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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
January 21, 1994
Minutes

The first Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1005 hours on January 21, 1994, in Room 3E752,
the Pentagon. The list of attendees is attached. There was no printed agenda.

Mr. Finch opened with comments on the importance of the upcoming 1995 base
closure and realignment process and the Group’s task to ensure cross-service analysis of the
undergraduate pilot training category. Mr. Finch introduced Mr. Mike Parmentier, the
Group’s study team leader, and Mr. Dan Gardner as his primary points of contact for Group
operations and administration. Mr Finch pointed out that the Group’s charter is contained in
the January 7, 1994, memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense (DepSecDef) on
1995 Base Realignments and Closures.

At Mr. Finch’s request, Col Thompson gave a brief overview of BRAC timelines
established by law and policy. He noted that the immediate requirement is to develop a plan
of action and milestones. In the near term, the Group must conduct a non-BRAC policy
review, design a capacity analysis, and determine measures of merit and common data
elements to be used to analyze the installations in the category. He also observed there is a
need to consider the Military Departments’ data validation and certification processing times
as the Group begins to develop its plan. ,

With regard to upcoming tasks, Mr. Finch noted the need to establish an internal
control plan (ICP). He emphasized adherence to internal controls to maintain the integrity of
the process. Additionally, he noted the sensitivity of the process and that in accordance with
DepSecDef guidance data and analyses used to evaluate military installations for closure and
realignment will not be released until the Secretary’s recommendations have been forwarded
to the 1995 Commission on March 1, 1995, unless specifically required by law. Group
discussion followed on potential content of an ICP from the perspective of files maintenance,
data gathering, review and analysis of data and alternatives. CAPT Buzzell opined that a
joint working group should be formed to produce a common ICP for implementation or use
as a point of departure by the Joint Cross-Service Groups. The Group consensus was that it
should ask the OSD Base Closure and Utilization Directorate to weigh the value of such an
approach and, if appropriate, to add the issue as an agenda item for Steering Group
consideration. Col Thompson will contact the appropriate office with this suggestion.

The purpose of the non-BRAC policy review is to identify issues and make

recommendations on policy affecting BRAC analysis which needs to be developed outside the
BRAC process. The policy review is due to the Steering Group by February 28, 1994.
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Mr. Finch pointed out that Group must also issue BRAC 95 analysis guidance by
March 31, 1994. This must include policy, measures and procedures for conducting the
category’s capacity analysis. The guidance must also address the measures of merit, common
data and standard elements which support the DoD base closure selection criteria and are to
be used for the analysis and rating of the category’s installations.

Mr. Finch emphasized that timely completion of these tasks is crucial to the Military
Departments’ data calls and the successful outcome of the BRAC process. Therefore, the
Group has the immediate task of producing a plan of action and milestones for review by
both the Steering Group and Review Group. A Group discussion followed on determining the
potential actions and milestones which should be included in the document. As the structure
of the plan took shape and Group consensus was reached, Mr. Gardner was tasked to
formalize the document for the chairman’s presentation to the Steering Group.

The Group next began to consider the potential scope of the UPT category.
Discussion included whether the category should include programs other than undergraduate
pilot training (pre-wings training). Examples of such programs include pilot screening,
undergraduate navigator training, naval flight officer training, enlisted aircrew training and
graduate training (post-wings). As views were exchanged, it became apparent that the Group
did not support inclusion of graduate (post-wings) follow-on training which focuses on the
tactics and doctrine of operational employment of specific aircraft types. Additionally, the
inclusion of rotary wing as well as fixed wing training was reviewed. The Group agreed that
further discussion in this area is required. The Military Departments were asked to
consolidate a proposed listing of potential category installations for review at the next
meeting.

The Group turned to consideration of how to conduct a capacity analysis and what
commonality might already exist with regard to measures of capacity. Group discussion
suggested that many measures may be common or similar and others may need additional
joint development before they are ready for Group approval. Mr. Finch observed that
capacity analysis could be likened to consideration of supply versus demand with total
available capacity (both used and unused) as supply and the total training requirement (all
reasons) as demand. Potential savings may be achieved by reducing any excess in supply
over the demand requirements.

The Group talked briefly about development of installation measures of merit and
common data elements supporting the DoD base closure selection criteria. The Military
Departments were asked to provide copies of previous measures of merit and any that might
be under development to the Group for consideration in future meetings.

The discussions of developing capacity analysis and installation measures of merit
highlighted that much time-consuming leg work and support will be required in preparation of
Group meetings. The Group agreed to establish a UPT joint study team (JST) to act as the
focal point for coordination of tasks required to support the Group during the base closure
and realignment process. The JST is responsible to the Group for preparing standard and
unbiased information and data on category installations in compliance with Group and
Military Department internal controls. The JST will maintain the Group’s files of all data
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received, including any disputes and resolutions thereof, per internal controls and law. The
Group maintains (not delegated to the JST) the authorities and responsibilities chartered to it
by the DepSecDef’s memorandum (January 7, 1994) on 1995 Base Realignments and

Closures. Group members will contact Mr. Gardner with the names of their JST
representatives.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1130 hours.

Approved:  Lou Finc
Chai
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BRAC 95

Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
January 21, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

BG Ric Shinseki, Army

LTC David Powell, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell, Navy

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Lt Col Mike Callaghan, Air Force

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 3, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1300 hours on February 3, 1994, in Room 3E774,
the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch opened with a brief update on progress to date. Mr. Gardner distributed a
points of contact listing for review. Mr. Parmentier and Mr. Finch had respectively briefed
the Steering Group and the Review Group on the proposed plan of action and milestones
(attached) for the Joint Cross-Service Group on UPT. The Group noted that the actions prior
to April 1, 1994, are important with regard to enabling the Military Departments to issue a
timely data call. The Group reaffirmed the plan while noting that the proposed dates for
milestones later in the year allow flexibility to react, if necessary, to future policy guidelines,
Military Department schedules and the unforseen.

The Group then turned to consideration of the scope of the UPT category. The Group
reiterated many of the same comments on this issue from the previous meeting with regard to
the type of personnel (pilots, naval flight officers, navigators, enlisted aircrew), the type of
aircraft (fixed wing, helicopter), and the type of programs (screening, undergraduate (pre-
wings), and graduate training (post-wings)) which should be included in the category. The
Air Force uses a contractor to conduct a pilot candidate screening program at Hondo
Municipal Airport, Texas, (a civilian airport) as a means of reducing pilot trainee attrition and
the associated costs in its formal UPT course. Discussion centered on whether the Air
Force’s screening program should be part of the category, whether the screening program is a
training program, and whether it should be factored into the capacity analysis since none of
the program is conducted at a DoD airfield. The Group pointed out that since the Air Force
conducts screening but the Navy does not there may be a policy question that should be
reviewed. The question is whether or not the DoD should conduct screening programs. The
Group consensus was that the Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) should be the
training program used for reviewing policy and developing capacity and installation measures
of merit for the UPT category BRAC analysis. Mr. Finch opined, and the Group agreed, that
further policy review is needed before finalizing the category’s scope.

A question was raised about whether the category would need to be renamed if other
than pilot training functions (e.g. navigator training) are included in the category for analysis.
One view is to wait until the category’s scope is finalized and then determine if the included
functions change the set of installations to be considered. It is possible that the set of
installations might not change, or that the primary function of the installations for purposes of
this BRAC analysis is undergraduate pilot training, thereby making this concern a non-issue.
If the Group were to determine that the benefits of a category name change warrant action,



the recommendation would need to be forwarded to the Steering Group and Review Group
for approval. Consensus was that the category’s name remain unchanged.

Next the Group discussed a draft listing (attached) of proposed installations for
inclusion in the category. With regard to active and reserve installations, the Group noted
that all formal undergraduate (pre-wings) flying training is conducted on active installations
and, therefore, the category will be made up of active installations. The Group also noted
that some installations support significant international training programs involving bilateral
and multilateral agreements. An example would be the Euro-NATO Joint Jet Pilot Training
(ENJJPT) course. Such programs will need further consideration when developing capacity
analysis and measures of merit for installation analysis.

