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INTRODUCTION 

The Department of Defense (DOD) has gone through several Base Realignment and Closure 

programs, commonly called BRAC, since the late 1980’s.  The rationale was to reduce costs by 

closing or realigning unneeded installations, functions, and organizations.  However, the original 

estimated savings have turned out to be wildly optimistic.  In many cases the savings have totally 

evaporated, displaced by additional costs that were not predicted or could not be anticipated. 

This paper will look at one initiative from the 2005 BRAC report.  Joint-Basing was intended 

to save over $2.3 billion over 20 years
1
 by consolidating support operations from different bases 

or posts geographically close to each other.  The original 2005 BRAC report predicted reductions 

of 1,153 military and 968 civilian billets.
2
  However, no military billets were taken due to later 

guidance and directives.  Few civilian billets were actually cut.  The number of civilian billets to 

be transferred from the losing to the gaining units actually grew from the original manpower 

figures.  New organizational structures to manage the joint organizations added additional 

overhead.  New requirements for common support activities (such as security, child care, trash 

pickup, grounds maintenance, etc) will add over 1,000 civilian billets.  The research to date 

indicates no savings will be realized while new expenses will cost almost $2.7 billion over the 

same 20 year period.  Joint-Basing is actually costing the Department of Defense more money 

than if the 26 bases and posts had remained separate. 

BACKGROUND 

Previous BRACS 

The original Base Realignment and Closure Commission started in 1988 with the goal of 

reducing the footprint of the US military due to overall reductions in manpower and missions.  

The aim was to reduce the existing stateside base infrastructure by 33%
3
.  Overseas bases were 
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excluded.  Additional BRAC sessions were conducted in 1991, 1993, and 1995.  Due to various 

(mostly political) reasons, the actual reductions came out to only 21%
4
.  According to the 

General Accounting Office information in 2005, the revised savings figure for BRAC 1988 thru 

1995 was $28.9 billion through fiscal year 2003, with an annual savings of $7 billion after that.
5
  

97 bases were completely closed and another 300 realigned.
6
  A study after the 1988-1999 

BRAC rounds still showed 20-25 percent excess base capacity.
7
 

BRAC 2005 

After the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, military spending grew rapidly.  With a 

sluggish economy and lagging tax revenues, President Bush saw a need for another round of base 

closures.  After many arguments, Congress passed a bill in 2001 setting up a new BRAC in 2005.  

This process was different from previous efforts for several reasons
8
.  Since the earlier rounds 

had already taken the “easy” cuts, the 2005 BRAC would be hard-pressed for additional savings 

without making more difficult cuts.  In addition to numerous procedural and organizational 

changes, major emphasis was on military end strength, capability-based planning, and joint 

capabilities.  This seemed to support Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld’s transformation plans. 

Seven cross-service groups were established.  These teams developed a series of 

recommendations for reductions, relocations, and improvements.  The Department of Defense 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission report (Vol 1 and 2) was submitted to the BRAC 

commission in May 2005 with 190 recommendations.  The 2005 Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission report was published in September 2005.  Overall, it reviewed 198 

recommendations, approving 22 major closures, 33 major realignments, and numerous smaller 

realignments.  The estimated savings over 20 years was $35.6 billion
9
 (only $15 billion when 

excluding any proposed military reductions). 
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Recommendation 146: Joint-Basing 

The Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross Service Group developed 

Recommendation 146 titled Joint-Basing.  The justification was that most installations, 

regardless of Service, performed similar functions.  The concept was that bases/posts within 

close proximity could consolidate these support services, saving manpower, funds, contracts, and 

other resources.  The recommendation included realigning 26 bases/posts into 12 joint bases.  

One Military Department would be assigned as the lead (Supporting) component at each location 

while the other (Supported) units would transfer the proportional and appropriate resources for 

their activities.  Figure 1 shows the locations and lead services.  The program was broken into 

Phases I and II locations (Figure 2) with specific timelines for each major effort (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 1:  Joint-Basing Leads and Bases
10
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Figure 2, Joint-Basing Phases
11

 

 
 

 

Figure 3:  Joint-Basing Timeline
12

 

 
 

The estimated savings over 20 years for Joint-Basing was $2.342 billion (present value), with 

an initial implementation cost of $50.6 million and annual savings of $183.3 million
13

.  Figure 4 

is a summary of the estimated manpower savings by installation compiled from the Cost of Base 

Realignment Actions (COBRA) computer model adopted by DOD at the beginning of the BRAC 

program, the May 2005 DOD BRAC report to the Commission, and the final September 2005 

BRAC report. 

