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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  16:08 11/23/1994, Report Created 13:58 02/'6/1995 

Department : Navy 
Option Package : NISE NORFOLK 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\M)NE\NISEN-A. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSY NORFOLK, VA 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total Enl isted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  Lian Employees: 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
Civ i  Lians Not W i  L l i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Units Avai 1: 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF1: 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Honth): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per O i e m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPM Non-Payroll ($K/\'ear): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Ycar) : 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is .~ t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Hanewer  Assistance tyrogram: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Inforr iat ion: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NISE EAST OET NORFK, VA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 0 0 0 1,565 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): OX OX OX OX OX 
S h u t d m  Schedule (7.1: OX OX OX OX OX 
M i  [Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avo i dnc ( f K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDc+m(KSF): 139 Perc Fami Ly Housing Shutlkwn: 

Name: NSY NORFOLK, VA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Mi LCon Reqd(SK) : 
Act i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK1: 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
S h u t d m  Schedule (XI: 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Fami Ly Housing Shu t lbn :  



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVEL ., A'MENT DATA CALL 
ATI'ACHMENT 1: BASE LOADING DATA 

J 
4 

PART 3: MANPOWER DATA - SPBCLAL USE AKEAS. This is a list of "$pe~ial UE areas" assigned to the activity being cansidered for closure or realignment. Please review 
tbir llet and d e w d m  which, If any, of these @al uoe will also be closed a& a result of this action If so, note this fact in the "Cloeed?" column, and then identify the fiscal 
year in which tha area wili be c l d .  Par my spacial use which will be c l o d ,  camponding numbws af billetdpsitions must be l o w m a  both into the "End PY 2001 

J 

; Activity Populatian" andl also the "Blirninated and Relocaud BilleMbitionsn data in your dak d l  response. Manpowcr estimates showa below &w Data Call1 estimates. 
Pleaoe ensure that wcmtc "End of FY 2001" data is used in your response; as well as ensuring that you do not double count any mmbers h d y  shown on PM 1 of this W 

MhmR W o n -  



BRAC-95 CERTIFIC:ATION 
C e r t i f i e d  Data: BRAC 95 Scenar io  Development Data C a l l  (3-20-0215-043) - Revised 
9 DEC 94 - NISEEAST DET NORFOLK VA 

Reference: SECNAV NOTE 1 1000 dtd 8 Dec 93 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the 
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the 
BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that 
the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and belief.' 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has 
reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and 
completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed by 
a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process must 
certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and may be 
duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your 
activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of a 

the activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet - 
must remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. 
Copies must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

A. W. LENGERICH 
Name 

Commandina Officer 
Title 

- 9 Dec 94 

Date 

NlSE Eaa 
Activity 

Revised 9 DEC 94 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (31 - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

should be used to identify relevant information regarding workloadlmissions to be transferred. 
For example, entries in this column should be short phrases such as, "missile workload", 
"ships", "F-14 squadrons", "tenants", etc., or to provide other clarifying information. This 
third column need only be completed to identify major c:omponents of the closurelrealignmer.: 
scenario, and should not be used to list all tenant names, etc. 

Table 1-C: LosingIGaining Bases hlvolved in Scenario 

Note: If an activitylfunction will be relocated into 1ease:d office space, please note this fact 
under the column, Gaining Base, e.g., "Washington, DC - Leased Space". 

2 

Losing Base(s) 

NISE East Det Norfolk 

Enclosure (3) 
3-20-02 15-043 
19 Nov 94 

Gaining Base(s) 

Norfolk Naval Shipyard 

Workload /Missions 
Transferring 

Electronics engineering 
support for fleet 





ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/4 
Data As O f  18:30 11/22/1994, Report Created 15: 14 02/16/1995 

Department : Navy 
Option Package : NPROC 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\DONE\NPROC-FF. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Base: BUPERS, TN 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Construction 
M i  li tary Construction 
Fami 1 y Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personne l 
Civ i l i an  RIF 
Civi  l i a n  Early Retirement 
Civi  Lian New Hires 
Eliminated M i  li tary PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
Civi  li an PPS 
M i  li tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total ---- ---- ----- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 

Total One-Time Costs 2,857,000 

One-Time Savings 
Mi 1 i tary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i tary Moving 0 
 and Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envi mnmenta 1 M i  t i ga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

----------------------------------------------------------------.-------------- 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 2,857,000 



DEC-0B-94 1 4 ~ 5 3  F R O M :  A I R - 0 S B  
ID: 
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Complete a seDarate Enclosure (2) - Losing Base Questions for each 
"losing" base involved in the closure/realignment scenario. Make additional copies 
of this enclosure as necessary. Tables included in this enclosure are 2-A, 2-B, 2-C, 2-D, 
2-E, and 2-F. Enter the Losing Base name in the block below: 

The fnst five tables in this enclosure will be used to identify the movement and/or 
elimination of military billets and civilian positions. Data entered in Tables 2-B and 2-C 
will be transferred to Table 2-D and will be used to reconcile manpower totals at the 
losing base. The entire losing base workforce as shown on the annotated copy of the Base 
Loading Data Attachment must be accounted for in the Table 2-D reconciliation. 

Note on Tables 2-A and 2-B. A s ~ a r a t g  copy of both of these two tables 
must be completed for each pair of activities between which transfers of personnel, 
equipment or vehicles will occur. That is, a single enclosure (1) response may require 
multiple copies of tables 2-A and 2-B. For example, if the scenario involves the closure 
of NAVSTA A and relocation of personnel to NAVSTA B and NAVSTA C, then two 
tables will be completed, one for transfers from NAVSTA A to NAVSTA B and one for 
transfers from NAVSTA A to NAVSTA C. Note that for purposes of completing these 
tables, Losing Bases and Gaining Bases are defined as a host activity, independent 
activity or other activity s~;~ifically identified in the data call tasking. Separate tables 
will not be prepared for individual tenant activities, instead, tenant numbers will be 
incorporated into the table for the Losing Base. Be certain to identify the name of both 
the gaining and losing base. Make additional copies of these two tables as necessary. 

isDositiog of Personnel D e w  Dam - Please review 
the Base Loading Data Attachment and annotate any corrections, as necessary. Using the 
data contained in the Base Loading Data Attachment, complete the table on the next 
page. For both the host and tenant activities, identify, by UIC, the number of 
billets/positions being relocated to the identified receiving site. Each UIC shown as a 
separate line on the Base Loading Data Attachment must be separately listed in Table 2- 
A. Drilling reservists will m be included in officer and enlisted billet fields. Military 
students must be separately distinguished from officer and enlisted billets in COBRA. 
The Base Loading Data Attachment includes an identification of military students. 
Annotate the Base Loading Data Attachment to identify any additional students not 
currently shown, and include these corrected numbers in Table 2-A. Numbers of students 
are expressed as the estimated "Average On-Board" (AOB) which would be trained at the 
losing base in FY 2001 if a closure/realignment did not occur. Non-DON tenants must 
also be reviewed and a determination made as to whether the organization will be 
relocated. Relocating non-DON tenants must be included in the number of 
billets/positions identified as being transferred (and manpower totals adjusted 
accordingly). Disposition of tenant and reserve activities must be adequately 
coordinated. 

Enclosure (2) 





BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
-e LZ) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through j. above 
in the following table. 

E n c l o s u r e  ( 2 )  

c. One-Time 
Move Costs 

et 
&:ion Costs 
e. Net 
Mission 
Savings 
f. Misc Recur 
Costs 
g. Misc Recur 
Savings 
h. Land Sales 

I. Procure- 
ment Cost 
Avoid 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[ j. Fac. Shutdown (KSF) ( All 

2405 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
*See note to item h. 

