. The absence of certain categories was also pointed out as
a weakness by several BRAC analysts.  Of specific note were the lack of the following categories:
intelligence or "Black” (highly classified) programs, recruiting stations, spacc, and special
operations activitics. Many did not agree with the "not considered” status given to the
installations placed in the "Other” category.

d. Comparison of Army Categories to Other BRAC Efforts. In this section we
comparc the categories used in Army BRAC 91 with categories used in other BRAC eftorts.

(1) BRAC 88 Commission Study Categories. As mentioned previously "the first
step in installation evaluation was to establish a complete inventory of installations and assign
then to categorics.” The twenty-two categories used by the 1988 BRAC Commission are shown
in Figure B-3. Sevcral distinct similarities and differences are apparent hetween the Army's
BRAC 91 categorics and the Department of Defense BRAC 88 Commission categories. In
assessing Army BRAC 91 categories, with respect to figure B-3, our observations are:

e There were six BRAC 88 industrial categories (maintenance depots. supply depots.
munitions facilities, industrial facilities, production facilitics. and R&D labs)
comparcd to four contained in Army BRAC 91.

*  The BRAC 88 hcadquarters category is synonymous with the Army BRAC 91
Command and Control category. ’

*  BRAC 88 considered special operations, space operations and intelligence sites
while Army RRAC 91 did not.

(2) Air Force (ategories. The Air Force during their BRAC 91 dcliberations used
a process similar to the Army 3RAC 91 process. Like the Army. one of the first steps taken by
the Air Force during their analysis was to establish an inventory of installations and allocate them
to categorics.” These categories can be seen in Figure B-4. Comparatively. the categories are
very similar to the Army’s. both in number and function. Considering Army BRAC 91 categorics.
and using figure B-4 for comparison, our observations arc:

3 Report of the Defense Secretary s Commussion (Defense Secretan s Commussion on Base Realignment and Closure,

December 1988)
Base Closure and Realignmient Recommendations-Detatied Anahse (Department of the sur Force, Apal 1991)
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BRAC 88 ARMY BRAC 91

Headquarters Command and Control
Operating Ground Fighting

L Mancuver
Operating Troops

Major Training Arcas

Operating Tactical Aircraft

Operating Strategic Aircraft

Operating Mobility Aircraft

Operanting Missiles

Operating Surface Ships

Operating Submarines

Maintenance Depots Industrial
Depots

Supply Depots Commoadity Oricnted
Production

Munitions Facilities Ports

industrial Facilities Corps of Engineers
Districts

Production ¥acilities Divisions

R&D Laboratories

Guard & Reserve Centers Reserve Component

Nationai Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Flying Training Training

Initial Entry/Branch Schools
Training Classrooms Professional Schools
Communications/Intelligence Sites Other (not considcred)

Stand Along Housing
Special Operations Bases Cemeteries

Recrcation Areas
Space Operations Centers Hospitals

Communications
Medical Facilities Miscellancous

Sources. Base Realignments and Closures  Report of the Defense Secretany's Cormmussion. December 1988,
Department of the Army. Report to the Secretary of ifense on Base Closure and Realignment. 1 Apnil 1991
Note: P:ntrics 1n boldface are categenes: others are sub-categor.cs.

Figure B-3. BRAC 88 AND ARMY BRAC 91 CATEGORY COMPARISONS
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ARMY BRAC 91

AIR FORCE

Command & Control

Other (Major Command KQ & Space Ops)

Fighting Flying
Maneuver Strategic
Training Areas Tactical
Mobility
Training
Other (Special Ops)
Training Training
Initial Entry/Branch Schools
Professional Schools
Industrial Suepport
Depots Depots
Commodity Products Div. & Labs
Production Test-Facility
Ports

Reserve Component
National Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Air Reserve
Air National Guard
Air Force Reserve

Corps of Engineers
Districts
Divisions

Others (not considered)
Stand Alone Housing
Cemcteries
Recreation Arcas
Hospitals
Communications
Miscellancous

Sources: Base Closure and Realignment Recommendanons-Detailed Analysts. Department of the Air Force April
1991, Report to the Secretary of Defense on Base Closure ana Realignment, Department of the Army. Apnil 1991
Note: Entries in boldface arc categories; others are sub-categories.

Figure B-4. ARMY AND AIR FORCE BRAC 91 CATEGORY COMPARISONS
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*  The Air Force'’s Other Category which contains major command headquarters and
space operations is cquivalent to the Army’s Command and Control.

*  The AF support category is synonymous with the Army’s industrial category, but
with fewer subcategories.

*  Like the Army, the Air Force places training installations into two categories--
training and flying.

* The Air Force provides a subcategory for special operations (Other subcategory).

(3) Navy Categories. The Department of Navy used 23 Navy and 5 USMC
primary categories in its BRAC 91 assessment. No subcategories werc used. However upon
examination of Figure B-5, correlation between some Army subcategories and Navy categories are
apparent. With respect to Army BRAC 91 categories, our observations in light of figure B-5 are:

*  The Navy's Administrative Category is equivalent to the Army's Command and
Control category.

»  The Navy lists eleven categories (shipyards, aviation depots. supply centers/depots,
RDT&E centers, ordnarice centers, ordnance production, strategic ordnance,
technical production, ship repair, trident reset. and inventory control points) that
are comparable to the Army's four industrial subcatcgories.

¢ Communications/Intelligence is considered as a category, as are recruit depots.

(4) Long Range Stationing Study (LRSS) Categories. The process of basc
closure is not a new phenomens. Reports document concerted efforts at base closure starting as
early as 1960.>° The Army has attempted to mitigate adverse turmoil resuiting from basc closure
by esiablishing long-term stationing plans. Efforts to devclo? and implement systems to
determine Army long-range stationing have yielded benefits.” Among these bencfits are base
sta.ioning methodologies, especially the installation categorization process. Figure B-6 shows the
installation categories used in the Army Long Range Staticning Study compared with the Army
BRAC €1 categories. ESSC's observations in light of Figure B-6 are:

e The LRSS Adiministrative Post Category is the same as thc Army’s BRAC 91
Command and Control category.

e The LRSS sustaining installations and unique characteristic installations arc
synonymous with the Army's BRAC 91 industrial category.

Anm Base Realhignment Methodology, ESC Report 81-12 (U.S. Asmy Engincer Studies Center, August 1981)
Long Range Stanomng Study (Department of the Army. Deputy Chicf of Staff for Operauons and Plans (DA
DCSOPS). 19 Apnil 1988)




ARMY BRAC 91

NAVY

USMC

Command & Control

Administrative

Fighting Naval Stations USMC Beases
Mancuver ) ) . ] -
Training Arcas Naval Air Stations USMC Air Stations

Submarine Bases USMC Logistic Bases

Training Tiraining Bascs USMC Recruit Depots

Initial Entry/Branch
Schools
Professional Schools

Educational Bases

USMC Unique Bases

Shipyards

Aviation Depots

Industrial Supply Centers/Depots
Depots
C()mmodity RDT&E Centers
Production Ordnance Storag:.
= Ordnance Production
f
Ports Strategic Ordnance

Reserve Component
National Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Technical Production

Ship Repair

Trident Reset

Corps of Engineers
Districts
Divisions

Inventory Control Pts.

Air Reserve Centers

Others (no! considered)
Stand Alune Housing
Cemeteries
Recreation Arcas
Hospitals
Communications
Miscellaneous

Reserve Centers

Construction Battalion Ctrs.

Pubic Yvorks Centers

Medical Centers

Communication &

Intelligence

Sources. Tclephone Conversation between Richard Taylor-E:SSC. Captain Hoyt-Department »f the Navy, Chuet of

Naval Opcrations OP-44-1.

Note: Entnies 10 boldface are categones; others arce sub-<categories

Figure B-5. ARMY AND NAVY/USMC BRAC 91 CATEGORY COMPARISONS
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Army BRAC 91

Long Range Stationing Study (LRSS)

Command & Conirol

Administrative Post

Fighting
Maneuver
Training Areas

Mobilization
Di ployment

Training
Initiai Entry/Branch Schools
Professional Schools

Joint Combined Arms ‘{raining Areas

Heavy Division-Multiple Brigade Training
Medium Division-Multiple Brigade Training

Light Division-Multiple Brigade Training

Single Brigade Training

School-ATC Training Post

Industrial
Depots
Commodity
Production
Ports

Sustaining Instaliation

Reserve Component
National Guard
U.S. Army Rescrve

Corps of Engineers
Districts
Divisions

Others (not considered)
Stand Alone Housing
Cemeterics
Recreation Areas
Hospitals
Commuaications
Miscellancous

Unique Charucteristic Installation

Sources. Report to the Secretary of Defense on Buse Closure and Realignment. Department of the Army. April 1991,
Long Range Stanorung Srudy. DA DCSOPS, 19 Apnl 1988.
Note: Entries in boldface are categories; athers are sub-categories.

Figure B-6. ARMY BRAC 91 AND LRSS CATEGORY COMPARISONS
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*  The Army’s BRAC 91 major training area subcategory is comparabie to three
LRSS categories (Single Brigade training, joint combined arms training arcas, and
heavy, medium, light division multiple BDE training).

(5) Category Analysis Summary. ESSC recognizes the limitations of comparing
categories used for other services and study purposes. However, there arc some macro-level
benelits to be gained from looking at how others have tackled the same problem. Our
observations in light of the Army BRAC 91 category weaknesses arc:

(2) Industrial Categaries. All services and reports examined used categories
and subcategories that pertained to a scrvice’s industrial operations. The Navy has the most
industrial categories, followed by the Army, and the Air Force. All consider depots as a separate
category. The Navy and the Air Force segregate R&D activities while the Army considers R&D
within the confines of the Commodity Subcategory. The Army is the only service to usc a
commodity subcategory for three industrial or support activities. The AAA report offers a logical
proposal to subdivide the commodity category into three subcategories--proving grounds, rescarch
and development centers, and inventory control points.®

(b) Command & Contral. All services and reports maintained a category or
subcategory for command and control. The Air Force "Other” category, LRSS "administrative
post", Army's "Command & Control", 1988 BRAC "Headquarters”, and the Navy's "Administrative”
all point to one function: supporting command operations.

(c) Fighting-Major Training Areas. The Navy truins at sea, the Air Force
trains in the sky, and the Army trains on land. Consequently, other services do not require as
much real property training area as the Army. Thus, appropriate comparative categories are not
present for analysis. The Air Force, Navy, and Army do, however, share ranges with one another
as in the case of White Sands Missile Range.

(d) Omitted Categuries. The Army has omitted inteiligence. special operations,
space operations, and recruiting categories. Other services include thesc categorics duc to their
special mission requirements. Categories listed but not considered in Army BRAC 91 were stand
alone housing, cemeterics. recreation areas, hospitals, communications, miscellancous. The
rationale for their exclusion from consideration were many. Most category exclusions were duc to
their involve:nent in ongoing reviews and studies in other forums such as Defense Management
Review Decisions (DRMDs). Vanguard, and Tri-Ser~ice Project Reliance.

7. ARMY BRAC 91 INSTALLATION ALLOCATION ANALYSIS. This part of our
discussion looks at now the Army aliocates instaliations to each category. Allegorically spcaking.
we want to place the peaches in the bushel basket. the oranges in the box. and the apples in the
crate. Figure B-2 shows the allocation of the installations into categorics during Army BRAC 91
by virtue of their primary missic... The installation’s mission dictates which Army Major Coramand

8 Lessons Leamed for Funre Basing Studies, AAA Report 11Q 91-710 (U.S. Army Audit Agency, Sepiember 1991).
p. 17.
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(MACOM) they fall under functionally and for BRAC review. Our discussions belovs look at
options for improving several potential weaknesses, so tha' the Army is assured of having the
proper installation in the appropriate category.

a. Weaknesses of Army ERAC 91 Categories. ESSC'’s research and data collection
uncovered weaknesses in the Army BRAC 91 installation allocation mechanism. These
weaknesses have surfaced through interviews with BRAC analysts and installation staff personnel
and are discussed in this section.

(1) Diverse Installations. Installations that maintain a wide varicty of Army missions,
capabilities, and functions occasionally cloud the placement of bases into functional categories.
Single purpose installations arc recognizable and easy to functionally allocate into categories.

(2) Functional Crossovers. Scveral installations functionally can be placed into
another category due to their mission and function. This causes turmoil in the installation
allocation process. In some cases the functioual crossover is clear and distinct, in other cases it is
not--and may be combined with other BRAC process weaknesses to form a hybrid or third
weakness. For example, there arc bases that contain both diversity and functional crossover
weakness. In our discussion, we present distinct examples. It is a fine line between the weakness
of diverse installations and functional <rossover--but ihere is a difference.

b. Army BRAC 91 Instaliation Allocations. ESSC reviewed the installations allocated
to categories in Figure B-2. We conducted this review in terms of the diverse (multi-purpose)
installation and functional crossover weaknesses discussed above.

(1) Installation Trends. 1t is the Army's objective to make nstallations more
diverse. The Army has gone on record as stating that it wants to decrease the number of single
purposc installations and create more mulii-purpose installations.’ This trend is growing, and is
encouraged by the Army. This makes the BRAC process more difficult by clouding the issue of
functional classification of installations. For example, at most installations in almost every category
there is an example of the trend towards diversity and the creation of new multi-purpose or
administrative categories. There are numerous examples of installations that could be classified
into a new multi-purpose or administrative category.

(a) Industrial Category Diversity. In the industrial category. Aberdeen
Proving Ground (APG) is an Army Materiel Command (AMC) installation with the primary
mission of conducting rescarch, development, test and evaluation (RDT&E) activities. APG is
home to AMC's Test and Evaluation Command (TECOM). APG is also home to a TRADOC
activity which is a significant presence--the ordnance school. This is in addition to the presence of
numcrous chemical and environmental activitics on APG.

(b) Command & Control Diversity. In Army BRAC 91, Fort Belvoir was
ailocated to the Command and Control category. Employeces on Fort Belvoir represent such a
diverse community that it would also be suited to become allocated to an administrative category--

 The Anny Stanoming Strategy for BRAC 93 (Draft) (Depariment of the Army. Deputy Chiet of Staff for Operauons,
May 1992), p. 4
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il it existed. No real command activity dominates. Significant presencc on Fort Belvoir includes
the USA Intelligence and Security Command (INSCOM), Humphreys Engineer Center, Belvoir

R & D Center, Military Transportation Management Command, part of the Information Systcms
Command, as well as part of the Army Ordnance School. Currently, over 100 different activitics
are supported.

(2) Classification Trend. ESSC cxamined the installations classificd as training,
depots, etc., and concluded that all were placed into a logically appropriate catcgory. However,
ESSC also found that, duc to their mission and function, some installations could just as well be
placed into another existing category.

(a) Functional Crossover. A clear examples of how an installation can be
classified in one category as well as another are insiallations in the fighting category and the
reserve component (RC) category. For example, the major mission of a significant number of
installations in the major training area subcategory are to exclusively support RC training. Fort
Indiantown Gap is a state-owned, federally icased, semi-active post, manned by an active duty
garrison with the primary mission of supporting reserve component training. However, it is not
considered within the RC component category--such as other RC training arcas (Camps Grayling,
Ripley, and Shelby). Fort Indiantown Gap is allocated to the major training area subcategory. It
could be just as easily allocated to the RC category. This situation is a functiouai crossover.

(3) New Allocation Trends. New methods of installation allocation for Army
BRAC 93 have been offered from the field. These new methods are attempts 10 incorporate the
Army’s emphasis towards multi-purpose posts.

(a) Lumping Scheme. Many have suggested that the most efficient method
to eliminatc singlc purpose posts is to lump categories. This in effect would force climination of
single function posts in favor of larger more diverse installations. For cxample. onc of the most
discussed lumping schemes is to eliminate the Command and Control Category, and lump those
installations into the fighting category. This would force the Army to consolidate command
functions onto fighting installations. The suggestions vary from having a single category, 0o no
more than four. Although an appealing idea in theory, lumping is not practical because it ignores
the nced to distinguish legitimatc differences in the requircments of different missions.

(b) Multi-Dimensional Scheme. Another suggested aliocation scheme is one
that ranks installations against every category in which they are cligible. The drawback of this
scheme is that it compounds the data collection problem, is very complicated to analyze and
explain, and it clouds the issuc of determining military value.

(¢) Expandability Scheme. The expandability scheme is a variation on the
present allocation system. The basic premisc is to keep the same system of categories and address
the installation’s ability to support multi-functions by revising the expandability measure of ment.
This could be accomplished by adding a multi-function attribute to the expandability attribute
along with assigning incrcascd weight 1o this measure of merit.
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c. Inctallation Allocation Summary.

(1) For Army BRAC 93, just as in past efforts, the logic of grouping insiallations
into categories is quite sound. Lumping all installations togeiher and ignoring their different
missions and assets would be foolish. However, furctiona! boundaries will become less clear on
installations in the future. The Army has reaffirmed its commitment to large, diverse, efficient
installations: "close smail, single purpose installations and either consolidate their function onto
large, multi-function posts or eliminate them."

£2) Installations are rzasonably allocated to categories; no glaring mistakes are
scen. The use +of an installation’s pri:nary mission as the allocation rule allows the simplest and
most efficient alignment into categories.

(3) There are functional crossovers; however, the installation allocations were
appropriatc. Several installations in the major training area subcategory (Fort Pickett, Fort
Indianiown Gap and Fort McCoy) could just as easily be placed into the Reserve Component
category.

(4) What are considered strengths for the future of the Army 2re complications
for the Army BRAC process. The Army continues its goa! of developing multi-purpose
installations started in BRAC 91: "The Army will reduce the number of small, single purpose
installation and those remaining will house organizations with highly specific missions.”*!

(5) In light of the Army’s goal tc develop multi-functional posts, it is important
that the BRAC 93 installation categorization and assessment scheme oe able to adequately
support this goal. This does not require a category change. It will be addressed in Annex C:
Attributcs.

19 131 Army Stationing Srategy for BRAC 93, Draft (Department of the Army, Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations,
May 1992), p. 4.
u Report to the Secretary of Defense on Base Closure and Realignment (Department cf the Army, 1 April 1991), p. 14.
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Ill. RESULTS

8. FINDINGS. This section synthesizes our discussion of the Army's BRAC 91 categories
and :installations into findings and recommendations. We also summarize our findings and
recommendations into a final figure (see Figure B-7) that compares BRAC 91 categories with the

categories we propose for BRAC 93.

Command & Contrel

Fighting
Maneuver
Major Training Areas

Training
Initial Entry/Branch Schools
Professional Schools

Industrial
Depots
Commodity
Producticn
Ports

Industrial
Depots
R&D Laboratories*
Inventory Control Points*
Proving Grounds*
Production
Ports

‘ Reserve Component
National Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Reserve Component
National Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Corps of Engineers
Districts
Divisions

Corps of Engineers
{Removed from consideration within BRAC
by DOD direction.)

Others (not considered)
Stand Alone Housing
Cemeteries
Recreation Areas
Hospitals
Communications
Miscellaneous

Other*
Stand Alone Housing
Cemeteries
Recreation Areas
Medical Centers*

Special Purpose*

Sources: Repcrt 10 the Secretary of Defense on Base Closure and Reclignment, Department of the Army, April 1991
Note: Entries in boldface are categories; others are sub-categories. Asterisk designates change from BRAC 91.

Figure B-7. REVISED CATEGORY RECOMMENDATIONS

Command & Control
Fighting
Manecuver
 Major Training Areas
Training
Initial Entry/Branch Schools
Professional Schools
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FINDING 1. The industrial commodity subcategory coniains three functional activities
within one subcategory.

DISCUSSION. ESSC examined the RRAC process used by other military services and
past BRAC-type efforts. They all used multiple categories and subcategories for
industrial operations. The Navy uses eleven industrial categcries, and the Air Force uses
three. The Navy and Air Force segregate industrial activities along functional lines. For
example, the Navy and the Air Force segregate R&D activities. The Army groups three
industrial functional areas within the confines of the commodity subcategory. The AAA
proposal on dividing the commodity subcategory is 2 viable option.

RECOMMENDATION. Divide the industrial commodity sutcategory into three:
inventory control points, proving grounds, and R&D laboratories.

FINDING 2. The Army does not fully address installations that have highly specific
missions. These installations fall into a special category (e.g. space operations and
intelligence).

DISCUSSION. The Air Force addresses special operations and space within the
confines of two categories. The Army has perhaps inadvertently omitted intelligence,
special operations, space operations, and other small special purpose installations from
consideration. Although, there are few installations engaged in these activities, an
important reason exists for considering them. These unique installations have the
potential for consolidation with other Army installations or other services in the region.
No installaticns should be eliminated from review simply because "there are only one or
two".

RECOMMENDATION. Create a special purpose category to group installations used
for space, intelligence, communications, special operations, and other sma!! special
purpose installations.

FINDING 3. Several categories of instailation were exempt from review during Army
BRAC 91 because of other consolidation actions and management reviews.

DISCUSSION. The Army exempted many installations from reviews based on the logic
that they were being reviewed in other arenas. Many Defense Management Review
Decisions, Tri-Service reliance, and other consolidation reviews and studies have
completed their first draft. Other critical reviews, such as the Army's Reserve
Component Training Requirements study, are in progress. The recommendations and
actions from these efforts affect the Army's BRAC process.
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RECOMMENDATION. Include a’l installations for review. Examine the results of the
other consolidation studies, particularly medical centers. Include them in the next
BRAC 93 process. Of critical importance is the RC Training requirements study.
Without that study, the Army’s BRAC 93 will be incomplete.
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I. INTRGDUCTION

1. PURPOSE. This annex evaluates the suitability o° the attributes used by the Army in the
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 91-Phase I process.

2. SCOPE. This annex--

a. Reviews the attributes used by the Army during BRAC 91 and their relationship to
the instaliation assessment process.

b. Analyzes the Army BRAC 91 attributes for redundancy, applicability, and
dependability as a true measure of military value.

c. Explore- the use of new attributes to measure military value in the Army BRAC 93
process.

d. Provides recommendations for improving the attributes in BRAC 93 to better reflect
the Army's installations of the future.

3. BACKGROUND. The Engineer Strategic Study Center (ESSC) arranged this study into
a main paper and five annexes. The main paper summarizes the key points of each annex and
provides ESSC’s overall conclusions and recommendatiors. The five annexes provide an in-depth
analysis of the Army BRAC 91-Phase I process. This annex focuses on the ability of attributes to
mieasure the military value of installations in support of Army BRAC decisions.

4. APPROACH. Our overall analysis approach in this annex is similar to other annexes in
this report. ESSC examines the present state of Army attributes, analyzes the individual
components, examines factors affecting these components, and recommends improvements to the
present state based upon our findings. More specifically, ESSC structured its examination of the
Army's use of attributes in BRAC 91 into four parts.

a. BRAC Attributes Review. ESSC first reviewed the attributes used during Army
BRAC 91. This includes ESSC’s look at the weights applied to each attribute for each type of
installation.

Army BRAC 91 attribute based on information gathered from reports and interviews with BRAC
planners. ESSC as part of this analysis also identified the important strengths and weaknesses of
the current attributes used in the Army BRAC 91 process. This includes assessing the validity of

% b. BRAC 91 Attribute Analysis. Next, ESSC analyzed the appropriateness of each
l




the attributes when compared to the requirements of the latest guidance on the strategic vision
for the Army of the future.

c. New Attributes Analysis. ESSC cxamined the feasibility of including several new
attributes for BRAC 93. These new aitributes were suggested by BRAC subject matter experts.

d. Findings and Recommendations. ESSC then developed recommendations for
BRAC 93 based on our findings.

S. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS. Several essential elements of analysis are
critical to the attributes and their effect on the BRAC process.

¢ Do the attributes determine military value in light of the Army’s new strategic vision?

® Are the attributes used relevant to measuring an instailation’s mission?
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Il. DISCUSSION

6. GENERAL.

a. Basic Concepts of Attribute Analysis. During the Phase I installation assessment
process, the Army evaluated the military value of its installations using measures of merit. Each
measure of merit is comprised of a set of measurable characteristics called attributes. The
number of attributes for each installation category may vary, and the weight for cach attribute
may also vary. The weight given to each attribute indicates the relative importance of the
attribute within the context of the military value for each measure of merit.

b. Structure of Discussion. In the remainder of this discussion section, we analyze the
redundancy and validity of the Army BRAC 91 attributes for use in Army BRAC 93.

(1) By Category. Our discussion of the attributes is divided by each category for
Army BRAC 91 from Fighting Installations through Research & Development Centers, plus
additional sections discussing new and revised candidate attributes proposed for Army BRAC 93.
All installation categories have the same five Measures of Merit, and many of the same aitributes
within each Mecasure of Merit. However, the MACOM:s were allowed some freedom to use
different attributes, or different weights on the same attributes, to better define each instaliation
category. In our analysis each category is discussed in turn, naturally leading to a situation where
many attributes are discussed more than once.

(2) Repetition for Clarity. We recognize thut discussing all attributes for evary
category becomes repetitious for attributes that reappear in every category. However, we wanted
to make sure that the paragraph dedicated to each installation category was clear, complete, and
self contained. This format allows readers interested in one installation category to read a specific
paragraph, without searching about in the text to find all of the attributes relevant to that
category.

c. Intent of the ESSC Amnalysis. Participation by subject matter experts (SME) at all
levels of the Army is a vital ingredient in making the results of the BRAC process as complete
and credible as possible. This participation is not limited to simply supplying the input data
prescribed by higher headquarters; it also requires the active participation of a:! levels, from the
installations on up, in defining meaningful attributes and setting the weights on those attributes.
The changes proposed by ESSC are not intended to replace the deliberations that must take place
within the Total Army Basing Study (TARBS) group and the MACOMs during BRAC 93. Rather,
ESSC'’s suggestions are intended as a straw man to be used as a starting point that builds on the
experience gained from a careful analysis of Army BRAC 91.

d. Purpcse of Recommended Changes in Attribute Selection and Weighting. In
proposing changes to the attributes used for Army BRAC 93, ESSC has tried to:

(1) Eliminate. Eliniinate redundant attributes and attributes of lesser relevance --
to allow greater attention to be given to the more trustworthy attributes.
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(2) Standardize. Standardize atiribute definitions and calculation procedures -- in
cases whre MACOMs had developed siightly different attributes to cover essentially the same
factor.

(3) Add or redefinz. Add attributes or redefine atiributes - to better reflect the
new national defense strategy and Army planning guidance that has evoived since BRAC 9:.

7. ROLE OF BRAC 91 ATTRIBUTES IN THE RANKING OF INSTALLATIONS BY
MILITARY VALUE.

a. Developing the Attributes. During the Phase I installation assessment process, the
concept of measuring an installation’s military value involves identifying key measures of merit
and their attributes (see Figure C-1). Developing measurable attributes starts with the formation
of the Army’s measures of merit, which is step 4 of Figure C-1. Each measure of merit is
comprised of a set of measurable characteristics called attributes. The attributes are weighted to
indicate the relative importance of the specific attribute within the context of the measure of
merit and the instzllation category. Later in the process, in step 7 of Figure C-1, attributes are
further defined and assigned to installation categorics. Figures C-2 through C-11 show the
attributes and measures of merit used for each instailation category during Army BRAC 91.
These figures show that the number of attributes for each installation category varied. The
weights for these attributes also varied for each category.

b. Defining thc Weighting Scheme. DA defines the weighting scheme for attributes in
three of the measures of merit (MOM): quality of life, expandability, and operational efficiencies.
Army MACOMs define the attributes with respective weighis for the other two measures of
merit: mission essentiaiity and suitability. In some cases, latitude is given to MACOMs to adjust
attributes and weights defined by DA. After the attributes are defined and weighted, data is
supplied to calculate a score for each attribute. These scores are then tallied, weighted, and
totaled. This total serves as a ranked score when it is compared to other installation totals. In
effect, the military value of each installation is ranked. DA BRAC analysts apply cost benefit
trade-off analyses to these rankings tc recommend realignments and closures in Phase IL

c. Astribute Breakdowa by Category. A ‘otal of 339 attributes were used for all
installation categories to determine military value. Fighting Installations (maneuver) used 35
attributes. The major training areas used 31 attribuies to determine military value. Training and
Branch Schools used 38, while professional school installations used 36. There were 31 atiributes
used with comniand and control centers. In the industrial category, depots used 38 attributes and
commodity oricnted installations used 39. There were 34 attributes used with production
inst.llations. Ocean terminals used 28 attributes in the port category while the ammunition port
used 29 attributes.

d. Attribute Weighting System. For all installation categories except command and

control centers, a 1,000 total point weighting system was used to measure all five measures of
merit.
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(1) Formulation and Common Poirt Distribution. In most cases, the attributes for
the Quality of Life, Operational Efticiency, and Expandability measures of merit were directed by
HQDA. The MACOM: formulated the attributes and weights for the Mission Essentiality and
Mission Suitability measures of merit. The attributes formulated by the MACOMs with associated
weights were approved by HQDA. The most common distribution: of the total points was: 250
points cach -- in the mission essentiality and mission suitability r...asures of merit; 200 points -
for quality of life; and 150 points each - for operational efficiencies and expandability.

(2) Exceptions. The exceptions were command and control centers, major training
areas, and ports. Command and control centers used a 960 total point weighting systeia (due to
the elimination of two attributes found in the other installation categories). Major trainitg areas
reduced the quality of life weight and put the additional weight in their mission suitability measure
of merit. Due to their unique missions, ports placed almost their entire weight in mission
essentiality and mission suitability.

c. New Attribute Weighting System. In Annex A, ESSC is recoramending that the
weights for each measure of merit within each installation category be changed to make the
weighting system more logically consistent and to bring the weights into alignment with the
Army'’s strategic vision.