The Group discussed the possibility of traveling to the Military Departments’ aviation
training command headquarters for policy orientation and review. The timing of these
proposed trips is an issue if they can not be completed by the end of February when the
policy review is due. The joint study team was tasked to look at travel possibilities and
report findings to the Group for review and action at the next meeting.

Mr. Finch updated the Group about the internal control plan (ICP) status and stated
that the Steering Group and Review Group had approved the formation of a joint working
group to develop an ICP oriented to the needs of the joint groups.

Mr. Finch also noted that the Steering Group and the Review Group had reviewed and
approved forwarding to the Secretary of Defense the recommendation that the DoD base
closure selection criteria not be changed. The Group reaffirmed its support of the
recommendation not to change the criteria. The recommendation is in final coordination.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1415 h

Approved:  Lou Hi
Chairman
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 3, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Ammy

CPT Blake Hollis, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Dennis Cherry, Air Force

Ms.Donna MacPherson, OSD (Comptroller)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG (Audit)
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UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA

(3 February 1994 Meeting)

Membership Review

Action and Milestone Update

Study Team Recommendations:

Scope

Change Name of Group?

Installations in Category

Travel to Service Aviation Training Commands - Policy & Practice
Review

Internal Control Plan Status

Base Closure Selection Criteria Status

TION

A. Approve Existing Base Closure Selection Criteria

B. Decision on Travel to Aviation Training Commands
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UPT JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP

DATE ACTION / MILESTONE
1Jul 94 Response to Data Call Received

1 Aug 94 Capacity Analysis Completed and Discussed
Installation Measures of Merit Analysis Completed

1 Sep 94 Alternatives Provided to MILDEPs for Consideration
1 Oct 94 Review of MILDEP’s Progress on Alternatives

1 Nov 94 Further Alternatives, If any, provided to
MILDEP’s for Consideration

1 Dec 94 Final Review of MILDEP’s Progress on Alternatives

1 Jan 95 Service BRAC 95 Inputs to OSD
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DETERMINE SCOPE

Type Personnel: Pilots, NFOs / Navigators, Enlisted
Aircrew

Type Aircraft: Fixed-wing, Helo

Flight Training Pipeline Area:

» 1. Screening

» 2. Undergraduate Training (Pre-"Wings”)
» 3. Graduate Training (Post-"Wings™)

Type Installations: Active Installations, Reserve
Installations




INSTALLATIONS IN CATEGORY

DY “FT

* AIR FORCE:

Fort Rucker

Whiting Field NAS
Corpus Christi NAS

Pensacola
Meridian
Kingsville

Randolph
Sheppard
Vance
Reese
Laughlin
Columbus

NAS
NAS
NAS

AFB
AFB
AFB
AFB
AFB

DRAFTAFB

AATC

AL

FL
X
FL
MS
X

X
X

OK

X
TX
MS

(
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 10, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1315 hours on February 10, 1994, in Room
BC 942, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch began with a few administrative comments and then proceeded to the
business at hand. He pointed out that the file of meeting minutes is maintained and available
for review at the Base Closure and Utilization Directorate. With regard to development of an
internal control plan (ICP), the joint team working on the proposed ICP plans to forward a
draft to OSD for consideration next week.

The Group next discussed possible travel to the Military Departments’ training
command headquarters for policy review. The Group noted that limited time remains for
completion of policy review and, therefore, travel to the training command headquarters may
not be feasible. The Group consensus was that in the interest of time representatives of the
Military Departments’ training command headquarters should meet with the Group at the
Pentagon for discussions on training policy. The Group also briefly discussed possible visits -
to some or all of the potential category installations by the Group in whole or in part. Mr.
Finch pointed out that the Group would need to develop the purpose and intended
accomplishments of such trips and that timing would be important. Mr. Finch opined that the
Group seek advice on potential legal and policy implications before proceeding further. Col
Thompson will contact legal and policy offices for advice.

The Group reviewed the proposed schedule for receiving information on the Joint
Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) and training policy. The discussion pointed out
that the proposed policy meetings are not to be installation data oriented, should assume
JPATS training programs and should emphasize training policy, philosophy, and requirements.
The Group’s Military Department members were asked to ensure that their representatives to
these meetings understand the tasking.

Mr. Finch distributed copies of the OASD(ES) memorandum of February 9, 1994
(attached). He then clarified Group membership by stating that the representatives of the
Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation and the Comptroller are considered members of
the Group, while the DODIG representative will be an observer and provide technical
assistance. He continued by highlighting the task of identifying non-BRAC policy issues as
well as the source or mechanism for determining those non-BRAC policies.

The Group turned to discussion of the scope of the UPT category and whether the Air

Force’s Flight Screening Program (FSP) should be considered in the BRAC 95 analysis. Two
papers (attached) representing the cases for and against inclusion were distributed for




consideration. After a Group discussion of the points as presented in the papers, Mr. Finch
opined that policy questions exist which could affect the determination of the category’s
excess capacity need to be addressed in the appropriate policy fora. He said he would begin
to pave the way with appropriate policy agencies preparatory to consideration of potential
policy issues which are to be articulated by the Group by the end of February. The Group
tabled the issue for further consideration at future meetings.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1435 hours.

Approved:  Lou Finch
Chairman
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 10, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

CPT Blake Hollis, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell, Navy

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Mr. John Raines, OSD (Comptroller)

Mr. Joe Angello, OSD (Program Analysis and Evaluation)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG (Audit)
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PT JOINT / CR -SERVICE GROUP

(10 February 1994 Meeting)

1. Approval of Minutes - Process:
A. January 21
B. February 3
2. ICP Status
3. Travel Planning - Ruling on ""Some' or "All" Site Visits
4. Briefing Schedule:
A. JPATS Briefing - 17 February: Joint Syllabus, Policies/Philosophy
B. OSD/Service Policy Briefing - 24 February: UPT "Philosophy" -

Assume JPATS/No Data - (Service Aviation Training Headquarters
Command Representatives)

1. What do you do?
2. Why do you do it?
3. What do you do that's Service unique?
5. Review Group Position {ASD (ES) Memo of 9 FEB 94}
A. Membership "'Status"
B. '""Non- BRAC" Policy Issues -

C. Resolve Scope: Air Force Screening - In/Out



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-3300

ECONOMIC SECURITY

MEMORANDUM FOR BRAC 95 STEERING GROUP

SUBJECT: Next Actions =-- Recap of BRAC 95 Review Group Meeting

I want to take this opportunity to recap the recent BRAC 95
Review Group meeting in lieu of holding another Steering Group
meeting.

The decision package on the selection criteria will be
forwarded to SecDef as soon as we have received all coordinations
(4 coordinations to go as of February 7).

At the Review Group meeting, we agreed to form a Policy
Working Group, under the Steering Group, to draft appropriate
BRAC policy. I would like each Military Department, the Defense
Logistics Agency, Environmental Security, Comptroller and General
Counsel to nominate a representative to this working group.

Other members of the Steering Group may designate members also.
However, 1 believe your issues can be dealt with in Steering
Group meetings. That way we keep the working group smaller and
more manageable. Please call in your nominations to Doug Hansen
(614-5356) who will lead the working group.