The savings proposed under Recommendation 146 included 1,153 military and 968 civilian 

positions
14

.  There were few reductions in Base Operating Support (BOS) funding not associated 

the manpower reductions.  The vast majority of the Joint-Basing savings would be accomplished 

through these manpower reductions, taken completely by the Supported units. 
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Figure 4: BRAC and COBRA Reports on Predicted Savings by Location 
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In order to standardize the activities of all the Services, the Office of the Under Secretary of 

Defense (USD) published supplementary Joint-Basing guidance.  In January 2006, the Deputy 

Secretary for Defense published the Initial Guidance for BRAC 2005 Joint-Basing 

Implementation.  This 80-page document was intended to establish a common framework for 

Joint-Basing implementation.  It mandated the joint bases prepare and sign Memorandums of 

Agreement (MOA) for all activities impacted.  It also gave guidelines for development of new 

Standard Output Level Standards (COLS).  The Base Development and Realignment Manual 

was published in March 2006 by the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Installations 

and Environment. 

Common Output Level Standards (COLS) 

The development of the new Common Output Level Standards (COLS) guidance was a 

significant undertaking.  After the Deputy Secretary of Defense signed the overarching 

Implementation Guidance in January 2008, the next step was cross-Departmental effort to fill in 

details.  They created multiple teams to analyze 49 Installation Support functions covering 139 

sub-functions
15

.  The final product was 265 performance-based metrics (definitions, outputs, cost 

drivers)
16

.  In February 2008 they completed the detailed supplemental guidance for 31 key 

functional areas, consolidating metrics into the appropriate areas of expertise and responsibility 

(there was some consolidation and reductions during the planning process).  Additional 

clarification memos were published in 2008 and 2009.  The topics ranged from legal to resource 

management, command authorities to emergency management, and procurement to Non-

Appropriated Funds (NAF) management. 
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DISCUSSION 

Predicted Savings 

The original premise for savings appears to be reductions in military and civilian manpower.  

Per the COBRA reports noted previously, reductions are exclusively from the Supported Service 

units.  By joining similar units, any duplicate operations could be reduced, such as only one 

Commander /command staff from the Supporting Service would be needed, eliminating the 

Commander / staff billets from the Supported Service units.  Since base support operations 

typically include Personnel, Facilities / Engineering, Security, Logistics, Services / MWR, etc, 

there could be several opportunities where command sections might be consolidated. 

No clear information could be found on exactly where these reductions would become from, 

what functions would be reduced, etc.  The BRAC reported a potential for over 1,100 military 

reductions due to the Joint-Basing Initiative.  According to the MOAs, there were some 

reductions of the military billets.  However, at the same time there were several bases that 

showed an increase in military billets prior to the 2010/2011 timeframe to fully institute Joint-

Basing.  The final reduction was 376 military billets (see Figure 6).  The guidance did not allow 

transfer of military billets from the supported Service to the Supporting Service.  The military 

billets were considered embedded, with the billet staying with the appropriate Service but 

working on the daily Installation Support as required.  This allowed military to remain in their 

parent Service for wartime equipping, training, and deployments.
17

  It negated any reduction in 

military positions. 

Before the first Joint Base was created, senior military leadership increased the priority for 

operational capability over effectiveness or efficiency.  In a letter from the Joint Chief of Staff to 

all the Service Chiefs, in January 2008, Gen James E. Cartwright de-emphasized saving dollars 
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versus the need to ensure the changes enacted by BRAC 2005 were best for operational 

capabilities.  He said “…the identification of cost savings is secondary to maintaining 

operational capabilities.”
 18

 

GAO Reports 

The Government Accountability Office (GAO) conducted several audits of the BRAC 

programs.  The May 2005 GAO Report 05-614, Observations on Prior and Current BRAC 

Rounds had stated high expectations for the 2005 BRAC program to strengthen “…the emphasis 

on cross-servicing of selected functions and increased jointness in basing decisions.”
19

 

An early report, GAO report 05-556: Defense Infrastructure, Funding Base Operations & 

Facilities Support, Jun 05 stated “…As DOD increasingly emphasizes jointness and potentially 

joint-basing, problems such as those noted above are likely to increase in the absence of clearer 

delineation of BOS (base operations support) service requirements and common definitions of 

BOS functions.”
20

  The issue of needing a standard set of guidelines for base services was 

addressed.  These later became the Common Operating Level of Service (COLS). 