(1) For Fighting, Training, and Command & Control Categories. For the fighting,
training, and command and control categories, ESSC gives mission essentiality 275 points, mission
suitability 225 points, operational efficicncy 200 points, and the expandability and quality of lile
measures of merit 200 points. Major training areas are given 350 points for mission essentiality,
250 points for mission suitability, and 100 points for quality of life. Points for expandability and
operational efficiency measures of merit are the same as for the fighting categories. Due to the
unique requirements and locations of the major training areas, this deviation is considered
necessary to accurately reflect their military value.

(2) For Industrial Categories. The weighting system for the industrial category
installations was also made uniform. Mission essentiality reczived 300 points, mission suitability
received 250 points, and the operational efficiency, expandability, and quality of life measures of
merit each received 150 points.
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ill. DETAILED DISCUSSION BY CATEGORY

8. MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS.

a. Mission Essentiality Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this instellation category used
five attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were maneuver acres (75), ranges {55),
deployment network (55), total acres (45), and reserve component support (20). For Army
BRAC 93, due to the importance of the mission essentiality measure of merit (see Annex A for
details), ESSC recommends the total points be raised from 250 to 275. This increase in weight is
necessary to ensure those attributes which are paramcunt to mission preparedness are propetly
weighted. Figure C-2 reflects the increase in measure of merit weights and shows ESSC’s
recommended weight distribution for each attribute.

(1) Mareuver Acres. The name of the "maneuver acres” attribute should be
changed to Maneuver-Training Acres. This would enable the attribute to capture the importance
of all training acreage, not simply maneuver area.

(2) Ranges. The approximate weight assigned to this attribute adequately portrays
its importance for the Army of the future. However, due to the addition of two new attribu:es,
the weight was lowered five points. This slight reduction dces not detract from the imporiance of
ranges when compared to the weights of the rema.ning attributes. However, it is questionable
whether the definition cf the unit of measure for ranges adequately reflect the Army’s range
requirements now and for the future. Ranges in the future need to be larger and capable of
accepting all Army weapon systems. Consideration of both air and ground weepons systems, to
include the family of small arms, is an important asset to measure. The military value of an
installation is very dependent on its capability to train its soldiers on the most recently fielded
weapons systems. BRAC needs to measure this future requirement correctly and fully within this
attribute and the expandability measure of merit.

(3) Deployment Network. ESSC recommends this attribute be revised to include a
distance to nearest interstate highway. The approximate weight assigned to this attribute
adequately portrays its importance for the Army of the future. However, due to the addition of
two new attrioutes, the weight was lowered five points. This slight reduction does not detract
from the importance of the deployment network attribute when compared to the weights of the
remaining attributes.

(4) Total Acres. An analysis of this attribute revealed that "total acres” does not
provide any real valuc in mission essentiality. The total acres attribute only provides a big, bigger,
and biggest measure. The total acres attribute measures land unsuitable for training. This
attribute wouid coasider areas such as swamps, wildlife preserves, and ground under parking lots,
buildings, and parks which are captured in other attributes. Therefore, this attribute should be
eliminated and the points sedistributed to the attributes that capture the value of prime training
acreage. The importance of acreage can be captured in the mission suitability measure within the
contiguous maneuvsr acres aitribute and within the maneuver training acres attribute of this
measure of merit.

C9




MISSION ESSENTIALITY

Total

| Attribute gl: New
§ Mansuver Training Acres 75 75

Ranges 55 50

Deployment Network 55 50
t Total Acres 45 0
8 Mobilization 0 45
} Joint Synergy 0 15
] Reserve Support 20 40

EXPANDABILITY

Attribute 0l1d Rew
Total Buildable Acres 20 50
Total Building Square Feet 45 0
Encroachment 45 50
Environmental Capacity 20 50
Multi-function 0 25
Infreatructure 0 25
Water/Sewer Facilitiss 20 0

Total 15

0

MISSION SUITABILITY

Attribute

QUALITY OF LIFE
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Figure C-2. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS.

0l1d New Attribute 01d New
j Contiguous Maneuver Acres 45 80 2 Permanent Facilities 34 25
| Operational/Admin Facils 45 30 Compunity of Excellence 10 10
Aviation Maintenance 40 25 Army Family Housing 33 35
} Vehicle Maintensnce 45 30 Unaccomp Officer Housing 24 25
f Supply/Storage 20 10 Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 33 35
f Distance to Training Area 40 30 Community Facilities 23 25
§ Construction Investment 0 10 Places Rated Almanac Rating 20 10
# Information Mission Area 1510 Health Care Support Index 23 35
Total 250 225 Total 200 200
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
¥ Atrribute 0ld New TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
f Variable Housing Allowance 15 15
i Fanily Housing Cost Per Unit 15 15 0ld New
| Average Civilian Salary 15 15 | Mission Essentiality 250 275
! Hourly Wage Grade Rate 15 0 | Missicn Suitability 250 225
! Manpower Est Relationship 1S 20 | Operatic..al Efficiency 150 100
Cost Estimate Relationship 15 20 | Expandability 150 200
| Utilitiss Cost Factor 15 0 | Quality of Life 200 200
8 RPMA Cost Factor 15 0
! Military Construction Cost 15 15 Total 1,000 1,000
| Backlog Maintenance Repair 15 0
Total 15¢ 100




{5) Mobilization. ESSC also recommends that a mobilization attribute be included
for this instalation category. This new attribute captures the importance of our installations’
capability to support reconstitution. Also, the capability of an installation to serve as a power
projestion platform in the future is essential to the Army preparedness mission. The rationale for
2dding tuis new sttribute, and an assessment of how to develop relevant sub-attributes to measure
it, are presenteu in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate Attributes. The recommended
weizht assigned to this new attribute is 45.

(6) Joimt Synergy. ESSC recommends that an additional attribute called “joint
synergy” be introd:sr2d for this installation category. This revised attribute was formerly the
proximity to othe - services attribute. The joint synergy attribute capturcs the importance of joint
operations. ~rercises, and common physical boundarics with other services. The capability of an
installatior. to support inter-service exercises provides the Army with an advantage in training on
ho  we nisa to fight. This attribute should be based on: support to other services (e.g. tenants
¢n the insialistion); joint activities conducted with elements of the other services; and support
agzeements for Armv use of their facilities and their use of Army facilities. The recommended
weight assignes? (o this new attribute is 15.

(7) Reserve Support. In accordance with the Army’s future planning documents,
reserve support in the mission essentiality measure of merit will become increasingly important as
Army force reductions continue. Therefore, the reserve support attribute should be raised from
20 to 40.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
seven attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were contiguous maneuver acres (45),
operational and administrative facilities (45), aviation maintenance facilities (40}, vehicle
maintenance facilities (45), supply and storage facilities (20), distance ic training area (40), and
information mission area (15). For BRAC 93, ESSC recommends the total , .ints within this
measure of merit be lowered from 250 to 225. This recommendation reflects ESSC's added value
of the mission essentiality measure of merit. This reduction does not detract from the importance
of this measure of merit since it still carries more weight than remaining measures of merit.
Figure C-2 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Contiguous Maneuver Acres. To capture the importance of contiguous
maneuver acres, coupled with the deletion of the total acres attribute in mission essentiality, the
weight of the contiguous maneuver acres attribute should be raised from 45 to 80.

(2) Construction Investmenst. This is an added attribute. It is in use in the training
category. It has been given a weight value of 10 points. This construction investment attribute
reflects the modernization of a post or training area and provides a measurement for future
construction requircments.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

c. Operational Efficiency Attributes. In Army BRAC 91, this installation category
used ten attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were variable housing allowance,
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family bousing cost, average civilian salary, hourly wage grade rate, manpower estimate
relationship, cost estimate relationship, utilities cost, RPMA cost factor, military construction cost,
and backlog of maintenance and repair. Each attribute had 15 points for a weight. ESSC
recommends for Army BRAC 93 that the measure of merit weight in operational efficiency be
lowered from 150 to 100. This is due to the increased importance of cxpandability (which was
raised 50 points) for the Army of the future. Figure C-2 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for
cach attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Hourly Wage Grade Rate. ESSC feels this attribute is unnecessary since the
cost of the civilian workforce can be captured in one attribute—the average civilian salary
attribute. The split into two separate civilian wages is unnecessars.

(2) Utilities Cost Factor and RPMA Cost Faztor. Both of these attributes can be
climinated since the essence of their contribution to military value is aiready captured in the
manpower estimate relationship (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equations to determine MER and CER consider utility and RPMA costs. To capture the
additional importance of MER and CER due to the elimination of these two attributes, ESSC
recommends that the weights assigned to MER and CER be raised from 15 to 20.

(3) Backlog of Maintenance and Repair (BMAR). ESSC recommends that BMAR
be eliminated. BMAR has often been an abused measure that is more closely related to budget
expec:ations il :rue maintenance requirements. Certain installations have inflated BMAR
figures to justify military construction. In some cases it provides a wish list for maintenance taat
in all lixelihood will never be pettc:med. Therefore ESSC does not view it as an accurate
measure of operational efficiency.

(4) Weighting Scheme. The points from the elimination of four attributes, the
lowering of the total attribute weight from 150 to 100, and the raising of the MER and CER
weight are distributed proportionally among the rem .ining attributes.

d. Expandability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used fivr
attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were total buildable acres (20), total building
square feet (45), encroachment (45), environment (20), and water/sewer facilit’es {20). For Army
BRAC 93, based cn our analysis of the requirements of the Army in the futare (see Annex A),
the expandability measure of merit is more important than previously thought. Therefore, the
attributes within this measure of merii ure the most chimged within this analysis. To show this
importance the total weight fri aii «tiributes shculd be raised from 150 to 200. Figure C-2 shows
ESSC'’s recommended weights for cach attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Total Building Square Feet. This attribute should be eliminated since it does
not show the ability of an installation to gro . In most cases, existing buildings are already being
utilized. Thus, the total buildable acres attribute should be given more weight to chow the ability
of an installation to expand by raising the weight from 20 to 50.

(2) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment attribute, this is a
newly revised attribute. The new name reflects the expanded nuture of this attribute: an
installation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, wetlands, endangered species
and fiora areas, etc. Due to the importance of this attribute, the weight was raised from 20 to 50.
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The rationaie for expanding this attribute, and an assessment of how to develop appropriate sub-
attributes to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate
Attributes.

(3) Multi-function. This is an added attribute which shows the =apability of an
installation to expand through the acceptance of new missions and organizations. It is used in the
training category and is added here for its ability to reflect diversity. ESSC proposes the number
of activities with missions other than the primary mission in this installation category be used as
an indicator of an installation’s ability to support multiple functions now and in the future. This
capabiiity will become increasingly important for the Army of the future. For this reason ESSC
gave the multi-function attribute 25 points.

(4) Water/Sewer Facilities. ESSC recommends changing the "water/sewer facilities”
attribute to infrastructure. ESSC also recommends that land fill and electrical distribution
capacity be added to water and sewer systems in this attribute. They all impact expansion plans.

(5) Weighting Scheme. The point differences from Army BRAC 91 to Army
BRAC 93 are due to the suggested elimination of one attribute, the raising of the total attribute
weight from 150 to 200, and the addition of one new attribute.

€. Quality of Life Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used eight
attributes with a total weight of 200 points. They were percent permanent facilities (34),
community of excellence score (10), Army family housing (33), unaccompanied officer housing
(24), unaccompanied enlisted housing (33), community facilities (23), places rated almanac rating
(20), and health care support (23). For Army BRAC 93 ESSC recommends no change to the
total Quality of Life points. Figure C-2 shows ESSC’s recommended weigats for each attribute
within this measure of merit.

(1) Places Rated Almanac Rating. ESSC recommends reducing the weight of this
attribute to 10 points. The places rated almanac rating attribute measures a place during a
snapshot in time. The ratings change annually. Additionally, it is extremely difficult for an
installation to change local and state administrative affairs, e.g. quality of dollars allocated to
school budget. ESSC believes, when measuring military value, it is more important to measure
factors "within the fence” than those outside the fence.

(2) Healih Care Support Index. The weight of the health care support index
attribute should be raised from 23 to 35. Health care support in the quality of life measure of
merit is very important to the Total Army Community and should be weighted appropriately. The
Army needs to ensure that its active duty personnel, dependents, government employees, and
retirees are afforded the best care possible.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point differences from Army BRAC 91 are due to the
elimination of one attribute and the raising of the health care support attributc weight. The
remaining points are then distributed proporticnaily among the remaining attributes.
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9. MAJOR TRAINING AREAS.

a. Mission Essentiality Attribetes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
five attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were niancuver acres (75), ranges (55),
deployment network (30), tota! acres (50), and reserve component support (40). ESSC
recommends for BRAC 93 that, due to the uniquencas of major training areas, this installation
categories’ total weighting scheme for three of the five measures of merit be altered. Mission
essentiality is given a total weight of 350 points. Figure C-3 shows ESSC's recommended weights
for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Maneuver Acres. The "maneuver acres” attribute should be changed to
mancyver training acres. This would enable the attribute to capture the importance of all training
acreage. This attribute also needs to be placed in the mission suitability measure of merit. The
rationale for moving this attribute to the mission suitability measure of merit is that the essence of
maneuver acres is captured in this measure of merit in the contiguous maneuver acres attribute
which has been moved from mission essentiality. To reflect the importance of this attribute, the
weight assigned to it should be raised from 75 to 135.

(2) Contiguous Maneuver Acres. This attribute was moved to the mission
essentiality measure of merit from the mission suitability measure of merit since it is an essential
requirement for major training areas. Major training arcas need to provide maneuver units with
contiguous acreage in which to operate for combined and joint exercises. This contiguous acreage
permits training on the scale required to properly prepare for mission readiness.

(3) Ranges. The approximate weight assigned to this attribute adequately portrays
its importance for the Army of the future. However, it is questionable whether the definition cr
the unit of measure for ranges adequately reflect the Army’s range requirements in the future.
Ranges in the future need to be larger and capable of accepting all Army weapon systenss.
Consideration of both air and ground weapons systems, to inciude the family of small arms, is an
important asset to measure. The military value of an installation is very dependent on its
capability to train its soldiers on the most recently ficlded weapons systems. BRAC needs to
measure this future requirement correctly and fully within this attribute and the expandability
measure of merit.

(4) Denloyment Neswork. The approximate weight assigned to this attribute
adequately portrays its importance for the Army of the future. However, due to the raising of the
total weight for this measure of merit, the weight was raised five points. This slight increase does
not detract from the importance of the remaining attributes.

(5) Total Acres. An analysis of this attribute revezled thai "total acres” does not
provide any real value in mission essentiality. The total acres attribute only provides a big, bigger,
and biggest measure. The total acres attribuie measures land unsuitabie for training. Therefore,
this attribute should be eliminated and the points redistributed to the attributes that capture the
value of prime training acreage. The importance of acreage can be captured in the mission
suitability measure within the maneuver training acres attribute and within the. contiguous
maneuver acres attritute of this measure of merit.
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attzibute 01d New | Attribute Qld New
Mareuver Training Acres 75 0 i Total Buildable Acres 20 50
Contiguous Maneuver Acres 0 200 | Total Building Square Feet 45 0
Ranges 55 55 | Encroachment 45 50
Deployment Ratwork 3¢ 35 | Environmental Capacity 20 50
Total Acres 50 0 | Multi-function 0 25
Joint Synergy 0 20 | Infrastructure 0 25
Reserve Support 40 _ 40 | Water/Sewer Facilities 20 0
Total 250 350 Total 150 200
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY Or LIFE
Actribute Qld New | Attribute Qld New
Contiguous Maneuver Acres 220 0 { & Permanent Facilities 10 10
Manauver Training Acres 0 135 | Communicy of Excellence ¢] 0
Operational/Admin Facils 17 20 | Army Family Housing 0 0
Aviation Xaintenance 17 20 | Unaccomp Officer housing 5 5
Vehicle Maintenance 35 35 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 5 5
Supply/Storage 25 30 | Communicy Facilities 5 5
Reserve Demographics 36 0 | Places Rated Almanac Rating OC 0
Construction Investment Q0 10 | Health Caxe Support index 75 73
Total 350 250 Total 100 100
OPERATICONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 15 15 Qold New
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 15 15 | Mission Essentiality 250 350
Average Civilian Salary 15 15 | Mission Suitabilicy 350 250
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 15 0 | Operational Efficiency 150 1c0
Manpower Est Relationship 15 20 | Expandability 150 2€0
Cost Estimate Relationship 15 20 | Quality of Life 100 100
Utilities Cost Factor 15 0
RPMA Cost Factor 15 ¢ Total 1,000 1,000
Military Comstruction Cost 15 15
Backlog Maiutepance Repair 15 0
Total 15¢ 100
P
Figure C-3. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR MAJOR TRAINING AREAS.
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(6) Joint Synergy. ESSC recommends that an additional attribute called “joint
synergy” be introduced for this installation category. This revised attribute was formerly the
proximity to other services attribute. The jcint synergy attribute captures the importarce of joint
ppcrations, exercises, and common physical boundaries with other services. The capability of an
installation to support inter-scrvice exercises provides the Army with an advantage in training how
we plan to fight. This attribute should be based on: support to other services (e.g. tenants on
the installation); joint activities conducted with elements of the other services; and support
agreements for Army use of their facilities and their use of Army facilities. The recommended
weight assigned to this new attribute is 20.

. (7) Reserve Support. This attribute and its current weight adequately addresses its
importance for the Army of the future. Therefore, no change is necessary.

(8) Weighting Scheme. The point difference between the BRAC 91 attributes and
these attributes is due to the elimination of one attribute, the switching of one attribute witk the
mission suitability measure of micrit, the addition of one new attribute, and the overall total
weight change.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this instaliation category used
eight attributes with a total weight of 350 points. They were contiguous maneuver acres (220),
operational and administrative facilities (17), aviation maintenance facilities (17), vehicle
maintenance facilities (35), supply and storage facilities (25), distance to training area (0),
information mission area (0), and reserve component demographics (36). ESSC recommends for
BRAC 93, due to the uniqueness of major training areas, that mission suitability be given a total
weight of 250 points. Figure C-3 shows ESSC'’s reallocated recommended weights for each
attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Contiguous Maneuver Acres. This attribute was moved to the mission
essentiality measure of merit since it is an essential requirement for major training areas. Major
training areas need to provide mancuver units with contiguous acreage in which tc operate for
combined and joint exercises. This contiguous acreage permiis training on the scale required to
properly prepare for mission readiness.

(2) Mancuver Training Acres. This is a new attribute moved from the mission
essentiality measure of merit to this measure of merit. The rationale for moving this attribute to
the mission suitability measure of merit is that the essence of training acreage is already captured
in the mission essentiality measure of merit in the contigucus maneuver acres attribute. To
reflect the importance of this attribute, the total weight was raised from 75 to 135 to show its
relative importance with the rest of the attributes.

(3) Reserve Demographics. This attribute was climinated from this measure of
merit since the importance of reserve support is already captured in the mission essentiaiity
measure of merit. To try and capture its military value again in this measure of merit is
redundant.

(4) Construction Investment. This is an added attribute. It is in use in the training
category. It has been given a weight value of 10 points. This construction investment attribute
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reflects the modernization of a post or training area and provides a nicasurement for future
construction requirements.

. .(5) Weighiing Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the otker
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

c. Operationa! Efficiency Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category
used ten attributes with & total weight of 150 points. They were variable housing allowance,
family housing cost, average civilian salary, hourly wage grade rate, manpower estimate
relationship, cost estimate relationship, utilities cost, RPMA cost factor, military construction cost,
and Backlog of maintenance and repair. Each attribute had 15 points for a weight. ESSC
recommends for Army BRAC 93 that the weights for all attributes in Operational Efficiency
should be lowered from 150 to 100. This is due to the importance of other measures of merit.
Expandability for the Army of the future which was raised 50 points. Figure C-3 shows ESSC’s
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Hourly Wage Grade Rate. This attribute is unnecessary since the cost of the
civilian workforce can be captured in one attribute. That is the average civilian salary attribute.
The split into iwo separate civilian wages is unnecessary.

(2) Utilities Cost Factor and RPMA Cost Factor. Both of these attributes :an be
eliminated since the essence of their contribution to military value is already captured in the
manpower estimate relationship (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equation to determine MER and CER consider utility and RPMA costs. To capture the
additional importance of MER and CER due to the elimination of these two attributes, ESSC
recommends that the weights assigned to MER and CER be raised from 15 to 20.

(3) Backlog of Maintenance and Repair (BMAR). ESSC recommends that BMAR
be eliminated. BMAR has often been an abused measure that is more closely related to budget
expectations than true maintenance requirements. Certain installations have inflated BMAR
figures to justify military construction. In some cases it provides a wish list for maintenance that
in all likelihood will never be performed. Therefore, ESSC does rot view it as an accurate
measure of operational efficiency.

(4) Weighting Schem.. ESSC proposes no suustantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due t~ the elimination of four atiributes,
the lowering of the total attribute weight from 150 to 100, and the raising of the MER and CER
weight should then be distributed proportionally smong the remaining attributes.

d. Expandability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used five
attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were total buildable acres (20), total building
square feet (45), encroachment (45), environment (20), and water/sewer facilities (20). Based on
our analysis for BRAC 93, the expandability measure of merit is more important than previously
thought. Therefore, the attributes within this measure of merit are probably the most changed
within this analysis. To show this importance the tutal weight for all attributes should be raised
from 150 to 200. Figure C-3 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute within this
measure of merit.
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(1) Total Building Square Feet. This attribute should be eliminated since it does
not show an ability of an installation to grow. In most cases, existing buildings are already being
utilized. Thus, the total buildabie acres atiribute should be given more weight to show the ability
of an installation to expand by raising the weight from 20 o 50.

(2) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment attribute, this is a
newly revised attribute. The new name reflects the expanded nature of this attribute; an
installation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, *vetlands, endangered species
and flora areas, etc. Due to the importance of this attribute, the weight was raised from 20 to 50.
The rationale for expanding this attribute, and an assessment of how to develop appropriate sub-
attributes to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate
Attributes.

(3) Multi-function. This 1s an added attribute which shows the capability of an
installation to expand through the acceptance of new missions and nrganizations. It is used in the
training category and is added here for its ability to reflect diversity. ESSC propcses the number
of activities with missions otber than the primary mission in this installation category be used as
an indicator of an installation’s ability to support multiple functions now and in the future. This
capability will become increasingly important for the Army of the future. For this reason ESSC
gave the multi-function attribute 25 points.

(4) Water/Sewer Favilities. ESSC recommends changing the "Water/Sewer
Facilities" attribute to infrastructure. ESSC also recommends that land fill and electricai
cistribution capacity, be added to water and sewer systems in this attribute. They all impact
expansion plans.

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC propases no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due to the suggested elimination of one
attribute, the raising of the total attribute weight from 150 to 200, and the addition of one new
attribute should be distributed proportionally among the remaining attributes.

e. Quality of Life Attributes. For Armv BRAC 91. this installation category used eight
attributes with a total weight of 100 points. They were percent permanent facilities (10).
community of excellence score (0). Army family housing (0). unaccompanied officer housing (5).
unaccompanied enlisted housing (5). community facilities (35), places rated almanac rating (0). and
health care support (75). Due to the special uniqueness of major iraining areas. the quality of life
measure of merit is not as important as in other installation categories. Therefore, the lower
number of attributes and less {otal weight are applicable to this measure of merit for major
training areas. Figure C-3 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for cach attribute within this
measure of merit.

(1) Places Rated Almanac Rasing. Due to the mission of the installations in the
major training arcas category, this attribute was given zero points in Army BRAC 91-Phase 1.
ESSC recommends leaving the weight of this attribute as zero points. ESSC believes, when
measuring military value, it is mcre important to measure factors "within ti:e fence” than those
outside the fence. This is especially true for the major training areas category.
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(2) Health Care Support index. The weight of the health care support index
attribute should be raised from 23 to 35. Healtk care support in the quality of life measure of
merit is very important to the Total Arniy Cominunity and should be weighted appropriately. The
Army needs to ensure that the health care needs of its active duty personnel, dependents,
government employees, and retirees are atforded the best care possible.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no subsiantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

10. INITIAL ENTRY/BRANCH SCHOOLS.

a. Mission Essentiality Attributes. For Army BRAC 941, this installation category used
eight attributes with 2 total weight of 250 points. They were multi-function (41), Army readiness
(34), unique capability (62), maneuver training acres (27), maneuver contiguous (16), impact
range acres (28), deployment capability (16), and reserve component support (26). For BRAC 93,
due to the importance of the mission essentiality measure of merit, the total points are raised
from 250 to 275. This increase in weight is necessary to ensure those attributes which are
paramount to mission preparedness are properly weighted. Figure C-4 shows ESSC'’s
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

l (1) Multi-function. ESSC recommends that the value of this attribute is hetter
served if moved o the expandability measure of merit. Future planning documents state that
installations must be capable of expanding and becoming multi-functional. Attributes that solely
pertain to mission preparedness siould be capturad in this measure of merit. This attribute shows
the capability of an installation to expand through the acceptance of new missions and
organizations. ESSC proposes the number of activities with missions other than the primary
mission in this installation category be used as ar indicator of an instaliation’s ability to support
multiple functions now and in the future. This capability will become increasingly important for
the Army of the futurc. For this reason £SSC gave the multi-function attribute 30 points in the
expandability measure of merit.

(2) Mobilization. ESSC also recommends that a mobilization attribute be included
for this installation category. This new attribute captures the importance of our training and
branch schools to deploy personnel and small units to support reconstitution. The capability of an
installation to serve as a power projection platform in the future is essential to the Army
preparedness mission. The rationale for adding this new attribute, and an assessinent of how to
develop relevant sub-attributes to measure i, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised
Candidate Attributes. The recommended weight assigned to this new attribute is 40.

(3) Unique Capability. An analysis of this attribute revealed that the unique
capability attribute does not provide any real velue in mission essentiality. All military
| installations have a uniqueness that caters to a special branch, type of unit, operation. and. or
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute 01d New Attribute 0ld New
Multi-func:ion 41 0 Total Buildable Acres 15 50
Mobilization 0 40 Totgl Building Square Feet 39 0
Arry Reuadinesa 34 &5 Encroachment 21 20
Unique Capability 62 0 Environmental Capacity 36 50
Monieuver Trsining Acres 27 50 Multi-function 0 30
Contigucus Maneuver Acres 16 0 Infrastructure 0 50
Impact Range Acrse 28 S0 Water/Sewer Facilities 39 0
Deploymenr Natwork i6 35
Reserve Support 2645 Total 150 200
Total 250 275
MISSIOR SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Attribute 0l1d New | Attribute 0ld New
Contiguoue Maneuver Acres 0 15 | 2 Permanent Facilities 23 20
General Instruction Facils 42 45 | Community of Excellence 15 10
Appiied Instruction Pacils 48 SO | Army Family Housing 28 30
Ranges (BEM) 2 25 | Unaccowp Officer Housing 26 25
Haintenance Facilities 25 20 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 38 40
Operstional /Adein Facils 25 20 | Community Facilities 30 30
Information Mission Area 27 25 | Places Rated Almanac Rating 16 10
Padicel Facilities 2 0 { Health Care Support Index 24 35
Constrvction Investment 29 25
Total 200 200
Total 250 225
OFZRATIONAL EFFICIERCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCCRE
Attribuce 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 12 15 0ld New
Faxily Housing Cost Per Unit 15 15 | Mission Essentiality 256 275
Average Civilian Salary 13 10 | Mission Suitability 250 225
Houcly Wage Grade Rate 10 9 | Operational Efficiency 150 100
Manpower Est Felationship 11 20 | Expandability 150 200
Cost Estimate Relationship 12 20 | Quality of Life 200 _ 200
Utilities Cost Factor 25 0
RPMA Cost Factor 35 0 Total 1,000 1,000
Military Construction Cost _ 19 20
Total 150 100

Figure C-4. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR INITIAL ENTRY/BRANCH SCilQOLS
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function. The unique capability attribute only provides a "we are different” measure. Most of the
installations throughout the Army contain one-of-a-kind resources that are too costly to transfer
or replace. Recognition of these types of capabilitics needs to be included within the BRAC
process for oversight purposes during Phase II. The trend for the future will be for expandability
and multi-functional instaliations. Therefore, this attribute should be eliminated and the points
redistributed to capture the value of the remainiug attributes within mission essentiality. This
suggestion was offcred by several instaliation managers and their staffs.

(4) Coniiguous Maneuver Acres. An analysis of this attribute reveals that for
training and branch schools the essential attribute is maneuver training acres. The value of the
maneuver contiguous attribute would be better served if the attribute was moved to the Mission
Suitability measure of merit. The maneuver contiguous attribute describes the suitability of an
installation more than being a mission essential element.

(5) Impact Range Acres. The weight assigned to this attribute adequately portrays
its importance for the Army of the future. Therefore, no change to the weight is necessary
except for the proportional weight change due to other recommended changes within this
measure of merit. Simply stated, this attribute measures impact areas. However, it is
questionable whether the definition or the unit of measure for ranges adequately reflect the
Army’s range requirements in the future. Ranges in the future need to be larger and capable of
accepting all Army weapon systems. Consideration of both air and ground weapons systems, to
include the family of small arms, is an important asset to measure. The military value of an
installation is very dependent on its capability tc train its soldiers on the most recently fielded
weapons systems. BRAC needs to measure this future requirement correctly and fully within this
attribute and the expandability measure of merit.

(6) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
eight attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were general instruction facilities (42),
applied instruction facilities (48), ranges - BRM (29), maintenance facilities (25), administrative
operations (25), information mission area support (27), medical facilities (25), and construction
investment (29). For Army BRAC 93, due to the importance of the mission essentiality measure
of merit, the total points within this measure of merit was lowered from 250 to 225. This
reduction does not detract from the importance of this measure of merit since it still carries more
weight than the remaining measures of merit. Figure C-4 shows ESSC's recommended weights
for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Contiguious Maneuver Acres. This is a new attribute that replaces the attribute
eliminated from the mission essentiality measure of merit. This attribute was placed in this
measure of merit since the attribute pertains to the suitability of an instailation rather than
essentiality to mission preparedness. The weight given to this attrioute is 15.

