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Problem Statement

Need for Simple, Compeﬂing Business Case

= Failing Infrastructure
— ASCE Scorecard — D+...

= Limited Resources

— US Gov't Book Value -$11.8T
= Competing Priorities

— US Debt > US GDP

— Labor participation rate
declining last 15 years

This requires a better
business case analysis methodology!
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ESTIMATED INVESTMENT
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Readiness Center Transformation Master Plan

A Call for Action & A Plan
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Readiness Center Transformation Master Plan

Senate Armed Services Committee Directives

Standard for
Facility Size

First six directives set analysis criteria.

Facility
Condition

Congressional Directive

Facility Location & Family
Functionality Demographics Readiness

6 Shared Use &
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Congressional Directive Seve nth
7 Investment Strategy d | I‘ective
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Readiness Center Transformation Master Plan

Business Case Analysis — Simple & Compelling

= Roles up traditional QC&F Congressional Directive
scores into Stewardship 7 Investment Strategy

= Mission Dependency Index to
consider operational risks

. . . Missi
— Makes it compelling BCA

National Capital Investment Strategy

= Qperational Readiness Index (%ZZ’ZE}Z!?)'
combines both to focus on \. ~— y

Mission Readiness
. . . National Recommendations
— Simplifies analysis




Readiness Center Transformation Master Plan

Simple & Compelling Business Case

Where Today’s Soldier is Working and Training to Serve Our Nation

What provides a more simple and compelling
reason to invest in Army National Guard readiness?



Readiness Center Transformation Master Plan

Current State

Facility Condition Index Y Space Requirement Met ﬁ‘ Functionality of Portfolio

Figure 12: Current status of national RC portfolio

The burning platform:
Current funding does provide a sustainable solution.



Readiness Center Transformation Master Plan

One Army — One Fight

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD
READINESS CENTER
Transformation Master Plan

B rhase!
B Phasent
Phase || - Data Collection Only PR

Phase 11l - Master Plan Integration or
Full RCTMP

Business Case Analysis needed to focus 54 RCTMPs and
thousands of facility investment actions into a single investment strategy.



Readiness Center Transformation Master Plan

Business Case Analysis Methodology

* Four Scenarios
— Current Funding —
— Baseline Funding
— Affordable Readiness oI Yew———
— Getting to Green oeo/ﬂ 0 0

= Four Future States (after 15 years) " asing condiion

Different Inputs
+ MILCON, SRM Priorities & Funding

Different Outputs
+ Portfolio Q, C, F & MDI scores Establish RC Modemnization Plan
Different Outcomes e

+ Portfolio Operational Readiness Index
ARNG Nationwide Capital Investment Strategy
from collective State input
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Readiness Center Transformation Master Plan

Business Case Analysis Comparison

$30.0B 85
$25.0B - 80
....
= -
« $2008B - 75
=3
3
[
E $15.08 (current) L _e* ______ s 70 (=]
&
2
.
= $10.0B - r 65
5 -"
= ="
$5.0B - 60
$0.0B - - 55
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Curmrent Funding Baseline Affordable Readiness Get to Green
I RaM $0.7B $1.4B $3.1B $3.3B
I sustainment $3.3B $3.8B $488B $5.2 B
I MILCON $2.1B $48B $12.0B $18.7B
=)= ORI 60 66 75 81

Figure 24: Scenario comparison at year 15

Analysis considered over 1,600 capital projects and

full SRM funding requirements in the simulation
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Current State ORI = 68, below scores are for the end of the 15 year investment period.

Scenario 2: Base Funding > ORI = 66

Scenario 1: Current Funding > ORI = 60

Scenario 4: Getting to Green > ORI = 81

Scenario 3: Affordable Readiness > ORI = 75
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Key Analysis Advancements

= Portfolio Mission Dependency Index
— Current & future state comparisons
— Makes analysis compelling

MILCON-SRM Sensitivity Analysis

— Makes analysis real & credible

» Operational Readiness Analysis
— Focuses on investment outcomes
— Simplifies the analysis

= QOperational Readiness Frontier

= Mission Readiness Modeling

= Business Case Analysis — Simulation Engine

13



Key Analysis Advancements

Operational Readiness Analysis

= Used Mission Dependency Index
— For current and future state

= Evaluates Risk & Operational Readiness
= Aligns with

Question 1: Interruptability
Federal
Immediate Brief Short Prolonged
> Response (within hours <day)  (days < week) (> week)
Real :
E Impossible
(]
P ro pe rty E Extremely
. &8 Difficult
CounC” E Difficult |
F =]
Guidance :

Figure 31: MDI score matrix
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Key Analys s Advancements

Operational Readiness Analysis

MDI results for North Carolina’s
current state inventory:
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Key Analysis Advancements