0 

0 

33 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2405 

0 

133 

0 

0 

0 

0 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE 1 3 )  - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

Enclosure (3) 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACI' (FONSI) 
PR.OPOSED AIR FORCE SPACE TEST 

AND EXPERIMENTATION PROGRAM OFFICE RELOCATION 

1.0 Introduction 

//The United States Air Force (USAF) Space Test and Experimentation Prognm Mice was formed in 
,1992 to provide the Department of Defense (DOD) with a single organization capable of launching 
and conducting space experimentation for Research, Development, Testing, and Evaluation (RDT&E). 
Headquartered at Los Angela All3 CA, the program office consists of divisions in six geographical 
locations. The Air Force Space 'Test and Experimentation mice proposes to consolidate and relocate 
the directorate office (CU at Los Angeles AFB CA) and three divisions of the program office (CUL 
at Los Angela AFB CA, CUB at Norton AFB CA, and CUO at Onizuka AFB CA) at Kirtland AFB 
NM. The objective of the proposed consolidation and relocation is to increase product quality and 
program office efficiency by consolidating operations, relocating closer to a major space and missile 
research facility, and developing a closer working relationship with the program office's primary Air 
Force client, Phillips Laboratory at Kinland AFB. Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), Department of Defense @OD) Directive 6050. I, 
and Air Force Regulation 19-2, the Department of the Air Force has conducted an assessment of the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action and alternatives. 

2.0 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

The proposed action is to consolitiate and relocate the directorate office (CU at Los Angeles AFB, 
CA) and three divisions of the Space Test and Experimentation Program Office (CUL at Los Angeles 
AFB CA, CUB at Norton AFB CA, and CUO at Onizuka AFB CA) at Kirtland AFB NM. Divisions 
located at Vandenberg AFB CA, .Falcon AFB CO, and Johnson Space Center TX would not be 
relocated because their mission colntrol functions are locationdependent. Personnel and selected 
equipment would be relocated to W a n d  AFB in a phased action beginning in FY 1994 and 
concluding in FY 1997. The proposed action would affect 602 military, civilian, and contractor 
personnel. An additional 23 base operational suppon staff would be hired at Kirtland AFB to 
accommodate the incoming personnel. The Air Force estimates that 40% of civilian and contractor 
personnel would choose to relocate. The remainder would either be reassigned to other projects or 
choose severance. Some of the open positions that would become available would be frlled by the 
existing work force in Albuquerque. All personnel and equipment would be accommodated in 
existing facilities at Kirtland AFB. Some Kirtland AFB functions and staff would be relocated on- 
base to make room for the incoming personnel. Building renovations would be necessary, but no new 
building construction would occur. 

The no-action alternative, to continue operations of the Space Test and Experimentation Program 
Office at all current locations withl the evatual relocation of operations at Norton AFB, was 
considered in this study. However, the no-action alternative does not meet the program office goal of 
consolidating and co-locating divisions to develop a more effective and efficient organization. . . 

The following alternatives were cansidered but eliminated from further study: Consolidation of 
functions and relocation to Los Angeles ASB; consolidation of functions and relocation to Onizuka 
AFB; consolidation of functions and relocation to Vandenberg AFB; consolidation of functions and 

uw relocation to Wright Patterson AFB OH; consolidation of functions and relocation to Falcon AFB; 
relocation of Onizuka AFB functions to Kirtland AFB and Norton AFB functions to Los Angeles 
AFB. 



3.0 Summary of Environmental hnpads 

This environmental assessment @A) identifies the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
anion and the no-action alternative. A description of the findings for each potentially impacted 
environment is given below. 

3.1 Proposed action 

Socioeconomics 

lDrtland AFB. The relocation of 625 permanat jobs to Kirtland AFB, with additional temporary 
jobs during facility renovation, would have a positive effect on the economy of the Albuquerque 
metropolitan area. Some positions vacated as a result of the action would be filled by the existing 
work force in Albuquerque, also resulting in a positive effect on the economy of the area. The 
Albuquerque area has sufficient infrastructure (housing availability, schools, police, f ie ,  and medical 
care) to support the addition of 625 workers and their families with no significant impacts. 

h s  Angeles AFB. The proposed action would result in the loss of 122 jobs associated with the 
program ofice at Los Angeles AFB. The open space created on-base would be used by existing 
tenants, because the base is undersized. Short-term downsizing trends in the local aerospace industry 
might make it difficult for personnd who choose to remain in the area to find immediate job 
placement in their fields of expertise. The long-term outlook for local employment in the aerospace 
industry would be uncertain due to the current redirection of the aerospace industry toward non- 
military applications. The base is located in the Los Angeles area, which has a population of nearly 9 
million. The reduction in staff would only slightly change the size of the work force in the area. 

Onizuka AFB. The proposed action would result in the loss of 409 jobs associated with the program 
office at Onizuka AFB. The open space created on-base would be Nled by incoming organizations 
and by existing tenants wishing to expand. Short-term downsizing trends in the local aerospace 
industry might make it difficult for personnel who choose to remain in the area to find immediate job 
placement in their fields of expertise. The long-term outlook for local employment in the aerospace 
industry would be uncertain due to the current redirection of the aerospace industry toward non- 
military applications. The base is located in Santa Clara County, with a population of approximately 
1.5 miIIion people. The communities surrounding the base had greater than 10% growth rates in the 
1980s. 

Norton AFB. The proposed action would result in the loss of 71 jobs associated with the program 
office at Norton AFB. Norton AFB is scheduled for closure starting in FY 1993, which will affect 
approximately 10,400 people now employed on the base. TZIe loss of 71 jobs for the area as a result 
of the proposed action would not cause a significant economic impact in comparison to the economic 
effects that will be felt in the area from base dosure. 

Radio Frequency Radiation 

Engineering design features and health and safety procedures are currently in place to eliminate radio 
frequency (RF) radiation hazards to personnel associated with deployable radar systems at the Camp 
Parks Test Facility, Onizuka AFB CA. A RF deconfliction study was also conducted as part of the 
siting process for tbe radars. At Kirtland AFB, the deployable radars would continue to be operated 
using the same engineering design features and health and safety procedures in place at Onizuka AFB. 
Additionally, a RF deconfliction study would be conducted prior to siting the systems, and the 
compatibility of RF emissions would be reevaluated after siting the systems. The siting and operation 
of the radar systems at Kirtland AFB would be conducted in accordance with all applicable laws and 
regulations for the protection of human health and the environment. 



w Questions regarding this Enviro~~me~~td Assessment should be directed to: 

Lt. Darren Cochran 
PUSEE 
3557 Abcrdcen Ave. SE 
Kirtland AFB, NM 87117-5776 

I (505) M6-4573 

Mr. Andrew Rider 
Department of the Aiu Force 
Headquarters, Space and Missile Systems Center, SMCICEV 
2420 Vela Way, Suite 1467 
Los Angela AFB, CA, 90245-4659 
(310) 363-1524 

APPROVED: HQ SMC Environmental Protection Committee 

~&adier General, USAF 
Chairperson, Environmental Protection Committee 

Date: 5 
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m e  Space Test and Experimentation Program offices that would be relocated to M a n d  AFB 
are: 

Js Angeles AFB 

Space Trrt and Expairnatation Prog.m Dimtor's OITce (SMCICUICUE) - Customer Service Office (SMCICUC) 
- Program Control (SMCICUP) - Contracts (SMCfCUK) - 

The directorate office serves as the focal point for the development, testing, and 
evaluation @T&E) for all Department of Defense @OD) and other governmental 
agencies involved in the space test andlor suborbital flight of research and development 
(R&D) systems. It is responsible for the overall plming, organizing, and managing of 
all budgetary matters related to the program. Additionally, the directorate office serves as 
the cootact point for organizations wishing to use the Space Test and Experimentation 
Program Office resources to conduct flight test experimentation. 

Space Test and Small Launch Vehicle Program (SMCICUL) 

The Space Test and Small Launch Vehicle Program is responsible for the determination of 
flight plans, selections of launch vehicles, integration of experiments into payloads and 
spacecraft, establishment of launch schedules, and the arrangement of launches and on- 
orbit services. It is also responsible for the development and acquisition of Aii Force 
small class space boosters, and for the integration and launch of DOD payloads on these 
boosters. In addition, it provides engineering and management support for DOD 
experiments on the Space Shuttle. The program is supported by the Aerospace 
Corporation, a federally funded research and development center. 