(2) Medical Facilities. An analysis of thiis attribute revealed no contribution to
military value in mission suitability with the medical facilities attribute. The value of the medical
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facilities attribute is already captured in the quality of life measure of merit for training and
branch schools. Therefore, this attribute should be eliminated from this measure cf merit.

(3) W-ighting Scheme. The bulk of the additional points gained from the deletion
of the medical facilities attribute should be given to the maneuver contiguous attribute moved
from the mission essentiality measure of merit to this measure of merit. The remaining points
should be proportionally distributed to the remaining attributes.

¢. Operational Efficiency Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category
used nine attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were variable housiag allowance (12),
family housing cost per unit (15), average civilian salary (11), hourly wage grade rate (10),
manpower estimate relationship (11), cost estimate relationship (12), utilities cost (25). RPMA
cost factor (35), and military construction cost (19). For Army BRAC 93, in keeping with the
changes to the weights of the measures of merit in Annex A, the total weight for all atiributes in
Operational Efficiency should be lowered from 150 to 100. This is due to the importance of
Expandability for the Army of the future which was raised 50 points. Figure C-4 shows ESSC’s
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Hourly Wage Grade Rate. This attribute is unnecessary since the cost of the
civilian workforce ca.i be captured in one attribute. That is the average civilian salary attribute.
The split into two separate civilian wages is unnecessary.

(2) Utilities Cost Factor and RPMA Cost Factor. Both of these attributes can be
climinated since the essence of their contribution to military value is already captured in the
manpower estimate relationship (MER} and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equation to determine MER and CER consider utility and RPMA costs. To caoture the
additional importance of MER and CEER due to the elimination of these two attributes, ESSC
recommends that the weights assigned to MER be raised from 11 to 20 and CER be raised from
12 to 20.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in his measure of merit. The point difference due to the elimination of three
attributes, the lowering of the total attribute weight from 150 to 160, and the raising of the MER
and CER weight should then be distributed proportionally among the remaining attributes.

d. Expandability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used five
attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were total buildable acres (20), total building
square feet (45), encroachment (45), environment (20), and water/sewer facilities (20). For Army
BRAC 93, based on our analysis of the requirements f the Army in the future, the expandability
meusure of merit is more important than previously thought. Therefore, the attributes witkin this
measure of merit are the most changed within this analysis. To show this importance the total
weight for all attributes should be raised from 150 to 200. Figure C-4 shows ESSC’s
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Total Building Square Feet. This attribute should be climinated since it does
not show an ability of an installation to grow. In most cases, existing buildings are already being
utilized. Thus, the total buildable acres attribute should be given more weight to show the ability
of an installation to expand by raising the weight from 15 to 50.
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(2) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment attribute, this is a
newly revised attribute. The n=w name reflects the expanded nature of this attribute; an
installation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, wetlands, encangered species
and Bora areas, etc. Due to the importance of this attribute, the weight was raised from 36 to 50.
The rationale for expanding this attribute, and an assessment of how to develop appropriate sub-
attributes to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate
Attributes.

(3) Multi-function. This is an added attribute which shows the capability of an
installation to expand through the acceptance of new missions and organizations. It is used in the
training calegory and is added here for its ability to reflect diversity. ESSC proposes the number
of activities with missions other than the primary mission in this installation category be used as
an indicator of an instailation’s ability to support multiple functions now and in the future. This
capability will become increasingly important for the Army of the future. For this reason ESSC
gave the multi-function attribute 30 points.

(4) Water/Sewer Facilities. ESSC recommends changing the "Water/Sewer
Facilities® attribute to Infrastructure. ESSC also recommends that land fill and electrical
distribution capacity, be added to water and sewer systems in this attribute. They all impact
expansion plans.

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point differences from Army BRAC 91 to Army BRAC
93 are due to the suggested elimination of one attribute, the raising of the total atiribute weight
from 150 to 200, and the addition of one new attribute.

. Quality of Life Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used eight
attributes with a total weight of 200 points. They were percent permanent facilities (34),
community of excellence score (10), Army family housing (33), unaccompanied officer housing
(24). unaccompznied enlisted housing (33). community facilities (23). places rated almanac rating
(20). and health care support (23). For Army BRAC 93, ESSC recommends no change to the
total Quality of Life points. Figure C-4 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute
within this measure of merit.

(1) Community of Excellence. Since the value of most of this attribate is already
captured in other attributes within this measure of merit, the weight of this attribute should be
lowered from 15 to 10.

(2) Places Rased Almanac Rating. ESSC recommends reducing the weight of this
attribute to 10 points. The places rated almanac rating attribute measures a place during a
snapshot in time. The ratings change annually. Additionally, it is extremely difficult for an
installation to change local and state administrative affairs, e.g. quality of dollars allocated to
school budget. ESSC believes, when measuring military value, it is mere important to measure
factors "within the fence” than those outside the fence.
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(3) Health Care Support Index. The weight of the health care support index
attribute shouid be raised from 24 to 35. Health care support in the quality of life measure of
merit is very important to the Total Army Community and should be weighted appropriately. The
Army needs to ensure that the health care needs of its active duty personnel, dependents,
government employees, and retirees are afforded the best care possible.

(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attribuies in this measure of merit. The point differences from Army BRAC 91 are due to the
climination of one attribute and the raising of the health care support attribute weight. The
remaining points are then distributed proportionaliy among the remaining attributes.

11. PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS.

a. Missiocn Essentiality Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this instailation category used
seven attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were multi-function (50), Army readiness
(54), mancuver training acres (12), impact range acres (11), general instruction facilities (80),
deployment capability (22), and reserve component support (41). For Army BRAC 93, due to the
importance of the mission essentiality measure of merit, the total points were raised by ESSC
from 250 to 275. This increase in weight is necessary to ensure those attributes which are
paramount to mission preparedness are properly weighted. Figure C-5 skows ESSC's
recommended weights for each attrisute within this measure of merit.

(1) Multi-function. ESSC recommends that the value of this attribute is better
served if moved to the expandability measure of merit. Future planning documents state that
installations inust be capable of expanding and becoming multi-functional. Attributes that solely
pertain to mission preparedness should be captured in this measure of merit. This attribute shows
the capability of an installation to expand through the acceptance of new missions and
organizations. ESSC proposss the number of activities with missions other than the primary
mission in this installation category be used as an indicator of an installation’s ability to support
multiple functions now and in the future. This capability will become increasingly impcrtant for
the Army of the future. For this reason ESSC gave the muiti-function attribute 30 points in the
expandability measure of merit.

(2) Mobilization. ESSC also recornmends that a mobilization attribute be included
for this installation category. This new attribute captures the importance of our training and
branch schools to deploy personnel and small units for any contingency quickly. The capability of
an installation to serve as a power projection platform in the future is essential to the Army
preparedness mission. The rationale for adding this ncw attribute, and an assessment of how to
develop relevant sub-attributes to measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised
Candidat= Attributes. The recommended weight assigned to this new attribute is 35.

(3) Mancuver Training Acres. An analysis of this attribute reveals that for training
and professional schools the mancuver training acrss attribute is not among the most essential
attributes. ESSC recommends moving this attribute to the Mission Suitability measure of merit
for training and professional schools. This attribute describes the suitability of an installation
more than being & mission essential element. Training acreage is unnecessary to a professional
school as an essential measure of merit.
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY

Attribute 01d New
Multi-function 50 0
Mobilization 0 35
t Ariuy Readiness 34 50
Maneuver Training Acres 12 0
f Impact Range Acres 11 0
General Instruction Facils 80 100
Deployment Network 22 40
Reserve Support 41 S0

Total

EXPANDABILITY

Attribute Cld New
Total Buildable Acres 28 S50
Total Building Square Feet 35 0
Encroachment 19 20
Environmental Capacity 33 50
Multi-function ¢ 30
Infrastructure 0 S0
Water/Sewer Fecilities 35 0

Total 150 200

MISSION SUITABILITY

QUALITY OF LIFE

Total

100

Figure C-5. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR PROFESS!ONAL SCHOOLS
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Attribute 0ld New | Attribute 0ld New
Applied Instruction Facils 66 65 | 2 Permanent Facilities 23 20
i Yaneuver Training Acres 0 10 | Community of Excellence 15 10
Ranges 12 10 | Army Family Housing 28 30
§ Maintenance Facilities 18 1S | Unaccomp Officer Housing 26 25
| Operationel/Admwin Facils 48 50 | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 38 40
Information Mission Area 54 50 | Community Facilities 30 35
Medical Facilities 22 0 | Places Rated Almanac Rating 16 10
Construction Investment. 30 25 | Health Care Support Index 24 30
Total 250 225 Total 200 200
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0l1d New
Variable Housing Allowance 12 15 0ld Rew
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 15 15 | Mission Essentiality 2590 275
Average Civilian Salary 11 10 | Mission Suitability 250 225
] Hourly Wage Grade Rate 10 0 | Operational Efficiency 150 100
Manpower Est Relationship 11 20 | Expandability 150 200
i Cost Estimate Relationship 12 20 | Quality of Life _200 200
Utilities Cost Factor 25 0
| RPMA Cost Factor 35 0 Total 1,000 1,000
Military Constructicn Cost 19 20




(4) Impact Range Acres. This attribute should be eliminated from this measure of
merit. The value of the impact range acres can be captured in the ranges attribute in mission
suitability. This attribute describes the suitability of an installation more than being a mission
essential element for the installations listed as professional schools. This attribute measures
impact areas. However, it is questionable whether the definition or the unit of measure for
ranges adequately reflect the range requirements at professional schools.

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
scven attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were applied instruction facilities (66),
ranges - BRM (12), maintenance facilities (18), administrative operations (48), information
mission area support (54), medical facilities (22), and construction investment (30). ESSC
recommended several changes for Army BRAC 93. Due to the importance of the mission
esscntiality measure of merit, the total points within this measure of merit was lowered from 250
to 225. This reduction does not dstract from the importance of this measure of merit since it still
carries more weight than the remaining n.2asures of merit. Figure C-5 shows ESSC's
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Maneuver Training Acres. This is a new attribute for this measure of merit
that replaces the mancuver training acres attribute eliminated from the mission essentiality
measure of merit. This attribute was placed in this measure of merit since the attribute pertains
to the suitability of an installation rather than essentiality to mission preparedness. This reflects
the mission of and role of professional schools in providing advanced training concepts. The
weight given to this attribute is 10.

(2) Ranges. This attribute takes the place of impact range acres and the ranges -
BRM attributes. ESSC is recommending changes to the ranges attribute that permits this
replacement. For uniformity and simplicity reasons, one range attribute that encompasses the
measuring of military value for all range attributes will benefit the measurement process. Ranges
for professional schools is viewed as suitability measure of merit based on their mission and role.

(3) Medical Facilities. An analysis of these attributes revealed no contribution to
military value in mission suitability with the "medical facilities” attribute. The value of the medical
facilities attribute is already captured in the quality of life measure of merit for training and
professional schools. Therefore, this attribute should be eliminated from this measure of merit.

(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

c. Operational Efficiency Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category
used nine attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were variable housing allowance (12),
family housing cost per unit (15), average civilian salary (11), hourly wage grade rate (10),
manpower estimate relationship (11), cost estimate relationship (12), utilities cost (25). RPMA
cost factor (35), and military construction cost (19). ESSC recommends for Army BRAC 93 that
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the weights for all attributes in operational efficiency should be lowered from 150 to 100. This is
due to the importance of other measures of merit. Expandability for the Army of the future
which was raised 50 points. Figure C-5 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute
within this measure of merit.

L (1) Hourly Wage Grade Rate. This attribute is unnecessary since the cost of the
civilian workforce can be captured in one attribute. That is the average civilian salary attribute,
The split into two separate civilian wages is unnecessary.

(2) Utilities Cost Factor and RPMA Cost Factor. Both of these attributes can be
climinated since the essence of their contribution to military value is already captured in the
manpower estimate relationship (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equation to determine MER and CER consider utility and RPMA costs. To capture the
additional importance of MER and CER due to the climination of these two attributes, ESSC
:;wm;bcndsthatthcwcightsmignedwmumised&om 11 to 20 and CEK be raised irom

to 20.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due to the elimination of four attributes,
the lowering of the total attribute weight from 150 to 100, and the raising of the MER and CER
weight should then be distributed proportionally among the remaining attributes.

d. Expandability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used five
attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were total buildable acres (28), total building
square feet (35), encroachiment (19), environment (33), and water/sewer facilities (35). Weighting
Scheme. ESSC makes several new recommended changes for Amiy BRAC 93. Based on an
analysis of the requirements of the Army in the future, the expandability measure of merit is more
important than previously thought. Therefore, the attributes within this measure of merit are
probably the most changed within this analysis. To show this importance the total weight for all
attributes should be raised from 150 to 200. Figure C-5 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for
cach attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Tota! Building Square Feet. This attribute should be eliminated since it does
not show an ability of an installation to grow. In most cases, existing buildings are already being
utilized. Thus, the total buildable acres attribute should be given more weight to show the ability
of an installation to expand by raising the weight from 28 to 50.

(2) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment attribute, this is a
newly revised attribute. The new name reflects the expanded nature of this attribute; an
installation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, wetlands, endangered species
and flora aress, etc. Due to the importance of this attribute, the weight was raised from 33 to 50.
The rationale for expanding this attribute, and an assessment of how to develop appropriate sub-
attributes to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate
Attributes.

(3) Multi-function. This is an added attribute which shows the capability of an
installation to expand through the acceptance of new missions and organizations. It is used in the
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training category and is added here for its ability to reflect diversity. ESSC proposes the number
of activities with missions other than the primary mission in this installation category be used as
an indicator of an installation’s ability to support multiple functions now and in the future. This
capability will become increasingly important for the Army of the future. For this reason ESSC
gave the multi-function attribute 30 points.

(4) Water/Sewer Facilities. ESSC recommends changing the "Water/Sewer
Facilities" attribute to Infrastructure. ESSC also recommends that land fill and electrical
distribution capacity, be added to water and sewer systems in this attribute. They all impact
expansion plans.

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due to the suggested elimination of one
attribute, the raising of the total attribute weight from 150 to 200, and the additicn of one new
attribute should be distributed proportionally among the remaining attributes.

e. Quslity of Life Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used eight
attributes with a total weight of 200 points. They were percent permanent facilities (23),
community of excellence score {15), Army family housing (28), unaccompanied officer housing
(26), unaccompanied enlisted housing (38), community facilities (30), places rated almanac rating
(16), and health care support (24). Figure C-5 shows ESSC's recommended weights for Army
BRAC 93 for each atiribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Cemmunity of Excellence. Since the value of most of this attribuie is already
captured in other attributes within this measure of merit, the weight of this attribute should be
lowered from 15 to 10.

(2) Places Rated Almanac Rating. ESSC recommends reducing the weight of this
attribute to 19 points. The places rated almanac rating attibute measures a place during a
soapshot in time. The ratings change annually. Additionally, it is extremely ditficult for an
installation to change local and state adminisirative affairs, e.g. quality of dollars ailocated to
school budget. ESSC belicves, when measuring military value, it is more important to measure
factors "within the {ence” than those outside the fence.

(3) Health Care Support Index. The weight of the health care support index
attribute should be raised from 24 tc 30. Health care support in the quality of life measure of
merit is very important to the Total Army Community and should be weighted appropriately. The
Army needs to ensure that the health care needs of its active duty personnel, dependents,
government employees, and retirees are afforded the best care possible.

(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point differences from Army BRAC 91 are due to the
climination of one attribute and the raising of the health care support attribute weight. The
remaining poincs are then distributed proportionally among the zemaining attributes.
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12. COMMAND AND CONTROL INSTALLATIONS.

a. Mission Essentiality Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
five attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were major unit support (60), levels of
command (71), reserve support (39), AR 5-9 support (36), and proximity (44). Figure C-6 shows
ESSC'’s recommended weights for Army BRAC 93. Due to the importance of the mission
essentiality measure of merit, the toial points were raised from 250 to 275. This increase in
weight is necessary to ensure those attributes which are paranount to mission preparedness are
properly weighted.

(1) AR 5-9 Support. ESSC found the name of this attribute to be unclear. This
attribute should be changed to sub-installation support. Capturing the value of sub-installation
support is more important and renaming the attribute provides a better understanding of the
intent of the AR 5-9 support attribute,

(2) Proximity to Other Services. This attribute should be changed to joint synergy
and moved to the mission suitability measure of merit. This attribute describes the suitability of
an installation more than being a mission essential element for command and control installations.
The name change is necessary to adequately describe what is being measured for command and
control instaliations.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
six attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were accessibility (41), recruit and retain
(36), total operational and administrative facilities (35), permanent operational and administrative
facilities (50), transportation net (48), and information mission area support (40). For Army
BRAC 93, Figure C-6 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute within this measure
of merit. Due to the importance of the mission essentiality measure of merit, the total points
within this measure of merit was lowered from 250 to 225. This reduction does not detract from
the importance of this measure of merit since it still carries more weight than the remaining
measures of merit.

(1) Recruii and Retain. During the analysis of this attribute, there was confusion
as to the meaning of the “recruit and retain” attribute. At first glance, it appears to measure
recruiting and retaining active duty personnel. The attribute should be changed tc Work Force
Retention since the attribute actually measure civilian positions filled. Work force retention
applies to maintzining 8 quality work force. This provides a better understanding of the intent of
the attribute.

(2) Permanent Operational and Administrative Facilities. An analysis of this
attribute shows that it should be eliminated from this measure of merit. This measure of merit
already captures the value of operational and administrative facilities and the quality of life
measure of merit captures the value of permanent facilities. Many buildings currently in use are
rehabilitated and semi-permanent WWII buildings which are still capable of functioning as useful
facilities. The name of this attribute, is therefore, misleading.
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute 0ld RNew Attribute 0ld New
Major Unit Support 60 80 Total Buildable Acres 33 45
Levels of Command 71 90 Total Building Square Feet 31 0
Reserve Support 39 55 Encroachment 26 30
AR 5-9 Support 36 0 Environmental Capacity 26 50
| Sub-installation Support 0 50 Multi-function 0o 30
Proximity 44 0 Infrastructure 0 45
Water/Sewer Facilities 34 0
Total 250 275
Total 150 200
MISSION SUITABILITY
QUALITY OF LiIFE

Attribute 0ld New
Accessibility 41 30 Attribute 0ld New
} Recruit and Retain 36 0 %2 Permanent Facilities 31 35
| Work Force Retention 0 20 Community of %Yxcellence 22 10
Operationai/Admin Facils 35 40 | Army Family Housing 29 35
| Permanent Op/Admin Facils 50 0 Unaccomp Officer Housing 22 25
| Mobilization 0 20 Unaccomp Enlisted Bousing 26 25
] Construction Investment 0 20 Community Facilities 24 25
Transportation Net 48 0 Places Rated Almanac Rating 23 10
Airport Proximity 0 30 Health Care Support Index 25 35

Joint Synergy 0 35
Information Mission Area__ 40 _ 30 Total 200 200

Total 250 225

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0l1d New

Variable Housing Allowance 15 15 01d New
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 15 15 | Mission Essentiality 250 275
Average Civilian Salary 14 15 | Mission Suitability 250 225
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 15 0 | Operational Efficiency 110 100
Manpower Est Relationship 0 20 | Expandability 150 200
Il Cost Estimate Relationship 0 20 | Quality of Life 200 200

Utilities Cost Factor 17 0
RPMA Cost Factor 18 0 Total 960 1,600

Total 110

Figure C-6. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR COMMAND AND CONTROL INSTALLATIONS

Military Construction Cost 16 15

100

C-30




(3) Mobilization. ESSC also recommends that a mobilization attribute be included
for this installation category. This attribute captures the capability of our command and control
centers to deploy personnel for any contingency #ad for reconstitution purposes. The capability
of an installation to servc as a power projection platform in the future is essential to the Army
preparedness mission. The rationale for addiag this new attribute, and an assessment of how to
develop relevant sub-attributes to measurc it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised
Candidate Attributes. The recommended weight assigned to this new attribute is 25.

(4) Constructior Investment. This is an added attribute. It is in use in the training
category. It has been given a weight value of 25 points. This construction investment attribute
reflects the modernization of a post or training ar<a and provides a measurement for future
construction requirements.

(5) Transportation Neswork. The trausportation attribute should be eliminated
from this measure of merit. The military value of the “transportation network” attribute can be
captured in the airport proximity attribute. The name change is necessary to adequately describe
what is being measured for command and controf instaiflations. The need for rail nets is
unnecessary, but the location of the nearest airpcrt is important as a suitability attribute for the
ease of personnsl to reach these locations for pianning and coordination site visits.

(6) Airport Proximity. This attribute was moved to this measure of merit from the
mission suitability measure of merit. This attribuie describes the suitability of an installation more
than being & mission essential element for command and control installations.

(7) Joint Synergy. ESSC recommends that an additional attribute called "joint
synergy” be introduced for this instaliation categery. This revised attribute was formerly the
proximity to other services attribute. The joint svnergy attribute captures the importance of joint
operations, exercises, and common physical bourdaries with other services. The capability of an
nstallation to support inter-service exercises provides the Army with an advantage in training how
we plan to fight. This attribute should be based on: support to other services (e.g. tenants on
the instaliation), joint activities conducted with eiements of the other services; and support
agreements for Army use of their facilities and their use of Army facilities. The recommended
weight assigned to this new attribute is 15.

(8) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
aitributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

¢. Operational Efficiency Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category
used seven attributes with a total weight of 110 points. They were variable housing allowance
(15), family housing cost per unit (15), average -ivilian salary (14), hourly wage grade rate (15),
utilities cost (17), RPMA cost factor (18), and military construction cost (16). The decision to
delete the MER and CER attributes for this installation category was made during Army BRAC
91 due to the uniqueness of these types of installations. In keeping with the changes to the
weights of the measures of merit as recommended by ESC for Army BRAC 93 the total weight
for all attributes in Operational Efficiency should be lowered from 110 for command and control
centers to 100. This is due to the importance cf Expandability for the Army of the future which
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was raised 50 points. Figure C-6 shows ESSC'’s recommended weights for each attribute within
this measurc of merit.

L (1) Hourly Wage Grode Rate. This attribute is unnecessary since the cost of the
civilian workforce can be captured in one attribute. That is the average civilian salary attribute.
The split into two separate civilian wages is unnecessary.

(2) Manpower Estimate Relationship and Cost Estimate Relationship. ESSC
recommends that the MER and CER be placed back in this measure of merit as a valid measure
of military value. Besides making the measure of merit uniform with the other installation
categories, it permits the elimination of two other attributes within this measure of merit.

(3) Utilities Cost Factor and RPMA Cost Factor. Both of these attributes can be
eliminated since the essence of their contribution to military value is already captured in the
manpower estimate relationship (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equation to determine MER and CER consider utility and RPMA costs. To capture the
additional importance of MER and CER due to the elimination of these two attributes, ESSC
recommends that they be placed in this measure of merit for command and control centers.
ESSC also recommends that 20 points be given to the weight of both MER and CER.

(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due to the elimination of three
attributes, the lowering of the iotal attribute weight from 110 to 100, and the addition of the
MER and CER weights should then be distributed proportionally among the remsining attributes.

d. Expandability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used five
attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were total buildable acres (33), total building
square feet (31), encroachment (26), environment (26), and water/sewer facilities (34). Figure C-
6 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for Army BRAC 93 for each attribute within this measure
of merit. Based on an analysis of the requirements of the Army in the future, the expandability
measure of merit is more important than previously thought. Ther-fore, the attributes within this
measure of merit are probably the most changed within this analysis. To show this importance the
total weight for all attributes should be raised from 150 to 200.

(1) Total Building Square Feet. This attribute shouid be eliminated since it does
not show an ability of an installation to grow. In most cases, existing buildings are already being
utilized. Thus, the total buildable acres attribute should be given more weight to show the ability
of an installation to expand by raising the weight from 33 to 45.

(2) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment attribute, this is a
newly revised attribuie. The new name reflects the expanded nature of this attribute; an
installation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, wetlands, endangered species
and flora areas, etc. Due to the importance of this attribute, the weight was raised from 26 to 50.
The rationale for expanding this attribute, and an assessment of how to deveiop appropsiate sub-
attributes to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate
Attributes.
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(3) Multi-function. This is an added attribute which shows the capability of an
installation to expand through the acceptance of rew missions and organizations. It is used in the
training category and is added here for its ability to reflect diversity. ESSC proposes the number
of activities with missions other than the primary mission in this installation category be used as
an indicator of an installation’s ability to support multiple functions now and in ihe futurc. This
capability will become increasingly imporiant for the Army of the future. For this reason ESSC
gave the multi-function attribute 30 poinis.

(4) Water/Sewer Facilities. ESSC recommernds changing the "Water/Sewer
Facilities" attribute to Infrastructure. ESSC also recommends ihat and fill and electrical
distribution capacity, be added to water and sewer systems in this attribute. They all impact
expansion plans.

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measurc of merii. The point difference due tc the suggested elimination of one
attribute, the raising of the tetal attributs weight from 150 to 200, and the addition of one new
attribute should be distributed proportionally among the remaining attributes.

e. Quality of Life Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used eight
attributes with a total weight of 200 points. They were percent permanent facilities (34),
community of excellence score (10), Army family housing (33), unaccompanied officer housing
(24), unaccompanied enlisted housing (33), community facilities (23), places rated almanac rating
(20), and health care support (23). For Army BRAC 93 ESSC recommends no change to the
total Quality of Life points. Figure C-6 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute
within this measure of merit.

(1) Community of Excellenc=. Since the value of most of this attribute is already
captured in other attributes within this measure of merit, the weight of this attribute should be
lowered from 22 to 10.

{2) Pilaces Rated Almanac Rating. ESSC recommends reducing the weight of this
attribute to 10 points. The places rated almanac rating attribute measures a place during a
snapshot in time. The ratings change annually. Additionally, it is extremely difficult fo: an
installation to change local and state administrative affairs, e.g. quality of dollars allocated to
school budget. ESSC believes, when measuring military value, it is more important to measure
factors "within the fence" than those outside the fence.

(3) Health Care Support Index. The weight of the health care support index
attribute should be raised from 25 to 35. Health care support in the quality of life measure of
merit is very important to the Total Army Community and should be weighted appropriately. The
Army needs to ensure that the health care needs of its active duty personnel, dependents,
government employees, and retirees are afforded the best care possible.

(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point differences from Army BRAC 91 are due to the
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elimipa}ion of onc attribute and the raising of thc health ca.e support attribute weight. The
remainiag points are then distributed provortionally among the remaining attributes.

13. DEPOTS.

. a. Mission Essentiality Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
six attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were multi-mission (35), capacity - supply
(50), capacity - mainienanc= (70), capacity - ammunition storage (60), unique mission (15), and
reserve support (20). For Army BRAC 93, Figurs C-7 shows ESSC's recommended weights for
each attribute within this meesure of merit. Due to the importance of the mission essentiality
measure of merit, the total points was raised from 250 to 300 for AMC installations. This
increase in weight is necessary to ensure those attributes which are paramount to mission
preparedness are properly weighted.

{1) Multi-Mission. ESSC recoramends t}.at the name of this attribute be changed
from "multi-meission” to muiti-function. This would provide uniformity with other installation
categories that use the multi-function attribute. ESSC also recommends that the value of this
attribute is better served if moved to the expandability measure of merit. Future planning
documents state that installations must be capable of expanding and becoming multi-functional.
Attributss that solely pertain to mission preparedne s should be captured in this measure of merit.

2) Unigue Mission. An analysis of this attribute revealed that the unique mission
attribute does not providc any real value in mission essentiality. All military installations have a
uniqueness that caters to a speacial branch, type of unit, operation, and, or function. The unique
mission attribute only provides a “we are different” measure. Most of the installations throughout
the Army contain one-of--kind resources that are too costly to transfer or replace. Recognition
of thesc type of capabilities needs to be included within the BRAC process for oversight purposes
during Phese I, The trend for the future will be for expandability and multi-functional
instailat. Therefore, this attribute should be eliminated and the points redistributed to
capture value of the remaining attributes within mission essentiality. This suggestion was
offercd by severa! instailation managers and their staffs.

(3) Weigiting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

b. Mission Suitability Attvibutes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
six attributes with a total weight of 250 points. Thsy were transportation network (70), location
(40), environmental compiiance (30), capital investments (45), information mission area (30), and
quantity - distance (35). Due to the importance cf the mission suitability measure of merit, the
total points within this measure of merit was kept at 250 for AMC installations. For Army BRAC
93, Figure C-7 shows the ESSC recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of
merit.