-

There were three joint cross-service group issues raised at
the Review Group meeting which need further attention.

o Identification of "Non-BRAC" Policy Issues: Valid concerns
were raised that we not mix-up BRAC policy with "non-BRACY
policy. Non-BRAC policy involves determinations which,
while necessary to sound BRAC decisionmaking, nevertheless
must eminate from sources external to our BRAC process. You
may recall we have a deadline of February 28th to identify
issues which must be resolved external to the BRAC process.
I also believe we should, at the same time, identify the
source or mechanism for determining those non-BRAC policies.
That will help us clarify the various roles and
responsibilities.

o] Testing the Interchange of Data: Dr. Jones recommended that
the laboratory joint cross-service group test the
interchange of data to ensure that it was in fact
interchangeable. The Review Group concurred and noted that
such a test would not require certified data and that it
would in effect "test" the trust we have to share data. I
believe this is a potential issue for other joint cross-

. service groups and that we should not limit the test to only
the laboratory group. If it would help other groups, they
v should also perform such tests.
y .3
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o Participation in Joint Cross-Service Groups: A number of
offices have requested that they be allowed to participate
in some or all of the joint cross-service groups. While
these offices (PA&E, Comptroller, Environmental Security and
DoDIG so far) were not designated as official members by
DepSecDef, I believe they could provide valuable input to
the BRAC process. Hence, I encourage joint cross-service
group chairpersons to allow for their participation. The
DoDIG does not want to be a "voting" member of each group
but they do want to observe and to provide technical
assistance on internal control plans. Perhaps other offices
could also participate as "non-voting" members.

Finally, I do not envision the need for a Steering Group
meeting until February 28th, or so (at which we would discuss
"non~-BRAC" policy issues and sources/mechanisms). If you think
we need one earlier please call Doug Hansen (614-5356) with your
suggestions.

,—544/5 A

Robert E. Bayer
Acting Chairman
BRAC 95 Steering Group
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v Issues: Should fight screening assets and procedures be considered in the analysis of the
undergraduate flight training infrastructure?

Discussion: Yes. Flight Screening is currently being used by the Air Force, as a
precommissioning activity, to filter out those individuals who do not have the necessary
skills to complete undergraduate pilot training successfully. The Air Force Flight
Screening program requires the individual to successfully complete 21.5 hours of flight
time, which includes aerobatics, overhead traffic patterns, and recovery from unusual
attitudes and spins in a high-wing, propeller driven aircraft. Individuals solo before
completion of flight screening. Those individuals successfully completing screening are
then eligible to proceed to jet based training at one of the Air Force's UPT bases.

The Air Force argues that flight screening reduces the UPT attrition rate, and
hence, allows a smaller number of pilots to enter UPT than would otherwise be required.
Simply stated, flight screening materially affects the pilot training workload. This
workload, of course, is essential to projecting "excess" training capacity. Given the
Department's plan to use a Joint Primary Training Aircraft System, flight screening

v procedures must be considered to size the training infrastructure accurately. For example,

if all the Services were to employ flight screening, the reduction in aggregate workload
may possibly allow a training facility to be eliminated. Likewise, if flight screening was
suddenly stopped, the required training infrastructure may be inadequate. These
considerations support the argument that we include flight screening as part of the

Joint/Cross-Service study.
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' AIR FORCE POSITION
w on
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE BRAC FLIGHT SCREENING ANALYSIS

Flight screening should not be a part of the UPT analysis for several
reasuns. The Flight Screening Program (FSP) is a precommissioning pilot
training selection tool. It does not use the same equipment as UPT and is nat
collocated with UPT. Students who participate in FSP do not receive
Aviation Career Incentive Pay or gate credit as do UPT students.

Air Force and Navy cperational communities and Service Secretaries
yacognizad the difference in the 9 Jul 83 joint service memorandum to the
SECDEF. Under this memorandum, Air Force exchange students will
complete Navy primary UPT at Whiting NAS, while Navy exchange students
will train in the Air Force primary UPT program at Reese AFB. Regardless
of who will train them, Air Force students will all screen and Navy students
will not. The same memorandwn depicted jant training as beginning with a
common JPATS syllabus. The screening decision, as all selection decisions,
was left to the individual services. Since the Flight Screening Program is
unique to the Air Force, it doesn't lend itself to a cross-service BRAC
analysis,
: In addition, there are limited BRAC applications. The Aix Force
W Academy airfield is used for othar programs as well as FSP, and will not

close. The Hondo operation is at a municipal aixrport under a no-rvent

agreement for co-use of airport facilities. It is far below the BRAC threshold
(there is only one DoD direct-hire civilian). The Aix Force provides some
runway maintenance and leases maintenance and elassroom facilities for
381,000 per year.

FSP, a low budgst program, raises the entyy (and therafore graduate)

quality of the Air Force's JPATS program. Higher quality entrants mean
lower required entries because of reduced atixrition. The end result is

reduced JPATS acquisition. Allied nations participating in the Euzo NATO
Joint Jet Pilot Training (ENJJPT) program have found the FSP useful in
selecting students for the ENJJPT bomber-fighter track before they enter.
The aonly imapact of the FSP on UPT is reduced attrition that is accounted for
in the overall attrition factor, Analyzing flight screening capacity is
unnecessary because it doeen't affect UPT capaaity.

In summary, the Air Force has made a policy decision to do flight
screening. A cross-service BRAC analysis offers low return and
upnecassarily complicates the UPT analysis.
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 17, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1305 hours on February 17, 1994, in Room
4E1037, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Gardner began by reviewing the status of the minutes from the first three
meetings and noting they had been reviewed by the study team leaders and were in Mr.
Finch’s office for approval. The goal is to complete review of the minutes by the study team
leader and chairman by the next meeting.

Next Mr. Gardner reported that the goal of the joint team developing the internal
control plan (ICP) is to complete reviews by the Military Departments, legal counsel, and
DoDIG in time to allow ICP approval by March 31, 1994.

Mr. Gardner continued by noting that advice on Group travel to conduct site visits
is under study.

The Group received a JPATS briefing (attached) on Joint Fixed-Wing Flying Training
presented by Lt Col Free and LCDR Walker. The informational briefing provided
background by reviewing current Air Force and Navy fixed-wing pilot training programs as
well as their training philosophies. The briefing addressed joint fixed-wing training guidance,
a projected joint training JPATS program, and interim programs to facilitate transition. With
regard to the projected joint training (JPATS), the Group noted that the Navy unique Strike
Lead-In training which would occur between Joint Primary-JPATS training and the Navy
Fighter/Attack training, and the Air Force’s Introduction to Bomber Fundamentals (IBF)
training and Introduction to Fighter Fundamentals (IFF) training (both "post-wings" programs)
are all conducted at pilot training installations and use capacity. Capacity analysis needs to
consider these as well as other demands on the UPT category’s capacity. The briefing
reviewed current navigator and naval flight officer training and the projected Joint
Strike/Weapon Systems Officer/Electronic Warfare Officer Training. The briefing continued
with a general overview of projected JPATS implementation including planned acquisition,
JPATS syllabus development, and evolving training philosophies. The Group thanked the
briefers for their professional presentation and noted that much progress has been made
toward joint fixed-wing training.

Mr. Finch and Mr. Gardner highlighted the upcoming meeting with representatives of
the Military Departments’ aviation training command headquarters and emphasized that its

focus should be on policy and philosophy.