Onizuka AFB 

Space Test and Evaluation Program (SMClDm 2lCUO) 

The Space Test and Evaluation Program is responsible for the planning, test execution, 
and reporting of in-space testing of R&D satellites and other space and ground systems. 
It plans and acquires systems which increase the safety of in-space tests. The program is 
also responsible for the DT&E of the Military Strategic and Tactical Relay Satellite 
(MILSTAR) program including the mission control complex. In addition, it provides 
technical training and mission simulation/rehearsal. The majority of the pfogram staff are 
located at Onizuka AFB, while the deployable radar systems (with world-wide deployment 
capabilities) and deployable radar operations staff are located at the Camp Parks Test 
Facility northeast of the base. 



porton AFB 

Reentry Systems Launch Program (SMC/CUB) 

The Reentry Systems Launch Program is responsible for flight test support on national 
ranges, including support for testing of Minutemap I missiles, and it is currently 
developing the Minutexnan Space Launch System (MSLS). The program also provides 
maintenance, storage, and refurbishment of retired ballistic missiles, and it participates in 
interservice launch support. - 

?he consolidation and relocation of the Los Angeles AFB, Onizuka AFB, and Norton AFB Space 
Test and Experimentation Progm offices to Kirtland AFB would occur in phases. The Space 
Test and Experimentation Program Director's Office and all other hnaions at Los Angeles AFB 
would first be moved to Kiand AFB. Personnel and equipment from Onizuka AFB would then 
be relocated, followed by personnel and equipment from Norton AFB. Table 1-1 shows the 
scheduled move dates for each division, the building(s) where each division would be located at 
Kirtland AFB, and a breakdown of the required office space for each division. Figure 1-2 shows 
the buildings to be occupied by the Space Test and Experimentation Program Office. Existing 
structures would be modified to accommodate the relocated personnel and operations. Some 
Kirtland A .  functions and personnel would be relocated on-base to make mom for the Space 
Test and Experimentation Program Office. No new building construction would occur. 

Tbe proposed consolidation and relocation would affect 602 civilian, military, and contractor 
personae) at Los Angeles AFB, Onika AFB, and Norton AFB. Table 1-2 identifies the number 
of Space Test and Experimentation Program Office personnel currently located at each base, and 
it shows the projected Space Test and Experimentation Program Office future fiscal yearend 
staffing at each base until the consolidation and relocation is completed. 

Table 1-1. Proposed Space Test and Experimentation Program Office relocation schedule 
for Kirtland AFB 

Division 
t 

SMCICUICUE (Los Angeles) 
SMClCUL (Los Angeles) 
SMC/CUC (Los An~eles) 
SMClCUP (Lot Angeles) 
SMCKUK (Los Angeles) 
SMCJDET 2lCUO (Onizuka) 

RDT&E Suppo~ Center 
(RSC) 

Deplayable Radars 
SMCtCUB (Norton) 

Move 
Initiated 

FYI994 

FY 1994 

FY 1996 

Approx. Requird 
Space (sq. ft.1 

1 

18,500 

106.000 

1 1,800 

Move 
Completed 

FYI994 

FY 1997 

FY 1996 

Building L o d o n  
At Kirtland AFB 

413 

410,412,413 

402 

Hangar 333 
412 



Table 1-2. Projected Tical year-d Space Test and Experimentation Program Offie 
staffing due la proposed action 

Table 1-3 breaks down the number of military, civilian, Aerospace Corporation, and cantractor 
personnel that would relocate to Kirtland AFB. The Aiu Force estiniates that of the 75 civilian 

. 

personnel designated for relocation by the proposed action, only 30 civilians would choose to 
relocate. Tbe 45 civilians choosing not to relocate would take early retirement, severance, or 
one-year priority placement. Civilian positions that become open would be filled at Kirtland 
AFB. In previous moves of a similar nature conducted by the Air Force, approximately 40% of 
contractor employees have chosen to relocate. Using this 40% relocation rate, it is estimated that 
118 contractors would relocate and 175 contractor positions would be replaced at Kirtland AFB 
on an as-needed basis by local contractors. Office space would still be reserved for 293 
contractor personnel at Kirtland AFB. An addition of 23 support staff is anticipated at Kirtland 
AFB to accommodate the incoming personnel. It is estimated from h'itorical analysis of 
relocations that a total of 243 civilian, contractor, and support staff would need to be hired fiom 
the existing work force in Albuquerque if the program office is relocated. 

Table 13. Atfiliations of Space Test and Experimentation Program Office personnel 
involved in the proposed action 

The three divisions located at Johnson Space Center, Houston, TX, Vandenberg AFB, Santa 
Barbara County, CA, and Fallcon AFB, Colorado Springs, CO would not be relocated to Kirtland 
AFB, bmuse their mission control functions are locationdependent and could not be carried out 
at Kirtland AFB. The 120 personnel and facilities supporting the Test Integration and Launch 
Directorate [SMC/DET 9 ( C u m  presently at Vandenberg AFB cannot move because their 
primary mission is to integrate and launch suborbital and orbital systems fiom Vandenberg AFB 
CA. Relocation would remove them from their primary mission. Tbe 8 personnel and facilities 
supporting the Space Shuttle Elxperiments Office [SMCICULH (OL-Am presently at Johnson 
Space Center TX cannot be relocated because their primary function is the integration of 



1.3 Scope and potential e n v i t o ~ t a l  impacts 

13.1 Scope of adion 

'Ih'i mvironmental assessment @A) was prepared to satisfy the mvironmental -review 
requirements set forth in the National Environmentd Policy Aa of 1%9 (NEPA, Public Law 91- 
190). It is written in accordance with the President's Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations implementing the Act (40 CFR, 1500-lM8), Department of Defense Directive 6050.1, 
and Air Force Regulation (AFR) 19-2 (August 10, 1982). - 
The objective of this EA is to provide the necessary information on the potential impacts of 
various actions, and on possible mitigations of impacts, so tbat an informed decision on the course 
of action can be made. If no significant impacts are found by the interdisciplinary team @T) 
during the analysis, a Finding of No Signi-t Impact (FONSI) can be made and submitted for 
approval. The scope of this EA was defined primariiy by the scope of the proposed action, and 
by the potential impacts resulting from the implementation of the proposed action. 

This EA analyzes: 

Potential environmeatal ansequences of the proposed action 
Potential environmeatat consequences of the no-action alternative 

AdditionalIy, it identifies federal and state regulatory requirements. 

Alternatives other than the proposed action and no-action alternative which were evaluated and 
eliminated are described only briefly in this document. 

1.3.2 Potential environmental impacts 

Table 1.5 lists the natural and human environments identified in the scoping process that could 
potentially be affected by tbe proposed action or the no-action alternative. It also identifies the 
potential significance of the effects of the proposed action and the no-action alternative on the 
environments. EAs and EISs written for similar actions at the affected Air Force bases were 
reviewed. Conclusions from those EAs and EISs were used to make prelimiaary evaluations of 
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed action and no-action alternative. The 
preliminary analysis summarized in Table 1-5 was used to focus efforts toward analyzing 
environmental issues with potential to be impacted while deemphasizing further study of issues 
found to be insignificant. Issues eliminated as potentially significant were wildlife, threatened and 
endangered species, cultural and archaeological resources, transportation, utilities, noise, air 
quality, geology and soils, water resources, and land use. Only the environments with any 
potential to be significantly impacted by either the proposed action or the no-action alternative 
were analyzed in further detail in this EA. 



The following natural and human environments were considered to have the greatest potentid to 
be impacted as a result of thc. proposed action: 

The socioeconomic effects on surrounding communities resulting from the relocation 
of personnel from Los Angeles AFB, Oniarka AFB, and Noxton AFB to Kirtlaed 
AFB . 

The effect of radio frequency radiation from deployable radars on humans, electro- 
mechanical devices, and computer systems at Kirtland AFB. 