(1} Transportation Network. For uniformity and simplicity reasons, this attribute
should be eliminated and replaced with the deployment network attribute. The deployment




MISSION ESSENTIALITY

EXPANDABILITY

Attribute 01d New
Attribute 0ld RNew Total Buildable Acres 10 10
| Multi-Mission 35 0 Total Unuserd Ammo Storge 20 15
] Capacity - Supply 50 75 Multi-function 0 10
| Capacity - Haintenance 70 95 Encroachment 10 10
§ Capacity -~ Ammo Storage 60 85 Environmental Capacity 10 30
} Unique Mission 15 0 Infrastructure 0 10
| Reserve Component Support 20 _45 Water/Sewer Facilities 10 o
Work Force Available 20 15
Total 250 300 Total Unused Maintenance 40 30
Toral Unused Supply 30 20
Total 150 150
MISSIOR SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
| Attritute 0id New | Actribute 01d New
Deployment Retwork G 70 2 Permanent Fucilities 40 30
| Transportation Network 70 0 Community of Excellence 20 10
{ Location 40 40 Army Family Housing 10 15
Environmental Compliance 30 30 Unaccomp Officer Housing 10 10
| Capital Investments 45 0 Unsccomp Enlisted Housing 10 15
| Construction Investment 0 45 Comaunity Facilities 30 30
| Informaetion Mission Area 3¢ 30 Places Rated Almanac Rating 30 10
] Quantity - Distance 35 35 Health Care Support Index 20 30
' Community Economics 30 0
Total 250 250
Total 200 150
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute 0ld New
Variable Housing Allowance 10 20 0ld Rew
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 10 20 | Mission Essentiality 250 300
| Average Civilian Salary 25 25 | Mission Suitability 250 250
{ Hourly Wage Grade Rate 30 0 | Operational Efficiency 150 150
; Manpower Est Relationship 10 30 | Expandebility 150 150
b Cost Estimate Relationship 10 30 | Quality of Life 200 150
| Utilities Cost Pactor 20 0
| RPMA Cost Factor 20 0 Total 1,000 1,000
i Military Construction Cost 15 25
| Total 150 150

Figure C-7. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR DEPOTS
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network attribute adequately describes the military value of depots having a rail, road, sea, and air
capability in which to move materiel. The changing of this aviribute permits the elimination of an
attribute that measures the same elements already captured in an attribute used in several other
installation categories.

(2) Capital Investment. "When ESSC began to analyze this attribute, we thought it
was referring to major maintenance and production equipment. It is not. It refers to MCA.
ESSC recommends that this attribute be changed from "capital investment” to construction
investment. This would provide uniformity with other installation categories.

(3) Weigkting Scheme. The weights essigned to each of the atiributes within this
measure of merit reflect the appropriate values and should remain the same.

c. Operational Efficiency Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category
used nine attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were variable housing allowance (10),
family housing cost per unit (10), average civilian salary (25), hourly wage grade rate (30),
manpower estimate relationship (10), cost estimate relationship (10), utilities cost (20), RPMA
cost factor (20), and military construction cost (15). Due to the unique missions of AMC
installaticns, the total weight of the operational efficiency measure of merit should remain at 150.
For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-7 shows ESSC's recommended weights for each attribute within
this measure of merit.

(1) Hourly Wage Grude Rate. This attribute is unnecessary since the cost of the
civilian workforce can be captured in one attribute. That is the average civilian salary attribute.
The split into two separate civilian wages is unnecessary.

(2) Utilities Cost Factor and RPMA Cost Factor. Both of these attributes can be
eliminated since the =ssence of their contribution to military value is already captured in the
manpower estimate relationsinp (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equation to determine MER and CER consider utility and RFMA costs. To capture the
additional importance of MER and CER due to the elimination of these two attributes, ESSC
recommends tha:. the weights assigned to MER and CER be raised from 10 to 30.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due to the elimination of three
attributes und the raising of the MER and CER weight should then be distributed among the
remaining attributes.

d. Expandability Attribuies. For Army BRAC 91, this insiallation category used eight
attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were total buildable acres (19). total unused
ammunition storage (20), encroachment (10), environment (10), water/sewer facilities (10), work
force available (20), total unused maintenance (40), an.~ total unused supply (30). Figure C-7
shows ESST’s recomm.ended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit. Due to the
unique missions of AMC instaltations, the total weight of the expandability measure of merit
should remain at 150.

(1) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment atribute, this is a
newly revised attribute. The new name reflects the expanded nature of this attribute: an
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installation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, wetlands, endangered species
and flora areas, etc. Due to the importance of this attribute, the weight was raised from 10 to 30.
The rationale for expanding this attribute, and an assessment of how to develop appropriate sub-
attn’!);nta to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate
Atiributes.

(2) Muiti-function. This is an added attribute which shows the capability of an
installation to expand through the acceptance of new missions and organizations. It is used in the
training category and is added here for its ability to reflect diversity. ESSC proposes the number
of activities with missions other than the primary mission in this installation category be used as
an indicator of an installation’s ability to support multiple functions now and in the: future. This
capability will become increasingly important for the Army of the future. For this reason ESSC
gave the muiti-function attribute 10 points.

(3) Water/Sewer Facilities. ESSC recommends changing the "Water/Sewer
Facilities” attribute to Infrastructure. ESSC also recommends that land fill and electrical
distribution capacity, be added to water and sewer systems in this attribute. They all impact
expansion plans.

{(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due to the inclusion of one new
attribute and the raising of the environmental capacity weight should then be distributed among
the remaining attributes.

e. Quality of Life Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used nine
attributes with & total weight of 200 points. They were percent permanent facilities (40),
community of excellence score (20), Army family housing (10), unaccompanied officer housing
(10), unaccompanied enlisted housing (10), community facilities (30), places rated almanac rating
(30), health care support (20), and community economics (30). For Army BRAC 93, unique
missions of AMC installations. the total weight of the quality of life measure of merit should be
lowered from 200 to 150. For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-7 shows ESSC's recommended weights
for each attribute withia this measure of merit.

(1) Community of Excellence. Since the value of most of this attribute is already
captured in other attributes within this measure of merit, the weight of this attribute should be
-vered from 20 to 10.

(2) Piaces Rated Almanac Rating. ESSC recommends reducing the weight of this
attribute to 10 points. The places rated almanac rating attribute measures a place during a
snapshot in time. The ratings change annually. Additionally, it is extremely difficult for an
installation to change local and state administrative affairs, e.g. quality of dollars allocated to
school budget. ESSC believes, when measuring military value, it is more important to measure
factors "withir. the fence” than those outside the fence.

(3) Health Care Support Index. The weight of the health care support index
attribute should be raised from 20 to 30. Health care support in the quality of life measure of
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merit is very important to the Total Army Community and should be weighted appropriately. The
Army needs to ensure that the health care needs of its active duty personnel, dependents,
government employees, and retirees are afforded the best care possible.

] (4) Commuaity Economics. An analysis of this attribute revealed that the
community economics attribute does not provide any real value in quality of life. All military
psmnaqom have an awareness of the opportunities afforded by the community surrounding an
installation. To maintain uniformity and in keeping with simplicity, this attribute should be
eliminated. Recognition of this vaius needs to included within the BRAC process for oversight
purposes during Phase IL

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The remaining point difference due to the eliminatioa of two
attributes, the raising of the health care support attribute, the lowering of the community of
excellence weight, and this new total weight should then be distributed proportionally among the
remaining attributes.

14. PRCDUCTION INSTALLATIONS.

a. Mission Essentiality Atwribotes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
four attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were mobilization (80), production
flexibility (80), reserve support (10). and unique mission (80). ESSC recommends several changes
for Army BRAC 93. Due to the imperiance of the mission essentiality measure of merit, the
total points was raised from 250 to 300 for AMC instailations. This increase in weight is
necessary to ensure those attributes which are paramount to mission preparedness are properly
weighted. For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-8 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each
attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Production Storage. This is a new attribate for this measure of merit movad
from the mission suitability measure of merit. This attribute more clearly defines the essential
mission of production installations.

(2} Plant Capacity. Tris is a new attribute for this measure of merit moved from
the mission suitability measure of merit. This attribute more clearly defines the essential mission
of production instailations.

(3) Reserve Support. An analysis of this attribute shows that it should be moved
from this measure of merit and placed in the mission suitability measure of merit. The value of
reserve support for this installation category is not mission essential.

(4) Unigue Mission. An analysis of this attribute revealed that the unique mission
attrioute does not provide any real value in mission essentiality. All military installations have a
uniqueness that caters to a special branch, type of unit, operation, and, or function. The unique
\nission attribute only provides a "we are different” measure. Most of the installations throughout
the Army contain one-of-a-kind resources that are too costly to transfer or replace. Recognition
of these type of capabilities needs to be included within the BRAC process for oversight purposes
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EXPANDABILITY
MISSION ESSENTIALITY

Attribute 0ld New

Attribute 0l1d New Total Buildable Acres 20 20

Mobilization 80 85 Unused Capacity - Plant 20 20

Production Flexibility 80 85 Encroachment 20 15

Production Storage 0 60 Environmental Capacity 20 35

Plant Capacity 0 70 Infrastructure 0 15

| Reserve Support 10 0 | Water/Sewer Facilities 20 0

Unique Mission 80 0 Work Force Available 20 15

Unused Ammo Storage 30 20 1
Total 250 300
Total 150 150
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
| Attribute 01d New | Attribute 01d New
Location 35 o 2 Permanent Facilities 40 30
Daploymern : Network 0 80 Community of Excellence 20 10
Transportation Network 45 0 Army Family Housing 20 15
Production Storage 70 (1] Unaccomp Officer Housing 10 10
Plant Capacity 80 v Unaccomp Enlisted Housing 10 15
Reserve Suppcrt 0 40 Community Facilities 30 30
Construction Investment 0 65 Places Rated Almanac Rating 30 10
Information Mission Avea 20 65 Health Care Support Index 20 30
Community Economics 20 0
Total 250 250

Totel 200 150

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

Attribute 0ld Rew
Varisble Housing Allowance 10 15

Family Housing Cost Per Unit 10 15

| Average Civilizn Salary 25 20
Non DOD Financing Costs 20 25
Manpwer Est Relstionship 5 25
Cost Estimate Relationship 5 25
Utilities Cost Factor 25 0
RPMA Cost Factor 25 0

Military Copnstruction Cost 25 25

Total 150 150

TOTAL ATTRIBUIE SCORE

0ld  New

Mission Essentiality 250 300
Mission Suitability 250 250
Operational Efficiency 150 150
Expandability 150 150
Quality of Life 200 150
Total 1,000 1,000

Figure £-8. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR PRODUCTION INSTALLATIONS

C-39




during Phase II. The trend for the future will be for expandubility and multi-functional
installations. Therefore, this attribute should be eliminated and the points redistributed to
capture the value of the remaining attributes withir mission essentiality. This suggestion was
offered by several installation managers and their staffs.

) (S) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposss no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation catcgory uscd
five attributes with a total weight of 250 points. They were location (35), transportation network
(45), production storage (70), plant capacity (80), and information mission area (20). For Army
BRAC 93 ESSC recommended several changes to the measures of merit. Due to the importance
of the mission suitability measure of merit, the total points within this measure of merit was kept
at 250 for AMC installations. Figure C-8 shows ESSC's recommended weights for each attribute
within this measure of merit.

(1) Location. During the analysis of this attribute, ESSC determined that it should
be eliminated. The value of the location attribute can be captured in the deployment network
attribute within this measure of merit.

(2) Transportation Network. For uniformity and simplicity reasons, this attribute
should be eliminated and replaced with the deployment network attribute. The deployment
network attribute adequately describes the military value of production installations having a rail,
road, sea, and air capability in which to move products. The changing of this attribute permits the
climination of an attribute that measures the same elements already captured in an attribute used
in several other installation categories.

(3) Production Storage and Plant Capacity. Both of these attributes were removed
from this measure of merit and placed in the mission essentiality measure of merit. These
attributes are mission essential elements of a production installation.

(4) Reserve Support. This is a new attribute for this mzasure of merit moved from
the mission essentiality measure of merit. The reserve support capability for a production
installation is better reflected as a suitable criteria rather than an essential function.

(5) Construction Investment. This is an added attribute. It is in use in the training
category. It has been given a weight value of 65 points. This construction investment attribute
reflects the modernization of a post or training area and provides a measurement for f Jture
construction requirements.

(6) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

¢. Operational Efficiency Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this instaliation category

used nine attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were variable housing allowance (10),
family housing cost per unit (10), average civilian salary (25), non DOD financing costs (20),
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masnpower estimate relationship (5), cost estimate relationship (5), utilities cost (25), RPMA cost
factor (25), and military construction cost (25). Due to the unique missions of AMC installations,
the total weight of the operationai efficiency measure of merit should remain at 150. For Army

B:IAC 93, Figure C-8 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute within this measure
of merit.

(1) Utilities Cast Factor and RPMA Cost Factor. Both of these attributes can be
climinated since the essence of their contribution to military value is alrcady captured in the
manpower estimate relationship (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equation to determine MER and CER consider uiility and RPMA costs. To capture the
additional importance of MER and CER due to the elimination of these two attributes, ESSC
recommends that the weights assigned to MER and CER be raised from 5 to 25.

(2) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due to the elimination of two attributes
and the raising of the MER and CER weight should then be distributed among the remaining
attributes.

d. Expandability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used seven
attributes with a toral weight of 150 points. They were total buildable acres (20), unused capacity
- plant (20), encroachment (20), environment (20), water/sewer facilities (20), work force available
(20), and unused ammunition storage (30). Due to the unique missions of AMC installations, the
total weight of the expandability measure of merit should remain at 150. For Army BRAC 93,
Figure C-8 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment attribute, this is a
= wly revised attribute. The new name reflects the expanded nature of this attribute; an
mstallation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, wetlands, endangered species
and flora areas, etc. Due io the importance of this at*ribute, the weight was raised from 20 to 35.
The rationale for expanding this attribute, and an assr meni of how to develop appropriate sub-
attributes to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate
Attributes.

(2) Water/Sewer Facilities. ESSC recommends changing the "Water/Sewer
Facilities” attribute to Infrastructure. ESSC also recommends that land fill and electrical
distribution capacity, be added to water end sewer systems in this attribute. They all impact
expansion plans.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The point difference due to the raising of the environmental
capacity weight should then be distributed among the remaining attributes.

¢. Quality of Life Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used nine
attributes with a total weight of 200 points. They were percent permanent facilities (40),
community of excellence score (20), Army tamily housing (20), unaccompanied officer housing
(10), unaccompanied enlisted housing (10), scitmunity facilities (30), places rated almanac rating
(30), health care support (20), and community economics (20). ESSC made several changes to
the weighting scheme for Army BRAC 93. Due to the unique missions of AMC installations, the
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total weight of the quality of life measure of merit should be lowered from 200 to 150. Figure C-
8 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

. (1) Community of Excellence. Since the value of most of this attribute is already
captured in other attributes within this measure of merit, the weight of this attribute shouid be
lowered from 20 to 10.

(2) Places Rated Almanac Rating. ESSC recommends reducing the weight of this
attribute to 10 points. The places rated almanac rating attribute measures a place during a
snapshot in time. The ratings change annually. Additionally, it is extremely difficuit for an
installation to change local and state administrative affairs, e.g. quality of dollars allocated to
school budget. ESSC believes, when measuring military value, it is more important to measure
factors "within the fence” than those outside the fence.

(3} Health Care Support Index. The weight of the health care support index
attribute should be raised from 20 to 30. Health care support in the quality of life measure of
merit is very important to the Total Army Community and should be weighted appropriately. The
Army needs to ensure that the health care nceds of its active duty personnel, dependents,
government employees, and retirees are afforded the best care possible.

(4) Cenmunity Economics. An analysis of this attribute revealed that the
community economics attribuie does not provide any real value in quality of life. All military
installations have an awareness of the opportunities afforded by the community surrounding an
installation. To maintain uniformity and in keeping with simplicity, this attribute should be
eliminated. Recognition of ihis value needs to included within the BRAC process for oversight
purposes during Phase 11

(5) Weighting Schere. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The remaining point difference due to the elimination of two
attributes, the raising of the health care support attribute, the lowering of ithe community of
excellence weight, and this new total weight should thcn be distributed proportionally among the
remaining attributes.

15. OCEAN TER °INAL POKTS.

a. Missicn Essentiality Atiributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
five aitributes with a total weight of 350 points. They were deep piers and wharfs (100), rail and
road linkages (85), hard surfacc staging areas (40). transportation infrastructure (75), and support
facilities (50). Due to the importance of the mission essentiality measure of merit, the total
points was raised from 250 to 300 for AMC installations. Since the port installation category used
350 points for Army BRAC 91, ESSC recommends that this total weight be lowered to 300. This
would allow for uniformity and simplicity for all AMC installations. This reduction in weight will
not impact the importance of the mission essentiality attributes since 300 points is more that any
other measure of merit weight for this installation category. For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-9
shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY

ateribute Qld Hew
Deep Picrs and Wharfs 160 0
Rail and Road Linkages 85 90

Hard Surface Staging Areas 40 0
Transportation Infrastructure 75 0

Support Facilities 50 75
Normal Throughput Capacity 0 100
Resarve Support Q0 35

Totali 350 300

EXPANDABILITY

Attribute 0ld New
Total Buildable Acres 38 35
Total Building Square Feet 37 0
Environmental Capacity 37 40
Mobilization Thruput Capa~ity 0 45
Infrastructure 0 30
Water/Sewer Facilities 380

Total 150 150

MISSICN SUITABILITY

Attribute Qld New
Deep Piers and Wharfs 160 30
Rail and Road Linkages 80 O

tiard Surface Staging Areas 35 45
Transporiation Infrastructure 70 65
Supvort Facilities 50 0
Material Handling Equipment 0 25
Construction Investment ¢ 20

Information Mission Ares 15 135
Total 350 250

QUALITY OF LIFE

Actribute 0ld New
$ Perasnent Facilities 12 30
Community of Excellence 12 10
Army Family Housing 10 20

Unaccomp Officer Housing 10 20
Unaccenp Enlisted Housing 10 20

Community Facilities 10 25
Health Care Suppert Index 11 25
Total 75 150

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES

Attribute 0ld Neuw
Variable Housing Allowance 0 25
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 12 20

Average Civilian Salary 15 25
Hourly Wage Grade Rate 12 0
Manpower Est Relationchip ¢ 25
Cost Estimate Relaticaship 0 30
Utilizies Cost Factor 12 0
RPMA Cost Factor 12 0
Milicary Construction Cose 12 25

Total 75 150

TCTAL ATIRIBUTE SCORE

0ld  New

Mission Essentiality 350 300
Mission Suitabiliry 350 250
Dperational Efficiency 75 150
Expandsbility 150 150
Quelity of Life 75 150
Total 1,060 1.000

SN U

Figure C-9. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR OCEAN TERMINAL PORTS
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(1) Deep Piers and Wharfs, Hard Surface Staging Areas, and Transportation
Infrastructure. An analysis of these attributes reveals the military value of all three of these
attributes is already captured in the attributes of the mission suitability measure of merit.
Therefore, all three of these attributes should be eliminated from this measure of merit. ESSC

used a new attribute, normal throughput capacity as the attribute to determine the mission
essentiality of the ports.

(2) Normal Throughput Capacity. The true value of a port that captures mission
essentiality should be a new attribute termed normal throughput capacity. Normal throughput

capacity is the MTMC calculation that shows a port’s capability to load measurement tons per
day.

(3) Reserve Support. This is a new attribute for this measure of merit for this
installation categury. In accordance with the futere planning documents, reserve support in the
mission essentiality measure of merit wili become increasingly important as Army force reduciions
continue. Therefore, this attribute was given a weight value of 35.

(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the weighting
shifts just discussed.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used
six attributes with a total weight of 350 points. They were deep picrs and wharfs (100), rail and
road linkages (80), hard surface staging areas (35), transportation infrastructure (70), support
facilities (50), and information mission area (15). For uniformity and simplicity, ESSC
recommends that AMC installations use a total weight of 250 points for the mission suitability
measure of merit. Since the port installation category used 350 points for this installation
category in Army BRAC 91, ESSC recominends that this total weight be lowered to 250. This
reduction in weight will not impact the importance of the mission suitability attributes since 250
points is more than the operational efficiency, expandability, and quality of life measures of merit.
For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-9 shows ESSC's recommended weights for each attribute within
this measure of merit.

(1) Rail and Road Linkages. The value of this attribute is already captured in the
mission essentiality measure of merit and should be eliminated from this measure of merit.
Double counting the military valuc is unnecessary.

(2) Support Facilitizs. The value of this attribute is already captured in the
mission essentiality measure of merit and should be eliminated from this measure of merit.
Double counting the military vaiue is unnecessary.

(3) Material Handiing Equipment. One attribute that needs to be added is

"materiel handling equipment”. This new attribute will capture the ports capabilizy to load and off
load ses and land transportation conveyances. This new attribute was given a weight value of 25.

(4) Construction Insestment. This is an added attribute. It is in use in the training
category. It has been given a weight value of 20 points. This construction investment attribute
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reflects the modemnization of a post or training area and provides a measurement for future
construction requirements.

(5) Weighting Scheme. FSSC propnses no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The remaining point difference due to the climination of two
atiributes, the addition of two new aitributes, and this new total weight need distributed
proportionally among the remaining attributes.

¢. Operationai Efficiency Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category
used six attributes with a total weight of 75 poiats. They were family housing cost per unit (12),
average civilian salary {15), hourly wage grade :ate (12), utilities cost (12), RFMA cost factor
{12), and military construction cost (12). The decision to delete the variable housing allowance,
MER, and CER attributes for this installation category was made during Army BRAC 91 due to
the uniqueness of these types of installations. For uniformity and simplicity, ESSC recommends
that AMC installations use a total weight of 150 points for the operational efficiency measure of
merit. Since the port installation category used 75 points for this instaliation category in Army
BRAC 91, ESSC recommends that this total weight be raised to 150. For Army BRAC 93, Figure
C-9 shows ESSC'’s recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Variable Housing Allowance. ESSC recommends that this attribute be included
in this measure of merit. Besides ensuring uniformity and simplicity, logic dictates that most of
these installations would rot have the available government quarters to house all of its assigned
military personnel. Therefore, the variable housing aliowance attribute is a necessary attribute in
determining the operational efficiency of this instailation category.

(2} Hzurly Wage Grade Rate. “his attribute is unnecessary since the cost of the
civilian workforce can be captured in one attribute. Ti.ut is the average civilian salary attribute.
The split into two separate civilian wages is unnecessary.

(3) Manpower Estimute Relotio::chip and Cost Estimate Reletionship. ESSC
recommends that the MER and CER be placed back in this measure of merit as a valid measure
of military value. Besides making the measurc of merit uniform with the other instailation
categories, it permits the eliméination of two other attributes within tiis measure of mernit.

(4) Utilities Cost Factor and R"MA Cost Factor. Botn of these attributes can be
eliminated since the essence of their contribution to military value is already captured in the
manpower estimate relaticnship (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equation to determine MER and CER consider utility and RPMA costs. To capture the
additional importance of MER and CER due to the elimination of these two attributes, ESSC
recommends that MER be given a weight of 25 points and CER be given 30 points.

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The remaining point difference due to the elimination of
three attributes, the addition of three new ait-ibutes, and this new total weight need distributed
proportionally among the remaiaing attributes.

d. Expandability Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation catcgory used four
attributes with a total weight of 150 points. They were total buildable acres (38), total building
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square feet (37), environment (37), and water/sewer facilities (38). Due to the unique missions of
AMC instailations, the total weight of the expandability measure of merit should remain &t 150.
For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-9 shows ESSC'’s recommended weighis for each attribute within
this measure of merit.

(1) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment attribute, this is a
newly revised attribute. The new name reflects the expanded nature of this attribuie; an
installation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, wetlands, endangered species
and flora areas, etc. Due to the importance of this aitribute, the weight was raised from 37 te 40.
The rationale for expanding this attribute, and an assessment of how to develop approprizate sub-
attributes to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidaie
Atiributes.

(2) Mobilization Throughput Capacity. ESSC has added a mobilization attribute to
other categories. This new attribute captures the truz mobilization value of a port. This new
attribute termed mobilization throughput capacity captures the expandability of a port.
Mobilization throughput capacity calculates the poris ability to load measurement tons per day
during a contingency/mobilization.

(3) Water/Sewer Facilities. ESSC recommends changing the "Water/Sewer
Facilities™ attribute to Infrastructure. ESSC also recommends that iand fill and electsical
distribution capacity, be added to water and sewer sysiems in this attribute. They all impact
expansion plans.

(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The remaining point difference due to the addition of one
new attribute and raising the weight of another attribute, the points need to be distributed
proportionally among the remaining attributes.

e. Quality of Life Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this instatlation category used
seven attributes with a total weight of 75 points. They were percent permanent facilities (12),
community of excellience (12), Army family housing (10), unaccompanied officer housiag (10),
unaccompanied enlisted housing (10), community facilities (10), and health care support index
(11). In keeping with the trends of the future force and realizing that the Total Army
Community includes its civilian force as well, more weight was needed to show the true vaiue of
the quality of life measure of me-it. For uniformity and simplicity, ESSC recommends that the
totai weight for this measure of merit be raised from 75 to 150. For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-9
shows ESSC's recomniended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Astributes. The attributes used to determine miliary value for ports in this
measuce of merit are adequate. No changes are necessary.

(2) Weighting Scheme. ESSC prcposes no substantive changes to the attributes in

this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the increase in weight just
discussed.
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16. AMMUNITION FORTS.

‘ a. Mission Essentiality Atsribuies. For Army BRAC ©1, this instaiiation category used

E , six aitributes with a total weight of 450 poiots. ‘They were deep piers and wharfs (110), rail and
road linkages (9), hard surface staging arcas (50), transportation inirestructure (80), support
facilities (60), and reserve support (€0). Dvue to the importance of the mission essentiality
measure of merit, the totai points was raised fror: 256 to 200 for AMC insiallations. Since the
pott installation category used 450 points for Army BRAC 91, ESSC recommends that this total
weight be lowered to 300. This would ailow for uniformity and simplicity for ail AMC
instaliations. This reduction in weight will not impact the imporar.ce of the mission essentiality
attributes since 300 points is more that any other measure of merit weight for thi: installation
category. For Army BRAC 93, Fignre .10 shows ESSC's tecommended weights for each
aitribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Deep Piers and Whaifs, Hard Siitfoce Staging Areas, and Transportation
Infrastructure. An analysis of these attributes reveals the military value of all three of these
attributes is already captured in the attributes of the mission suitability measure of merit.
Therefore, all three of these attributes should be climina:ed from this measure of merit. ESSC
used 2 new attribute, normal throughput capacity as the attribute to determine the missioa
essentiality of the ports.

(2} Normal Throughput Capecity. The true value of a port that captures mission
essentiality should be a new attribute termed norma! throughput capacity. Normal throughput
capacity is the MTMC caiculation that shows a port’s capabili'y to ioad measurement tons per
day.

(3) Weighting Scheme. ESSC pronoses no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The remaining point difference due to the elimination of
three attributes, the addition of oge new attribute, and this new tota! weight, the points need to
be distributed proporticnally among the remaining attributes.

b. Mission Suitebility Atiributes. For Army BRAC 91, this irstailation category used
six attributes with a total weight of 450 points. They were deep piers and wharfs (130), rail and
road linkages (105), hard surface staging areas (45), transportaticn infrastructure (85), suppon
facilities (60), and information mission arza (25). For uniformity and simplicity, ESSC
recommends that AMC installations use a total weight of 250 points for the mission suitability
measvre of mcrit.  Since the port installation category used 450 points for this installation
category in Anmy BRAC S1, ESSC recommends that this tota! weight be lowered to 250. This
reduction in weight will not impact the importance of the mission suitability attributes since 250
points is more than the operational efficiency, expandabiiity, and quslity of life measures of merit.
For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-19 shows ESSC's recommended weights for each atiribute within
this measure of merit.

(i) Rail and Road Linkages. The value of this attribute is already captured in the

mission essentiality measure of merit and should be climinated from this neasure of merit.
l Doubie counting the military value is unnecessary.

|
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MISSION ESSENTIALYTY EXPANDABILITY
Deep Plers and Wharfs 110 0 | Total Buildable Acres 13
Rail and Road Linkages 90 90 | Total Bullding Square Feet 9 0
Hard Surface Staging Areas 50 0 | Environmental Capacity ¢ 40
Transportation Infraszructure 80 O | Mobilization Thruput Capacity 0 45
Support Facilitiss 60 60 | Infrastructure ¢ 3¢
Norwal Throughnput Cepscity 0 100 ! Yater/Sewer Fagilities 11 2
Reserve Suvpsrt 60 30
Total 40 150
Total 450 300
MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Atiribute 9}¢ New | Attribute Qld New
Deep Piers and Wharfs 130 80 ! % Permanen* Facilities 5 3
Rail and Road Linkages 105 0 { Community of Excellence 5 10
Hard Surface Staging Areas 45 45 | Army Family Housing 4 2
Transportation Infrastructure 85 65 | Unaccomp Officer Housing 4 20
Support Facilities 60 C | Unaccomp Enlisted Housing &4 20
Material Handling Equipment 0 25 | Community Facilities 3 25
Construction Investment 0 20 | Health Care Support Index 5 25
Iafoxmation Mission Arcs 25 15
Total 30 150
Total 450 250
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES
TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Attribute Qld jiew
Varisble Housing Allcwance 0 25 0id Hew
Family Housing Cost Per Unit & 20 | Mission Essentiality 450 300
Average Civilian Sslary 1¢C S ! Mission Suitability 450 250
Hourly Wage Crade Rate 4 0 | Operational Efficiency 30 15¢
Manpower Est Relationship 0 25 | Evpandabilicy 40 150
Cost Estimate Relationship 0 30 | Quality of Life a0 159
Utilities Cost Factor 4 ] Total 1,000 1,000
RPMA Cost Factor 4 ¢
Military Construction Cost & 25
Total. 30 150

AR L. R I TH. 2 2 XR XRREI

Figure C-10. REVISED ATTRIBUTES FOR AMMUNITION PORTS
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o . (2} Support Facilities. The value of this attribute is already captured in the
mission essentielity measure of merit and shouid be eliminated from this measure of merit.
Bouble counting the military value is unnecessary.

] §3) Moterial Handling Equipment. One attribute that nzeds to be added is
"materiel handling equipment”. This new attribute will captute the ports capability to load and off
load sea and land transportation conveyances. This new attribute was given a weight value of 25.

(4) Construction Investmens. This is an added attribute. It is in use in the training
category. It has been given a weight value of 20 points. This construction investment attribute
reflects the modernization of a post cr training area and provides a measurement for future
consiruction requirements.

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The remaining point difference due to the elimination of two
attributes, the addition of two new attributes, and this new total weight need distributed
proportionzally among the remaining attributes.