Mr. Finch pointed out that policy review was on-going and he had hoped to address
non-BRAC policy issues at this meeting, however, he believed more contact with the policy
area would be helpful before the Group again considers this issue. Since non-BRAC policy
issues could affect the scope of the category, Mr. Finch recommended, and the Group agreed,
to defer this to a future meeting.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned a ho

Approved: — LouFinc
Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 17, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment and Base Realignment and Closure)
Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

CPT Blake Hollis, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell, Navy

CAPT Bill Roberson, Navy

Capt Scott Krajnik, Navy

LCDR Dave Walker, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Bill Rhoden, Air Force

Maj Randy Eckley, Air Force

Ms. Donna MacPherson, OSD (Comptroller)

Mr. Fred Copeland, OSD (Comptroller)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG (Audit)
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(18 February 1994 Meeting -Rm 4E1037)

1. Discussion of Minutes:
A. January 21
B. February 3
C. February 10
2. ICP Status
3. Travel Planning - Ruling on ""Some" or "'All" Site Visits
4, JPATS Briefing - Joint Syllabus, Policies/Philosophy
5. Briefing Schedule:
A. OSD/Service Policy Briefing - 24 February: UPT ''Philosophy" -
Assume JPATS/No Data - (Service Aviation Training Headquarters
Command Representatives)
1. What do you do?
2. Why do you do it?
3. What do you do that's Service unique?
6. Resolve Group Position:

A. "Non- BRAC" Policy Issues

B. Scope: Air Force Screening - In/Out



JOINT FIXED-WING

FLYING TRAINING

SLIDE 1

2/17/94 9:40

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT



JOINT TRAINING

OBJECTIVE:

DESCRIBE JOINT FIXED-WING FLYING
‘ TRAINING-AND JPATS IMPLEMENTATION

JOINT
FIXED-WIN
TRAINING

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 2
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USAF PILOT TRAINING

ACCESSION WINGS COMBAT
SCREENING PRIMARY ADVANCED CREW TNG
J ' BF a2
T-1SM
BOMBER/FIGHTER dalis F-15
T-38 119 HRS A!rF-'::aa :f:)a-w
17 HRS
/ KC-135
T3 AIRLIFT/TANKER o1
21.5HRS T-1 104 HRS g:é“
| C-21
C-9
yd C-130
SELECTION UH'LEUCO:T:-EHRR 3:-;0
FT RUCKER THMH-53

1
COLUMBUS, LAUGHLIN, REESE, VANCE

TOTAL FLYING TIME

BOMBER/FIGHTER AIRLIFT/TANKER HELICOPTER
208 HRS 193 HRS 200 HRS

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 4




PRIMARY

PRIMARY
T-34 66 HRS

CORPUS/WHITING

¢

USN PILOT TRAINING

PIPELINE
' SELECT

INTERMEDIATE

yd
STRIKE
T2 89HRS

MERIDIAN/KINGSVILLE

y4
MARITIME
T-34 26 HRS

CORPUS CHRISTI

ADVANCED

yA

STRIKE
TA-4 104 HRS

MERIDIAN/KINGSVILLE

y4

MARITIME
T-44 88 HRS

Z

E-2/C-2
T-44 44 HRS

CORPUS CHRISTI

y4
HELICOPTER
T-34 26 HRS

WHITING

CORPUS CHRISTI

y4

E-2/C-2
T-2 87HRS

PENSACOLA

Z
HELICOPTER
TH-57 116 HRS

WHITING

TOTAL FLYING TIME

STRIKE MARITIME
259 HRS 180 HRS

E-2/C-2
197 HRS

HELICOPTER
208 HRS

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT

2/17/94 9:40

SLIDE §
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TRAINING PHILOSOPHY

* USAF

* ONE BASE SUPPORTS MULTIPLE TRAINING
REQUIREMENTS

* BUILDING BLOCK/LOCK STEP APPROACH
* USN

» PIPELINE SPECIFIC TRAINING BASES

» FLEXIBLE PROGRESSION

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 8
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JOINT FIXED-WING TRAINING

SECDEF GUIDANCE
* CONSOLIDATE INITIAL FIXED WING
AIRCRAFT TRAINING AND TRANSITION TO A
COMMON PRIMARY TRAINING AIRCRAFT

 ESTABLISH 4-TRACK FOLLOW-ON TRAINING
(OPR: SECAF / OCR: SECNAV)

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 8
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JOINT TRAINING PROJECTION
JPATS

y 4
AIR FORCE USN
FIGHTER/ATTACK 7]
/
USAF
BOMBER/FIGHTER
JOINT PRIMARY JPATS Y _ ~WINGS
89 HRSIG5 SORTIES | —
AIRLIFT/TANKER
MARITIME ~
/
T Lo
USN, USMC
& USCG
TOTAL FLYING TIME
USNFTR/ATT USAF AT USAF FTR/BMR HELICOPTER
| 249 HRS I 193 HRS | 208 HRS I USAF 200 HRS
?%NHI'I;I;RITIME USN  205HRS

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 9
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INTERIM JOINT FLOW
AIR FORCE T-37 PROGRAM
USN
USN, USMC e e e e F|GHTEAR1N3TTACK T
& USCG AF TRACK E-2/C-2
SELECT /
USAF
BOMBER
“ \ FIGHTER
ER — WINGS
) USAF PRIMARY B ARFT
o .” | B89HRST-37 TANKER
AIRFORCE L__ {} o MARITIME
NAVAL PIPELINE “
SELECT HELO -

e NAVY PIPELINE SELECT AT 66 HR POINT IN PRIMARY SYLLABUS
e STRIKE AND E-2/C-2 RETURN TO NAVY FOR TRAINING
e MARITIME AND HELO CONTINUE TO 89 HOUR POINT

e AIR FORCE TRACK SELECT AT 89 HOUR POINT

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40
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INTERIM JOINT FLOW

NAVY T-34 PROGRAM

USN
FIGHTER/ATTACK
AND
AF TRACK E2ic?
AIR FORCE SELECT VA
USAF
BOMBER
FIGHTER
AT i, B ARLIFT
USN PRIMARY |[INTERMED AR
{ =
NAVAL PIPELINE SELECT HELO

—WINGS

e NAVY PIPELINE SELECT AT 66 HOUR POINT
e AIR FORCE TRACK SELECT AT 92 HOUR POINT

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT

2/17/94 9:40
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STUDENTS

50

45 +
40 -
395 -
30 -
25 -

|

STUDENT FLOW PLAN
(PER SQUADRON)

BWENTRIES/QUARTER CJAVG ON-BOARD

STEADY STATE

100 STUDENTS ENTER
EACH JOINT TRAINING
SQUADRON

Catmmes)
FY95 20 ENTRIES
16 ENTRIES

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT

q
,< FY98 >
100 ENTRIES

I'
1 2 3 4
98

217/94 9:40

SLIDE 12
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JOINT STRIKE/WSO/EWO

TRAINING

S T "o P ADVANCED EWO CCT
USMC T-34 T-34 T-39 T-39/T-2 ERS

TRIK
PIPELINE
SELECT

~WSO
LEAD IN

USAF
ANG
RES

INT'L

} CCT

UNT
TRACK

ELEC PENSACOLA NAS

RANDOLPH AFB

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40
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JOINT TRAINING

I
2

JOINT
FIXED-WING
TRAINING

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 15
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JPATS ACQUISITION

AIRCRAFT CONTRACT AWARD: FEB 95

GROUND-BASED TRAINING SYSTEM (GBTS)
CONTRACT AWARD: DEC 95

USAF JPATS BUY: 372

USN JPATS BUY: 339

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40
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PLANNED TRAINING SYSTEM
(GBTS)

UTD EST
SIMULATORS

« TRAINING INTEGRATION
«  MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (TIMS)
« ACADEMICS
« LECTURE (30%)
« COMPUTER BASED
 TRAINING (70%)
« SIMULATORS

« EGRESS PROCEDURES
TRAINER (EPT)

« EJECTION SEAT TRAINER (EST)
« UNIT TRAINING DEVICE (UTD)

« INSTRUMENT FLIGHT TRAINER
(IFT)

e OPERATIONAL FLIGHT TRAINER
(OFT)

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 217/94 9:40

SLIDE 17
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BUY PROFILE
FY95 PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

AIR FORCE
FY 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 TOTAL
QUANTITY 3 10 24 36 48 48 48 372

FY 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 TOTAL

QUANTITY 0 0 8 18 20 48 48 339

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/194 9:40 SLIDE 18
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SUSTAINED ACCOMPLISH 5
SPEED MISSION PROFILES o sao
250 - 270 DASH(T) | 171310)
270 KTS (0) \ |
4 POUND
BIRDSTRIKE ~. THRESHOLDS & EXTERIOR NOSE
270 (T) ~ FARPART 36
IAX LOW OBJECTIVES
LEVEL SPEED(O) Ly
/ PRESSURIZATION \

EJECTION SEAT 3.5(T) ENGINE OUT LANDING
0/60 (T) 5 PSI (O) TO RUNWAY (T)
0/0 KTS (0) I

TAKE-OFF/LANDING

AT MAIN OPERATING BASE

5000 (T)