GAO Report 07-1203R: Observations to 2005 BRAC, Sep 07 stated savings assumptions for 

some civilian and military personnel reductions lacked manpower studies.  “…The Commission 

expressed a concern that manpower reductions for at least one recommendation, which created 

several joint bases, were determined through the application of a formula and not through 

deliberations among commanders of affected installations and, therefore, manpower reductions 

were directed by the recommendation rather than derived from manpower studies and analyses 

of the functions to be carried out.“
21

  Simply put, the projected savings for many of the joint base 

operations was made with no real-world experience, input, or forethought. 

According to GAO Report 08-159: Cost Estimates have Increased, the auditors stated  
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“…Such joint recommendations involving more than one military component have created 

challenges in achieving unity of effort.” 
22

  The GAO analysis recalculated the savings “…$70 

million decrease in the estimated savings of establishing joint bases at multiple locations, largely 

because the Army did not include its share of the expected savings due to unresolved issues 

concerning joint base operations.”
23

  It went on to say, “DOD’s estimates for some key 

recommendations are uncertain because they are based on implementation details that are still 

evolving, especially for some complex recommendations such as establishing 12 new joint 

bases.”  The Report stated “…establishing joint bases have been problematic since each service 

has its own concept of how installations should be managed and organized.  In particular, during 

recent congressional testimony, the Air Force expressed views on joint-basing concepts contrary 

to those of OSD and the other services.”
24

  In this report, GAO stated the DOD had revised the 

annual savings for Joint-Basing from $183 million annually down to only $116 million.  This 

was about 2 years after the original plan was approved.  As the process matured, it became 

readily apparent the anticipated savings for Joint-Basing continued to dwindle. 

A follow-up report by GAO in 2009 highlighted even more reductions in predicted savings.  

In the GAO Report 09-217: Military Base Realignments and Closures, they stated “…the largest 

decrease in net annual recurring savings was about $84 million for the recommendation to 

establish joint bases, which decreased from about $116 million in savings in the fiscal year 2008 

budget submission to $32 million in the fiscal year 2009 budget submission.
25

  The revised 

present value of the net savings was estimated to be reduced from the original $2.3 billion figure 

to only $273 million.
 26

 

The most detailed report on problems with the Joint-Basing initiative is GAO Report 09-336: 

DOD Needs to Periodically Review Support Standards and Costs at Joint Bases and Better 
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Inform Congress of Facility Sustainment Funding Uses, Mar 09.  This audit was primarily on the 

issue of Joint-Basing concept, as well as the funding investment by the services for facility 

sustainment and maintenance operations.  The report honed in on the impacts of the revised 

Common Operating Levels of Service, organizational structures, and traditional lack of funding 

by the Services for BOS.  The report stated “…DOD has required the joint bases to deliver 

installation support in accordance with the new standards even though the military services have 

not previously funded installation support in the amounts needed to meet each of the standards. 

GAO’s comparison of 40 selected standards to the service levels currently provided at the nine 

installations it visited showed that on average service levels would have to increase to meet the 

standards in about 27 percent of the areas compared.  Second, in some instances the services’ 

approach to implementing joint-basing will result in additional administrative costs and the loss 

of some existing installation support efficiencies.”
27

 

Common Output Level Standards (COLS) 

The GAO report gave a major reason that support costs were expected to raise is that OSD 

has required that the joint bases deliver installation support in accordance with the 267 new 

support standards, even though the military services have not previously funded installation 

support in the amounts needed to meet each of the standards.”
28

  The report references their 

study of 40 selected standards out of the 267 joint base service-level standards.  At each 

installation they investigated the level of service that the installation was currently providing 

with the new standard.  As shown in Figure 5, in about 27 percent of areas they compared, the 

joint base would have to increase their level of service previously provided to meet the 

standards.”  Since the Services would no longer be allowed to under-fund these programs, the net 

result will be increased sustainment and maintenance funding to be allocated to these bases. 
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Figure 5: GAO Report on Standards of Service Levels
29