C 

The health effects upon personnel at Iiirtland AFB as a result of remodeling buildings 
potentially constructed with hazardous materials (e.g., asbestos) and situated over soils 
containing potentially hazardous chemicals. 



Table 14. M s ~ l o n  of mvlmnments potentially impacted by the proposed action and no-action alternatives (eantlnued) 
\ - 

I Socloeconomics I The proposed action would relocate a maximum of 602 military, civilian, Aerospace Corporation, and contractor perronnal, plus their 
(Kirtland AFB) families, from Los Angeles AF8, Onizuka AFB, and Norton AFB to Kirtland AFB over a four-year period. The Air Force estimates that I 

243 civilian, contractor, and base support positions would become available at Kirtland AFB from the proposed action. Some of these 
positions would be filled at Klrtland AFB from the existing work force in Albuquerque. With the need for an additional 23 base 
operating support positions, a total of 625 jobs would be added to the Albuquerque metropolitan area. The proposed action would also 
require 82.0 million in building renovations at Kirtland AFB over a four-year period. Private contractors and Kirtland AFB Civil 
Engineering would receive this work. 

Radio Frequency I The EA for the Transportable Satellite Test Resource CTSTRl (USAF, 1993bl concluded that when ?he TS?!! 1s s9eratd in accordance 
Radiation w!?h propased system design, ii wiii have no significant radio frequency radiation impacts on humans or electro-mechanical devices. 

Engineering design feaMes and health and safety procedures to prevent radiation to personnel, to warn personnel that they are In an 
area of radio frequency radiation, and to provide adequate separation between antennas and electro-explosive devices have been 
identified and implemented. 

Radio frequsncy hazard measurements conducted in 1993 on the Transportable S-Band Terminal USTl and the Sdand Transportable 
Ground Station (STGS) found small amounts of radio frequency radiation in the vicinity of the antennas at Ontzub AF8 (Loml, 1993). 
The radiation hazards to humans and mechanical devices from these systems have been minimized with careful antenna bcatlon, and 
when necessary, with health and safety procedures similar to those implemented for the TSTR. 

Radio freqvency emissions from the deployable antennas could also possibly conflict with, or be affected by, sxistin~ emisslons at 
Kirtland AFB. An Air Force frequency deconflication study would be required to determine where the antennas could be sited so that 
they would not cause interference and would not be interfered with. The FAA and FCC would have to approve a final location tor 
testing the radar systems at Kirtland AFB. After relocation of the radars, the compatibility of RF emissions would be reevaluated. 
There is a potential for radio frequency radiation to directly or indirectly affect humans at Kirtland AFB as a result d the proposed 

I 
action. However, the hazard would be minimized due to careful antenna site selection prior to, and after, relocating the deployable 
radar systems. 

Under the no-action alternative, the effect of radio frquency radiation on humans is not significant because of the existing engineering 
design feanms and health and safety procedures in place at Oniruka AFB. 



2.0 Affected Environment 

This chapter describes the existing human and natural environments that could potentially be 
analysis of all human and natural tllvironments that could potentially be a&. 'Ihe 
preliminary analysis narrowed the potential impacts of the proposed action or no-action dtemative 

j to three areas: 
# 

Impacts of relocating the Space Test and Experimentation Program Oftice divisions 
upon sacioeconc~mic conditions of communities near affected bases 

Impacts upon humans, electro-mechanical devices, and computer systems from radio 
frequency radiation emitted by deployable radars 

Impacts upon the health of personnel as a result of relocating operations to buildings 
constructed with hazardous materials and where potentially hazardous chemicals may 
be present 

Tbis chapter discusses the existing environmental conditions. Chapter 3 describes any 
environmental impacts that auld occur to the existing environment if the proposed action or no- 
action alternative is implemenbed. 

2.1 Kirtland AFB 

Kirtland AFB is located in Bemalillo County in north-central New Mexico (Figure 2-1). The 
primary community near Kirtland AFB is the city of AIbuquerque to the northwest. The 
population of the Albuquerque: metropolitan area in 1990 was estimated at 481,000 (U.S. Bureau 
of the Census, 1991). The population within the municipal limits in 1993 was 408,000 
(Albuquerque Police Department, 1993). 

' h e  base and the Albuquerque International Airport jointly use the runway facilities. Kirtland 
AFB covers an area of approximately 52,681 acres. 'Ibe Au Force controls 44,018 acres (28,080 
acres are fee owned; 15,856 are withdrawn public domain lands; and 82 acres are easement); the 
DOE controls 7,522 acres '(2,927 acres are fee owned; and 4,595 acres are withdrawn public 
domain lands); and the city of Albuquerque owns 1,141 acres, including 1,110 acres of 
runways/taxiways. 

Kirtland AFB and the non-DOD tenant units employad 4,847 military personnel; 1,249 National 
Guard and Air Force Resewe personnel; 5,954 civilian personnel; and 8,664 contractor personnel 
at the end of FY 1989. In addition, 177 military and civilian personnel will be added as a result 
of the consolidation of Phillips Laboratory split directorates that has been approved and will begin . 
in 1994. Approximately 52% of the military personnel live on the base. Most of the remainder 
of the personnel living off base: reside in Albuquerque, but some personnel live in smaller 
communities surrounding Albuquerque. 





At the end of FY 1990, hs Angeles AFB employed 1,761 permanat party military personnel 
(1,324 officers and 417 enlisted); 1,430 appropriated fund civilian persomel; 224 other civilian 
personnel; and 655 c o n m  civilians. Aerospace Corporation employed 4,075 personnel at its El 
Segundo ficilities at the end of F Y  1989. Approximately 29% of the military personnel live in 
one of the three housing sreas and 71 96 live off base. Military pcrsonuel living off base and the 
civilian personnel live in communities throughout Southern California (i.e., Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties). 

Ins Angeles AFB evolved from the site of the Western Development Division (WDD) of the Air 
Research and Development Cammaad established in July 1954 in Inglewood, California. WDD 
was responsible for developing the nation's first intercontinental ballistic missile, the Atlas. In 
1955, Space Technology Laboratories (STL) of Ramo-Woolridge Corporation, the primary 
contractor at WDD, constructed a research and development (R&D) center adjacent to the 
instaIlation. The Air Force purchased the R&D center in 1960 and redesignated it Los Angeles 
Air Force Station (AFS). The Navy transferred adjacent facilities to the Air Force in 1963 and 
1968, and additional land was aqaired at Fort MacArthur in 1982 and at the Lawndale Annex in 
1985. Los Angeles Air Force Station (AFS) became the headquarters of the Space Systems 
Division (SSD) in October 1979 and was renamed Los Angeles AFB in 1988. 

2.2.3 Current mission 

Los Angeles AFB, an Air Force Materials Command (AFMC) base, is headquarters to the 
AFMC's Space and Missiles Systems Center (SMC) which manages the development, launch, and 
onorbit checkout of the DOD'r space programs. 

Functions of the Space Test and Experimentation Program Office currently a Los Angeles AFB 
are listed in Section 1.1. 

2.3.1 Location 

Onhka AFB is located in Santa Clara County, California, approximately 40 miles southeast of 
San Francisco in the city of Sunnyvale (Figure 2-3). Based on 1990 census figures, the 
population of the city of Sunnyvale was 119,000, while the nearby city of Mountain View had a 
population of 68,000. The population of Santa Clara County was approximately 15 million. The 
major employer in the Sunnyvale am is the Lockbted Missile and Space Company, which owns 
most of the land surrounding Oniarka AFB. 

Onizuka AFB occupies 23 acres of essentially fully developed land in the northern portion of the . 
city of Sunnyvale. Approximately haif of the uep is a v e r 4  by structures, while the remaining 
portion (except for .2 acres of green area) consists of roads and parking areas. The base is 
located in a heavily developed industrial area and ic completely surrounded by major 
thoroughfares. Deployable radar systems used by the Space Test and Experimentation Program 
are stored and tested at the Camp Parks Test Facility located northeast of Onizuh AFB. 