4000 FT RUNWAY (O)

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 19




KEY PERFORMANCE PARAMETERS
THRESHOLD (T) & OBJECTIVE (O)

32.8-40” (T) :
31-40" (0) |
SITTING HEIGHT |

RN T R SN R R Y 3
R A R N SN A S N, X

FLY FROM EITHER COCKPIT
(INTERCHANGEABLE (0))

IFR CERTIFIED
INSTRUMENTATION
SELECTABLE EADI/EHSI (T) |

ALL L (0) |
SIMULATOR WITH
VISUAL SYSTEM

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40
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JPATS SYLLABUS

JOINT DEVELOPMENT

* USAF MEMBERS
* HQ AETC/XOR/XOT
* HQ 19th AIR FORCE/DOT
* 419 OPTS
* USN MEMBERS
* CNATRA/N34B/N3141

« TRAWING 4 REPRESENTATIVE
(NAS CORPUS CHRISTI)

« TRAWING 5 REPRESENTATIVE
(NAS WHITING)

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 21




(

PROCESS

AFPATS

SYLLABUS

NPATS

SYLLABUS

JOINT SYLLABUS WORKING GROUP

1-37B SYLLABUS

1-34C SYLLAEUS

JPATS
SYLLABUS

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT

2/17/94 9:40
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USAF TRAINING PHILOSOPHY

» AIRSPACE USE - INSTRUMENT FLIGHT RULES
(IFR) PROCEDURES

e AIRFIELD OPERATIONS:

* IFR DEPARTURES

« STANDARD OVERHEAD PROCEDURES
» EMPHASIS ON CONTACT AND FORMATION
e EMPHASIS ON DAYTIME OPERATIONS

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 23




USN TRAINING PHILOSOPHY

AIRSPACE USE - VISUAL FLIGHT RULES (VFR)
PROCEDURES

AIRFIELD OPERATIONS

* VFR DEEARTURES

e SPLIT RUNWAY OPERATIONS

* BOX PATTERNS/CARRIER OPERATIONS
EMPHASIS ON INSTRUMENT FLIGHT TRAINING

NIGHT TRAINING - GEARED FOR SEA
OPERATIONS

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 24
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JPATS SYLLABUS

JPATS EVENTS/HOURS

CATEGORY UTD IFT OFT  AIRCRAFT
BASIC 3/3.3 3/3.6

CONTACT | 21256 2/2.6 6/7.8 32/43.4
INSTRUMENTS 3/4.2 17/23.3 3/3.9 12/16.9
FORMATION 2/2.6 11/15.4
NAVIGATION 2/2.8 4/5.2 10/13.3
TOTAL 8/10.8 24/32.3 151195  65/89.0

TOTAL EVENTS = 112

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 8SLIDE 26




| 1
PROPOSED JPATS
IMPLEMENTATION

LOCATION | START TRAINING
USAF INSTRUCTOR TNG OCT 1999

FIRST USAF UFT BASE OCT 2000
FIRST USN UFT BASE SEP 2001
NOTE:
ALTERNATING

} PROCUREMENT DRIVEN

CONCURRENT

FILE NAME: JPATS.PPT 2/17/94 9:40 SLIDE 27
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 24, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1300 hours on February 24, 1994, in Room
4D378, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Gardner began the meeting with administrative comments. This was followed by
a round table Group discussion of Military Department aviation training philosophies and how
they do business. Maj Gen Profitt of Air Education and Training Command (AETC)
represented the Air Force. RADM Hayden of Chief of Naval Aviation Training (CNATRA)
represented the Navy. BG Riggs of the U.S. Army Aviation Center (USAAVNC) represented
the Army.

The general discussion included an overview of the Military Departments’ training
philosophies and practices with the goals of informing and orienting the Group. The Air
Force conducts a pilot accession (pre-commissioning) screening program which is conducted
about 12-18 months prior to UPT entry and is not a part of undergraduate pilot training. The
goal of screening is to minimize attrition and involves academic testing, motor skill screening,
and flight screening. Pilot candidates who pass screening then complete their officer
commissioning program before entering UPT. In UPT, the Air Force trainees progress
through an all-jet primary and advanced syllabus as a class at a single location. The Air
Force bases different types of training aircraft at the same installation to support the UPT
syllabus. The Navy screens its own and Marine pilot trainees during UPT as part of the
primary training syllabus. Small groups (not a class concept) of trainees enter the pipeline at

short, regular intervals and progress through the syllabus. After primary training, a majority
of the trainees move to another base for more advanced UPT or undergraduate helicopter pilot

training (UHPT). Army officer and warrant officer pilot candidate screening consists of an
academic test and no flight screening. All Army pilot training is conducted at one location,
Ft Rucker, Alabama. This includes accession, professional development, undergraduate, and
all graduate pilot training. Army helicopter pilot trainees enter rotary-wing training without
fixed-wing training. Army helicopter training includes syllabus options based on the pilot
product needed for different missions. The Army selects and trains experienced helicopter
pilots to meet its small fixed-wing aircraft pilot requirements. Air Force helicopter pilots are
trained by the Army at Ft. Rucker, Alabama. Beginning in fiscal year 1995, Air Force
helicopter pilots will receive a primary fixed-wing syllabus from the Air Force before
attending helicopter training with the Army. Navy and Marine helicopter pilots receive
primary fixed-wing training from the Navy before rotary-wing training. Navy, Marine, and
U.S. Coast Guard helicopter pilots receive rotary-wing training from the Navy at NAS
Whiting Field, Florida. The Group discussion indicated that the area of joint primary training
seems to offer the best potential for joint progress.




The Group discussed whether differences in philosophy about inflight separation of
aircraft during flying training operations could affect the capacity analysis. The Air Force
operates mainly under instrument flight rules (IFR) in and out of its training bases which
requires increased separation between aircraft, while the Navy and Army operate more
predominantly under visual flight rules (VFR). The Air Force conducts training flights in its
working airspace under radar monitor, while the Army and Navy more often use procedural
control to maintain separation. The Navy often operates under provisions of the rules in
which the military assumes responsibility for separation of aircraft (MARSA). The Group
consensus was that standard assumptions could be formulated and used for capacity analysis
and that there may be some training or installation imperatives that should be considered.
The Group also opined that due to the high volume, often noisy and traffic pattern intense
operations associated with military pilot training DoD facilities are required.

Mr. Finch next addressed preparation for the upcoming Steering Group meeting. The
Group is to identify external non-BRAC policy decisions important BRAC 95 analysis of
undergraduate pilot training as well as the officials or mechanisms external to the base closure
process available to make the important policy calls. Mr. Gardner presented the proposed
external policy decisions as listed in the agenda. The Group consensus was that the listing
should be presented to the Steering Group at its next meeting.

Mr. Finch pointed out that although the Group could help identify policy issues, it is
not the policy making authority. The Group may need some decisions from the policy fora in
order to issue cross-service guidance and address alternatives. However, the Group needs to
continue to make progress in BRAC development, while policy decisions are being pursued
through non-BRAC policy mechanisms.

Mr. Gardner updated the Group that the joint working group developing the draft
internal control plan was still at work and there was nothing new to present on potential
installation visits. Additionally, he noted that the Group’s joint study team emphasis is
capacity analysis development.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1440 hours.