 

 
 

Joint-Basing Organizations 

The GAO Report 09-336 also mentioned the impact of several organizational changes 

stemming from the joint base initiative that were not anticipated during the development of the 

DOD and BRAC commission reports.  The report stated “…Another key reason that joint-basing 

is expected to increase installation support costs is that the military services’ approach to joint-

basing implementation will result in some additional administrative costs and the loss of some 

existing installation support efficiencies.  For example, additional costs for installation 

administration are expected at the six joint bases where the Air Force will be the lead 

component.”
30

  Traditional installations have one primary commander that is responsible for both 

the mission of the base (such as flying) as well as the base support.  In these bases, the Air Force 

chose to create a new management level under the Air Base Wing concept.  While the mission 

responsibilities stay with the flying wing commander, a comparable-level base support wing 

commander and associated staff are created.  Even though this position normally comes from the 

previous mission support group structure, there is some duplication of administrative functions 

between the two wing units.  The GAO report mentioned that the McGuire - Ft Dix - Lakehurst 
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joint base organization would require 19 additional billets.  In all cases where the Air Force was 

the lead, the Air Force took no manpower reductions and in some bases increased billets.  While 

the other Services that were the Supporting organization, they absorbed the new workload, 

manpower, and assets from the Supported organizations utilizing their existing organizational 

structure.  However, no true reductions or savings were realized.  This goes counter to the 

January 2008 Joint Basing Initial Implementation Guidance that stated “Billets required to staff 

the Joint Base organization, for both supporting and supported components, are expected to 

come from and not exceed existing manpower resources at the current installations.”
31

 

Base Level Maintenance and Sustainment 

Another issue impacting the predicted savings due to Joint-Basing noted by the GAO report 

was traditional underfunding of base level facility maintenance and sustainment programs by all 

the Services.  Legacy Base Operating Support (BOS) shortfalls due to initial under-funding the 

programs have ranged from at least 10% (Air Force) to 17% (Army)
32

.  After including further 

funds reductions due to diversions of funds to other programs, several of the bases undergoing 

the Joint-Basing initiative have been unfunded in prior years by as much as 60%. 

The January 2008 BRAC Guidance required mandatory contribution to 100% funding for all 

expenses, particularly COLS for implementation period.  It stated “…The total resources for the 

Joint-Basing will be based on the new organization delivering Installation Support at the MOA 

documented output levels.
33

  The MOA would be the final document outlining the approved 

output levels of service and required costs.  The April 2008 Supplemental Guidance for 

Resources required the bases identify all resources provided for levels of service currently 

provided and those required to meet the COLS.  It explicitly required the Joint Base 

Commanders to perform all support functions at the full COLS levels.
34

  However, the various 
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Joint-Basing Standards that were finalized and published in Feb and Mar 2008 showed that not 

all Services were not providing them at the newly agreed upon levels.  While the majority of the 

COLS were consistently being met by all the Services, some programs had discrepancies.  As 

example, the Navy estimated an $800,000 shortfall for Prestige Custodial services
35

 and $1.5 

million shortfall for Real Property& Engineering Services.
36

  The MOA guidance also directed 

full funding to COLS levels.
37

 

Memorandums of Agreement (MOA) 

The culmination of all the guidance directives, agreements, plans, etc were the 

Memorandums of Agreement (MOA) required at each Joint-Basing location.  The Supporting 

Base took the lead in organizing the management team to research and document all the 

information needed to be included in the MOA.  The Joint Basing guidance specified a format 

for the MOA and the data to be included.  The MOA’s ranged in size from 121 pages for Ft 

Myer-Henderson Hall to 990 pages for Ft Lewis - McChord. 

Contained within these MOA’s are the total number of military and civilian manpower billets 

allocated to the Joint Basing operation either thru existing Supporting Unit billets and/or 

transferred billets from the Supporting Units.  Figure 6 is a summary of the manpower and funds 

shortfalls as documented in the 12 MOAs. 