Public school class sizes in Albuquerque are arrrently below the national average for urban areas, 
and the addition of students from relocated families would add only slightly to the student-teacher 
ratio. 

'Ihe ratio of 1.85 police officers per 1000 citizens of Albuquerque is high, and the addition of 600 
families would reduce the ratio only slightly. Additionally, a new class of Academy graduates at 
the end of 1993 wiII increase the ratio to nearly 2 police officers per 1OOO citizens. The city 
plans to maintain the ratio of 2 officers per 1000 citizens for the foreseeable future (Albuquerque 
Police Department, 1993). - 
The Albuquerque Fire Department has the capabilities to handle'an additional 600 families. 
Because the city is growing, an additional fire station will be added in 1995 to maintain the 
current ratio of nearly 1.2 firefighters per 1000 citizens. 

The 10 hospitals and other major medical facilities in Albuquerque are staffed by nearly 1000 
doctors and over 300 dentists.' The addition of 600 fdiies to the area would have minimal effect 
on the availability of medical services. 

Los Angdes AFB. The proposed action would relocate a maximum of 64 military personnel, 20 
civilian personnel, 38 Aerospace Corporation personnel, and their families from Los Angeles 
AFB to Kirtland AFB. Based on previous experience with civilian relocations, the Air Force 
anticipates that 8 of the 20 civilians designated for relocation would accept their relocation and 
move to Kirtland AFB. The 12 remaining civilians would either retire, seek placement 
elsewhere, or accept severance and become unemployed. 

At the end of FY 1990 Los Angeles AFB employed approximately 4040 military and civilian 
personnel. The proposed action would reduce existing base staffing by approximately 2%. 
Relocating 38 Aerospace Co~oration staff out of a total staff of 4075 persons would reduce its 
total staff in Los Angeles by approximately 1 %. 

The proposed action would result in a net loss of 122 jobs in the Los Angeles Metropolitan Area, 
which has a population of almost nine million people. 

Los Angeles AFB is currently undersized for the number of pem1111el located there. As a result, 
the I22 people to be relocated by the proposed action would not be replaced. Ihe open office 
space created would allow. existing tenants on the base to expand their office space and work more 
comfortably. Short-term downsizing trends in the local aerospace industry might make it difficult 
for personnel who choose to remain in the area to find immediate job placement in their fields of 
expertise. The long-term outlook for local employment in the aerospace industry would be 
uncertain due to the current redirection of the aerospace industry toward non-military 
applications. 

Onizuka AFB. The proposed action would relocate a maximum of 98 military personnel, 36 
civilian personnel, 10 Aerospace Corporation personnel, 265 contractor personnel, and their 
families from Onizuka AFB to Kirtland AFB. Based on previous experience with civilian 
relocations, the Air Force anticipates that 14 of the 36 civilians designated for relocation would 
accept their relocation and move to Kirtland AFB. The 22 remaining civilians would either 
retire, seek placement elsewhere, or accept severance and become unemployed. Of the 265 



contractor personnel supporting the Space Test and Experimentation Program activities at 
Onizuka, the Aii Force estimates that 40% (106 pasons) would reloate to Kirtland AFB, while 
the remainder would be reassigned or choose severance. 

At the beginning of 1989 Oniika AFB employed rpproxhndy 3,300 military, Mian, and 

I 
contractor personnel. The proposed action would reduce bast staffing by ww 12% 

- The proposed action would result in a net loss of 409 jobs for Santa Clara County, which has a 
population of approximatdy 1.5 million people. 

n 

Currently there is a waiting list for on-base office space. Office space created by the proposed 
action would be used by outside organizations on the waiting list and by current tenants. As a 
result, the Air Force would Fall the vacated office space with fewer persons. 

The immediate area around the towns of Sunnyvale (pop. 119,000) and Mountain View (pop. 
68,000) is home to numerous high technology corporations. Short-tesm downsizing trends in the 
local aerospace industry might make it difficult for personnel who choose to remain in the area to 
find immediate job placement in their fields of expertise. The long-term outlook for local 
employment in the aerospace industry would be uncertain due to the current redirection of the 
aerospace industry toward non-militan, applications. The towns of Sunnyvale and Mountain View 
grew at rates of 10% and 15% respectively from 1980 to 1990, and their anticipated growth rates 
for the next decade are similar according to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 

Norton AFB. The proposed action would relocate a maximum of 24 military personnel, 19 
civilian personnel, 28 contractor personael, and their families from Norton AFB to Kirtland AFB. 
Based on previous experience with civilian relocations, the Air Force anticipates that 8 of the 19 
civilians designated for relocation would accept their relocation and move to Kirtland AFB. The 
11 remaining civilians would either retire, seek placement elsewhere, or accept severance and 
become unemployed. Of the 28 contractor personnel supporting the Space Test and 
Experimentation Program activities at Norton, the Air Force estimates that 40% (12 persons) 
would relocate to Kirtland AFB, whiie the remainder would be reassigned or choose severance. 

Norton A D  is currently scheduled for closure. In 1989 the base employed approximately 10,1400 
persons. The loss of 71 jobs for the area as a result of the proposed action would be minor in 
comparison with socioeconomic effects upon the economy of San Bernardino County that will 
result from the loss of personnel associated with the closure of Norton AFB. 

3.1.2 Radio frequency radiation impacts 

RF radiation sources. Under the Proposed Action, the following RFemitting deployable test 
systems would be moved from the Camp Parb Test Facility near Onwka AFB and added to the 
existing RF radiationemitting radar inventory at Kirtland AFB: 

Transportable S-Band T e m i n a l o  - 2 systems 
S-Band Tramportable Cnound Station (STGS) - 2 to 4 systems 
Transportable Space Test & Evaluation Resource (TSTR) - 1 system 
Transportable Vehicle Checkout System (TVCS) - 1 system 



7.0 Acronyms 

ABW 
AFB 

, AFMC 
i AFOSH 
. AFR 

AFS 
AFSCF 
AFSPACECOM 
AFSTC 
AHERA 

, CEQ 
CERES 
CFR 
DOD 
DOE 
DRMO 
DT&E 
EA 
ECAC 
EED 
EIS 
FAA 
FCC 
FONSI 
Hz 
IDT 
IRP 
kwh 
MAW 
MDG 
MHz 
MlLCON 
MILSTAR 
MSLS 
mW/cm2 
NEPA 
NTIA 
OSHA 
PEL 
PL 
R&D 
RCRA 
RDT&E 
RF 
RSC 

Air Base Wing 
Aii Force Base 
Air Force Materiel Command 
Air Force Occupational Health and Safety 
Air Force Regulation 
Aii Force Station 
Air Force Satellite Control Facility 
Air Force Space Command 
Air Force Space Technology Center 
Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Center for Research Support 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Department of Defense 
Department of Energy 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 
Development, testing, and evaluation 
Environmental Assessment 
U.S. Air Force Electromagnetic Compatibility and Analysis Center 
electro-explosive device 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Federal Aviation Adminitrafion 
Federal Communications Commission 
Finding of No Significant Impact 
Hem 
Interdisciplinary Team 
Installation Restoration Program 
Kilowatt hour 
Military Airlift Wing 
Million gallons per day 
Megahertz 
Military construction 
Military Strategic and Tactical Relay Satellite 
Mimuteman Space Launch System 
milliwatts per square centimeter 
National Environmental Policy Act 
National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
Occupational Safcty and Health Administration 
Permissible Exposure Limit 
Phillips Laboratory 
Research and development 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Research, development, testing, and evaluation 
Radio Frequency 
RDT&E Support Center 



5.0 List of Persons and Agencies Consulted 

.Persons consulted 

-- Gary Peterson, Real Estate Agent, H. Pamegg Realty, Inc. 
Roy 'hrpin, Planning Department, AIbuquerque Police Department - 
Willie Vigil, Fire Marshal's Office, AIbuquerque Fire Department 