¢. Operationa! Efficiency Atiributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category
used six attribuies with a total weight of 30 points. They wers family housing cost per unit {(4),
average civilian salary (10), hourly wage grade rate (4}, utilities cost (4). RPMA cost factor (4),
and military construction cost (4). The decision to deleie the variable housing aliowance, MER,
and CER attributes for this instsllation category was made during Army BRAC 91 due to the
uniqueness of these types of installaticns. For uriformity and simplicity, ESSC recommends that
AMC installations use a total weight of 150 points for the operational efficiency measure of merit.
Since the port instaliation category used 30 points for this installation category in Army BRAC 91,
ESSC recommends that this total weight be raised to 150. For Army BRAC 93, Figure C-10
shows ESSC's recommended weights for cach attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Variable Housing Allowasre. ESSC recommends that this attribute be included
in this measure of merit. Besides ensuring uniformity and simplicity, logic dictates that most of
these instaliations would not have the available government quarters to house all of its assigned
military personnel. Therefore, the variable housing allowance attribute is a necessary attribute in
determining the operational efficiency of this installation category.

(2) Hourly Wage Grode Kat2. This attribute is unnecessary since the cost of the
civiiian workforce can be captured in one attribute. That is the average civilian salary attribute.
The split into two separate civilian wages is unnecessary.

(3) Manpower Estimate Relationship and Cost Estimate Relationship. ESSC
recommends that the MER and CER be placed back in this measure of merit as a valid measure
of military value. Besides making the measure of merit uniform with the other installation
categories, it permits the elimination of two other attributes within this measure of merit.

(4) Utilities Cost Factor and RPMA Cost Factor. Both of these attributes can be
climinated since the esscace of there contribution to military value is already captured in the
manpower cstimate relati snship (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER) attributes. The
equation to determine MER and CER consider utility and RPMA costs. To capture the
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additional importance of MER and CER due to the elimination of these two attributes, ESSC
recommends that MER be given a weight of 25 points and CER be given 30 points.

(5) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the other
attributes in this measure of merit. The remaining point difference due to the elimination of
three attributes, the addition of three new attributes, and this new total weight need distributed
proportionally among the remaining attributes.

d. Expandabliity Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installation category used four
attributes with a tots! weight of 40 points. They were total buildeble acres (11), total building
square feet (9), environment (9), and water/sewer facilities (11). For uniformity and simplicity,
ESSC recommends that AMC installations use a total weight of 150 points for the expandability
measure of merit. Since the port installation category used 40 points for this instailation category
in Army BRAC 91, ESSC recommends that this total weight be raised to 150. For Army BRAC
93, Figure C-10 shows ESSC's recommended weights for each attribute within this measurz of
merit.

(1) Environmental Carrying Capacity. Formerly the environment attribute, this is a
newly revised attribute. The new name reflects the expanded nature of this attribute; an
installation’s capability to expand in consideration of noise pollution, wetlands, endangered species
and fiora areas, etc. Due to the importance of this attribute, the weight was raised from 9 t5 40.
The rationale for expanding this attribute, and an assesstnent of how to develop appropriate sub-
sitributes to better measure it, are presented in paragraph 21, New and Revised Candidate
Attributes.

(2) Mobilization Throughput Capacity. ESSC has added a mobilization attribuie to
other cat-:gories. This new attribute captures the true mobilization value of a port. This new
attribute termed motilization throughput capacity captures the expandability of a po:t.
Motilization throughput capacity calculates the ports ability to load measurement tons per day
during a corntingency/mobilization.

(3) Water/Sewer Facilities. ESSC recommends changing the "Water/Sewer
Facilities™ attribute to Infrastructure. ESSC also recommends that land fill and electricai
distribution capacity, be added to water end sewer systems in this attribute. They all impact
expansion plans.

{(4) Weighting Scheme. ESSC propouses no substantive chavges to the other
attributes ia this measure of ment. The remaining point difference due ¢o the addition of one
new attribute, raising the weight of another attribute, and this new tota! weight, the points need
to be distributed proportionally among the remaining attributes.

e. Quality of Lifs Attributes. For Army BRAC 91, this installatior: category used
seven attributes with a total weight of 30 points. They were percent permanent facilities (35),
community of cxcellence (5), Army family housing (4), unaccompanied cificer housing (4),
unaccompznied enlisted housing (4), community facilities (3), and heaith care support index (5).
In keeping with the trends of the future force and realizing that the Total Army Community
includes its civilian force as well, more weight was needed to show the true value of the quality of
iife measare of merit. For uniformity and simplicity, ESSC recommends that the totai weight for
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this measuze of merit be raised from 30 to 130. For Army BRAC €3, Figure C-10 shows ESSC's
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Asributes. The attributes used to determine miliary value for ports in this
measure of merit are adequate. No chaages are necessary.

. (2) Weighting Scheme. ESSC proposes no substantive changes to the attributes in
this measure of merit except for adjustments to the weights caused by the increase in weight just
discussed.

17. COMMODITY ORIENTED INSTALLATIONS. Figure C-11 shows the attributes and
weights of the commodity uriented installations used for BRAC 91. ESSC recommended in
Annex B that the commodity installation categcry be divided into three separate categories.
These categories are inventory control pcints (ICPs), proviag grounds {PGs), and research and
Jevelopment (P.&D) centers. Figures C-12 through Figure C-14 show these new categories’
atiributes, and are discussed in the following paragraphs. Due to the different missions of these
commodity oriented instailations, one set of attributes coulu not be uscd to desciibe the military
value of each of these industrial installations.

18. INVENTCRY CONTROL POINTS (ICP). The weighting scheme for ICPs is similar tc
other industrial catcgories. 1000 total points are ailocated to five measures of merit. The mission
essentiality measure of merit was giver. 300 points. The mission suitability measure of merit was
given 250 paoints. The operational efficiency, quality of life, and expandability measures of merit
were given 150 points each.

a. Mission Essentiality Attributes. This measure of merit was allocated 300 points
which were distributed among three attributes. Figure C-12 shows ESSC's recommended weights
for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Operations/Administrative Facilities. As an essential element for ICPs, this
attribute was given a wcight valuc of 125 points. Facility spacc is a vital factor to ICPs.
Inventory control points must have adequate administrative work space to operate efficiently.

(2) Accessibility. Accessibility is the second most important attribute with 100
points. Accessibility is a critical factor to ICPs. It measures the number of miles to the four most
traveled destinations, one of which must be higher headquarters.

(3) Airport Proximity. Proximity is alsc an important attribute that should be
included in the mission essentiality measure of merit. It is given a weight value cf 75 points.
ICPs needed to be able to prov.de effective and efficient service to their customers--depots.
Consequently, they must be able to get to and from airports casily.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. The inventory control points were allocated 250

points within this measure of merit which were distributed among three attribwes. Figure C-12
shows ESSC's recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute Weight Attribute Weight
Land Cwnership 75 Total Buildable Acres 35
Industrial Base 50 Total Unused Building Ademir 25
Ekill pase 50 Encroachment 20
Reserve Component Support 20 Environment 10
Location 20 Water/Sewer Facilities 10
Unique Mission 25 Total Unused Building - R&D 10

Work Force Available 20
Total 25¢ Work Force Skills 20
Total 150

MISSION SUITABILITY QUALITY OF LIFE
Attribyte Weight Attribute Wejght
Total Acres 70 Percent Permenent Facilities 40
Administrative Facilities 50 Community of Excellence Score 20
R&D Facilities 30 Army Family Housing 20
Capital Investments 30 Unaccompanied Officer Housing 10
Test Ranges 20 Unaccompanied Enlisted Housing 10
Information Mission Area 30 Community Facilities 30
Transportation Network 10 Places Rated Almanac Rating 30
Envirormentsal] Compliance 10 Health Care Support Index 10

Communicy Economics 30
Total 250
Total 200
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY
Actribute Weight TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE
Variable Housing Allowance 10
Family Housing Cost Per Unit 10 Mission Essentiality 250
Average Civilian Salary 30 Mission Suitability 250
Hourly Wage Grade Rate i5 Operational Efficiency 150
BASOPS MER Factor 5 Expandability 150
BASCOPS CER Factor 0 Quality of Life 200
Utilities Cost Factor 25
RPMA Cost Factor 25 Total 1,000
Milicary Constructjon Cost 30
Total 150
_

Figure C-11. BRAC 91 ATTRIBUTES FOR COMMODITY ORIENTED INSTALLATIONS
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY

Attribute Weilght
| Ops/Admin Facilities 125
1 Accessibility 100
f Airport Froximity 15

Total 300

EXPANDABILITY

Attribute Weight
Total Buildable Acres 30
Environment 50
Infrastructure 40
Multi-Function 30

Total

MISSION SUITABILITY

QUALITY OF LIFE

Attribute Weight §

Attribute Height | Percaant Formanent Facilities 30 |

Work Force Retention 100 | Community of Excellence Score 15 |}
Construction Investment 50 | Army Family Housing 15

Information Mission Area 100 | Unaccompenied Officer Housing 15 §

Unaccompanied Enlisted Housing 15 |

Total 250 { Community Facilities 25

Places Rated Almanac Rating 10 |

Health Cere Support Index 25

Total 150

OPERATIONAL EFFICIERCY

Attribute Weight
Varible Housing Allowance 25
Farily Housing Cost Per Unit 25
Average Civilian Salary 30
Manpower Estimate Relationship 25
Cost Estimate Relationship 25
MILCON Cost Factor 20

Total 150

TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE

Mission Essentiality 300
Migsion Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150
Expandability 150
Quality of Life 150

Total 1,000

Figure C-12. RECOMMENDED ATTRIBUTES FOR INVENTURY CONTROL POINTS

C-83




(1) Work Force Retention. This attribute is coissidered necessary to an effective
ICP. Its purpose is to assess the ability of an installation 0 provide continuity in the workforce
over time. It is given a weight value of 100 points.

(2) Construction Investment. A weight value: of 50 points is allocated to this
attribute. It is an important attribute jn the mission suitability measure of merit because it
measures the overall value of the facilities as well as modernization on post that supports the
mission of inventory control points.

(3) Information Mission Area. Due to the importance of this attribute, it was also
given a weight value of 100 points in this measure of merit. ICPs need good telephone,
computer, and tele-communications systems to do their job efficiently and correctly.

c. Operational Efficiency Attributes. The inventory control points were allocated 150
points within this measure of merit, which were distributed among six attributes. The six
attributes variabie housing allowance, family housing cost per unit, average civilian salary,
manpower estimate relationship, cost estimate relationship, and military construction cost factor.
Thesc attributes are the same attributes used for other industrial categories for this measure of
merit. Figure C-12 shows ESSC's recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of
merit.

4. Expandability Attributes. Figure C-12 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for
each ettribute within this measure of merit. 150 points are allocated to the attributes within this
measure of merit. Four attributes share the 150 points. These atiributes are total buildable acres,
environment, infrastructure, multi-function. These attributes are the same attributes used for
other industrial categories measures of merit.

¢. Quality of Life Attributes. 150 points are allocated to the attributes within this
measure of merit. Eight attributss share the 150 points. These attributes are: percent permanent
facilities, community of excellence score, Army family housing, unaccompanied officer housing,
unaccompanied enlisted housing, community facilities, places rated aimanac rating, and health care
support index. These attributes are the same attributes used for other industrial categories
measures of merit. Figure C-12 shows ESSC’s recommeinded weights for each attripute within this
measure of merit.

19. PROVING GROUNDS. The weighting scheme for proving grounds is similar to other
industrial categories. 300 and 250 points are allocated to the mission essentiality and suitability
measures of merit respectively, while 150 points each is ailocated to operational efficiency, quality
of life, and expandability.

a. Mission Essentiality Attributes. 300 points are allocated to the mission essentiality
measure of merit and divided among thr=e attributes. Figure C-13 shows ESSC's recommended
weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Test & Evaluation Facilities. 150 points are allocated to this attribute because
of its dominance over other atiributes. Test and evaluation facilities are a vital factor to these
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY

i Attribute Weight
d T&E Facilities 150
| T&E Ranges 100
| Total Acres 50

Total 300

- -

EXPANDABILITY
Attribute Height
Total Buildable Acres 25
Encroachment 20
Environment 50
Infrastructure 30
Multdi-function 25

Total 150

] Attribute

MISSION SUITABILITY

Weight

! Operational/Admin Facilities 125
Work Force Retention 75

| Information Mission Ares 50
Total 250

QUALITY OF LIFE

Attribute Weight
Percent Permanent Facilities 30
Commnunity of Excellence Score 15
Army Family Housing 15
Unaccompanied Officer Housing 15
Unaccompanied Enlisted Rousing 15
Community Facilities 25
Places Rated Almanac Rating 10
Health Care Support Index 25

Total 150

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

Attribute Weight

¢ Varible Housing Allowance 25
| Family Housing Cost Per U-it 25
! Aversge Civilian Salary 30
f Menpower Est. Relationship 25
| Cost Estimate Realationship 25
3 MILCOR Cost Factor 20
Total 150

TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCCRE

Mission Essentiality 300
Mission Suitsbility 250
Opezational Efficiency 156
Expandability 150
Quality of Life 150

Total 1,000

Figure C-13. RECOMMENDED ATTRIBUTES FOR PROVING GROUNDS
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installations. Test and evaluation must have the proper facilities and work space to operate
efficiently.

o (2) Test & Evaluation Ranges. 100 points are given for this attribute. It is second
In importance only to T & E facilities. It is critical that T & E installations have the proper
ranges to conduct their missions.

(3) Total Acres. 50 points are given for this attribute. It is essential that proving
ground have ihe proper acreage to conduct their mission, provide for security, and insure
adequate room for new and emerging missions. Particularly in light of more lethal and more
capable weapon systems.

b. Mission Suitability Attributes. 250 points are ailocated to the mission suitability
measures of merit. These points are divided among three attributes. Figure C-13 shows ESSC's
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Operations/Administrative Facilities. 125 points allocated to this attribute
because of its dominance. Facility space is a vital factor to the efficient operation of proving
grounds. Proving grounds must have adequate administrative work space to operate efficiently.

(2) Work Force Ketention. 75 points aie piovided for this attribute. It is criticai to
proving grounds to be abtle to draw from an adequately trained workforce in the surrounding
community.

(3) Information Mission Area. 50 points are allocated to this attribute. It is the
third most important attribute in mission suitabiiity. However it plays a necessary role. R & D
instaliations need rood telephonz, computer, and tele-communications systems to do their job

right.

c. L ~ujonal Efficiency Attributes. (50 points are ailocated to the attributes within
this measure ot ....it. Six attributes share the 150 points. These attributes are variable housing
allowance, family housing cost per unit, average civilian selary, manpower estimate relationship,
cost estimate relationship and military construction cost factur. These attributes are the same
attributes used for other industrial categories measures of merit. Figure C-13 shows ESSC’s
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

d. Expandability Attributes. 150 points are allccated to the attributes withir: this
measure of merit. Four attributes share the 150 points. These attributes are total buildable acres,
environment, infrastructure, multi-function. These attributes are the same attributes used tor
other industrial categories measures of merit. Figure C-13 shows ESSC’s recommended weights
for each attribute within this measure of merit.

e. Quality of Life Attributes. 150 points are allocated to the attributes within this
measure of merit. Eight attributes share the 150 points. These attribuies are: percent permanent
facilities, community of excellence score, army family housing, unaccompanied officer housing.
unaccompanied enlisted housing, community facilities, places rated almanac rating, and hcalth care
suppo.: index. These attributes are the same attributes used for other industrial categories




.

measures of merit. Figure C-13 shows ESSC's recommended weights for cach attribute within this
measure of merit.

20. RESEARCH AN} DEVELOPMENT CENTERS. The weighting scheme for research
and development centers is similar to other industrial categories with appropriate changes to the
attributes to reflect the developmental research functions perforined at these installations. A
1000 point total is provided for this category. 300 and 250 points are alocated to the mission
essentiality and suitability measures of merit, while 150 points is allocated to cperational
efficiency, quality of life, and expandability.

a. Mission Essentiality Aitributes. The 300 peints allocated to this research and
development measure of merit are divided among three attributes. Figure C-14 shows ESSC’s
recommended weights for cach attribute within this measure of merit.

(1) Research & Development Facilities. 150 points aliocated to this attribute
because of the absclute necessity for thes= facilities. R & D facilities are « vital {actor {0
research and development installations. R & D Centers must have suitably equipped work space
to opetate efficiently.

(2) Work Force Retention. 109 points are provided for this attribute. It is critical
to R & D installations to be able to draw from an adequately trained workforce.

(3) Total Acres. 50 points are given for this attribute. It is essential that R & D
facilities have the proper acreage to conduct their mission, provide for security, and insure
adequate room for rew and emicrging missicas.

b, Mission Scitebility Attridbuies. 250 points are allocated to the mission suitability
measures of merit. Thesc points are divided among four attributes

(1) Opcrations/Administrative Facilities. 100 points allocated to this attribute
because of its importance to R & D centers. Facility space is 8 vital factor to the efficient
operation ol research and cevelopment installations. R & D instailations must have adequate
adrinistrative work space to operate efficienily.

{2) Comstruction Investment. 50 points are allocated to this attribute. It is the
second important attribute in mission suitability because it measures the overal! value of the
facilities functioning in the mission of research and development centers.

(3) Airport Proximiiy. Airport proximity is given 25 points. Accessibility to a
major sirport with regularly scheduled service is necessary.

() Information Mission Area. This attribute is provided with 75 points. It plays a
necessary role. R & D installations need good telephone, computer, and tele-communications
systems to do their job correctly and efficiently.

c. Operational Efficiency Attributes. 150 points are allocated to the attributes within
this measure of merit. Six attributes share the 150 points. These attributes are variable housing
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EXPANDABILITY
MISSION ESSENTIALITY
Attribute Haight |
Attribure Wedighr Total Buildable Acres 25 |
R & D Facilitiss 150 Encroachment 20
Wozk Force Retention 100 Envirenment 5¢
Tstel Acres 50 Infrastrucuture 30 {
Multi--Function 25
Total 300
Total 150
P
(
QUALITY OF LIFE
MISSION SUITABILITY
At:ribute Weight
Attribute Height | Percent Farmenent Facilities 30
Operstional/Admin Facilities 100 | Community of Excellence Score 15
Construction Investmen: 50 { Army Family BHousing 15 (
Adrport Proximity 25 | Unscccompanied Officer Housing 15
Information Mission Area 15 | Unaccompanied Enlisted Housing 15
Community Facilities 25
Total 250 §{ Places Rated Almanec Rating 10
Heulth Care Support Index 25
(
Total 150
OPERATIONAL EFFICIERCY
TGTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORE {
Attribute Weight
Varible Housing Allowance 25 | Mission Essentiality 300
Family Housivg Cost Per Unit 25 | Missicn Suitability 250
Average Civilian Salary 30 | Opuarational Efficiency 15¢
Manpower Estimete Relation. 25 § Expandability 150
Cost Estimate Relationship 25 | Guality of Life 150 (
MILCON Cost Factor 20
Total 1,000
Total 150
!
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Figure C-14. RECOMMENDED ATTRIBUTES FOR R & D CENTERS
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allowance, family housing cost per unit, aversge civilian salary. manpower estimate relationship,
cost estimate relationship and military constri ction cost factor. These attributes are the same

Ls attributes uscd for other industrial categories measures of merit. Figure C-14 shows ESSC’s
recommended weights for each attribute within this measure of merit.

d. Expandability Atiributes. 150 points are allocated to the attributes within this
measure of merit. Four attributes share the 150 points. These atributes are total buildable acres,
environment, infrastructure, malti-function. [hese aitributes are the same attributes used for
P other industrial categories measures of merit Figure C-14 shows ESSC’s recommended weights
for each attribute within this measure of merit.

e. Quality of Life Attributes. 150 poinss are allocated to the attributes witain this
measure of merit. Eight attributes share the 150 points. These attribuies ave: percent permanent
facilities, community of excellence score, army family housing, unaccompanied officer housing,
unaccompanied enlisted housing, community facilities, places rated almanac rating, and health care
support index. These attributes are the same attributes used for other industrial categories
measures of merit. Figure C-14 shows ESSC’s recommended weights for each attribute within this
raeasure of merit.

21. NEW & REVISED CANDIDATE ATTRIBUTES. Throughout ESSC's discussions with
various instailation, Army MACOM, and DA BRAC subject matter expests many topics weie
broached. Many suggested the use of new attributes not used during Army BRAC 91 or
completely restructured aitributes. Our objective is to analyze several of these suggestions for use
during Army BRAC 93.

} a. Geographic Location. 1t was propcsed to ESSC that ihe Army’s measnre of an
installaticn’s military value woeld improve if a geographic iocation attribute were added. This

l attribute would be a completely new attribute. This geographic location attribute would attempt
to capture the characteristics of an instsllation that is located in an ideal geographic location.
The geographically ideai instailation is an installation that is not affected by severe weather,
enjoys the benefit of convenient air, sea, and land transportation hubs, and maintains an excellent

} deployability travel time.

|

|

|

|

.

b. Environmert. The Army, like the rest of our society is committed ic meeting their
total environmental responsibilities. This includes the environmental stewardship of the Army’s
installations. In today’s BRAC environment, not only is the Army engaged in environmental
rleanup on excess properties, but restoring the environimental quality of current installations.

To accompiish that mission of restoration, lnowledge of each Army instailation environmental
condition must be assessed. These conditions are of particulsr importance tc the BRAC process
because it allows the Army to recognize the capacity limitations of its installations. It has been
suggested 1o ESSC that environmental attributes play a larger role in determining the military
value of an insailation in Army BRAC 93.

¢. Mobilization. The Army of the future wili be a smaller, more lethal {orce, with the
ability to expand to respond to large, extended conflicts. Many in the Army community are
concerned with the readiness of the US Army to expand to meet these situations. Specifically,
are we as an Army community allowing installations that are valuable as mobilization assets to
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record that expandability as a military vaiue attribute? This atiribute was suggesicd as a new
addition.

22 CANDIDATE ATTRIBUTE: GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION. Would the imeasure of an
installation’s military value improve if a geographic location attribute were added? This question
is examined in the following subparagraphs.

a. Ratiorale. The Army's Chief of Staff envisions our instailations as power projection
platforms.! These installations respond to future regional theeats to the national security, by
acting as platforms for deployment, hubs for sustainment, and nuclei for reconstitution. In light of
thesc facters, it would seem reasonable to assume that an instaliation”s military value is enhanced
if its location within the United States is in an ideal geographic iocation.

b. Purpose. A proposed geographic location attribute would measure the geographic
suitability of an installation from four perspectives: deployability, climatic advantage,
transportability, and prominence.

(1) Deployahility. The geographic location of an installation locaied on the coastal
regions of the United States enjoys deployability benefiis that an installation located in the
interior of the United States does not. For example, the travel time of units located at Fort
Stewart to locations in Southwest Asia is better than those of units located at Fort Riley simply
because of the travel distance. Coastal plain installations responding to « crisis or reinforcing
forward deployed forces maintain a built in advantage in air and ground transport time.

(2) Ciimatic Zone. The geog:aphically ideal installation is a post that is not
affected by severe weather patterns and is located in climatic zones that match the threat, regicnal
focus, and force packages listed in the LJS national military strategy 2, ESSC recognizes the
Army must train in ail weather, for all contingencies, and thus requires units training in a varicty
of climatic zones. This, however, must be balanced against the new reality of emerging regional
threats. For example, the demand for installations located in sub-arctic climate regions is xnot as
high as when the Soviet threat was the US’ primary security concern. We can still point to a
North Korea (humid mid-latitude), Iraq and Iran (semi-arid mid-latitude) as specific thrcats for
which we must train and maintain forces. We also balance the reality of recent conflici climatic
zones: Desert Storm (semi-arid, mid-latitude), Just Cause and Urgent Fury (rainy tropical) with
the location of our bases. Further still, we must orient our military force packages towards the
Adlantic, Pacific, and crisis response. All these factors point towards training in climatic zones of
the mid-latitudes.

(3) Transportability. Coastal installations enjoy the synergistic benefit of air, sea,
and land iransportation hubs being co-located. For example, Fort Lewis enjoys the unique
capability of using national and international air, sea, and land transportation hubs all co-located

! Speech to the DOD Western Regional Commanders Conference by the Vice Chief of Saff of the Army, Scottsdale
Arizona, 9 December 1991.
% The Chairrnan Joint Chiefs of Staff, The National Miluary Strategy of the United Siles, January 1992.
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within Ehe city of Seattle. Fort Carson, an inland installaticr: does tiot maintain those advantages
--especially the advantage of an adjacent seaport.

(4) Geographic Prominence. The location of some installations is of strategic
geographic importance. These installations are of such importance to the Army and Department
of Defense bhecause of its strategic geographic location that this characteristic must be considered.
For exampie, Schoficld Bairacks in Haweii is a major source of active component troops for the
Pacific rim, and is located in the Pacific rim. It is geograpkicaily unique. There are no others
located in such a geographically strategic position. That characteristic must be recorded.

c. BRAC Studies. The concepi of using a geographic location related -ttribute is not
new. Geographic attributes have been used and demonstraved i previous BRAC processes.
During BRAC 88° one of the mission suitability attributes used was weathes/terrain/land use.
The Air Force during BRAC 91 used geographic location and wzather as criteria for their
evaluations.* The przcedent has been set.

d. Army BRAC 91. Several attributes used in BRAC 91 emulate the concept of a
geographic location attribute. Most of these geographic related attributes focus mainly on an
installation’s ability to measure their use of nearby transportation networks. The categories ang
aitributes relating to an installation’s ability to use nearby transpertation networks were: fighting
categoiy-deployment netwerk; training category-dzploymert; command and control category-
transportation netwerk, proximity, accessibility; commodity category-location; ports category-rail
and road linkages; producticn category-lacation; depots category-transportation network.

e. Applicability. Does a geographic iocation attritute apply to all installations in all
categories? The use of 2 geographic location is well suited for use in the fighting category. The
Army must have its fighting instaliations in the best geographic locations possible for depioyment
and training. However, its applicability to those installations listed in the industrial categories is
questionable. The demand for locating R & D centers, proving grounds, ard inventory control
points and coramand and contro! installations cn coastal plain is not weil supported. Locating
production facilities and depots near to fighting installations is understandable. The training
categories seem suited for aspects of a geographic location attribute, but not all. Professional
schools are location independent, while branch schools would enjoy the benefits of being located
in a climatically suitable environment.

f. Measurability. The data is partialiy available to support a geographic location
attribute. One part of the equation would measuie an installation’s current proxirmity to coastal
regions. Less than 60 miles from the coastline scores high, while interior regions score lower. A
second part would measure the climatic regions classifications for an installation. These are
available in anv atlas. Mid-latitude climatic regions justify a higher score than an arctic climate.
Another part incorporates existing attributes that measure proximity to air, sea, and land

3 Baee Realignments and Closures, Report of the Difense Secretary's Commission (U.S. Depariment of Defense,
De..mber 1988), p. 50.

4 Base Ciosure and Realignment Reconmendations-Detailed Analysis, Flying Category-Tactical Subcategory Teb
(Department of the Air Foree, April 1991).
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transportation hubs. The single shortfall to this geographic location attribute 15 a source justifying
or predicting the strategic nature of installations.

g Summary: Geographic Location Attribute Analysis. The Army has stated its desire
to locate installations iz optimal geographic locations. Certain BR.AC 91 categories used
atiributes to measure an installations geographic proximity to trauspertation hubs in many
categories. Others BRAC cfforts have aiso vsed a geographic related attributc during their
analysis. Additionally, a geographic location attribute is partially measurable for al! installations
and categories. However, because it is currently embedded in othe: attributes, and only partially
measurable, ESSC does not recommend ti:e addition of geographic location as another attribute.

23. CANDIDATE ATTRIBUTE: MOBILIZATION. Does the mobilization and deplcyment
capability of an Armry installation affect its military value? More specifically, is the Army
recognizing and emphasizing instaliation mobilization and deployment readiness sufficiently?
These guestions are examined in the following subparagraphs.

a. Rationale. Today's Army leadership places a premium on the ability of Army
instaliations to do critica} tasks--particularly mobilization. "They must be able to support the
mobilization necessary to sustain and reconstitute the force.”> This point is particularly
significant because of the future role installations play in Army mobilization. They are the
cornerstone for the reconstitution of the Army's forces. All Army vision statements and planning
documents aie emphatic. The Army must preserve the potential for expansion of its ground
forces. Logically, an installatic:n’s military value must include a measurement capacity for
mobilization.

b. Purpose. The purpose of a mobilization attribute is to measure an installation’s
capacity to train, equip, and deploy units in time of a naticnal emergency. Research done be
ESSC, as part of the Mobilization Statiouing Strategy and Requirements (MS?R) Study®
sponsored by DA DCSOPS, identified the following criticai mobilization attributes an installation

must possess.

(1) Billeting. Installations must have the ability 10 a.ccommodate an expanding
number of additional trcop units during mobilization. Of particular significarice is the ability to
house thes= troops in suitable facilities.

(2) Deployment Network. Installations must have a suitable transnortation network
that links the installation to its planned air and seaport of embarkation. Installations used for
deployments chciid be within 100 iailes of their supporting airport. For many installations there
are rcquirements for direct access .0 rail networks. This is a critical elcment in an installation’s
ability to project land forces to locations outside the United States. Ideally instailations from
which units with wheeied vehicles deploy should be less than 350 miles from a major seaport.

5 Chief of Staff of the Army, Keynote Address to the Worldwide DEH Training Conference (Baltimore, Maryland, 10
December 1991).

6 Statement of Work, Mobilization, Starioning Strategy and Requirements Studv (MS®R) (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Engineer Strategic Study Center, 12 February 1992).
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Installation from which units with tracked vehicles or other heavy equipment deploy must have a
raithead with sufficient loading facilities.