Operational Readiness Analysis

MDI results for North Carolina’s
future state inventory:
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Key Analysis Advancements

MILCON-SRM Sensitivity Analysis

= Uses a condition-based
degradation analysis to
calculate cumulative deferred

maintenance penalties SRM Funding Level Sensitivity Analysis
Deferred Maintenance i)} 100 $25 E
Penalty Rate Profile " § % )/+ E
/ ;E g 80 + =t . .ﬁ $20 g
/ g g 0 ’___._F.,ali.’ — = 5
/ o B £ i R >
// e E 60 / T 415 "H: c
7 . ‘. pad
o ® ® A o 5 =0
Condition Indi ',g 10 // $10 E T
OB TN e E'_ ) + Condition Index S
30
oc; —@-0perational Readiness Index %
hile total cost of hi * S e
W e O al COst O Owners Ip 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
|nC| Ud | ng M I LCON req u | rements Percentage of SRM Requirement Funded

decreases due to avoiding
deferred maintenance penalties
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Key Analy s Advancements

The Range of Investment Strategies

Total Annual Costs Program Total*** (15 Yr) Results (Year 15)
(o] SuUl ORI Summary
(Q-Rating) (C-Rating) (Return on mission)

Current Metrics >> [T 68 (current)

Decline I Increase

Scenario 1
Current Funding MILCON |H] 5143 M MILCON 2148
(65%) Sustainment* [l $192-251 M Sustainment 53308
RE&EM | 342-55M REM 0728 -8
a4 c4
Annual Total IR $377 M Program Total $6.17 B
Scenario 2
Basaline miLcon** [HIImlls 3160 M MILCON  S479B 66
(75%) Sustainment® [HIIN $222-301 M Sustainment  S376E
R&EM [N S84-116 M REM S1458 2
Annual Total [N $596 M Program Total $10.00 B @3 a
Furniture, NEPA, Env,  § 3353 M
£10.33 B
Scenario 3
Affordable MILCON [IIIRININNININ s 79025 M HI.LCON $11.988 75
Readiness (90%) Sustainment® [HIIMI 5266-398 M Sustainment  $4.848
REM |HI| $172-245 M REM 53128 +7
Annual Total [ $1163 M Program Total $19.94 B a @
Furniture, NEPA, Env.  $ 7783 M
$20.72 B
S ario 4
ot to Broen MILCON IR INHINI IR 51362.5 M MILCON  $18718
(30%) Sustainment* [N S266-435 M Sustainment  $517B 81
REM [HIl 5171269 M REM  $2208 @ @
1 c1 +
Annual Total [ $1687 M Program Total $27.17 B “ 13
Furniture, NEPA, Env. SL31B
$28.48 B
* Sustaiim ent frnding i based an the Tata RC portfolia requirament from the FSM prajection. RC portion of the full ARNG funding & 40%
** Includes Seenariy 1MILCON ($143 M) plus $2.2 Badditional MILCON ($147 My for 15 years ). Total of S290 Myyr.
***Estimate 2 December 2014, 12% Army force strndune naduction.
Figure 2: ARNG Nationwide CIS scenario summary 100 %0 50 &0 s0 0
Condition Index (C1) Scale [0 HFAIR
"ai1 ' az a3 T a4 '
Lol b oy e - a
Space Utilization Index (SU Scale i (G [PAIR
‘a' a c3 ' ca ' ca '

18



Key Analysis Advancements

Operational Readiness Analysis

Changing Operational Readiness Indices

85

) H/—f‘_—k"_(
) //'—‘( ™
70 —

65

=== Current Funding
B0

=='w==faceline Funding

=i A ffordable Readiness

Operational Readiness Index

=y (aetting to Green

5‘] I I 1 I I I I I I I 1 1 1 1 1 1
a 1 2 3 4 3 G 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Investment Horizon (Years)

Shows the change in ORI over time for
different investment strategies
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Key Analysis Advancements

Operational Readiness Frontier

85

Scenario 4 - Getting to Green

A

(o0}
o

Operational Readiness 1\
Objective

AZ -Baseline Funding

\% . .
Scenario 1 -CurrentFunding

~
(92
1

Scenario 3 - Affordable Readiness

Operational Readiness Index
(@) ~
(U] o

(o))
o

55 . . . . )
S5 S10 S15 $20 $25 S30
Total 15 Year Funding ($B)

Different investment strategies fit along a

continuum to evaluate benefit-to-costs
20



Key Analysis Advancements

Mission Readiness Modeling

mission CRITICAL

Optimal ORI Range

Mission Dependency Index (MDI)
mission DEPENDENT

mission SUPPORT

1 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Stewardship Index (Sl)