Pirtland AFB. NM 

-- A1 Aguilar, Base Housing 
Spencer Campbell, Aerospace Corporation, Phillips Laboratory 
Lt. Darren Cochran, PLISEE, Phillips Laboratory 
Harry Davidson, 377 ABWIEM 
Michele Hedrick, PLISE, Phillips Laboratory 
Yvonne Lowe, PLNT, Phillips Laboratory 
Ed Nowlin, Technical Facility Planner, Phillips Laboratory 
Lt. Col. Byron Ristvet, PLIDO, Phillips Laboratory 
Chris Tuttle, 377 ABWIEM 

Betty Ciotti, Public Affairs Office, SMCIPA 
Alex Kavasky, SMC Frequency Manager 
Dan Morgan 
Andy Rider, SMCICEV 

Norton AFB. CA 

Capt. Larry Hubler, SMCICE 

uuka AFB. CA 

Vicki Peters, DET 2 
Dave Preston, DET 2 PDS Group 
Al Regan, DET 2 PDS Group 
Jerry Reid, Environmental Coordinator, Vinnell Corporation 

Vandenbern AFB. C.4 

Tom Welch, Real Estate Office 

White Sands Missile Range. ?+&4 

Tom Banks, DoD Area Frequency C o o r d i i r  
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these organizations emphasize flexibility, data collection and analysis, and 
deliberate scheduling. 

Space T&E activities have similar requirements for flexible 
scheduling, maintenance, testing, and reporting which often conflict with 
the standardized operations of the front line AFSPC war fighter. In 
addition, space T&E activities require personnel with specialized satellite 
testing expertise which is not found resident in operational satellite 
command and control units. However, at present these space T&E 
activities have to operate within the framework of facilities borrowed from 
the operational community. This imposes constraints including scheduling, 
equipment configuration, security overhead, and backup sys terns which 
both impede T&E activities and drive up the cost of test support. 
Therefore, it became obvious that a high priority feature of any resulting 
collocation of SMCJCU functions would be to place them at a site separate 
from the operational activities of AFSPC. 731s would also permit the 
RDT&E assets to avoid the additional burden of costly capabilities unique 
to the operational war fighter. e.g. on-line multi-level security, "hot" 
backup systems, etc. 

TEST PILOT FLIGHT TEST ENGINEER 

SPACECRAFT d 
, 
8 0 

EGLlN AFB 
0 , , 

DEDICATED , 
LOCATIONS - BORROWED 3 

EDWARDS AFB FACIL IT IES 3 , 
I , 0 

AYLOAD OPERATIONS CENTER 5 

TEST ENVIRONMENT 

Unique tests / procedi~res Compartmented securii 
Oneof-a-kind aircraft ,I spacecraft Schedule flrxibilrty 

Operated by engineers / contracton Frequent procedural changes 

Figure 4 - Test & Experimentation Mission Functions 



involves transportable satellite ground stations requiring a location away 
from the main runways due to direct RF testing with satellites.) 

The buildings are located on the west side of KAFB within a few 
blocks of the commercial Albuquerque International Airport terminal. 
Buildings 412 and 413 will provide office space for the majority of the 

E SMClCU personnel. These buildings will require only minor 
,. refurbishment (e.g. paint, carpet, and ceiling tiles) prior to occupancy. 

Figure 8 shows the location of the buildings currently identified to be 
occupied by SMC/CU and the adjacent Phillips Lab headquarters. 

377 ABW I PL I CU BEDDOWN AGREEMENT 

Figure 8 - Facilities Locations at KAFB 

Buildings 402 and 410 are currently equipped with raised floors, 
power, heating, and cooling for the suppon of computer equipment. 
Building 402 has housed the now closed Phillips Lab CRAY super- 
computer facility. Building 410 currently houses the Phillips Lab Payload 
Operations Center (PL POC) which can provide direct telemetry analysis 
support to on-orbit PL experiments. As a result, these two buildings will 
require only minor refurbishment in order to provide the necessary 
environment for the RSC. "Development" of the RSC will consist 



LMPACT OF THE CONSOLIDATION ON 
MILITARY', CIVILIAN AND CONTRACTOR PERSONNEL 

The consolidation and relocation of SMCiCU will affect a total of 
535 positions (as of 14 July 1994) versus the 602 originally projected. 
Table 1 lists the breakdown of this total by both location and by type of 
position. Figure 9 illustrates the planned movement of these positions over 
the next 24 months. Figures 5-7 in the previous section illustrate the 
movement from individual bases. 

T aTAL AFFECTED POSITIONS 
Based on UMDs - 14 July 94 

Total Positions Transferring from CA to NM 

UNIT MIL CIV AERO CONTR TOTAL 

CU at LA 66 32 2 3 0 121 
CUB at Norton 17 22  0 18 5 7 
CUO at Onizuka 76 36 6 239 357 

TOTAL 159 9 0 29 257 535 

'Table 1 - Total Affected Positions 

An Environmental Assessment, completed in January 1994 (see 
Appendix B), concluded there would be no significant socioeconomic 
impacts resulting from the proposed relocation. The total numbers of jobs 
affected in the Los A,ngeles and San Franciso metropolitan areas are 
insignificant compared to the overall work force in those areas. The loss 
of jobs in the San Bernardino area are also insignificant but have been 
precipitated by the BRAC closure of Norton AFB. 

As seen above, a total of only 159 military positions will be affected 
by the relocation. The relocation is not considered a "unit move" and 
therefore incumbents will not be automatically reassigned with their slots. 
Because the transition is spread over a two-year period, most of the 
personnel filling these positions will move to new assignments via the 
normal military reassignment process (PCS/PCA) rather than relocate to 
KAFB. Most military positions will be transferred to KAFB empty. The 
vacant slots will then be filled at KAFB by new incoming officers via 



Internal to the Space Test & Experimentation Program Office (CU), 
collocation will provide: 

- Improved mission success through collocation of 
experimenters, RDT&E satellite builders, launch 
vehicle managers, and satellite controllers; 

- Creation of a critical mass of DT&E assets in the face of 
declining resources; and 

- Combination of launch vehicle efforts currently 
operated from both Los Angeles and San Bernardino 
(Small Launch Vehicle Program Office and portions 
of the Rocket Systems Launch Program). 

Collocation of SMCICU with Phillips Laboratory will provide: 

- Enhanced technology insertion for improved satellite 
performance and mission control capabilities; 

- Improved working relationship between the Space Test 
Program and its principal Air Force customer; and 

- Combination of complementary satellite control efforts. 

Collocation of SMC/CU with other local New Mexico organizations 
will provide: 

- Local support to Sandia & Los Alamos National 
Laboratories satellite programs including the ability 
to support future DOE space programs; 

- Local support for sounding rockets launched from 
White Sands Missile Range; and 

- Collaboration with Sandia National Laboratories on 
inter-continental ballistic missile (ICBM) test re-entry 
vehicles (RVs) and decoys. 

It should be noted here that DOE (via Sandia and Los Alamos 
National Laboratories) has several satellite programs planned in the near 
future. As a result of the projected SMClCU collocation at KAFB, it was 
agreed that DOE would assist with funding and manpower in establishing 
the RSC and with communications connectivity between the RSC and 
SNLLANL in order to gain access to the expanded satellite control 
capabilities of the RSC and the worldwide Air Force Satellite Control 
Network (AFSCN) for supplemental data retrieval in addition to that of 
their own single ground station. (Access to the AFSCN will be provided 
via established SMClCU agreements with AFSPC as the coordinator of 



RDT&E prog'rams.) This not only will increase the DOE potential payload 
data collection capability by several hundred percent, but will also lower 
the AF requirement for "new money" to implement the RSC. 

odernizatim: The benefits of modernization include four easily 
identifiable areas: 

- Integration of complementary requirements and 
rehosting of RDT&E functions onto current 
commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) technology; 

- Separation of RDT&E support from war fighting 
operations; 

- Addition of a new spacecraft residual operations 
capability at AFSPC for Advanced Technology 
Transition Demonstrations and Advanced Concept & 
Tec:hnology Demonstrations (ATTDIACTD); and 

- Support to the AFSPC Command & Control System 
(CCS) upgrade development efforts 

It was found that there were sever~l complementary command and 
control developmer~t efforts underway both within the AF and among other 
government agencies. Prototypes were being developed for use with 
operational spacecraft, for use with RDT&E spacecraft, and for support of 
individual payloadslexperiments. These included efforts within AFMC, 
BMDO, DOE, and NASA. 