. (3) Maintenance Facilities. Often overlooked is the maintenance capability of an
installation. Wheeled and tracked vehicle maintenance and rotary and fired wing aviation
maintenance facilities are in high demand during mobilization.

(4) Ranges & Training. Ranges and training areas are also in high demand during
mobilization. There are extensive requirements for ranges of al} types beyond individual and crew
setved weapons training and qualifications. Major training areas are required to conduct squad to
brigade unit maneuver training.

{S) Geugraphic Dispersion. Geographic dispersion addresses installasions that ate
dispersed to minimize travei distance for USAR and ARNG units, both for annusl training and
mobilization purposes.

¢. BRAC Studies. It is possible to obtain insight on the use of a mobilization and
depioyment aitribute by examiring o1 r BRAC studies. A precedent has been set through the
use of mobilization attributes ir cther BRAC studies.

(1) BRAC 85. A specific mobilization attribute was not used during BRAC 88.
However some of the component parts of a mobilization attribute were presert. BRAC 88 used
deplovment means, and infrastructure as attributes, which correspond to two of ESSC's
mobilization aitribute criteria: deployment network and billeting.

(2) Air Force BRAC $1. The Air Force during BRAC 91 placed considerable
value on an instaliation’s mobilization capacity. The Air Force measured the mobilizaiion capacity
of their installations explicitly. The Air Force used "the ability to accommodate contingency,
mobilization, and future total force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving
locations” as a measure of merit. The Air Force used two attributes to define this measure of
merit: contingency and mobilization; and fuiure force requirements. The Air Force's contingency
and mobilization attribuic uses 5 sub-attributes. They are: geographic location, parking apron
capacity, hot cargo area prescnt, munitions storage capacity, fuel hydrant system, C-141 maximum
working on ground.

d. Army BRAC 91. Ex:ept for the production installation category, the Army did not
explicitly consider the mobili.ation capacity of an installation as part of its military value during
BRAC 9i. Implicitly, many of the characteristics of mobilization are considered through many
attributes used in Army BRAC 91.

(1) Billeiing. Housing troops during mobilization and deployment is an important
factor. Army BRAC 721 did not measure billeting explicitly. Army BRAC 91 did however
measure different classes of housing under the quality of life measure Lf merit.

(2) Deploymert Network. The deployment network of an installation is an essential
characteristic of a mobilization attribute. Army BRAC 91 used several attributes to measure an
installation’s deployment network. The fighting category used deployment network: the training
category used deployment capability; command and contiol installation used transportation
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network and accessibility; and the depot, production and commodity categories used
transportation network.

(3) Maintenance Facilities. Wheeled, tracked and aviation maiutenance facilities
are a necessary component of a mobilization attribute. During Army BRAC 91 three categories
exglicitly measured the ability of a post to perform maintenance. They were fighting category
(vehicle and aviation maintenance), training category (maintenance facilities), and depots
(capacity-mairtenance).

. (4) Ranges & Training. Ranges and training areas, a key component during
mobilization, were measured in Army BRAC 91. Ranges and maneuver training areas were two
specific attributes in the fighting category. The training category used four range and training
attributes.

(5) Gevgraphic Dispersivn. Geographic dispersion addresses installations that are
dispersed in advantageous locations to serve as mobilization stations threughout the United
States. This attribute is indirectly addressed in Army BRAC 91 in the reserve support attribute.

e. Applicability. Is the issus of mobilization and deployment a critical issue to the
military value of instailations in the Ariny? Upon examination. the use of a mobilization attribute
would have universal application with a few minor exceptions. The Ariny must have its fighting
installations, training, ports and command and control installaiions capable of supporting the
reconstitution of the total Army. However, its applicability to those installations listed in the
industrial categorices is questionable. Mgbilization demands on R & D centers, proving grounds,
and professional schools is minimal compared to the role of fighting instellations. Inveniory
conwrol points, depots, and production installations plan for mobilization and an attribute would
be applicable.

f. Measurability. The data is available to support 2 mobilization attribute. Currently,
several characteristics of the mobilization attribute are resident in the Army BRAC 91 attributes.
Three chatacteristics that are cucrently measured in some form through Army BRAC 91 attributes
are training land, maintenance capacity, and deployment nietworks. Billeting information is
currently included as part of quality cf life. However, the measurcment of mobilizatiun billeting
requires the identification of an installation’s billeting capacity under the spac allowances
authorized during mobilization. This information is available from instailation Mobilization
planners. ESSC does not know of a more direct method for determining the optimal geographic
dispersion factor than the reserve support attribute that was used in Army BRAC 91.

g- Summary: Mobilization Attribute Analysis. The Army of the future is an Army
that must have the capability to mobilize and deploy. Part of an Army installation’s value is the
ability to svstain this mobilization. This is done through billeting, transportation throughput, and
mainienance support. Army BRAC 91 measured some of these traits, but ot in a complete
fashion. The infoennation needed to capture mebilization characteristics is available and can be
captured. ESSC sees the addition of a mobilization attribute as a key part in measuring the
military value of an Army installation. We recommend that the existing attributes covering
training land, maintenance capacity, deployment network, and reserve support be retained as
separate factors that also contribute to an installation's military value in support of maobilizat'on.




We also propose an additional mobilization attribute to measure billeting capacity under
mobiiization space allowances.

24. CANDIDATE ATTRIBUTE: ENVIRONMENTAL CARRYING CAPACITY. Would the
measure of an installation’s military value improve if a restructured environmental attribute were
added? Specifically, is the Army best served by measuring the environmental carrying capacity of
an installation? These questions are examined in the following subparagraphs.

a._Rationale. The Army’s leadership wants its installations to lead in enironmental
stewardship.” Particularly significant is the drive towards a balance between staying trained and
ready, aad the legal 202 ethical charge to protect the environment. It is a logical assumption that
installations with balanced environmental conditions are of higher value to .ae Army than those
installations not in balance with nature.

b. Purpose. The purpose of a revised environmental attribute is to measure the
environmental carrying capacity of an installation. This measure would reflect an installation’s
environmental capacity from several perspectives. Discussions with *ne Army’s Eavizonmenta!
community® clarified some of the perspectives that would be needed to measure environmental
carrying capacity.

(1) Archeology & Historical Buildings. Instailations must be able to recognize and
preserve potential and existing archeological sites and historical buildings and centers.
Importaatly for Army BRAC purposes, are these sites constraints to potential construction and
expansion operations?

(2) Endangered Species. If there are federally listed endangered spezies (flora and
fauna) habitats on the installation causing stationing issues, this situation must be recognized and
balanced with the operational requirements of a post.

(3) Wetlands. The role of wetlands can be a highly constraining factor to
operations, or require extensive "work arounds,” to support current operations.

(4) Air Quality. This environmental attribute component is particularly significant
for the Army’s industrial related installations. Recognition of a base’s condition in attainment for
air pollutants is needed to determine the entire range of constraining factors on an installation.

(5) Water Quality. An assessment of the contamination of ground water is a vital
part of recognizing whetber a base is able to expand and accept a growing population. Ground
water quality is exclusive of water supply issues, which are addressed in the expandability measure
of merit, infrastructure attribute.

7 Chie! of Staff of the fwmy, Keynote Address tc the Worldwide DEH Training Conference (Ballimore, Maryland, 10
Dececmber 1991).

8 Environmenal Workshop in Supgon of BRAC 93 Process (U.S. Army Eagineer Strategic Studies Center, For: Belvoir,
Virginia, 6 March 1992).
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{(6) Noise Quality. Army installations in Europe face the challenge of noise
pollution. Many installations solve noise problems through unique noise abatement solutions.
CONUS Army bases are increasingly facing the same situation and solution--restrictions on
operations. This impacts an installation’s ability to grow and expand.

(7) Land Quality. Many Army instailations train and operate in r<gions where scil
and vegetation do not have great strength or durability. These inherent weaknesses cause training
land rotation problems. These problems can inhibit the number of units basext on an installation.

(8) Hazmat-Asbestos. If the predominant presence of asbestos in buildings
precludes incoming units from readily occupying buildings, this threastens the military value of a
post. In most cases, asbestos manageinent programs are capable of mitigating risks.

(9) Hazmat-Radon. The presence of extensive radon con.aminztion presents a
similar situation to that of asbestos contamination. Like asbestos contomination, many solutions
are simple hazardous materials management programs. More pervasive situations need
recognition for BRAC.

(10) Contaminated Sites. This factor recognizes the Anny's Defense
Environmental Restoration Program (DERA) program. Problems such as underground storage
tank leakages are surveyed and corrected within this program. Recogaition of a base’s general
condition regarding contaminated sites is necessary for consideratior in BRAC.

c. BRAC Studies. Other military services have found that enviropment is an important
measure of the military value of an installation. The Air Force during BRAC 91 placed imporiant
value on an installation’s environmental situation. The Air Force measured the consequences of
their activities on installa:iuns using “the environmental impact " measure of merit. They used six
aitributes to define this measure of ment: air quality, water, hazardous materiai, bicjogicai,
cultural, geology and soils.  Within several of these attributes there are sub-attribates. For
example within the hazardcus material attribute, asbestos, radon, and solid waste are assessed.
The Air Force used a measure of merit, six attributes, some with sub-attributes to determine the
impact of environment on the military value of tneir installations.

d. Army S8RAC 91. The Army during BRAC 91 used an environinental atiribute under
the expandability measure of merit. The Army explicitly within this attribute focused upon three
environmental constraints upon mission activity. The Army measured these three components in
a composite sub-model.

(1) Endangered Flora/Fauna. If there are federally listed endangered species
habitat on the installaticn causing stationing issues, the cumber of species is entered in the
evaluation.

(2) Archasological Site. Total archacological sites on the installation are
determined. This value is then divided by the surveyed acreage on the installation.

(3) Historical Buildings. The tota! historical sites on the installation are

determined. This value is then divided by the totai number of permanent buildings on the
installation.
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c. Applicability. Mandating a new BRAC environmental carrying capacity attribute
must be considered carefully. Does an eavironmental carrying capacity (ECC) attribute apply to
all installation in al! categories? The use of a new environmental attribute is well suited for use
with installations in the fighting, training, command and control categories. Today, we see the
constraining effects of woodpeckers on Fort Bragg, bats at Fort Huachuca, and eagles at Fort
Belvoir. Certain installations witkin the industrial category will have limited use for an
environmental carrying capacity. Ap environmental carrying capacity attribute is, however, well
suited to installations in the depot, proving grounds, and production categories. Reserve
component installations face many of the same requirements and problems as active Army
instaliations. Likewise, RC installations need to determine their environmental constraints. Ports,
unique 2ssets to the Ammy, do not face the exact number and type of environmental constraints as
land locked installations, but that does not make their environmental constraints any less serious.

f. Measurability. One of the major complications encountered with establishing an
environmental carrying capacity attribute is in measuring the data at instailations. Specific
problems are data availability, consistency, and integration.

(1) Data Availability and Consistency. How does the instaliation know its
environmental condition? The answer varies by installation and by environmental issue aciuss the
Army. Environmental data is available and does exist--but how much and on what topics. Some
baselipe information exists on high visibility environmental issues. For example, the Preliminary
Assessment/Site Investigation (PA/SI) phase of Defense Environmental Restoration Program
(DERA) provides information on contaminated sites such as leaks from nolychlorinated biphenyl
(PCB) transformers. Jow visibility issues are different. The number of archcological sites on an
installation may not have the benefit of a baseline assessment. Information may be non-existent,
located in an s1ate or local data base, or in the archives of the USA Toxic and Hazardous
Material Agency (THAMA). Assuming that some leve! of information on the environmental
issues is available, now data validity problems arise. Is the information 100 old to use and were
proper collection technigues used at the time of collection? The key point is that if a survey,
investigation, or coliection is not initiated for that environmental issue for that installation-- data
gaps occur. The magnitude of the problem is exacerbated when the total Army is examined.

(2) Daia Integration. Let us assume that the environmental data we need to
calculate #n environmental ca:rying capacity analysis is available. We now encounter what we
shall term a series of data integration problems, of which the following are by ns means all
inclusive. First, can we retrieve the environmental data in a usabie format? Is the environmental
information in a common reirievable format--hard or soft copy, electronic or manual, graphic or
textual? Second, is the data understandable? What does >20picft of radon mean to a BRAC
analyst, and how can it be used to make a decision? Third, is the data in a usable system? What
good is a database of Fort Hood land use in the Integrated Training Area Management (ITAMS)
data base if it cannot be accessed and integrated intc one central decision support system at
HQDA?

g Summary-Environmental Carrying Capacity Attribute. The Avmy leadership wants
its installations to be leaders in the field cf environmental stewardship. This insures the value of
installations for the future. One method to assure environmental stewardship is maintained in
Army instalfations of the future 1s to measure the environmental carrying capacity through a
BRAC attribute. Army BRAC 91 began by using an environmentai attribute. The expansion of
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this attribute to an environmenta! carrying capacity attribute is a logical progression. The Army
environmental community is able to identify important environmental issues that can constrain
installations. However, it is ESSC judgment that environmental data and methods to transmit that
cnvironmental data have not yet fully matured to conduct a quantitative analysis. Yet, it is
advisable to begin the {ramework of an environmental carrying capacity in a qualitative manner
for Army BRAC 93. Army environmental subject matter experts are capable of performing a
qualitative ECC. This would form the basis for a more guantitative approach for Army BRAC 95.
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. RESULTS

_25. GENERAL. This section synthesizes cur discussion of the Army’s use of attributes
during the BRAC-Phase I Process into findings and recommendations.

26. FINDINGS.

¢ FINDING 1. ESSC found the need for new or substantially revised attributes.
These new attributes address weaknesses in the set of attributes used for Army
BRAC 91, and add to the Army’s effort of measuring an installation’s military value.
These candidaie attributes are: geographic location, mobilization, and environmental

carrying capacity.
DISCI;SSION.

Location. The purpose of a geographic location attribute is to measure
the value of an installation that is located in a geographically optimal setting. This
attribute is designed to weigh the climatic conditions, deployability, transportablity,
and prominence of an Array installation. Many of these criteria are established in
attributes used in Army BRAC 91.

Mobiiization. The purpose of a mobilization atiribute is intended to gauge the ability
of an installation to support the Army's reconsititution efforts. This is done by
measvring the billeting, maintenance, and transportation throughput of an
instailation. ESSC realized that all installation categorics have special needs. ESSC
adjusted the mcbilizaticn attribute to incorporate the special needs of certain
categories. For example, in the Poris categories, mobilization throughput capacity is
offered for use instead of the mobilization attribute.

Environmental Carrying Capaciy. The environmental carrying capacity attribuie is
meant to determine the receivership ability cf Army installations in light of their
euvironmental constraints. It is a substantially revised environment attribute that was
used in Army BRAC 91. For Army BRAC 93 the intent is to capture additional data
beyond the historical/zrchacological sites, and endangered species, specifically to gain
access to air quality, noise quality, hazardous ma.erials such 2s asbestos and radon,
and contaminated sites information.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recommends that two new attributes—mobilization
and cavironmentai cartying capacity-be implemented for Army BRAC 93. The
gecgraphic location 2¢tribute duplicates the traits of other attributes and is not
recommended as a new attribute.
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e FINDING 2. ESSC found attributes that were duplicating the intent of other
sttributes.

DISCUSSIGN. ESSC found attributes uszd in Army BRAC 91 that could be
climinzted since they duglicate the purpose of other attributes already used. These
attributes are medical facilities, rescrve demographics, and pon attributes.

Medical Facilities. The vaiue of the medical facilities in the training and branch and
training and professioral schools is already captured in the health care support index
atiribute.

Reserve Demaographics. The value of the reserve demographics in the major training
aress instaliation category can be captured in the reserve support attribute.

Port Atiributes. In the port installaticn category, five attributes are ".epeated between
the mission essentiality and the mission suitability measures of merit. These
attributes are deep piers and wharfs, rail and road linkages, hard surface staging
areas, transportation infrastructuse, and supgport facilities. ESSC only used each
attribute once and developed new attributes that determine the true military value of
a pori. These new attributes are normal throughput capacity, mabilization
throughput capacity, and material handling eguipment.

RECOMMENDATION. Reduce the duplication through uniform and standardized
attributes that do not double count the same value.

e FINDING 3. The names of several aitributes used during Army BRAC 91 are
unclear and in need of clarification.

DISCUSSION. ESSC discovered during its analysis that the aames of several
attributes did not make clear the intent of ihe uttributes. It was unclear what was
being measured. The attributes that were unciear are: AR 5-9 support, proximity to
other services, transportation network, recruit and retain, aneuver acres.

AR 5-9 Support. The attribute name "AR 5-9," when encountered in the list of
Command and Contro! attributes, has an unclear intent. Its actual purpose is to
measure the number of active Army sub-installations supported by the installation.
The intent of an ateribute should be clear upon reading its name.

Transportation Network. The aim of the transportation aetwork attribute in the
command and control catcgory seems fairly straightforward at first glance. Upon
thought, however, is it measuring on-post infrastructure or proximity to air, sea, and
land transportation? The real purpose is to measure the installation’s accessiblity to
airline transportation. Compounding the uncertainty of this attribute is the fact that
there is another attribute, cailed transportation network, that measures how close an
installation is to an airport, a rzil head, ports, and a major highway.
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Resain and Recruit. When first encountering the "recruit and retain” attribute, ESSC
unalysts thought cf the capability to measure an Army installation’s success in
recruiting soldiers. The real intent is to measure the percentage of authorized
civiliau positions filled on an installation.

Maneuver Acres. ESSC felt that the rame of the “maneuver acres” attribute in the
fighting category suggested the concept of maneuver area land for mechanized units
of battalion size or larger. A suict interpretation would indicate that onlv facility
category codes 17985 (maneuver arca group/brigade) and 17986 (mancuver area
brigade or larger) can be used to measure this attribute. In actuslity the intent is to
measure the iotal acreage of the installation available for maneuver and training.
This includes confidence courses, field fortification areas, driving ccurses, rapelling
areas, demolitions areas, and float bridge sites that mizy not normally be considered
s "maneuver areas” and in some cases not Iccated within maneuver acreage or
classified as maneuver acres.

Proximity to Other Services. ESSC decided to change the name of "proximity to other
services” to "joint synergy” for one reason--to shorten it.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recommends that the following attribute name
changes to strengthen their meaning:

From Te

Recruit and retain Workforze retention
Transportation net Airport proximity

AR 5-9 support Sub-instailation support
Proximity to other services Joint synergy

Maneuver acres Mancuver-Training Actes

FINDING 4. ESSC found several attribute used during BRAC 91 are more valuable
when revised and expanded.

DISCUSSION. Several atiributes used during Army BRAC 91 are in need of
revision and expansion in light of ongcing changes in the Army.

Water and Sewer. The water and sevzer attribute used in many
expandabilty measures of merit is incomplete. There are other system
besides water and sewers that need to be considered when an
installation is experiencing expansion. Impacts on other infrastructure
systems such as electrical disiribution systems, and landfill capacity need
to be determined. This attribute needs to consider the needs of the
entire infrastructure of an installation.

Multi-function. The multi-function attribute used in the training category is very
similar to the multi-mission attribute used in the industrial category. The purpose is
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to quantify the variety of missions executed on an instaliation. By expanding the
current multi-function definition to incorporate industrial missions a standardized
attribute can be used by all categories measuring several different activities. In
adddition, it allows an industrial installetion such as Letterkenny Army depot to take
credit for tenant activitics that they support on post.

Depluyment Netwark. Another attribute of real military value is
deployment network. This attribute was used in the fighting category.

it measured an installation’s ability to support deployments through air,
sea, rail network. The deployment network attribute is very similar to
the transportation network attribute used in the industriai category. The
transportation network has the benefit of an additional criteria—-
interstate highway. ESSC did not sce any appreciable difference
between the intent cf these two attributes. By expanding the
deployment network definition, the Army BRAC process gains from a
more precise and standardized attribute.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recommends the uttribute expansions discussed above
be incorporated and the following attribute pame changes made to strengthen their
meaning:

From Te

Water and Sewer Infrastructure
Muiti-mission Multi-function
Transportation network Deployment network

FINDING 5. Several attributes nced to be eliminated since their contribution to
messuring an instailation’s military value is secondary to that of other attributes.

DISCUSSION. ESSC's analysis found that eight of the attributes weie found to be
unnecessary and shouid be climinated from the BRAC-Phase I process. These
attributes are total acres, hourly wage grade rate, utilities cost factor, RPMA cost
factor, total building square feet, unique capability, permanent operational and
administrative facilities, and community eccnomics.

Total Acrcs. An analysis of this attribute revealed that "total acres” does not provide
any real value in mission essentiality. The total acres attribute only provides a big,
bigger, and biggest measure. The total acres attribute measures land unsuitable for
training. ‘fhis attribute would consider areas such as swamps, wildlife preserves, and
ground under parking lots, buildings, and parks which are captured in other
attributes.

Hourly Wage Grade Kate. ESSC feels this attribute is unnecessary since the cost of

the civilian workforce can be captured in one attribute--the average civilian salary
attribute. The split into two separate civilian wages is unnecessary.
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Utilities Cost Factor and RPMA Cost Factor. Both of these attributes can be
eliminated since the essence of their contribution to military value is already captured
in the manpower estimate :zlationship (MER) and cost estimate relationship (CER}
attributes. The equation to determine MER and CER consider utility and RPMA
costs. To capture the additional importance of MER and CER due to the
climination of these two attributes, £SSC recommends that the weights assigned to
MER and CER be raised from 15 to 20.

Toicl Building Square Feet. This attribute should be eliminated since it does not show
an ability of an installation to grow. In most cases, existing buildings are already
being utilized. The more valuable attribute is total buildable acres. Thus, the total
buildable acres attribute s ouid be giver more weight to show the ability of an
instaliation to expand by raising the weight from 20 to0 30.

Unigue Capability. All Army instaliations have a uniqueness that supporis a special
mission, capability, unit, crganization, or function. To try to capture uniqueness in
an attribute is futile since every instailation cap rate itself highly in this area. Any
uniqueness should be determined during Phase 11 of the BRAC process by the
BRAC personnel. Installations can rate their military value or unigueness through
the remaining attiibutes that emphasize the importance of what is actually located at
the installation or where the installation is situated.

Permansnt Operational and Administrative Facilities. An analysis of this sttribute
shows that it shouid be eliminated. This attribute duplicatcs another attribute:
operaticnal/administeative facilities. The quality of life measure of merit captures the
vaiue of permanent facilities. Many buildings currently in use are semi-permanent or
rehabilitated WWII buildings which are stili capable of functicning as useful facilities.

Commurity Econo:nics. The purpose of this atribute is to determice the economic
robustness of the surrounding cocmmunity as an indication of the flexibility to realign
an installation as to its impact on the region. The attribute is based on a cost of
living factor--how expensive it is to live in an area. Cost of living is cae of the
factors considered in the places rated almanac rating. It is redundant $o measure it
again. In keeping with uniformity and simplicity, ESSC chose to climinate this
attribute.

RECOMMENDATION. For uniformity and simplicity, these eight attributes should
be eliminated from the BRAC-Phase I process.

e FINDING 6. ESSC fovnd the use of standardized attributes increases the simplicity

and utility of measuring an instaliation’s military value.

DBISCUSSION. ESSC identificd attributes, intended for use in other categories, that
can be of benefit to all Armiy BRAC categories. Standardization is an additional
benefit gained by using exact attribuies. The attributes are construction investment,
and deployment network.
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Construction Investment. Construction investment measures the overall investment in
facilities and real property over the past 10 years. This is an indicator of an
installation’s modernization. The logic behind this attribute is that newer facilities
are expected to be available longer into the future before replacement facilities must
be built. This attribute is used, however, in only two iastallation categories: training
and branch schools, and training an¢ professional schoois. For uniformity and as a
true indicator of long-term military value, this attribute should be considered for all
installation categories. A shrinking budget will make this attribute increasingly
demanding in the Army’s future. The addition of this attribute across the spectrum
of all installation categories also permits the elimination of two attributes that repeat
its value: capital investments, and backlog of maintenance and repair.

Deployment Network. Another attribute of real value is deployment network. This
attribute was used in the fighting category to measure an installation’s ability to
support deployments through air, sea, and rail networks. Almost all categories
attempted to measure this factor. The deployment network attribute is very similar
to the trasportation network attribute used in the industrial category. The
transportation network has the benefit of an additional criteria--interstate highway.
ESSC expanded the deployment network definition, and used one definition and
term across the board.

RECOMMENDATION. Use these two standardized attributes to effect a measure of
utility and standardization across all Army BRAC categories.
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. PURPOSE. This annex examines the suitability of installation data and installation-
related data bases used by the Army in the Base Relocation and Closure (BRAC) 91-Phese 1
process.

2. SCOPE. This annex--

a. Identifies the installation data and data bases used 1o support the Army BRAC 91
Phase | assessments.

b. Discusses the suitability of installation data and data bases supporting the Army
BRAC 9i military value calculations.

c. Examines how the Army defined and selected its inventory of 1eal property data for
use in the BRAC 91-Phase 1 process.

d. Suggests improvements in the use of installation data for use in Army BRAC 93.

3. BACKGROUND. The Engineer Strategic Study Center (ESSC) arranged this study into
& main paper and five annexes. The main paper summarizes the key points of each annex and
rrovides ESSC's overzll corclusions and recommendations. The five annexes provide an in-depth
analysis of the Army BRAC phase 1 process. This annex is focused on the use of Amy
installation data and data bases to support Army BRAC decisions.

4. APPROACH. Our overall analysis approach in this annex is similar 0 other annexes in
this report. ESSC examines the staie of Army instaliation data, asalyzes the individual
components, and recommends improvements to the current state based upon our findings. More
specifically, ESSC structured its examination of the Army’s BRAC 91 use of installation data and
data bases into four parts.

a. The first part of this analysis looks at the Army BRAC 91 usc of installation data
and data bases.

b. The second part of the anaiy:’s looks at how thc Army uses various types of
ins.allation data in its military value calculation. In other words, we examine the condition of the
data feeding the quantitative analysis.

c. The third part of this ennex examines how the Army selects installations for use in
the BRAC process. We examine the sources for the Army’s szlection of installations for BRAC--
its real property inventory (RPI).




d. In the last part of this annex we summarize our findings, and provide
recommendations for improvements based on these findings.

5. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS. ESSC uses a query-based format to facilitate
its discussion and focus its analysis. The essential elements of analysis that are crucial to our
discussion of the Army’s installation data and data bases are:

® Are the Army’s ins’ .llation data sufficiently accurate, reliable, contv:icte, and
consistent to support BRAC military value analysis?

® Is the Army's real property inventory sufficiently accurate, reliable, complete, and
consistent to support identification of installations for inclusion in BRAC?

6. DEFINITIONS.

a. Imstallation. Land and the improvements thereon under the centrol of the DA at a
fixed location at which functions of the Army are or may be carried on, and which has been
established by order of the DA or by an overseas command under delegated authority. Such land
and improvements within a common boundary utilized as a post or camp, with function such as
airfield, hospital, depot, arsenal, industrial plant, cemetery, harbor or port, generally will be
designated as a single installation. For the purpose of inventory reporting, sub-installations and
property at scparate locations (other than leaseholding not part or all of an installation and
assigned space in Federal pubiic buildings) acoomn‘odatmg an activity, whether or not established
by general order, will be reported as an installation.!

b. Facilities. All items of improvements on land. Examples of such items are
buildings, roads, parking areas, fences, communication lines, waterlines, and railroads storage
tanks. For purpose of this inventory, buildings will be distinguished in the report from other
facilities.

c. Real Property. Land and righis thercm, ground improveraents, utility systems, and
buildings and structures excluding plant equipment.* Terminology and classification of items of
real property to report for inventory purposss are contained in AR 415-283

d. Imstallation Data. ESSC uses this phri ~ tc define information on, about, or
relating to the operation of Army installations, their facilities, and real property. This includes
information, data, and data bases pertaining to the environment, base operations, personnel, and
the iocalec immediate to the instaliation.

; Invermory of Army Military Real Property, AR 405-45, Change 2 (Departmeat of the Army, 15 Aprl 1962).
ibed.
3 ;u'.
4 Depariment of the Armny Facility Classes and Consiruction Categories (Category Codes), AR 415-28 (Depanment of the
Asmy, 1 December 19815
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Il. DISCUSSION

7. THE ROLE OF INSTALLATION DATA IN ARMY BRAC 91. The calculation of the
military value of installations during Army BRAC 91 der:>nded heavily on data--particularly
installation-related data. During many steps in Phase I (see Figure D-1), forms of installation
data were used in various ways to support the decision-making process. In early steps, installation
data is needed to determine what BRAC categories and installations to consider. In later steps,
analysts need to know if the installation data exist before establishing attributes for categories.
The data can then be gathered from a number of sources. For example, some data are gathered
from installation subject matter rts through data calls. Other information is available through
Army regulations, The Red Book’, Places Rated Almanac, local pamphlets, the MACOM
Resource Factor Handbooks, the Blue Book®, and automated data bases. ESSC examined the
accuracy and completeness of the installation data contained in these sources.

8. ARMY INSTALLATION DATA USE AND SUITABILITY. Figure D-2 shows a sample of
the wide range of regulations, MACOM publications, and Army-wide data bases used during
Army BRAC 91 to support the quantitative evaluation of an installation’s military value. Many of
the references in Figure D-2 are one of a kind; however, a large percentage of the information is
derived from automated data bases. ESSC examines a few of these data sources from an Army-
wids perspective, with an eye towards improving their performance.

a. Dsta Weaknesses. Many of ESSC's discussions with verious installation, Army
MACOM, and BRAC subject matter experts focuscd on ways to improve weaknesses. Our
objective in this section is o discuss the two significant weaknesses we found in the suitability of
Army-wide installation data used in Army BRAC 91.