For reasons mentioned earlier in this paper, the MOA’s did not include any transfer of 

military billets.  Overall, almost 14,700 civilian APF personnel are involved in the new Joint-

Basing organization.  Compared to the number of civilian billets before the Joint-Basing program 

started, there was a net growth of over 1,300 civilian billets (the column in Figure 6 is the 

number of reductions, so increases are shown as negative figures).  The bulk of the increases 

(1,055) were at three Army installations where they were the Supporting unit at only one. 



 14 

Figure 6. Predicted Savings by Installation, data extracted from Memorandums of Agreement for 

the 12 Joint-Basing locations 

 
 

The manpower tables derived from the various MOA’s showed a clear picture that there was 

little regard for reductions and savings in the final negotiations and planning.  These overall 
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increases in manpower do not even include the 1,176 additional civilian billets listed as 

“shortfalls” in order to meet the requirements of all the COLS programs.  This is a far cry from 

the original BRAC 2005 report that estimated a reduction of 968 civilian billets.  The impact to 

the Services will be expensive and long-lasting. 

Funds requirements are also specified in the MOAs.  Of particular interest is the shortfall 

needed to ensure the COLS requirements are fully funded.  The estimated additional funds 

requirement starting in 2011 is approximately $181.5 million per year.  Amortized over the same 

20 years (assuming 3% interest) as the original BRAC $2.3 billion savings, the estimated Present 

Value of the additional costs is $2.69 billion. 

Senior officials involved with the Joint-basing initiative continue to state that the increased 

cost of installation support at these locations might be at least partially offset in the future.  They 

surmise that as experience is gained as the Services work together, some new best practices 

and/or operational efficiencies will be identified and adopted.  No explanation has been given on 

specific examples where additional savings might be realized.  No real-world reductions have 

been noted to date. 

Actual Savings 

When looking back at the original BRAC COBRA report, it is not possible to ascertain how 

they calculated the savings of $2.3 billion over 20 years.  This author can only surmise they 

guessed that there would be a savings from a reduction of personnel from the Support Base as 

their assets were being transferred to the Supporting Base.  The only firm data is the breakdown 

of number of civilian billets being reduced, all at the bases/posts that were being absorbed by 

their neighboring, larger installation.  The predicted reductions compared to the number of billets 

finally transferred varied from 0% to a high of 41%.  The overall average was 16%. 
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Figure 7: Predicted Manpower Reductions 

JOINT-BASE

2005 BRAC

Sep 05

# Personnel Saving

Direct - Civ

Vol 2, App K

Civilian Billets

To Be Eliminated 

Cobra Report  

MOA

Civilian Billet

Transfers

Theoretical

% Reduced

Compared to

 Civ Manpower

MOA

Civilian Billet

COLS Shortfall

Fort Lewis - McChord 116

- Fort Lewis 0 0 0% 118

- McChord AFB 116 300 39% 56

McGuire - Dix - Lakehurst 123

- McGuire AFB 0 0% 50

- Ft Dix 82 394 21% 45

- NAS Lakehurst 41 303 14% 7

Andrews - Naval Washington 9

- Andrews AFB 0 0 0% 79

- COMNAV District Wash 0 0 0% 15

- NAF Wash DC 9 0 0% 0

Anacostia - Bolling - NRL 55

- Anacostia 0 0 0% 31

- Bolling 55 310 18% 24

Myer - Henderson Hall 2

- Myer VA 0 0 0% 17

- Henderson Hall 2 12 17% 0

Elmendorf - Richardson 140

- Elmendorf AFB 0 0 0% 78

- Ft Richardson 140 719 19% 125

Pearl Harbor - Hickam 100

- Pearl Harbor 0 0 0% 11

- Hickam AFB 100 549 18% 75

San Antonio 121

- Lackland AFB 0 0 0% 144

- Randolph AFB 69 999 7% 24

- Ft Sam Houston 52 1158 4% 56

Charleston - NWS 101

- Charleston AFB 0 0 0% 65

- NWS 101 366 28% 37

Langley - Eustis 170

- Langley AFB 0 0 0% 24

- Ft Eustis 170 411 41% 49

Norfolk - Fort Story 0

- Little Creek (Navy) 0 0 0% 5

- Fort Story 0 27 0% 44

Marianas 31

- Navy Region Guam 0 0 0% 9

- Anderson AFB 31 331 9% 51

Total 968 968 5879 16% 1239

$2.3B Savings over 20 years $2.8B Extra Cost over 20 years

$115M Savings per year $140M Extra Cost per year

$113,320 Savings per year per Civ eliminated Assume same cost per Civ

 