Integration of these separate development efforts into a single, 
complementary effort satisfying all parties was an attractive goal. A multi- 
command, multi-agency partnership was formed to seek a "standard" set of 
requirements and architecture that could satisfy many of the needs of each 
organization. By combining the work "in hand" of the BMDO-sponsored 
CERES string, the architecture evaluations performed for AFSPC by 
SMCICW, and the experience from the under-construction ShuttleISpace 
Station Combined Control Center (CCC) at NASAIJSC, this has been 
largely achieved . The resulting COTS open architecture, workstation- 
based "solution" should result in: 

- Reduction of the current heavy operations & 
maintenance (O&M) burden; 

- Increased system flexibility and user friendliness; and 
- Minimized requirements for mission unique equipment 

to process payload data. 



of some PL and 377 ABW organizations to other buildings on the base, it 
does not require any new MILCON construction. This has significantly 
reduced the cost of housing SMCICU at KAFB. Planned refurbishments 
will be limited to items such as paint, carpet, and dropped ceilings for 
recessed lighting. 

Because the move is phased over a two-year period, movement of 
military personnel is all but eliminated since most will be "hired" into 
empty slots at KAFB through the normal military reassignment process. 

The new costs for relocating and establishing KAFB communications 
links are being addressed within reprogramming limits and follow the 
guidelines for such actions. The associated impacts identified will be: 

- 4-month delay of the STEP Mission 4 contract award, 
- 12-month delay in the implementation of the Space Test 

Safety System, and 
- 12-month delay in upgrade of the Transportable Vehicle 

Checkout System (TVCS). 

Essentially, the relocation has "out-prioritized" other SMC/CLT 
requirements in the planning process. These impacts are felt to be 
acceptable and will be offset by the benefits of a consolidated organization. 
Moreover, the Rocket Systems Launch Program Office move costs do not 
displace any other activity since the move from San Bernardino in October 
1995 is a result of the FY88 BRAC closure of Norton AFB. 

RSC engineering, acquisition, and implementation costs have been 
reduced dramatically since the first estimate. Much of this was the result 
of reducing the overall functional requirements from the loo%, state-of- 
the-art, "no options" complex back to a functional capability nearer, but 
still exceeding, that of the current facility at OASN. That is to say, the 
RSC should be capable of performing all of the functions currently 
available for RDT&E satellite support at OASN, plus some additional 
functions felt to be highly desirable. Due to its distributed architecture, it 
will have the capability for growth to "state-of-the-art" capabilities as 
required and as future budgets permit. 

It was recognized early in the process that several other government 
organizations were exploring similar projects to develop a modem, open 
architecture command and control system. Therefore, a specific goal of 
the SMCICU effort was to leverage development of the RSC to the 
maximum extent possible from other similar systems already paid for by 



CONCLUSIONS 

The benefits of this consolidation, modernization, and relocation of 
SMC/CU far outweigh the relatively small cost involved. The Air Force 

1 space mission will be strengthened; satellite control operating and 
/ 

maintenance costs will be reduced; customers will benefit from better 
support and lower costs; AFSPC will gain access to a spacecraft residual 
operations center; the AFSCN CCS upgrade efforts will benefit from 
lessons learned with actual on-line open architecture systems; the DOE will 
gain access to a worldwide satellite control system with minimal 
investment; and the DoD will preserve and strengthen the essence of its 
space and missile RDT&E assets. There can be no question that this is the 
right action to take - and with downsizing and declining budgets ahead, 
this is the right time to take it! 

Not just SMC, and not just AFMC, but the entire Air Force top 
management is committed to this forward-looking move which will 
strengthen its space capability while cutting costs! 
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DETACHMENTS 



AFOTEC INTERFACES 

OPTEC AFOTEC - SAFlAQ (PEOS) 

MCOTEA / \ HO USAFlXOR 



PRINCIPAL AF TEST AND 
EVALUATION OFFICIAL 

DEVELOPS AF TEST AND 
EVALUATION POLICY 

MANAGES AF TEST 
INVESTMENT 



TYPES OF OT&E 

INITIAL 
FOLLOW-ON 
QUALIFICATION 
MULTISERVICE 



TYPES OF OT&E 

FOLLOW-ON OPERATIONAL TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

P O S T  PRODUCTION 

REFINE ESTIMATES 
EVALUATE MODIFICATIONS 

TACTICS AND DOCTRINE 



TYPES OF OT&E 

MULTI-SERVICE OPERATIONAL TEST & 
EVALUATION 
R & D  FUNDED 
DEVELOP AND ACQUIRE NEW SYSTEM 



TYPES OF OT&E 

MULTI-SERVICE OPERATIONAL TEST & 
EVALUATION 
R & D  FUNDED 
DEVELOP AND ACQUIRE NEW SYSTEM 



JOINT TEST 

OSD DIRECTED AND FUNDED 

M A Y  BE OPERATIONAL OR 
DEVELOPMENTAL 

*NOT RELATED TO SYSTEM 
ACQUISITION 



OT&E MANAGEMENT 

A F O T E C  CONDUCTS 
A L L  IOT&E/QOT&E 

S O M E  FOT&E 
(AS DIRECTED BY HQ USAF') 

P L A N ,  EXECUTE, AND REPORT 
RESULTS 



THE ACQUISITION CYCLE 
AND OT&E PHASES 

(LRIP) 

PLAN 

CONCEPT 
EXPIDEF 

DEMNAL ENGINEERIMANUFACT 
DEVELOPMENT 

PRODUCT1 
DEPLOY 

OPSI 
SUPPORT 



THE ACQUISITION CYCLE AND 
OT&E PHASES 

CONCEPT 
EXPIDEF 



THE ACQUISITION CYCLE 
AND OT&E PHASES 

(LRIP) 

PLAN 

CONCEPT 
EXPIDEF 

DEMNAL ENGINEERIMANUFACT 
DEVELOPMENT 

PRODUCT1 
DEPLOY 

OPSI 
SUPPORT 



AFOTEC ACTIONS 
CONCEPT EXPLORATION/DEFINITION 

EARLY PROGRAM 

l IDENTIFY POTENTIAL OT&E 

ASSIST IN REQUIREMENTS 
DEVELOPMENT 

DEVELOP TEST CONCEPT 



AFOTEC ACTIONS 
ENGINEERAMANUFACT DEVELOPMENT 

PLANNING 
@PREPARE DETAILED OT&E PLAN 
ESTABLISH TEST TEAM 

EXECUTION 
ACCOMPLISH TEST EVENTS 
COLLECT AND ANALYZE DATA 

REPORTING 
COMPARE RESULTS TO TEST CRITERIA 
PROVIDE TO HQ USAlF AND OSD 



PERSONNEL INVESTMENT 

AFOTEC 

AFMC 



DESERT STORM LESSONS 
LEARNED FOR OT&E 

GATHERED INFORMATION FROM DESERT 
SHIELDISTORM TO USE TO IMPROVEIASSESS OT&E 
IDENTIFIED 7 MAJOR PROGRAMS 

"RECENTLY" TESTED BY AFOTEC DURING IOT&E 

SURVEYS OF OPERATIONAL CREWS 
COMPARE OT&E RESULTS AND OPERATIONAL USE 

COLLECTED DATA 
HILL AFB, SEYMOUR JOHNSON AFB 
ENGLAND AFB, MYRTLE AFB 
LAKENHEATH AB, SHAW AFB, GEORGE AFB 



SUMMARY 

.AF OT&E CENTER OF 
EXPERTISE 

TEST TO USER 
REQUIREMENTS * 

INTEGRAL PART OF THE 
ACQUISITION PROCESS 



Docume~lt Separator 



Question 2e: The total number of DoD authorizations that will be converted 

from military authorizations to civilian ones by organization. 