Figure 14: Range of optimal ORI

ORI heat map used to develop optimization strategies
balancing mission readiness and affordability
21



Key Analy s Advancements
Business Case Analysis Simulation Engine

vV & =

Zoom to Show [ RC |
Full Extent Demeographics ||[Portfoliol

Execute Reset  Clear Clear Show All
BCA Variables Analysis || Selected Year Available Years

2 ® FH © _ . B |
D \\?/ N g - 3 &= L@tr’\; ‘ = |
Show Export Import Open Selected View Analysis  View Annual View View RTCMP Performance Perform —
Chart Grid || Vanables Variables Projects Grid Yearly Summary Site Summary Results Summary Estimates  Measures  Sensitivity Analysis SCEH_ENDS

Survey Results - Year 15

Results [ | Charts n
Year0 VYear15-ORl  End State a2 100 90
BCA, Estimate ($B): - $17.370 3 gﬂm‘;;: J
CISs in Program: - 1455 Fair- 3231%
‘Weighted Average ORL 684 % 822% %0 Poor 23.12%
Weighted Average Ck 815 % 980 % Failing: 21.84% g5
Weighted Average MDL 555 % 61.8 % = Sq Ft: 73,869,473

80+

Weighted Avg ORL 73 %

28 ==

Annual Capital Budget ($M);  §750 80

Inputs

s |P

Scenario 4 - Full Requirements

Annual Sustainment Rgmt: 2%

g -
% of Sustainment Funded: 90 % g ‘é
Restoration/Modernization Rate: 3% % E“
E H
S 60% G LE_J
S/ RM split =l % 5
RM:  40% = = B

&

Sq

Maximum Deferred Maintenance Rate: 9.00 %

Portfolio §/SF:  $295

50 %
MDI / SI Weight Split
50 %

 Goals & Strategy
CIS Selection Strategy: | 54 Competing Projects, Mi @

Stop analysis after ORI goal reached
Target ORI Goal:  N/A

Include inflation in analysis

Inflation Rate (%) 1.86 %

CI5 Selection Yean

+ ||Good, ORI >= 85 Fair, ORI >= 65 M Poor, ORI >=50 [ Failing, ORI < 50 Square Footage — O
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Key Analys s Advancements

Business Case Analysis Simulation Engine (Video)

Annual Capital Budget (SM): 3500

El@E

Annual Sustainment/Restoration Rgmt: 3%

Average Modemnization Rate: 2% ]
% of SRM Requirement Funded: 80 % i
s 60% i
SR/ M Split

M 40% i

Maximum Deferred Maintenance Rate: 8.00 % {J
Portfolia §/5F:  $320 {

¢ Goals & Strategy 1

CIS Selection Strategy: |54 Competing Projects = | (@

[7] Stop analysis after ARI goal reached
Target ARI Goal:  N/A
[ Include inflation in analysis
Inflation Rate (%)  N/A
First CIS Selection Yean 1 | |

% Force Change: 0% (i

[7] Allow annual budget overage L

[Z] Allow best fit CIS selection
= =

No data to plot

Square Footage — ARI

E—! %] = s ek | 2l & NP E  ® o

Execute  Reset r Show All Zoom to Show RC Program Import erfor Load Scenario

BCA Variables A ear Available Years Full Extent Demographics ||| Portfolio ¢ Variables Variables Sensitivity Analysis || and Execute BCA

BcA i Results _ Map Chart i
Survey Results 2
No results available
Results || Charts Map 2
No results available

Inputs. 2

M Good, ARI»= 85 | Fair, ARI»= 65 M Paor, ARL>=50 Ml Failing, ARI < 50

E
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Relevance to Federal Facilities

= Supports multiple decision making objectives
— Defense BRAC
— Civilian Property Realignments
— Freeze the Footprint
— Climate Action / Resiliency Investment Strategies
— Etc.

= Compelling business case
— Directly links mission performance
to facility investments via Portfolio Mission Dependency Index
= Simplifies the business case

— Operational Readiness Index links
mission performance, risk, resource investments with asset performance

— Simplifies cause and effect relationships for complex problems
= Systematic, Scalable, Repeatable & Auditable
— Supports President’s ‘National Strategy for the Efficient Use of Real Property’
— Supports Federal Real Property Council objectives
— Conforms to ISO 55000 — Asset Management & 31000 Risk Management Standards

24



Points of Contact

E. Sherrell Crow, PMP,
Deputy Chief of Construction (Program Manager)
Army National Guard ILI-C
elver.s.crow.civ@mail.mil; 703-607-7942

Jack Dempsey, Principal, Jacobs
lack.dempsey@jacobs.com; 202-286-2003

Jeff Freemyer, Senior Consultant, Jacobs
leffrey.freemyer@jacobs.com; 703-901-9028
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