(1) Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP). The number of units,
organizations, and agencies (both military and non-military) on an installation are important to the
BRAC process because normally all of these entities require space and facilities. The ASIP is
used as the prima-y data source for this information. A frequent comment from many installation
personnel and BRAC points of contact is that the ASIP is ot 100% accurate or complete. This
is a key point because the Army uses this information to support the analysis of many BRAC
calculations. The ASIP also serves as a basis for other data bases, such as Real Property Plannir g
and Analysis System (RPLANS), that are used to meet Army-wide planning and reperting
requirements.

(2) Data Standar:lization. The consistency of the information used during the
Army BRAC 91 process was mentioned in many interviews as a source of discrepancies. One
example of an installation data discrepancy is the number of training acres on a post. Assuming

5 Faculities and Housing Anvwal Summary of Operations (Depariment of the Army, FY 1990).
% Invemory of Army Milisary Real Property (Department of the Army, Gffice of the Chief of Engineers,
30 September 1989).
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ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES

FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &
CATEGORY CATEGORY CONTROL
| CATEGORY
Manevver/ Training | HQRPLANS TRADOC PAM 210-1, | N/A
Acres Data Call
| Ranges HQRPLANS TRADOC PAM 210-1 | N/A
Depiloyment FORSCOM Mob. TRADOC Pam 210-1, | N/A
Network Expansion Capability | Data Call L
|
| Total Acres HQRPLANS N/A N/A
Reserve Component | AMOPS AMCY?S AMOPS, Training |
Support Training Data TMOPS Data :
Units & Ctrs. Data Cail Uhits & Ctrs.
Contiguous Data Cell ATSC N/A
Maneuver Acres
Operational HQRPLANs HQRPLANS HQRPLANS,
Administrative HQ IFS
Facilities
Vebicle Maintenance | HQRPLANS YQRPLANS N/A d
Fecilities
Supply HQRPLANS N/A N/A
Storage Facilities
Distance to Data Cail N/A N/A
Training Area
IMA Data Call Data Call Data Call
Variabie Housiag FORSCOM DOD VHA Tables DOD VHA Tables
Allow. Pamphlet 11-2
Army Family Housing Report Housing Reports Housing Reports,
Housing Cost Housing Directorate | Housing Directorate Housing Dir.
Average Civilisn Sal. | FORSCOM TRADOC Resource MACOM Data
Pamphiet 11-2 Factor Hadbk. Factors

FIGURE D-2. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALUATION
(Continsed o next page)
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{ ATTRIBUTE

ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES

Facilities

FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &
CATEGORY CATEGORY CNTL CATEGORY
| Hourly Wage DOD Wage Fixing DOD Wage Fixing DOD Wage Fixing
§ Grade Rate Auth. Auth. Auth,
y Manpower FORSCOM TRADOC Resaurce | N/A.
Estimating Factor Pamphlet Factor Hndbk.
37-1
Cost Estimating FORSCOM TRADOC Resource | N/A
Relationship Pamphlet 37-1 Factor Hndbk.
Utilities Cost Factor | Red Book HQ IFS, HQ IFS, Red Book
Red Book
Real Property Red Book HQ IFS, HQ IFS,
Maintenance Red Beok Red Book
Account
Military Construction | EIRS Bulietin EIRS Bulletin EIRS Bulietin
Cost Factor
Backlog BMAR Analysis N/A N/A
Maintenance and
Repair
Totai Buildable Installation MACOM Engineer MACOM Engineer
Acres Analysis Analysis Analysis
Total Building HQRPLANs HQ IFS, Data Cail, HQ IFS, Data Call,
Square Fee! TRADOC Engineer | Engineer Review
Storage Facilities Review
Encroachment Department of Department of Department of
Commerce Fubs. Commerce Pubs. Commerce Pubs.
Eavironment AR 420-40, PL 93- AR 420-40, PL 93- AR 420-40, PL 93-
205, CFRs 204, CFRs 204, CFRs
Water/Sewer MACOM Engineer TRADOC Engineer | MACOM Engineer
Fecilities Analysis Anaiysis Analysis
Percent Permuneat HQRPLANs HQRPLANS HORPLANS

Figure D-2. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALUATION
(Continwed ox next page)
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ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES

FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &

CATEGORY CATEGORY CNTL CATEGORY
Army Commuaity of DA PAM 600-45 DA Pam 600-45 ACOE Historical
Excelience Files
Army Family DD Form 1523 AR 415-15, AR 415-15, AR 210-
Housing AR 210-50 50, HQRPLANS
Unaccompanied DD Form 1657 DD Form 1657 DD Form 1657
Officer Personnel
Housing
Unaccompanied DD Form 1657 DD Form 1657 DD Form 1657
Enlisted Personnel
Housing
Community Facilities HQRPLANs HQRPLANS HQRPLANE
Place Rated Scorc Places Rated Place Rated Almanac Places Rated

Almanac Almanac
Unique Capability N/A TRADOC Pam 210- N/A
10
Multi-function N/A TRADOC PAM 210- N/A
10, ASIP, Data Call

Major Units N/A N/A ASIP
Supported
Levels of Command N/A N/A ASIP
Supported

Figure D-2. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALULATION
(Continued)
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the definition of training acres is agreed upon, various levels of command have different
interpretations of the answer. Installation personnel have one figure measured from the DEH
master plan, the MACOM has a different number from the Army Training Support Center
(ATSC), and DA obtains another figure from HQRPLANS. In addition, DOD can extract their
figure frowm the Defense Installation Ranges and Training Areas (DIRT) data base, and the
BRAC commission is atle to obtain yet another figure from the Reserve Component Training
Data System (RCTDS). The example is illustrative, but reflects the lack of usc of a single
authoritative source and & final standard data element.

b. Army Stationing aud Installation Plan (ASIP). The Army Stationing and
Installation Plan (ASIP) is the Army’s baseline for installation planning. The ASIP is a data base
compiled and produced by the Office of the Assistant Chief of Engineers (OACE). The date
within ASIP is a synthesis of other apprcved Army-wide data bases including: tke Structure and
Manpower Allocation System (SAMAS), The Army Authorization Documents System {TAADS),
the Army training requirements and resources system (ATRRS), and other tenant data bases.
Simply put, the ASIP measures the level of tenant or resident usage of a pest. Uses of the ASIP
are many; however, its relevaace in this annex is its relation to the BRAC process. It is
particulaily significant because it serves as the foundation for other data bases referenced in
Figure D-2.

(1) The ASIP Process. The ASIP begins its update cycle when the OACE reviews
and processes corrections to the previous ASIP submitted by MACOMs and installations. Data
from the supporting data bases (TAADS, ATRRS, SAMAS) is downloaded into an ASIP
template. Installation ASIP data is matched and contrasted to the downloaded data and finalized.
The ASIP installation repost is produced and distributed. The installations and MACOHS then
review and correct the ASIP based on their present condition. These corrections are then
submitted to the ACE for reconciliation. The cycle begins again on a semi-annual basis.

(2) ASIP Weaknesses. The ASIP does a goud job of representing the users of 2a
Army post for most planning and statistical reporting purposes. However, as with many hardware
and software products, the uscr must understand its shortcomings. As meationed previously. the
key shortcoming is one of completeness. Many interviews indicated that the ASIP is still a
growing instrument, and as such, contains some inaccuracies. Specifically, there is a lack of
information on tenants other than Army (TOTA) such as other service, local, state and federal
tenants. Additionally, information on space eligible non-appropriated funds (NAF) is also cited as
an example of sometimes iacompiete or missiag data. Compounding the situation of trying to
maintain an accurate and up-to-date data base is the turbulence in the force structure (c.g. anits
returning from Germany and BRAC movements). While these shortcomings have many causes,
the ASIP data base could be improved with proper persornel management, stronger command
interest, and proper training at all levels—installation, MACOM, and DA.

(3) ASIP Improvemenes. The ASIP is improving. The work done to update the
data for Army BRAC 91 went a long way toward improving the quality of the ASIP data. This
effort is continuing in preparation for Army BRAC 93. The Director of Management, Office of
the Chief of Staff, in his letter to the Army staff and MACOMs stressed the importance of
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maintaining hig.h quality information in the ASIP.” Additionally, the Assistant Chief of Engineers
(Bﬁ)‘ hes notified the Army community of the need for updating the ASIP in time for Army
C 93,

c. Army Audit Agency (AAA) Report. A recent AAA report discusses many Army
BRAC 91 lessons learned, particularly the issue of installation data accuracy and control.®

(1) Data Defects. AAA stated that several steps could be taken towards resolving
certain instaliation data inaccuracies. Dne would be to require major comnmands to use common
data sources and approaches. More specifically, AAA stated that efforts should be made to
improve the accuracy of data extracted from standard information systems. Also, AAA saw the
clarification of procedures for collecting and analyzing data at the installation leval as key to the
success of the Army BRAC process.

{(2) AAA Data Recommendations. AAA recommended iwo courses of action in
response io the problems of data accuracy. First, have the OACE emphasize to al! installations
the need to update and maintain real property records in the Integrated Facility System (IFS).
Second, cstablish procedures to notify major commands and installations to purify data in all their
data bases prior to the start of the Army BRAC process.

d. Aney Information Munagement Trends. Pertinent to our discussion of the accuracy
and consistency of the instaliation data used in the BRAC process is the Army’s position on
information management, and how it applies to BRAC. Ideally, the use of installation data in the
BRAC process should attempt to foliow the Army’s information management goals. First, there is
a coasistent goai in the Army to move away from manual data systems towards automated
systems. Second, there are ongoing Army efiorts to promote multi-purpose information systems
to repiace one-of-a-kind, single purpose data bases. Finally, the Army is also engaged in
promoting information systems that serve the Army from a community-wide perspective, as
opposed to & single installation, MACOM, or branch perspective. It should be the intention of
the ARMY TABS group to incorporate these goals into its BRAC 93 goals.

¢. Army BRAC 9% Data Standandization Lessons Learned. ESSC talked to a large
nusnber of people involved with the Army's BRAC 91 process. It is the desire of many of these
BRAC subject matter experts that we improve our performance by learning from our mistakes.
Two crucial lessons were learned from Azmy BRAC 91 with regards to data standardization. The
firs: is to establish the "rules cf the game” of the inctallation data collection process before it
starts. Different versions of installation data must not be condoned. Many comments suggested
that the;e was simply tpo much data in too many revised versions floating around. The second
lesson is 1o cstablish an information ¢. 1off date. The information gathered as of a certain date
shouid become the definite set of data—-for everyone. At that point in time, the inaccuracies and
incomplete data become relative. All levels (BRAC Commission, DOD, DA, Army MACOMS,
and installaticns) engaged in the Army BRAC 93 process must agree to accept this single data set.

7 *Preparation for Zase Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 93," Memorandum from tne Department of the Army, Chief
of Staff, dsted 26 March 1992,
Lesson Learned for Future Basing Studies, AAA Repor: FQ $1-710 (Deperiment of the Army, Office of the Auditor
General, 17 September 1991).
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This creates a ievel playing field for all players. It is inefficient to allow the installations to
c. :rate with a newly revised set of data, while DA evaluates an clder version, and the BRAC
comrmission measures still a third set of data.

f. Army lustallation Data Uses and Suitability Summary. The Army realizes that its
installation data must be as counplete and as precise as possible. Many Army activities are
working towards updating and compleiing installation data. The Army also realizes that all partics
share in the responsibility for this task, fiom the instsilations to the DA staff.’ Sieps are being
taker: to this end. Notices of data updates are being issued, information cutoff dates established,
quality assurance is being integrated into the loop, and Army information management goals are
being pursued.!”

9. DETERMINATION OF ARMY REAL FROPERTY. The installations chosen for
consideration during Army BRAC 91 are shown in Figure D-3. How did the Army determine its
pool of installations and related instailation data? First, using guidance contained in Title 10, U.S.
Code 2687, the TABS group established an installation consideration threshold.!! These
thresholds are reached when the installati- n to be closed is authorized to employ at least 30C
direct hire, permanent civilian personnel, or where a proposed realignment of an instaliation that
is authorized to employ at least 300 civilians would be reduced by more than 1,000, or by more
than 50% (whichever is less) in the number of authorized civilien employees.’> The new AR 5-
10 (now in draft) will set 2 lower threshold.’* During the next step, the TABs gro=p und
MACOM BRAC staff recognized their need for installation: data. Information on real property
(land, buildings, structures, etc) was of critical importance. Much of the installation real property
information was obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.* The data used was
extracted from manual and automated real property data bases. Prominent among these are Real
Property Planning and Analysis System (RPLANS), and Headquarters RPLANS (HHOQRPLANS)
with its supporting data bases: tlie Army Statioving and Installation Pian (ASIP), and Integrated
Facilities System (IFS). Our discussions below lcok at the poteatial for improving several
weaknesses in the real property inventoty (RPI) process. Our objective, as in other paris of this
discussion, is to insure the Army has considered all of the appiopriate installations and the correct
installation data.

’ "Preparation for Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 93," Memorandum from the Deparinient of the Army, Chief
of Staff, dated 26 March 1992.
10 "Base Realignment and Closure 1993 (BRAC 93) Engineer Guidarice,” Memorandum from the

Degartment of the Army, Assistant Chisf of Engineers, dated 21 April 1992.
! Tule 10, US. Code 2687.

12 Brac Briefing Slide #39, Department of the Army, Base Realignment and Ciosure Office, LTC Mike Lavine,
Washington D.C., Mey 1992.

13 Redustion and Realignment Actions, AK £-10, Fnal Draft of Change to AR 5-10 1n review. (Depertment of the Army).
Realignments resulting 1n dislocation of 200 or more military or 5C or more cwlian jobs, or 10% of authorized miltary or
civilian streagth, whichever s jess.

14 The Office of the Assistant Chuef of Engmeers is the HQDA siaff proponent for the real property management
program, while the U.S. Engmeer and Houzing Suppori Center (EHSC) s the program manager. Major commanis, ficld
operating agencies, and insaliations share responubility for real property actmtics witiun their arca of interest.
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a. Data Weakness.s. ESSC’s research and data collection uncovered several
weaknesses in BRAC 91 real property data. These weaknesses can be grouped into two
categories:

(1) Data Quality. A consistent comment from many installation personne} and
BRAC points of contact is that the Army’s real property inventory is not 100% accurate. This is
a key point because the Army’s real property inventory provides the foundaticn for not orly the
land and rights therein, but also ground improvements, utility systems, and buildings and
structures.!

(2) Leased Space. The Army BRAC 91 RPI did not consider the Army’s
significant number of leased space holdings across the United States. These holdings need to be
considered and reconciled within the Army BRAC 93 process. In some cases it may be more cost
effective to move out of leased space onto an installation and keep it open rather than close the
installation and continue to pay for leases.

b. Real Property Data Quality. The foundation for the Army’s installation data lies
within each instailation’s Directorate of Engineering and Housing (DEH) real property
accounting section.

(1) The Process. The process of real property accounting generally flows upward
from the installation to a central data bese--Integrated Facility System (1FS) and a central
management ’evel--the Office of the Assistant Chief of Engineers (OACE). The OACE serves as
the DA staff proponent for IFS. The real property inventory technician reports and updates the
installations reel property records. The records are then forwarded either through a MACOM (as
in the case of Army Materiel Command), or directly to the Engineering and Housing Support
Center (EHSC) for quality assurance and technical management responsibility. Once verified, the
data is transmitted by EHSC to its central IFS repasitory.

(2) The Uses. BRAC withstanding, DA, ".IACOM:s, and installation personnel use
the real property informaticn in a number of ways and through a number of products. The
Army’s "Blue Book™* is an annual hardcopy version of the Army’s real property. The Army's
"Red Book™7 also uses reai property data extensively. The IFS serves as the electronic soft-
copy data repository for real property information. It also is a source for other automated data
bases such as RPLANS.

(3) Real Property Weainesses. Inherent in the reul property accouating process
mentioned above are a pumber of problems that result in data discrepancies.

fa) Real Property Accounting Tools. Turbulence in the real propeny
reporting tools available to installations has caused data inaccuracies. At the present time, four
different reai property reporting tools are in vse: Integrated Facility System-1 (IFS-1), IFS-
Mini/Micro (IFS-M), Desktop Resource for Real Property (DR. P EAL}), and Manuai Methods.

15 Inventory of Army Real Property, AR 405-45 (Department of the Army, 15 April 1962).
16 Inventory of Army Military Real Property (U.S. Army Corps of Engincers, 30 September 1990).
V' Facilities and Housing Annual Summary of Operations (Deparument of the Army, FY 1990).
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Each of these systems has its own hardware and process. Mazy are in the process of transitioning
from older systems to newer, meore reliable, and more efficient systems. Training, experience, and
tool upgrades all take time and effort to bring an installations RPI up to speed, and also
introduce opportunities for errors to creep in.

(b) Real Property Personnel Management. Variations in thc management of
real property personnel also cause data quality problers. On some installations, the real property
management program (RPMP) is a part-time mission assigned to available personnel. In other
cases, a full-time, adequately trained, properly paid real property technician is in residence in the
DEH master planners shop. In recent years the trend has been towards the latter; however,
personne! turnover, low job visibility, inadequate training, and force cuts still plague the Army’s
real property management programs.

(c) Command Interest. Traditionally the installation commander and the
DEH have focused their attention on the information they need for day-tc~day running of their
installation. Maintenance of real property accounting and management data for reports submitted
to higher headquartess often received a low priority. Currently a transition is occurring.
Installations commanders and DEHs now realize the value placed upon the data resident in their
RPI, particularly with reference to its use in BRAC. Problems of past neglect are now in the
process of being rectified—-however, it does take time to correct.

(d) Real Property Accounting System. There are inefficiencies in the real
property reporting system caused by the reporting system itself. Like the RPI system tools, there
are variations in the reporting systen. Instaliations subordinate to FORSCOM and TRADOC
use IFS-M, Dr. REAL, manual systems and IFS-1 to transmit their RPIs to EHSC. U.S. Army
Reserve units submit to their parent active Army installatior, which in turn transmits to EHSC.
The National Guard, using Dr. REAL and manuul systems, transmits directly to EHSC. Arnmny
Materiel Commanc (AMC) sites, using manual systems, Dr. REAL, and IFS-M, transmit to the
U.S. Army AMC Instaliations and Services Activity at Rock Island, Illinois, which verifies,
censolidates, and in turn transmits to EHSC. Ports under the control of the Military Traffic
Management Command (MTMC) submit their RPI manually to EHSC.

c. Leased Space. The amount of the Army's leased space holdings is important from
two aspects. First, as the Army reduces in size, facilitizs on Army posts may become available,
particularly where closure is imminent. It is important to attempt tc provide the most cost
effective space for the U.S. Army—especially in light of the high cost of leased space. Second, it
is part of the Army’s total real property picture. The Army as a whole must determine its total
requirement for real property, which includes leased space holdings.

(1) Army Process. The Real Estate Directorate, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is
the Army proponent for leased space. It tracks the Army's leased space through a management
information system called Recruiting Facility Management Information System (RFMIS). Leases
‘ncluded in the RFMIS data base are gathered from USACE district and divisior: Real Estate
Offices. These offices conduct leased space transactions for U.S. Army installatiors within their
jurisdiction, and record them in RIFMIS.
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(2) Leased Space Weaknesses. Inherent in the Army's leased space inventory are a
number of shortcomings that prevent the Army from determining its entire range of real property
requirements.

{(a) Lack of Leased Space Data in IFS. There is no linkage between the
installation data referenced in BRAC and leased space information. Currently their is little leased
space data in the Army'’s real property data base~IFS. The majority of available information on
the Army’s leased space data is resident in RIFMIS. Two problems exist. First, there currcntl‘y is
no connection between IFS and RIFMIS. Efforts are ongoing to integrate the two data bases™
in time for Army BRAC 93 use. The second problem involves the quality of information in the
RIFMIS data base. It is not 100% complete. As with other Army data bases, efforts are ongoing
to improve the quality of the data within RIFMIS.

(b) Army’s Total Leased Space Picture. Tc obtain a total accounting, the
Army will bave to capture leased space holding information from sources noi available in
RIFMIS. Currently, the RFMIS data base excludes leases for: Black programs, medical facilities,
JAG schocl, the Engineer Proving Ground, Public Affairs Office, Armed Forces Radio and
Television, Army Audit Agency, the Military District of Washington, and the National Capital
Region. Additionally, consideration of leases obtained through the General Services Agency must
be ccunted.

d. Summary: Determination of the Army Real Preperty. Ongoing efforts within the
Engineer community are aimed at improving the current shortcomings of the Army’s real property
management program. Improvements in the Integrated Facility System and the Army’s leased
space inventory management will lead to higher data quality and a more complete picture.

18 Key Aciion: Lease Reduction Program (Office of the Assistant Chief of Engineers, 16 March 1991).
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iil. RESULTS

10. GENERAL. This section synthesizes our discussion of the Army’s use of installation
data during the Army BRAC Phase I Process into findings and recommendatiors.

11. FINDINGS.

® FINDING 1. The Army BRAC process makes extensive use of real property data
and automated daia bases--especially the ASIP aad the IFS. These data bases are
sound and effective systems for tracking installation data. These systeras are
improving, but are not 100% accurate or complete.

DISCUSSION. The extensive use of installation data in Army BRAC 91 has
heightened the Army’s awareness cf its need for installation data that is as complete
and as precise as possible. All Army echelon: are working towards updating and
completing their installation data. The Army also realizes that all parties share in the
responsibulity for this task, from the installations to the DA staff. Notices of data
updates are being issued, quality assurance is being integrated into the loop, and
Army information managerient goals are being pursued.

RECOMMENDATION. Construct an adequate project management plan that
insures sufficient time to properly update and correct installation data bases. Notify
installation commanders and DEH of the key role that installation data bases play in
the Army BRAC process, and of the importance of their accuracy and completeness,
not only for Army BRAC 93, but also for all future planning in a resource-
constrained environment.

e FINDING 2. Various versions or editions of installation data arc used during the
Army BRAC process. This leads to data discrepancies, endless verifications loops,
and inaccuracies.

DISCUSSION. The lack of a consistent and standard set of installation data used
during the entire BRAC process was mentioned throughout many interviews as a
major difficulty. Continuous da.a haggling detracted from important analysis efforts.
Let us illustrate by attempting to determine the number of training acres on Camp
Swampy. The Camp Swampy commander believes one figure measured from the
DEH master plan, the Camp Swampy's higher headquarters has a different number
from Army Training Support Center (ATSC), and DA another figure obtain¢ 1 from
HQRPLANS. DOD obtains their figure from the Defense Instaliation Ranges and
Training Areas (DIRT) data base, and the BRAC commission has yet another figure
from the Reserve Component Training Data System (RCTDS).
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RECOMMENDATION. Establish an information cutoff date. Verify the data.
Establish a standard Army BRAC 93 installation data set. This standard data set is
to be used and referenced by all BRAC players—installations, MACOMs, DA, DOD,
and the BRAC Commission.

FINDING 3. The Army’s BRAC process makes little consideration of the significant
number of Army leased space holdings throughout the fifty states. These holdings
should be considered und reconciled within the Army BRAC process.

DISCUSSION. The amount of the Army’s leased space holdings is important from
two aspects. First, as the Army reduces in size, facilities on Army posts may become
available, particularly where closure is imminent. It is important to attempt to
provide the most cost effective space for the U.S. Army--especially in light of the
high cost of leased space. It also may be a backfill outlet for other relocations.
Second, it is part of the Army'’s total real property picture. The Army as a whole
must determine it’s total requirement for real property, which includes leased space

holdings.
RECOMMENDATION. Initiate an assessment of the Army's leased space. Consider

the Jeased space assessment in BRAC 93-Phase II when closure and realignment
options are studied.

LAST PAGE OF ANNEX D
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I. INTRODUCTION

v

1. PURPOSE. This annex reviews the decision analysis method used to evaluate the military
value of Army installations during BRAC 91-Phase I in order to prcpose improvements to the
process prior to the commencement of Army BRAC 93.

2. SCOPE. This annex—

a. Examines decision analysis methods including (but not limited to) the type of
method used in Army BRAC 91.

b. Determines which class of methods is theoretically appropriate for analyzing a
probiem like the Army BRAC assessment of the military valuc of Army installations.

c. Compares the different techniques within that class of methods to see which specific
technique offers the best combination of features tc mect the Army’s needs for BRAC 93.

3. BACKGROUND. A key reason the Army BRAC Oifice asked ESSC to review the
methodology vsed in Army BRAC 91 was ESSC'’s combination cf experience in installation
asscssments, stationing analysis, and decision analysis techniques.

a. Throughout the 196C's, 1970, and 1930's, ESSC (known as Engineer Strategic
Studies Group and then Engineer Studics Cenier) prepared division and brigade stationing
studics, base development plans, special stationirg scenarios, and lony-range stationiuj; strategies
for U.S. Army, Europe.

o. More recently, ESSC has completed an Army stationing alternatives analysis,
developed a restationing master plan for U.S. Forces, Korea, and supported the Corps of
Eagineers reorganization task force (first as part of Army BRAC 9} and ihen as an independent
program when the Corps reorganization was separated from Army BRAC 93).

c. The analytic tocl the Army used for BRAZ 91-Phase I analysiv was a commercially
available software program called Decision Pad (D-PAD).! ESSC has experience with this
particular sofiware program from both the restationing work done for U.S. Forces, Korea, and the
Corps of Engineers reorganization efforts. The references to D-PAD 2nd other commercial
software programs in this report should not be construed as an official endorsement of these
products.

d. In addition to the D-PAD program, ESSC has used decision analysis methods, to
irclude developing its own decision models, in such diverse study efforts as obstacle breaching
analysis, unit stationing, and the engineer model iniprovement program.

! Decision Pad (Apian Software, Menlo Park, CA 94026).
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2. As part of the res arch for this Army BRAC 91 review project, ESSC held an
Operations Research Systems Analysis Special Topics Seminar during February 1992. The
seminar was led by Dr. Charles Correia of the Army Logistics Management College, Fort Lee,
Virginia. The purpose of this seminar was to review the latest developments in the field of
Cecision analysis with particular regasd for possible Army BRAC implications. ESSC extends its
appreciation to Dr. Correia for his assistance in conducting the seminar and for his constructive
review of this annex prior to publi._.'on.

4. ORGANI:TION. “this annex is divided into three sections:

a. Section I: Introduction--establishes the frame of reference for the analysis
presented o this annex.

b. Section II: Discussion—-examiues the measurement of an installation’s military value
frow = persoectives: The firrt is theoretical; the second is operational.

. Luctiop "' Results--gives ESSC's findings and recommendations for using decision
analys . hoirncs (o v 7t the omv BRAC 93-Phase I a.sessment of the military value of
Army ; <tallations.

;
@
l
}
}
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fi. DISCUSSION

5. THEORY. The task of comparing military installations with widely different missions and
facilities is a complex and challenging problem. The formulation of the problem and the
underlying assumptions associated with different iheories of decision analysis are examined in this
section to see which approaches are most suitable to the needs of the Army BRAC anclysis.

a. Since making decisions is comron to ali human activity, it is not surprising that
many different systems have been developed tc help make better decisions. Some approaches
simply try to coliect and organize information in such a way that people can make decisicas more
casily (e.g. a computer spreadsheet that can help arrange, analyze, aad display data to assist in
making decisions). Other approaches attempt to capture the thought processes that go into
making the "right" decision in order to suggest what decision to make--or, in the ultimate case, to
act without human intervention (e.g., a robotic vehicle that makes navigation "dec’sions” on its
own).

b. There is no rigid consensus within the Operations Research community as to a
unique way to arrange decision analysis systems. This is largely due to the fact that many decision
techniques (particularly the more sophisticated) can be adapted to fit more than onc type of
problem. However, there is a fundamental, logical pattern to the development of different
methods to address problems of increasing complexity. Figure E-1 is adapted from the decision
analysis taxonomy used l? the Army Logistics Management College in its Multiple Criteria
Decision making course.

c. It is not the purpose of this annex to develop a tutorial on all of the methods shown
in Figure E-1. Therefore, we will quickly proceed through the taxonomy to identify the different
categories and rule out those that clearly don'’t fit the type of problem faced by the Army in the
BRAC process. We can then limit our more detailed review to the classes of analysis that are
potentially applicable to use in the Army BRAC process

d. The fizst distinction made in the taxcnomy shown in Figure E-1 is to separate
decision analysis into two categories: Multiple Criteria Decision making (MCDM) and Single
Criterion Decision making (SCDM). Since the Army BRAC installation assessment problem
clearly has more than one criterion, we can 1ulz out the single criterion methods. However (as
noted in paragraph 5.b.), some techniques are sophisticated enough to permit adaptation to more
complicated problems than what their classification might indicate (e.g., the Mathematical
Programming techniques under the SCDM category). Linear Programming and its extensions to

> The originai graphic from which Figure E-1 was derived was provided by Dr. Correia in the February 1992 seminar
cited ir; paragraph 3.c. However, ESSC has madified the taxonomy for presentation in the context of this annex.
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Nog-linear and Integer Programming were originally intended to optimize one objective function
(e.g., one criterion). However, there have been many clever refinements to these techniques that
allow for the simultaneous solution of more than one objective function. A noteworthy example
of the use of just such an approach for the Army BRAC problem has been developed by a
student at the Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, Californis.?

e. Under MCDM there are two groups: Multiple Objective Decision making (MODM)
and Multiple Attribute Decision making (MADM). The fundamental difference between the two
is that MODM techniques are designed to explore problems with a limitless set of alternatives
(e.g., continuous variables), while MADM techniques are designed to examine a limited number
of alternatives (e.g., discrete variables). MODM is best suited to exploratory analysis such as
developing new design concepts or research and development projects where there are no
predefined alternatives from which to choose. MADM is best suited to problems of choice from
among a group of competing things that can be identified in 2dvance. The formulation of BRAC
as a problem of selecting which instailaiions to retain from the set of existing installations makes
it clearly suited to solution using MADM techniques.

f. Within MADM, the two basic groups are--Nonccmpensatory Methods and
Compensatory Methods. Noncompensatory Methods are useful for problems where tradeoffs
between attributes are not allowed. The lack of tradeoffs means there is no attempt to compare
the relative importance of the attributes by assigning weights. The Compensatory Methods, on
the other hand, all deal with ways to reflect the relative value of the attributes by devising
different weighting schemes. While the Noncompensatory Methods are simpler and easier to
solve, it is a virtua! necessity to use the added complexity of the Compensatory Methods for Army
BRAC analysis. The ability of the Compensatory Methods to capture the relative weights of
attributes is needed in order to adequately portray the intricate mix of features on Army
installations.

g. The decision analysis taxonomy in Figare E-1 made it possibie to quickly zero in on
the vategory of methods that are designed to solve problems of the type presented in the Army
BRAC process. We should point out, hovsever, that just because categories were eliminated from
consideration for the purposes of this annex, this does not mean the techniques contained in
these categories are necessarily inferior or irvalid. Quite the contrary, there is no one "right”
approach to decision making. Every new problem must be examined so that the best technique
for that problem can be applied to its solution. We have, in fact, just used one of the
noncompensatory decision making methods (Dominance) to "decide” which decision making
method to use for Army BRAC 93. For information on the entire field of decision analysis
techniques, the Operations Research Systems Analysis courses offered by the Army Logistics
Management College provide an excelient training opportunity.*

3 Captain James G. Singieton, Stationing United States Army Units 10 iases: A Bi-Criteria Mixed Integer Programming
Approach (Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, CA, June 1990).