Approved:  LoufFinch
Chairman



BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 24, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
BG Eric Shinseki, Army

BG John Riggs, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

CPT Blake Hollis, Army

RADM Bill Hayden, Navy

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Ms. Donna MacPherson, OSD (Comptroller)

Mr. John Raines, OSD (Comptroller)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG (Audit)




PT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GR AGENDA

(24 February 1994 Meeting -Rm 4D378)

PE——

1. Discussion of Procedures for Minutes
2, Service Aviation Training Philosophy
A. Air Force - MGEN Profitt
B. Navy - RADM Hayden
C. Army - BGEN Riggs
3. Steering Group Memo - 1 March Meeting
A. External Policy Decisions:
1). Flight Screening
2). Aircraft Mix
3). Fixed-wing for Helo Students
4). UHPT Consolidation
5). JPATS Syllabus Questions (e.g.-IFR vs VFR, Class
Progression, etc.)
B. Officials/Mechanisms for Policy ''Calls"
4, 4 March Proposed Agenda: Service BRAC Briefings
S. ICP Status Update

6. Travel Planning - Ruling on ''Some" or "All" Site Visits

7. Capacity Analysis Phase. ..
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
March 3, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1300 hours on March 3, 1994, in Room 3E752, the
Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch opened with feedback from the Steering Group meeting (March 1, 1994).
He pointed out that he had briefed a deadline of July 1, 1994, for resolution of external non-
BRAC policy issues. The deadline requires that the Group monitor the progress of policy
makers. He will coordinate with appropriate policy agencies. Mr. Finch also noted the need
for contact with the roles and missions commission from the perspective of policy impact on
base closure and realignment.

Mr. Finch next noted that the scope of the category had not yet been finalized with
regard to whether or not to include the Air Force’s Flight Screening Program (FSP) which is
not part of the Air Force’s UPT program. As noted in earlier meetings, the FSP is a pre-
commissioning pilot training selection screening tool. A benefit of FSP is lower attrition and
associated costs in the UPT program. The FSP is conducted at Hondo Municipal Airport,
Texas, and at the United States Air Force Academy, Colorado. Mr. Finch opined that all
DoD flight programs which support and facilitate selection and training of pilots to the point
of the awarding of wings should be included. A brief discussion followed and the non-
unanimous consensus was to include the flight screening program in the category. The joint
study team (JST) will develop for Group approval a proposed final listing with rationale of
the programs and installations to be included in the category. After further discussion, the
Group also tasked the JST to develop a proposed position with rationale for not outsourcing
UPT. Discussion turned to joint cross-service analysis and how it might be accomplished.
The Group noted that this subject is also under consideration by the Steering Group. Group
discussion affirmed that the Group’s task of developing and documenting common capacity
measures (what to measure) and standard capacity questions (how to measure) on the joint
UPT category can continue without knowing every turn in the analysis process. Likewise,
work can continue on the task of developing installation measures of merit/common data
elements based on the DoD base closure selection criteria to support cross-service analysis
of the category’s installations. Both of these tasks will result in a standard document which
will be transmitted to the Military Departments which will conduct data calls.

CAPT Buzzell, Col Mayfield, and COL Jones then presented general briefings on the
base closure and realignment process for the Navy, Air Force, and Army respectively (slides
attached). The briefings gave the Group a broad overview of the Military Departments’
processes. Group discussion noted that each approach has been successful.




The Group turned to discussion of potential visits to category installations/facilities.
The issue needs to be viewed from the perspective of law, Congressional interest, community
sensitivity, and policy. Though the law does not address visits by a joint cross-service group
(a group of senior DoD executives) to any, some, or all of the installations/facilities in a
BRAC category, the purpose of the law is to provide a fair process that requires the Secretary
of Defense to consider all installations equally for closure or realignment. The purpose of
such visits would need to be clearly articulated, evenly executed, and carefully documented to
avoid potential suspicion or the appearance of unfairness even if all the installations were to
be visited. Clearly, the interest of Members of Congress and the sensitivities of communities
would need to be considered before embarking on such visits. Mr. Finch opined that though
no current policy exists on this subject, his sense was that unless the Group could develop
and articulate the purpose of such visits and show value added to the base closure and
realignment process to the Steering Group, that the Group should not plan any visits. Group
members also pointed out that the closure and realignment process could be successful
without such visits as demonstrated in previous years. The Group consensus was to not
initiate plans for visits at this time.

Mr. Gardner then reviewed the plan of action and milestones for developing capacity
analysis measures and installation analysis standard measures of merit/common data elements
10 support joint cross-service analysis.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1430 hours.

Approved:  Lou ﬁrﬁh
Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
March 3, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

Col Mike Jones, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

CPT Blake Hollis, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Col Wayne Mayfield, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Ms. Donna MacPherson, OSD (Comptroller)

Mr. John Raines, OSD (Comptroller)

Mr. Fred Copeland, OSD (Comptroller)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG (Audit)




UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA
(3 March 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Minutes / Status -- Scope Resolved
Feedback from Steering Group -- March 1st Meeting
A. External Policy Decisions
B. Officials/Mechanisms for Policy '"Calls"
C. Roles & Missions Commission
Briefings on Individual Service BRAC Processes:
A. Air Force -- Col Wayne Mayfield
B. Navy -- CAPT Brian Buzzell
C. Army -- Col Mike Jones
Draft ICP Status Update -- Data Sharing Guidelines
Travel Planning -- Ruling on Some or All Site Visits - ""Our Call"
Achieving Consensus -- Conducting the Analysis
Capacity Analysis Phase -- Planning, Objectives, Actions & Milestones:

Goals: 1) Analytical Structure/Methodology & 2) Data Call Specifics

1300 March 8th Study Team with Service BRAC Reps -- Working
Meeting. Service Inputs (Data Elements, Measures,

& Imperatives) Due.
1300 March 10th  Study Team with BRAC Reps -- Working Meeting

1300 March 15th  Study Team with BRAC Reps -- Working Meeting
(Steering Group Meeting at 1400)

1300 March 17th  Study Team Progress Report to UPT Group
1300 March 22nd Study Team with BRAC Reps -- Working Meeting
1300 March 24th  Final Review by UPT Group (March 25th as Backup)

1400 March 28th  Input Presented to BRAC Review Group




{ DRAFT « &f’.l

External Policy Issues with BRAC
Implications

e Flight Screening ‘.
Training Aircraft Mix - |
Fixed-Wing Training for Helo Pilots
UHPT Consolidation -- Single Site
Aircraft Beddown Configuration
JPATS Syllabus Questions:

- IFR vs. VFR
— Class Progression

DRAFT




« € coort

| UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP

Resolving External Policy Issues
Mechanisms & Players

e Build on Roles & Missions Study Efforts
~ Draw on Service / JCS Study Teams

~ Use Existing “Joint Fixed-Wing Training”
and “Consolidation of Initial Helicopter
Training” Studies as an Analytical Base

 Recommended Participation:
- Services, JCS, OSD
~ OUSD (P&R) -- Chair
"« Proposed Deadline - July 1, 1994

~ Policy Analysis Complete — June 1, 1994
DRAFT




DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE

BRAC-95

PROCESS
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SELECTION CRITERIA

SECDEF required to develop selection criteria.

SECDEF had until 15 February to publish any proposed amendments to the selection criteria. Since

none were published, we will continue to use these same criteria for BRAC-95 (Note that these same
criteria were used in BRAC-91 and BRAC-93).

Military Value (1st four criteria) take precedence.

Return on Investment (COBRA analysis) and Impact Criteria are then analyzed as potential
closure/realignment scenarios are evaluated.
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SELECTION CRITERIA

Military Value Criteria:

1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational readiness of the
Department of Defense’s total force.

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace at both the existing and
potential receiving locations.

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force requirements at both
the existing and potential receiving locations.

4, The cost and manpower implications.

Return on Investment Criteria:

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, beginning
with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs.

Impact Criteria:

6. The economic impact on communities.

7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities’ infrastructure to support
forces, missions and personnel.