While the 2005 BRAC team originally planned for reductions in manpower when the 

bases/posts support operations were consolidated, it appears the individual units did not 
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volunteer to reduce their manpower.  They probably all thought that they needed X people to do 

their jobs under the old system and still required the same X people to the same job on their 

installation (even though they may be working for someone on a nearby installation).  The 

gaining units apparently had the same general concept.  A fire station or child care center on the 

Supported Base Y required the same equipment and staffs as when they were operating under 

their previous leadership.  Except for some minor overhead positions, most units stayed 

relatively unchanged.  The BRAC calculations appeared to assume some “economy of scale” and 

efficiencies would result.  A 10% reduction might have appeared reasonable in 2005/2006. 

IMPACTS 

The purpose of the Joint Basing concept was to gain efficiencies and savings from 

consolidating similar support serves at geographically close installations.  According to the 

January 2008 Initial Guidance, “…all savings and efficiencies must be reflected in the MOA.”
38

  

Careful review of all 12 MOA’s showed NO savings or efficiencies have been realized.  Based 

upon the current trend that all savings have evaporated and replaced by additional expenditures, 

the likelihood of future savings is doubtful.  If any positive efficiencies are derived, they will be 

small and have little impact upon the budget. 

Money 

The largest impact to the Services and the original 26 installations will be money.  Joint 

Basing will cost the Department of Defense additional funds compared to the original 

organizational structure.  In the early stages of coordination, some Services were worried that the 

level of effort and funds expended to keep their installation up to their standards would be 

reduced when another Service took over management responsibilities.  As is well know, the Air 

Force has traditionally concentrated more on base support services and facility appearance than 
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her sister services.  With the coordination by all Services with the new (higher) COLS and the 

MOA agreements requiring the Supporting organization to meet these standards, this concern 

was avoided.  Additional manpower and BOS costs (See Figure 6 for compilation of information 

derived from the various MOAs) require additional funds to be sourced to cover the mandated 

requirements.  While the individual Joint Bases will receive the benefits of additional funding, 

this will have a broader negative impact for the military Services.  Since additional Defense 

dollars will probably not be available (assuming zero $ growth in the budgets), then the 

additional funding for these 12 joint locations must be withheld from other Service programs 

and/or bases/posts.  This will enlarge the disparity between the normal, single–Service 

installations and the Joint-basing sites.  The joint bases will get higher levels of service, they will 

be fully funded, and the other installations will have to take cuts in their services to pay for it. 

Manpower 

Another area being impacted by Joint-basing will be Manpower.  The original intent was to 

DECREASE civilian positions by almost 1,000.  As noted as early as the September 2005 BRAC 

Report, the Commission was uncertain of manpower savings because they were not “…derived 

from functional analyses and manpower studies”,
39

 but through only a generic formula 

developed by DOD.  However, the end result will be an INCREASE of more than amount (1,176 

as shown at the bottom of Figure 6).  Traditionally, military and civilian billets have been 

essentially capped.  They are not simply created, but more often traded and moved around to 

meet the highest priorities.  The only solution would be to utilize draw-downs elsewhere in the 

Services’ budgets to plus-up the Joint Bases.  However, the joint-basing requirements will not be 

a high priority relative to needs elsewhere in the Services.  Unless actions are implemented for 

these locations, the additional manpower for the Joint Bases will remain unfunded and vacant. 
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Non-Tangible Affects 

There are many non-tangible affects to the civilian and military workforce because they will 

now be incorporated into an unfamiliar organizational structure.  Many personnel have been 

working for a particular military Service for their entire career, but are now required to integrate 

into another Service’s culture.  This will continue to cause uneasiness and emotions from 

employees, possibly impacting productivity.  For the base populace from the Supported 

organizations, they will have to learn to operate under a new base support environment. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Because of the timelines and deadlines to enact Joint Basing at all the mandated locations, it 

is impossible to stop the process at this time.  Some have already implemented the changes (1 

October 2009 for Phase I) while the last is to be completed by 30 September 2010 (Phase II).  At 

the working level, the organizations appear to be working together with the common goal of 

making the Joint Base as functional as possible for all parties.  If the Joint-Basing concept is to 

see any net savings, some of the ground rules for its implementation will have to change.  This 

would require the reconsideration of some policies and guidance from OSD and CJCS level.  The 

following proposals would normalize the Joint Bases to the majority of the military 

establishment and prevent a large portion of the net cost increases identified previously. 