‘4 Continuing Education Program (United Stetes Army Logistics Management College, Fort Lee, Virginia 23801-6050).
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6. CANDIDATE TECHNIQUES. As we discovered in paragraph 5, the specific approaches
that fall within the category of Compensatory Methods seem best suited to the Army BRAC-
Phase 1 analyris. There are many different variations and unique applications of the basic
mathematical procedures included under the general heading of Compensatory Methods.
However, these different approaches are generally based on one of three theoretical techniques
for quantifying the relative importance of multiple attributes and how the importance of the
incividual attributes are combired to acrive at a final ranking of alternatives. The key features of
these three techniques are discussed in turn:

a. Simple Additive Weighting (SA'Y). This is the technique found in the D-PAD
software used by the Army for BRAC 91-Phase I analysis.

%) At the heart of this methodology is the theory that a rational decision about a
complex probiem can be made by decomposing the problem into its component parts, developing
quantitative measures for those component parts, and then recombining the parts to reach an
overall evaluation.

(2) For Army BRAC this involves evaluating the relative "military value” of U.S.
Army installations based on how well each installation rates against a set cf criteria that define
the important characteristics of each installation. Such an analysis technique provides an
organized way of making decisions about which alternative is the best when the impact of many
different criteria must be balanced in making the final decision.

(3) One frequently used example that demonstrates the gist of using this
technique is the problem of choosing which car to purchase. The evaluation is done by ranking
sach car being considcred against diffcrent criteria (e.g., cost, reliability, and gas mileage),
weighing the crileria based on their importance, combining the ranking for each car by the
appropriate criterion weight, and computing the overall score for each car to see which one has
the highest score (in the case of base closures, the installations with the lowest scores would be
candidates for closurs).

(4) The strength of this theory lies in its ability to handle subjective opinions as
well as quantitative data. In the car buying example, purchasers could make "style” one of the
judgment criterion and score each car on its style. People would have their own opinion about
style and would, therefore, rank cars eccording to their preference. But, as Jong as purchasers use
their own ranking system the theory is internally consistent.

b. Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP). This method is an extension of the SAW
technique. The AHP method was developed by Dr. Thomas L. Saaty, University of Pittsburgh.’
The most significant areas where AHP expands on SAW are--

SDr. Thomas Saaty has published extensively on his AHP methodology. Two of his publications that provide the
foundations of AHP are-~
Multicriteria Decision Making: The Analytic Hierarchy Process, Vol 1, AHP Series (1990 extended edition), pp. S02.
Decision Making for Leaders, Vol 11, AHP Series (1990), pp. 291.
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(1) Emphasis on the way the alternatives are organized into their component
parts (hierarchy).

(2) Development of a rigerous method of devising the attribute weights by
comparing in turn every alternative o every othcer alternative (pairwise comparison).

(3) Application of a computatior-al approach that uses the information containsd
in the pairwise comparisons to calculate the rani.ing of alternatives and also to ensure the
consistency of the attribute weight assignments. This method uses a particular matrix algebra
formulation that computes the characteristic roots of the matrix of pairwise comparisons
(cigenvalues).

c. Technique for Ordered Preference by Simiilarity to the Ideal Sclution (TOPSIS).
This technique is also an extension of the basic SAW method. TOPSIS was developed by
Dr. C. L. Hwang and K. Yoon, Kansas State University.> TOPSIS can determine attribute
weights using either the basic SAW approach or the pairwise mevhod used by AHP.

(1) The unique featuse in the TOPSIS method is its use of the concept that the
chosen alternative should have the shortest distance from some theoretical "ideal” solution and
the farthest distance from the "negative ideal" solution. The "ideal" solution is composed of the
bes: attribute values attainable; and similarly, the "negative ideal" solution is composed of the
worst aitribute values attainable.

(2) The TOPSIS methodology develops the "ideal” and "negative idcal” solutions
by examining each attribute across all alternatives to identify the highest and lowest values each
attribute received. These extreme values then define, in effect, the composite best and coraposite
worst possible alternatives within the limits of the problem set. TOPSIS then calculates the:
relative ranking of the alternatives by measuring how close they are to the "ideal” solution--cr the
reverse, how far thiey are from the "negative 1deal” solution.

(3) TOPSIS interprets the measurement of the distances of the alternatives from
the "ideal” and "negative ideal" solutions as a geometric problem. The attribute scores of each
alternative are used as the alternative’s coordinates in euclidean space (with as many dimensions
as there are attributes). The distances of the alternatives to the "ideal” and "negative ideal”
soiutions can then be solved using vector formulas.

7. OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS. In Paragraph 6, we identified the most promising
methods for solving the BRAC installation assessment problem from a purely theoretical
perspective. Specific software programs incorporating those theories are examined in this
paragraph. The following programs are evaluated on how well they function in terms of practical
considerations such as-—-data requirements, ease of use, ability to do scnsitivity analysis, and
limitations on problem size:

Sc.L Hwang and K. Yoon, Multiple Attribute Lecision Making - Methods and Applications (Springer-Verlag, New York,
1981), pp. 128-140.
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a. SAW Software. Simple additive weighting techniques can be easily adapted to any
basic spreadsheet program. However, there are advantages to using a commercially available
software program that provides added features to simlify problem formulation, data entry, the
display of results, and tae performance of sensitivity analysis. There are several software
programs op the market that use SAW techniques. As mentioned at the beginning of this annex,
the software program called D-PAD was used for Army BRAC 91. D-PAD is quite good in its
usc of SAW techniques, and the Army BRAC community is familiar with it. Therefore ™ is
included in ESSC'’s examination as the most reasonable SAW candidate for possible use in Army
BRAC 93. The version of D-PAD used in this evaluation is releasc 2.04.

b. AHP Software. The commercial software program developed specifically around the
AHP method is a program called Expert Choice.” Other software programs make use of some of
AHP’s techniques. For instance, as noted above, TOPSIS can use the AHP pairwisc comparison
technique. However, Expert Choice is more thoroughly steadfast to the complete AHP theory.
For this reason, Expert Choice is used as the AHP candidate for possible use in BRAC 93. The
version of Expert Choice used in this evaluation is release 7.2 (zelease 8.0 is due soon but was not
available for ESSC'’s review).

c. TOPSIS Software. TOPSIS is available s a public domain software. Computer
users within DOD can obtained a copy of the program from the Command and Control
Microcomputer Users’ Group (C°MUG), Fort Lesvenworth, Kansas.® TOPSIS can use either of
the weighting schemes used by the SAW or AHP methods. However, it is the only software
program we have found that uses the vector distance from the "ideal" and "negative ideal”
solutions in computing its ranking of alternatives. This feature makes it unique enough to include
it as a candidate for possible use in BRAC 93.

d. Comparison of Candidate Software. ESSC selected six features to use in evaluating
each of the software programs. Figure E-2 shows the side-by-side comparison of the three
candidate software programs rated against the six features. It is not a coincidence that this figure
loob.; like a decision analysis problem-with alternatives (candidate software) and attributes
(features).

(1) We originally intended to use =ach of the three soitware programs to perform
this aralysis, to demonstrate their techniques, and to use the results to select which program is
“best” for use in Army BRAC 93. However, a quick inspection of tae candidates’ features shows
that it is not necessary to go through the rigorous steps of weighing the importance of the
features and computing a ranking of candidates.

7 Expent Choice (Decision Support Software, Inc. and Expert Choice, Inc., Pittsburgh, PA 15213).

8 C?MUG Software Catalog (Associate Director, CECOM, MCSD, ATTN: AMSEL-RD-LC-MC (C*MUG), Building
138, Fort Leavenworth, KS 55027-5600).
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SOFTWARE PROGRAMS

D-PAD EXPERT TOPSIS
CROICE
P R R -
Problem Size 250 hierarchy with 1000
(assuming no alternatives 7 levels, alternatives
computer 250 117,649 10
consirainss) attributes attributes attributes
Weighting 15 predefined 1-3-5-7-9 with 1-3-5-79
Scaie or intermediate or
user defined values allowed scaled 0-1
Sensitivity up to 12 graph of none, user can
Analysis what-if crossover change and rerur:
experiments points model
User Interface multiple menus multiple menus mdimentary
on-line help on-line help menu
on-line demo
"jump start”
Documentation 300 page manual 250 page manual 10 page manual
with instailation with installation, supplied as an
tutorial and theory, examples, AS(CI file on
reference sections & references disk
Ease of Use relatively pairwise poor manual
straightforward comparisons are and interface
tedious for but simple
large problems to use
R

Figure E-2. CANDIDATE SOFTWARE
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(2) Following the principle that the decision analysis method should fit the
probiem, simpler decision analysis techniques were applied:

{a) First, we inspected the candidates to see if any ore could be ruled out
for not meeting a minimum requirement (infeasible alternative).

(b) Secund, we checked to see if any one of the candidates was inferior in all
features (dominated altecnative).

(3) TOPSIS is clearly dominated by the other two candidates. In fact, the
problem size constraint of 10 attributes is enough to eliminate it from consideration. It would be
possible to usc TOPSIS for problems with more than 10 attributes by breaking the problem into
layers—the resulis of each layer serving as input to the next layer. However, this would be both
difficult to accomplish and comglicated to explain (not exactly an infeasible alternative, but quite
impractical).

(4) While someone with personal preference for some specific feature in Expert
Choice might argue to the contrary, on objective grounds D-PAD has the advantage in all the
features (with the possible exception of problem sizc). This is more of a theoretical advantage
than an advantage in actual practice because both programs usually exceed available computer
memory before they reach their maximum problem size.

E-12
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lll. RESULTS

8 FINDINZS. A thorough review of decision analysis theories leads to the conclusion that
the most appropriate decision analysis techniques are those in the category of Multiple Attribute
Decision making, Compensatory Methods. Based on the operational considerations, the specific
software program in the preferred category is D-PAD.

a. Discrssfon. To provide an unbiased assessment, the fact that D-PAD was used for
BRAC $: was not considered as a factor in its favor. However, there are added benefits to using
ihe same suitware program again for BRAC 93:

(1) Start up time is minimized—since the BRAC personnel on ine TABS group, in
the MACOMs. and at installations will not have to learn a new program. (Even tac people who
are new wili have the BRAC 91 documen:ation to help them leamn the program.)

(2) The presentations to DOD, The BRAC Commission, audit agencies, and
Congress will be easier—since there will not be a need to explain a new methodalogy.

(3) The use of the same software program avoids the possibility of a discontinuity
that might occur between past and future BRAC decisions if a new scftware program produced a
drasticaily different ranking of installations.

b. Recommendation. Retair D-PAD as the software program used to assess the
military value of Army installations during BRAC 93-Phase L
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L INTRODUCTION

1. PURPOSE. On 17 June 1992 at the final IPR of this project, the Exgineer Strategic
Studies Ceater (ESSC) provided a draft of this repo:t to the sponsor for review and comment.
This annex documents the sponsor’s comments and expiains ESSC’s responses to them.

2. SCOPE. This apnex quotes ihe comments which are contained in the sponsor’s
memozandun, dated 16 July 1992, to ESSC.! Following each comment is ESSC's reply to that
comment. If ESSC agrees with the ccmment and revises the report to satisfy the comment, the
reply identifies what changes were made. If ESSC agrees with the comment, but no change could
b be made in the report, the renly suggests follow-on actions to address the comizent. If ESSC
disagrees with the comment, the reply explains the rationale behind ESSC’s position.

# leComments 0n ‘A Review of the Army’s BRAC Instaliation Assessmeat Methodology,™ Memorandum from the
Department of the Army, Base Realignment and Closure Office. 1o ESSC, 16 July 1992.
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Il. DISPOSITION OF COMMENTS

3. MEASURES OF MERIT.

® Comment. "Agree with all five of the recommendations subject to a review of
any comments that might be raised by the MACOM:s during their review."

Reply. No change is necessary in the report. Refining the BRAC 93
methodology based on MACOM comments is an integral part of the TABS process. ESSC’s
report in no way supplants that process.

4. INSTALLATIONS & CATEGORIES.

¢ Comment. "Finding/Recommendation #1. Agree with the recommendation to
further divide the industrial category of installations. Disagree that there should be a separate
sub-category for inventory control points {ICPs). There is only one installation whose primary
mission is as an ICP — St Louis Support Center. This installation is already being assessed in the
command and control category. Breaking the former industrial category into two groups, proving
grounds and rcsearch & development centers, will correct the weaknesses identified during the
BRAC 91 process.”

Reply. Conversations with Army Materiel Command (AMC) BRAC personnel
indicate AMC classifies more than one installation as an ICP. Specifically, AMC considers the
ICP as the primary mission at four of its sites: Fort Monmouth is home to Communications-
Electronics Command (CECOM); Tank-Automotive Command (TACOM) is the predominant
activity at Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant; Redstcne Arsenal is home to Missile Command
(MICOM); and the Aviation Systems Command (AVSCOM) and Troop Support Command
(TROSCOM) are housed in federally leased space in St Louis. These are in addition to the
presence of ICPs -- Depot System Command (DESCOM) and Armament, Munitions and
Chemical Command (AMCCOM) at Rock Island Arsenal. ESSC suggests coordination with
AMC on the designation of installations as inventory control points, proving grounds, arsenals,
and RDT&E centers.

® Comment. "Finding/Recommendation #2. The recommen2ation to create a
special purpose category for space, intelligence, communications, special operations and other
installations does not provide sufficient specificity to implement. It woulc have been helpful if
the study listed specific installations to be included in the special purpose category.”

Reply. The davelopment of a definitive inventory of Army installations was
beyond the scope of this methodology assessment. However, we recognize that the identification
and categorization of all installations is an essential step in the Army BRAC-Phase [ process (see
Figure 2, steps 5 and 6, on page 4 of the main paper). While it is easy to say that such steps are
part of execution and not methodology, ESSC does not wish to dismiss the effort as trivial. If the

F-§




TABS group needs assstance in developing an authoritative list of installations for BRAC 93,
ESSC is willing to provide the assistance as part of its follow-on support to the Army BRAC
process.

® Comment. "Finding/Recommendatiun #3. The only category of installations
exempted from review during BRAC 91 was medical centers, since the Military Departments were
told that CSD(Health Affairs) would conduct an independent review. Agree with the
recommendation to include medical centers for review auring BRAC 93."

Reply. No change is necessary in the report.

® Comment. "General comment. It would have been beneficial for the report to
include a complete list of the proposed categories for BRAC 93 along with the corresponding
installations, similar 1o Figure 6."

Reply. See our reply to the comment in Finding/Recommendation #2, above.

5. ATTRIBUTES.

® Comment. "Finding/Recommendation #1. Agree with the proposed addition of
two new attributes - mobilization and environmental carrying capacity. However, no precise
definition or quantitative measurement of environmental carrying capacity is offered, leaving it
cpen to some speculation on how to implement the recommendation.”

Reply. As noted in Annex C of the report, the lack of consistent data makes it
difficult to develop a detailed quantitative data analysis for environmental carrying capacity in
time for BRAC 93. However, the issue is too important to postpone for later rounds of BRAC
In Annex C, ESSC recommends that the Army environmental subject matter experts provide the
qualitative judgments for rating each installation’s environmental carrying capacity for BRAC S3.
The coordiration necessary to survey the environmental experts was beyond the scope of this
methodology assessment. However, ESSC and the Office of the Assistant Chief of Engincers are
willing to provide assistance, if the TABS group needs assistance in developing and collecting
input for an environmental carrying capacity attribuie for BRAC 93.

® Comment. "Finding/Recommendation #2. Concur with the recommendatioa to
reduce duplication through the elimination of three attributes.”
Keply. No change is necessary in the report.
® Cvmment. "Finding/Recommendation #3. Agree with the recommendation
renaming five attributes to clarify and strengthen their meaning.”

Reply. No change is necessary in the report.
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® Comment. "Finding/Recommendation #4. Concur with the proposa!l to revise
and expand three attributes.”

Reply. No change is necessary in the report.

® Comment. "Finding/Recommendation #5. Partially agree with the
recommendation to climinate nine attributes, since their contribution to measuring military value
is minimal. However, believe that the study misunderstood the pvrpose of using such attributes as
‘Places Rated Almanac Rating’ and ‘Community Economics.’ These attributes address DoD
criterion number seven, ‘the ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities
infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personuel.’ The study does not identify other
suitable attributes to measure this aspect of the quality of life measire of merit."

Reply. ESSC accepts the sponsor’s rationale for retaining "Flaces Rated
Almanac Rating" as an attribute. The report has been changed to reflect the retention of this
attribute. The Flaces Rated Almanac Rating was not used by the Major Training Areas, Ocean
Terminal Ports, und Ammunition Ports installation categories during BRAC 91. In reinserting
this attribute ESSC did not add it to the three categorics where it did not previously exist.
ESSC’s recommendation to delete the "Community Econcmics” attribute has not been changed in
the report. ESSC continues to recommend that this attribute be deleted. This attribute measures
a community's cost of living. However, since the Places Rated Almanac Rating includes cost of
living as one of the factors it considers, it is redundant to include cost of living in a second
attribute (note: Community Economics was used as an attribute by only three installation
categories in BRAC 91: Depots, Production Installations, and Commodity Oriented Installations).

® Comment. "Finding/Recommendation #5. Agree with the recommended use of
two standardized attributes across all categories - construction investment and deployment
network.”

Reply. No change is necestary in the report.

6. INSTALLATION DATA.

® Comment. "Agree with the three recommendation;.”

Reply. No change is necessary in the report

7. INSTALLATION RATING PROCESS.

® Comment. "Agree with the recommendation to retain D-PAD as the software
program to assess the military value of Army instailations during BRAC 93."

Reply. No change is necessary in the report.
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8. FINAL COMMENT.

® Comment. "The Total Army Basing Study (TABS) group reserves the right to
accept, reject or modify any of the recommendations in the report.”

Reply. No change is necessary in the report. ESSC’s analysis and
recommendations in no way constrain or supersede the prerogatives of the TABS group as they
work to develop the Army’s submission for BRAC 93.

LAST PAGE OF ANNEX F
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STUDY
% aist
oies A REVIEW OF THE ARMY'S BRAC

INSTALLATION ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY | .

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS:

® Measures of Merit. Mission essentiality and mission suiiability are the highest priority
measures of merit. Mission essentiality deserves the greater weight of the two because it measures
those attributes deemed as the most important for accomplishing the installation’s primary mission.

¢ Installations & Caiegories. The industrial category, commodity subcategory contains
three functional activities within one subcategory -- Inventory Control Points, Proving Grounds, and
R & D Centers. These three functional acdivities are best evaluated in separate subcategorics.

o Attributes. ESSC found the need for new or substantially revised attributes. These new
attributes address weaknesses in the set of attributes used for Army BRAC 91 and add to the
Army’s cffort of measuring an installation’s military value. These candidate attributes are —
mobilization and environmental carrying capacity.

¢ Iastallation Data. Various versions or editions of installation data are used during
the Army BRAC process. This leads to data discrepancies, endless verification loops, and
inaccuracies. The Army's BRAC process makes little consideration of the significaat number of
Army leased space holdings throughout the fifty states. These holdings should be considered
and reconciled within the Army BRAC process.

o Installetion Rating Process. A thorough review of decision analysis theories leads to
the conclusion that the most appropriate decisicn analysis techniques are those in the category
of Multiple Attribute Decision making, Compensatory Methods. Based on operational
considerations, the specific software program in the preferred category is D-PAD.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY: Tnis study examines the validity and effectiveness of the measures of
merit, installation categories, attributes, installation data, and installation rating process used by
the Army in BRAC 91.

STUDY OBJECTIVE: This study will assist the Base Realignment and Closure Office
(BRACO) as it reviews the process used by the Army during the BRAC 91 round of base
realignment and closure deliberations. The objective is to refine the process prior to the
commencement of the next study group (BRAC 93) in Ociober 1992

BASIC APPROACH:

¢ Stage One: Study Request and Scope. The ESSC BRAC team met with members of
the Army BRAC Office on 15 January 1992 to begin the study, further define the objectives of
the study, discuss BRAC issues, and scope out various study problems.

o Stage Two: Research and Data Collection. After the 15 January 1992 study
coordination meeting, ESSC gathered BRAC documents written and published by a wide array




of Federal, DOD, and Army organizations. ESSC also conducted phone conversations, video-
teleconferences, on-site interviews, and issue workshops with a wide range of BRAC subject
matter experts. These interviews allowed ESSC not only to collect baseline information and
confirm basic BRAC issues, but also to identify other areas where BRAC methodology
improvements could be made.

® Stage Three: Assessment and Evaluation. ESSC finalized its initial research and
data collection phase with a preliminary BRAC issues assessment. This preliminary assessment
focused on determining the key BRAC issues for further evaluation. ESSC' rciurned to the
Army BRAC Office on 30 March 1992 to provide them with a project update. The objective of
this ugdate was to obtain their approval of the key BRAC issues ESSC identified for further
analysis.

® Stage Four: Analysis and Syntkesis. The ESSC study team focused its atiention on
the key BRAC issues identified and approvec by the study sponsor in stage three. Further in-
depth research was conducted which provided the basis for analysis of each of the five issue
areas.

® Stage Five: Presentation. The final stage of the study process was to provide a
consolidated report containing our findings.

REASONS FOR PERFORMING THE STUDY: There are ongoing effons to close or realign
unneded military bases as part of wide-ranging efforts to balance the U.S. budget, trim DOD,
and reduce the operating costs of U.S. military forces. The most recent statutory effort by
Congress to accomplish this task was the passage of Public Law 101-510 (Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act of 1990). This law is an effort to ensure a timely, independent, and fair
process for closing and realigning U.S. military installations. This statute requires the Secretary
of Defense to submit a list of proposed military base closures and realignments to an
independent Base Closure and Realignment Commission. This commission met in 1991 and will
meet again in 1993 aad 1995. The Army’s 1991 submission received high marks for the clarity
and logic of its methodology. Howsver, the Army wishes to be proactive in iinproving its
methodology o0 provide even better analysis for the upcoming 1993 submission.

STUDY SPONSOR: Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Base Realignment
and Closure Office, ATTN: DACS-DMB, Washington, DC 20310-0200

PERFORMING ORGANIZATION AND PRINCIPAL AUTHORS: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Engineer Strategic Study Center performed the study. Mr. Stephen C. Reynolds was
the Projector Director, Mr. Richard L. Taylor was the Project Team Leader and principal
author, and Mr. Stephan E. Ryeczek was the Project Analyst and coauthor.

DTIC ACCESSION NUMBER: Pending

COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS MAY BE SENT TO: Commander, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Engineer Strategic Study Center, ATTN: CETEC-ES, Casey Building #2594, Fort

Belvoir, VA 22060-5583

START AND COMPLETION DATES: Start Date: January 1992
Completion Date: July 1992




STUDY

QIsT
%’;’? A REVIEW OF THE ARMY’'S BRAC
o INSTALLATION ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS:

® Measures of Merit. Mission essentiality and mission suitability are the highest priority
measures of merit. Mission essentiality deserves the greater weight of the two because it measures
those attributes deemed as the most important for accomplishing the installation’s primary mission.

¢ Installations & Categeries. The industrial category, commodity subcategory contains
three functional activities within one subcategory -- Inventory Control Points, Proving Grounds, and
R & D Centers. These three functional activities are best evaluated in separate subcategories.

o Attribuies. ESSC found the need for new or substantially revised attributes. These new
attributes address weaknesses in the set of attributes used for Army BRAC 91 and add to the
Army’s effort of measuring an instailation’s military value. These candidate attributes are -
mobilization and envizonmental carrying capacity.

o Installation Dats. Various versions or ed::ions of installation data are used during
the Army BRAC process. This leads to data discrepancies, endless verification loops, and
inaccuracies. The Army’s BRAC process makes little consideration of the significant number of
Army leased space holdings throughout the fifty siates. These holdings should be considered
and reconciled within the Army BRAC process.

¢ Installation Rating Process. A thorough review of decision analysis theories leads to
the conclusion that the most appropriate decision analysis techniques are those in the category
of Multiple Attribute Decision making, Compensatory Methods. Based on operational
considerations, the specific software program in the preferred category is D-PAD.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY: This study examines the validity and effectiveness of the measures of
merit, installation categories, attributes, installation data, and installation rating process used by
the Army in BRAC 91.

STUDY OBJECTIVE: This study will assist the Base Realignment and Closure Office
(BRACO) as it reviews the process used by the Army during the BRAC 91 round of base
realignment and closure deliberations. The objective is to refine the process prior to the
commencement of the next study group (BRAC 93) in October 1992.

BASIC APPROACH:

o Stage One: Study Request and Scope. The ESSC BRAC team met with members of
the Army BRAC Office on 15 January 1992 to begin the study, further define the objectives of
the study, discuss BRAC issues, and scope out various study problems.

® Stage Two: Research and Data Collection. After the 15 January 1992 study
coordination meeting, ESSC gathered BRAC documents written and published by a wide array




of Federal, DOD, and Army organizations. ESSC also conducted phone conversations, vidco-
teleconferences, on-site interviews, and issue workshops with a wide range of BRAC subject
matter experts. These interviews allowed ESSC not only to collect baseline information and
confirm basic BRAC issues, but also to identify other areas where BRAC methodology
improvements could be made.

o Stage Three: Assessment and Evaluation. ZSSC finalized its initial research and
data collection phase with a preliminary BRAC issues assessment. This preliminary assessment
focused on determining the key BRAC issues for further evaluation. ESSC returned to the
Army BRAC Office on 30 March 1992 to provide them with a project update. The objective of
this update was to obtain their approval of the key BRAC issues ESSC identified for further
analysis.

@ Stage Four: Analysis and Synthesis. The ESSC study team focused its attention on
the key BRAC issues identified and approved by the study sponsor in stage three. Further in-
depth research was conducted which provided the basis for analysis of each of the five issue
areas.

® Stage Five: Presentation. The final stage of the study process was to provide a
consolidated report containing our findings.

REASONS FOR PERFORMING THE STUDY: There are ongoing efforts to close or realign
unneeded military bases as part of wide-ranging efforts to balance the J.S. budget, trim DOD,

and reduce the operating costs of U.S. military forces. The most recent statutory effort by
Congress to accomplish this task was the passage of Public Law 101-510 (Defense Base Closure
and Kealignment Act of 1990). This law is an effort to ensure a timely, independent, and fair
process for closing and realigning U.S. military installations. This statute requires the Secretary
of Defense to submit a list of proposed military base closures and realignments to an
independent Base Closure and Realignment Commission. This comimission met in 1991 and wiil
meet again in 1993 and 1995. The Army’s 1991 submissior received high marks for the clarity
and logic of its methodology. However, the Army wishes to be proactive in improving its
methodology to provide even betier analysis for the upcoming 1993 submission.

STUDY SPONSOR: Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Base Realignment
and Closure Office, ATTN: DACG-DMB, Washington, DC 20310-0200

PERFORMING ORGANIZATION AND PRINCIPAL AUTHORS: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Engineer Strategic Study Center performed the study. Mr. Stephen C. Reynolds was

the Projector Director, Mr. Richard L. Taylor was the Project Team Leader and principal
author, and Mr. Stephan E. Ryeczek was the Project Analyst and coauthor.

DTIC ACCESSION NUMBER: Pending
COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS MAY BE SENT TO: Commander, U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, Engineer Strategic Study Center, ATIN: CETEC-ES, Casey Building #2594, Fort
Belvoir, VA 22060-5583

START AND COMPLETION DATES: Start Date: January 1992
Completion Date: July 1992
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attributes address weaknesses in the set of attributes used for Army BRAC 91 and add to the
Army’s effort of measuring an installation’s military value. These candidate attributes are -
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o Installation Data. Various versions or editions of installation data are used during
the Army BRAC process. This leads to data discrepancies, endless verification loops, and
inaccuracies. The Army’s BRAC process makes ittle consideration of the significant number of
Army leased space boldings throughout the fifty states. These holdings should be considered
and reconciled within the Army BRAC process.

o installation Rating Process. A thorough review of decision analysis theories leads to
the conclusion that the most appropriate decision analysis techniques are those in the category
of Multiple Attribute Decision making, Compensatory Methods. Based on operational
considerations, the specific software program in the preferred category is D-PAD.
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