8. The environmental impact.
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DON BRAC-95 ORGANIZATION

l UNDER SECRETARY OF THE NAVY “

BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION CommiTTEE (BSEC) *

ASN (I&E) - Chair

Executive Director, BSAT - Vice Chair
2 Navy Flag Officers

2 USMC General Officers

2 Flag or General Officers or SES

BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM (BSAT) *

e Executive Director (SES)
e Judge Advocate (O-5) (BSEC Recorder)
e Broad Based Composition

- Navy Unrestricted Line (O-5/6)

- Navy Staff Corps (O-3/6)

- USMC xxx (O-5/6)

- DON Civilians

- CNA Analysts

* BSEC and BSAT supported by OGC and NAVAUDSVC.
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BRAC-95
INSTALLATION CATEGORIZATION

Operational Support Industrial Support Tech Centers/Labs
Operational Air Stations Weapons Stations Technical Centers/Labs
Reserve Air Stations Aviation Depots
Naval Bases Shipyards
Marine Cormps Bases Public Works Centers
Supply Centers Marine Corps Log. Bases
Communications Supervisor of Shipbuilding
Security Group inventory Control Points
Surveillance Industrial Reserve Plants
Naval Facilities Naval Reserve Maint. Facilities

Naval Satellite Op. Center
Construction Battalion Centers
Misc. Other Support

Educational/Training Personnel Support/Other
Training Air Stations Medical
Training/Educational Centers Dental

Admin. Activities
National Capital Region
Reserve Centers
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DON BRAC-95 PROCESS

BRAC-95 incorporates lessons learned from previous BRAC rounds.

Discuss "bottom up" certification process/requirements. Emphasize responsibility to ensure accuracy
and timeliness. Also emphasize reliance only on certified data - must maintain Base Structure Data
Base (BSDB) integrity - no outside studies or other analytical efforts.

All USN/USMC shore activities in the U.S., its territories and possessions which have not previously
closed will be evaluated.

Process must be auditable/verifiable by those outside DOD - including Commission, public, GAO and
others - therefore - detailed record of meetings and NAVAUDSVC role are critical elements of process.

NAVAUDSVC - two roles - oversight of BSEC/BSAT and field audit/input.
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DON BRAC-95 PROCESS

BRAC-95 process improves on lessons learned during prior BRAC
rounds

Analyses/recommendations based only on certified data

All activities treated equally

Detailed Record of Meetings

Naval Audit Service Integral Part of the Process

I
\,
PR }: :
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DON BRAC-95 PROCESS ("Snake" Chart)

Discuss policy meetings with SYSCOMSs, CINCs, etc.,followed by ASNs to determine policy issues
early in the process.

Any site visits will be conducted to educate site personnel on the BRAC process and not to collect
data; not all sites will be visited.

Iterative process for developing data calls (starting point will be BRAC-93 data call questions, but not

BRAC-93 data). Owners/operators will be provided with copies of draft military value and capacity
analysis data calls.

Capacity Analysis - Determine whether excess capacity exists within a sub-category of installations.

Military Value - Develop relative ranking of installations within a sub-category in terms of current and
future DON requirements.

Configuration Analysis - Goal is to minimize excess capacity while maintaining at least as high an
average military value for the sub-category. Also allows for consideration of other operational
constraints/requirements. Qutput is a set of potential closure/realignment options.

Various altemative closure/realignment scenarios will be identified and then evaluated in terms of
Return on Investment and Impact criteria.

Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) - standard DoD-wide tool to estimate costs, savings and
return on investment.

Impact Analyses evaluates economic impact (using standard DoD-wide tool), ability of communities to
absorb additional functions/personnel and environmental impact.
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OSD Direction: Increased Emphasis on
Joint/Cross Service Opportunities

Formation of 6 Joint/Cross-Service Groups

e« Depot Maintenance e+ Test and Evaluation

DUSD(L) D, T&E & D,OT&E
e» Laboratories o Military Treatment Facilities
D,DR&E ASD(HA)
e» Undergraduate Pilot e Economic Impact |
Training DASD(ER&BRAC)
~ ASD(P&R)

Identification of common measures/data elements by 31 March 1994




| (

SIMECTORATE OF OPERATIONS

THE AIR FORCE
BASE CLOSURE PROCESS

COL WAYNE MAYFIELD
HQ AF/XOOR
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DIRECTORATE OF OPERATIONS (

BASE CLOSURES
AND REALIGNMENTS

PROCESS

BASES FORCE
CONSIDERED STRUCTURE

PLAN
Y v

5| QUESTIONNAIRE BASE
DATA GATHERING - | CATEGORIZATION

Vv v o Y

NARROWING CATEGORY/ CAPACITY
- | MISSION ESSENTIAL|g—— SUBCATEGORY |« ANALYSIS
BASES EXCLUSION

L]

CLOSURE/

REALIGNMENT
— ANALYSIS |

(BY CATEGORY)

Y A

INTERCATEGORY
feeeefpp-| INTERSERVICE UTILIZATION
ANALYSIS

Y

BASE CLOSURE
REALIGNMENT LIST
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DIRECTORATE OF OPERATIONS

MAJCOMs |

'PROCESS RELATIONSHIPS

Q CONGRESS

PRESIDENT

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
~ (BCO)
' SECDEF

SECAF CSAF

4 SR

' BASE CLOSURE
BASE CLOSURE EXECUTIVE GROUP |__ __ _: WORKING GROUP |

P

. e — — — — ——— o)

BASE REALIGNMENT AND TRANSITION DIVISION

(AF/XOOR)

FIELD UNITS
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1:07 PM

Develop
Candidate Operational Cost/ Benefit Community Environmental
MVA Strategies Requirements  Analysis Impact Impact
— | *Terminate functions (X1)
— Feasible
| FT Apache (X2) Hi— Closure
— Camp Swampy (X3) - Str?)t(ezg);y
Ar Cost of Base Office of Environmental
St “m‘; Realignment Economic Baseline Study
atloning (COBRA) Model  (OEA) Model
Strategy
Capacity
Analysis
Identifies
Receivers

18 STATIONING TASK FORCE




DoD SELECTION CRITERIA

IN SELECTING MILITARY INSTALLATIONS FOR CLOSURE OR
REALIGNMENT, DOD, GIVING PRIORITY CONSIDERATION TO
MILITARY VALUE (THE FIRST FOUR CRITERIA BELOW),
WILL CONSIDER:

1. THE CURRENT AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS

DoD/Services
Public/Congress

21094
822 AM

Services
Generate

AND THE IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL READINESS OF DOD's
TOTAL FORCE.

2. THE AVAILABILITY AND CONDITION OF LAND AND

FACILITIES AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL —_—

RECE!IVING LOCATIONS.

3. THE ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY,
MOBILIZATION, AND FUTURE TOTAL FORCE REQUIREMENTS
AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATIONS,

4. THE COST AND MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS.

5. THE EXTENT AND TIMING OF POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS,
INCLUDING THE NUMBER OF YEARS, BEGINNING WITH THE DATE OF
COMPLETION OF THE CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT, FOR THE SAV-
ING TO EXCEED THE COSTS.

6. THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES.

7. THE ABILITY OF BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING
COMMUNITIES’ INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSIONS,
AND PERSONNEL.

8. THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.

10 STATIONING TASK FORCE

ARMY STATIONING CRITERIA

1. MISSION REQUIREMENT AND ——
OPERATIONAL READINESS

2. LAND AND FACILITIES

3. CONTINGENCY, MOBILIZATION,

AND FUTURE REQUIREMENTS — 1%

4. COST AND MANPOWER

OM-ICW=—=0~=>
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
March 17, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1305 hours on March 17, 1994, in Room 3E752,
the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch began with comments on the Steering Group meeting (March 15, 1994).
He noted that outsourcing policy considerations were under discussion. He continued by
noting that discussions on the analytic framework of joint cross-service analysis were on-
going at the Steering Group level and that further consideration of that subject is expected.
Mr. Finch opined there should be no roadblocks to progress in development of the products on
category, capacity, and military value factors. He pointed out that the products to be
provided to the Military Departmentsneed to be complete and with sufficient detail to result in
accurate data gathering. The Group discussion of the products continued with Maj Gen
Profitt articulating that time spent now on detail and completeness would result in benefits
later in the process. CAPT Buzzell noted that much progress was being made by the Group’s
joint study team (JST) due to cooperation and the sharing of information. Mr. Gardner
submitted that much had been accomplished and that much was yet to be done in the
immediate days ahead in preparation for the Steering and Review groups.