Reduce mandatory funding levels:  All Services have traditionally been forced to under-fund  

base support operations.  In the constrained budget environment of today’s military, the levels of 

funding have been anywhere from 65%-90%
40

.  Just because these 26 installations are converting 

to Joint Base operations should not make them immune from the same funding restrictions that 

all bases must endure.  Unless additional BOS funding from Congress is provided specifically 

for these locations, it would be fair to all installations to equally distribute the funding shortfalls 
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to everyone, including the Joint Bases.  All organizations at the Supporting and Supported 

locations must understand that funding is limited to no more than previous levels.  All base 

support services would then generally remain at their previous levels. 

Personnel Shortfalls:  Most bases / posts had been adequately performing their missions 

before Joint Basing with the manpower levels they had.  While there were known shortfalls, 

leadership had to make conscious decisions on priorities to do the most they could with the 

resources available.  It is recommended that this condition remain a purview of leadership at the 

installation level.  Fill rates of civilian billets at the Joint Base locations should be no greater than 

at any other military installation. 

Re-evaluation of the Common Output Levels of Service (COLS):  The original development 

of the COLS appears to have been done with the primary goal of quickly getting consensus by all 

the Services with no regards to costs.  Since each Service would not want to accept a level of 

service LESS than what they were providing previously, the net result was any new standard was 

a product of the highest common denominator.  This “choose the best from each list” concept 

was not the most cost-effective.  The committees that developed each standard in 2008 should 

reconvene with the new goal of developing revised standards at the lowest adequate and cost-

effective level.  While this would require some Services to accept a few reductions, the overall 

benefit would be cost savings to the Joint Bases and to the entire Department of Defense 

(assuming the revised standards would become the norm at all military installations). 

Future BRAC actions: Recommend they incorporate lessons learned from this Joint Basing 

exercise.  The panel should study the actual versus projected savings / costs for all previous 

BRAC initiatives to see how accurate the initial calculations were.  Once other BRAC tasks are 

analyzed to the level of detail as Joint-Basing, many (if not most) of the previous savings would 
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be found to be highly over-rated.  As in this case, they might find more situations where the 

planned savings actually turned into additional costs.  Therefore, before undertaking new 

initiatives, their cost analysis should be more extensive and take into account the many issues 

discovered during the accomplishment of previous BRAC initiatives. 

Due to the significant additional costs for BOS and personnel at the 12 joint-basing locations, 

the resulting impact on the rest of the Services’ programs, and the difficulties in mixing the 

cultures of the various Services, DOD should undertake serious consideration of reversing this 

initiative.  While some of the smaller joint-basing locations may actually become effective and 

efficient (i.e., some of the Virginia / DC area sites), returning most of the major installations 

back to full control by their parent organizations would eliminate the vast majority of the $2.7B 

in unanticipated additional expenses generated by Joint-basing initiative. 

CONCLUSION 

BRAC 2005 was more of reorganization and refinements versus reductions.  Most “easy” 

reductions were already taken in previous BRAC rounds.  Joint-Basing concept was intended to 

save $2.3 billion over the 20 year period.  The original BRAC COBRA report predicted 

reduction of over 2,000 civilian and military billets.  However, no military billets were taken and 

civilian positions actually increased by the time the transfers were accomplished.  New multi-

Service requirements for Common Output Levels of Service for base support services added over 

1,000 new civilian billets and additional Base Operating Support costs.  New organization 

structures added overhead requirements.  The net result was the originally predicted SAVINGS 

will become overall cost INCREASES.  Unless the baseline criterion is changed, the Services 

will have to source additional manpower and funds to support the Joint-Basing initiative at the 

expense of other installations.
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