Answer 2e: All personnel numbers are at attachment 2 

Question 2f: The total number of contractors associated with Kirtland AFB. 

Answer 2f: The numbers of contractor personnel used in the evaluation for 

Kirtland is done in contract manpower equivalents. Kirtland's contract manpower 

equivalent is 722. 

Question 3: Could you please provide us any updated information for all the costs 

associated with cantoning the activities that are scheduled to remain after Kirtland Air 

Force Base is realigned? 

Answer 3: Briefing slides containing the latest cantonment information are at 

attachment 4. 

Question 4: Does the Air Force own all the property which is currently considered part of 

Kirtland Air Force Base? 

Answer 4: Property listing is at attachment 5 
%'. . 
. .. - e. 

e 

Question 5: Could you please provide us with concept of operations of who will own the 

property after the base is realigned? 



Answer 5s - Ownership of the retained Kirtland AFB property after realignment is 

under review. It is expected, due to legal and environmental reasons the property 

will remain under Air Force ownership. 

Question 6: If the base is realigned and DOE owns the property now considered Kirtland 

AFB, has the Air Force calculated the costs for renting the property required to continue 

the activities that will remain at Kirtland? - 

Answer 6: The Air Force would retain any property it uses and not transfer it to 

DOE, thus no rent would be paid. The Air Force would pay a percentage of the 

infrastructure maintenance (roads, utilities, etc) if DOE maintained the property. 

Question 7: Has the Air Force calculated the costs associated with cantoning the 

activities associated with the Defense Nuclear Agency? 

Answer 7: The Air Force has not considered any costs to canton any additional part 

of DNA other than what has been proposed by the SECDEF (Radiation Simulator 

operations). The Air Force is currently evaluating the possibility of keeping DNA at 

Kirtland and will pass any appropriate information to the commission as it becomes 

available. 

Question 8: Could you please tell us how long 58th Special Operations Wing Simulator 

operations will be "down" due to the relocation of the simulator? 
. . 

Answer 8: No formal schedule has been created for the relocation of simulators and 

to transfer the training. Simulator transfer will be phased to maximize training 



PHILLIPS LAB WOULD REMAIN IN A 
CANTONMENT AREA 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD AND AIR FORCE 
RESERVE WOULD REMAIN IN A CANTONMENT 
AREA 

KUMSC WOULD REMAIN IN A CANTONMENT 
AREA 

SELECTED UNITS WOULD REMAIN 

377 ABW WOULD INACTIVATE 

TENANTS WOULD MOVE OR INACTIVATE 

TOTAL DOD ACTIVE DUTY MILITARY 
PRESENCE W O U L D  BE 5 100 



KIRTLAND AFB MILCON 



SCHEDULE FOR BUDGET 
SUBMISSION FOR EGLIN AFB ' 

ON-GOING PROCESS 
+ CONSOLIDATED BY AFDTCIXP 

+ 7 APR 95 - MILCON VALIDATED BY AFAA B 
2 s + 10 APR 95 - BUDGET COMPLETED 
8 
i 

+ 19 APR 95 - BUDGET VALIDATED BY HQ AFMC 
P 
an + 26 APR 95 - IVllLCON BRIEFING TO HQ USAFICE 
.. 
2 
R 

+ 1 MAY 95 - BRIEFING TO BCEG 



MILCON - AFOTEC 
+ THREE PART PROCESS 

- PART I -AREAS IN AGREEMENT 
- PART 2 - AREAS REQUIRING ADDITIONAL RESEARCH 
- PART 3 - AREAS REQUIRING COMMANDER 

8 
INVOLVEMENT 

+ PAPERWORK WlLL BE ATTACHED TO DD 1391 IDENTIFYING 
AREAS.WHERE REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT YET VALIDATED 
- ACTIONS ITEMS, POCS, AND SUSPENSES WlLL BE 

IDENTIFIED 
- ALL SUSPENCES CLOSED BY 31 MAR 95 

+ PROPOSED COST OF MILCON - $20.177M 
+ TOTALSQFT- 132,000 
+ ADDlTlONAL BRAC COMM REQUIREMENTS - $972K 





SPECIFIC PROVISIONS (Cont) 

,TEGORY OF SUPPORT 

(B26) MORTUARY 

SUPPLIER WILL: RECEIVER WILL: 

1 .  Anange for handling and disposition 1. Provide the Commander, Nellis AFB, 
of bodies of deceased Armed Forces per- with handling and disposition instructions 
some1 in accordance with current duect- for deceased personnel. 
ives and when requested by Commander. 
FCDNA or his designated representative. 

TRAINING 1. Provide range facilities, instructon, 1. Request small arms training support in 
SERVICES weapons and ammunition as needed for writing from the Commander, 554 GCTF, 

required small arms training and weap- at least 30 days prior to desired training 
ons qualification. daWs). 

CB32) TRANSPORTATION 1. Provide inbound and outbound house- 1. Provide the necessary information as 
SERVICES hold goods and hold baggage type ser- required. 

vice and support for Armed Forces per- 
sonnel assigned to FCDNA. 

Atch 2 
Page 3 of 3 - 



DISTRIBUTION 

OFF BASE 

HQ ACC LGXCA 
130 DOUGLAS ST STE C- 1 1 7 
LANGLEY AFB, VA 23665-279 1 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 
P.O. BOX 98539 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193 

ON BASE 

554 SGISGAM 
554 c P T m  
554 MSSMSIX 
554 svs/sVXM 
554 SPSISPPX 
554 SUPSLGSPP 
554 TRNSLGTR 
554 TRNSnGTL 
554 MSSIMSM-1 
WTUJ A 
W T m o  
DAO-DUNEFS 



UNCLASSIFIED 

f SUPPORTING DATA: 

FCT MISSION 

- Conduct weapons effects tests in accordance with requirements established by HQ 
DNA/DFTD and customer needs. 

- Nuclear weapons effects simulations 
-- High explosive (blast and shock) 
- Thermal 
-EMP 
- Ionizing radiation 

- Conventional Weapons 
- Weapons phenomenon 

(blast, shock, thermal, shrapnel) 
- Advanced conventional weapons 

(GBU-28,I-2000,I-800) 

- Hard Target Response 

- Support 

14 
UNCLASSIFIED 



UNCLASSIFIED 

- - 
ADP inventory, moving costs, and new procurements necessitated by the physical 

separation of a currently collocated command are being addressed in the relocation cost 
collection initiative managed by the 377 CSW, Kirtland AFB, NM. 

WV 

c. Specific Communications Costs are categorized into the following areas: 

Administrative Telephones 
Leased Communications Circuits Rates 
Leased Communications Circuits Startup 
V~deo Teleconferencing Facility and Connectivity 
Telephone Switch Upgrades 
Fiber Optic Cable 
P E T S  Communications/Data Collection 

1. Administrative Telephone Cost: Costs support 235 personnel at the 
administration facility and test sites. Assume voice, computer modem, and fax support. 
Circuit Packs Cards cost $101 each and support up to 4 digital telephone requirements. 
Source is 554CSlSCX. 

2. Leased Communications Circuit Cost: Communication circuits are to 
replace connectivity currently available and required at Kirtland AFB. Source is 
554CS/SCX and DITCOWC, Scott AFB, IL. 

Phone Unit 
Circuit Pack 
(Card) 
Installation 
Total per phone 
- - 

250 total 
phones = 

Cost 
$290.00 
$25.00 

$21 .OO 
$336.00 

$84,000.00 

l~ota l  First Year = 1$205,200.00] 

Circuit 
One 56KB line to Alexandria, VA 

22 
UNCLASSIFIED 

CostlMonth 
$5,700.00 



















laboratory wearing positive- 
pressure protective suits. 











Large steam sterilizer (autoclave) 
used for sterilizing laboratory 
wastes and animal carcasses. 
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lized & health care providers wear 
positive-pressure protective suits. 
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