Mr. Gardner led the review of JST and Group schedules and tasks. He continued by
presenting the JST proposed draft rationale on the size/scope of the joint UPT category to the
Group for consideration (attached). Next a draft of installations proposed for inclusion in the
category was considered (attached). The Group discussion noted that while many of the
proposed installations’ primary function was undergraduate pilot training, some also had other
sizeable missions. The Group noted that joint cross-service analysis later in the process
would consider such factors including alternatives. The Group also talked about
administrative format changes to the presentation. Next the Group considered draft measures
of capacity and agreed that the JST should continue to refine the proposal (attached).

Mr. Bayer stated his hope that the Military Departments would be able to review the proposed
products before they are presented to the Steering Group. The Military Departments should
review from a functional and BRAC perspective of whether the products are executable and
adequate.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1400 hours.

Approved:

Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
March 17, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Robert Bayer, OSD (Economic Reinvestment and Base Realignment and Closure)
Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Col Mike McKean, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Col Don Feld, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Mr. John Raines, OSD (Comptroller)

Mr. Fred Copeland, OSD (Comptroller)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG (Audit)



UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA
(17 March 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Minutes
Feedback from Steering Group -- March 15th Meeting

A. Outsourcing Discussion
B. Analytical Design Debate

Schedule Update
Study Team Meeting Daily
A) Scope / Rationale
B) Capacity Analysis Design
C) Capacity Data Call
D) Military Value Data Call
1300 March 24th  Final Review by UPT Group (March 25th as Backup)
1400 March 28th  Input Presented to BRAC Steering Group

1400 March 30th  Steering Group Briefs Review Group

March 31st - ""Data Call'' Delivered to Services
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INSTALLATIONS IN CATEGORY

Columbus
Corpus Christi

Fort Rucker
Laughlin
Kingsville
Meridian
Pensacola
Randolph *
Reese
Sheppard
Vance
Whiting Field

AFB
NAS

AATC
AFB
NAS
NAS
NAS
AFB
AFB
AFB
AFB
NAS

DRAFT

MS
X

AL
X
X
MS
FL
X
X
X
OK
FL

* Includes EFS sites at Hondo, TX and Air Force Academy



DRAFT

UPT JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP STUDY TEAM

-~

/
w 1. Mission Requirements (Undergraduate Flight Training (UFT) assumes pilot &
NFO/Nav)

- Funded Undergraduate Flight Training (UFT) Throughput/Graduates
- By syllabus for FY95 - 01
- Attrition rate factor
- UFT production
- Average Daily Student Load (officers/enlisted)
- By syllabus for FY91 - 93
- UFT production
- Historical UFT attrition
- Average Daily Student Load (officers/enlisted)
- Flight Training (UFT)
- Airspace flight hour requirements and dimensions
- By aircraft/by syllabus
'U - For specified airspace
- Sortie/flight hour requirements
- By aircraft/by syllabus
- Include student & overhead

Flight Training Ground School Facilities
- Hours/Grad required for each type of ground facility used
- Classrooms
- Simulators by type
- Labs
- Life Support Training
- By syllabus
- Hours required for training other than students
Hours used in other ground training facilities not used for UFT

DRAFT



DRAFT

- - Training Airframes
W - Number of aircraft by type at base for use in UFT
- ForFY93-01
2. Facilities
Airfields and OLF's

- Annual Operations

Sorties flown FY91 - 93

- Student

- Training Support

- Other

Airport Operations Count FY91 - 93

UPT/UHPT Flying Hours/day

FY91 - 93 Scheduled time lost due to:

-  Weather

- Other (maintenance, safety stand down, etc.)

Weather Data for FY91 - 93

Average operations/Hour the airfield can support

- Calculated by FAA's Airport Capacity and Delay Manual
Airfield Operating Hours (average hours per scheduled day)
- Day

- Night

Percentage of IFR/VFR operations - historic/projected
Projected (unconstrained by resources) sorties per aircraft
Constraints/limiting factors (even with unconstrained resources)

- Runways/Lanes

Length in feet

Width in feet

Overrun (dimensions in feet)

Weight bearing specifications (reference IFR Supplement)

[

" DRAFT




DRAFT

- Lighting (all types)
- Training aircraft compatibility with runway
- Approach aids:
- IFR
- VFR
- Constraints/Limiting factors (even with unconstrained resources)
- Other
- Ramp/apron space - Area in square yards, length in feet
Access aprons/taxiways - Area in square yards, length in feet
-  Maximum usable
- Dimensions
- Weight bearing specifications (reference IFR Supplement)
Landing Pads (helicopter) in square yards
- Lighting
- Constraints/Limiting factors (even with unconstrained resources)
- Outlying Fields (OLFs)/Stage Fields/Remote Sites
- Distance from home field in nautical miles

- (Applicable data for items in "Annual Operations", "Runways", and
"Other")

Constraints/Limiting factors (even with unconstrained resources)

Ground Training
By type of training facility used for UFT
- Total number of facilities
- Design capacity (PN)
- Size (square feet)
- Capacity (student hours/year)
Simulator facilities available
- By aircraft type
- By simulator type
- Total number of simulators

> DRAFT
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- Design capacity (PN)*
(* PN - Total number of seats available for students in spaces used for
academic instruction; applied instruction; and seats or positions for

operational trainer spaces and training facilities other than buildings, i.e.

- ranges. Design Capacity (PN) must reflect current use of facilities.)
- Capacity (student hours/year) '

By type of training facility and simulator (what is the unconstrained capacity

with present equipment, physical plant, etc.)
Constraints and limiting factors (even with unconstrained resources)

Aircraft Parking, Maintenance, and Supply

Provide number of other aircraft based at installation
- FY95-01
- By squadron/organization

For aircraft types (and mix) at your installation project number of those
aircraft that could be parked on your current parking aprons

For aircraft types (and mix) at your installation project number of those
aircraft that could be hangared in your current hangars

For aircraft types (and mix) at your installation project number of those
aircraft that could be maintained in your current hangars

Given current maintenance facilities how many aircraft of the type (and mix)

stationed at your installation can you support

Housing and Messing

By type of housing (BOQ, BEQ, etc.) and messing facility
- Total number of facilities
- Design capacity

© DRAFT
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS

REQUIREMENTS
'HISTORICAL | oy ap gl?g;)s_;
SO b | sormEs/ | GraDsYR
GRAD SORTIES/ | SORTIES/ SORTIES/
PGL YR YR YR
-SYLLABUS
OVERMEAD | “MAJCOM | -PTR
OPS/SORTIE
TRAFFIC OPSIGRAD | GRADS/YR
OPSIYR OPS/YR OPSIYR
ChT -majcom | PGL
*TOT# *PTR
SORTIES
HRS/SORTIE
HRSIGRAD | GRADS/YR
*SYLLABUS PGL HRSIYR HRS/YR HRS/YR
‘OVERHEAD | *MAJCOM
PTR
MX
HRS/GRAD HRS/GRAD GRADS/YR
*SYLL + ATTRIT
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
March 24, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1304 hours on March 24, 1994, in Room 3E752,
the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch opened by commenting that the primary purpose of the meeting was to
review the progress of the Group’s joint study team (JST) on the products to be provided to
the Military Departments. Additionally, he pointed out that chairpersons and members of the
joint cross-service groups were beginning to receive calls from various levels of government
and other interest groups for information on the BRAC 95 process. He recommended that
members who receive such calls should refer the caller to the OSD BRAC focal point in the
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Reinvestment and Base
Realignment and Closure for appropriate response. Mr. Finch also pointed out that the work
and the products being produced are sensitive and considered to be close hold until the
Secretary of Defense forwards recommendations to the Defense Base Closure Commission.
He stated that all products of Group and its joint study team should be appropriately marked.

Mr. Gardner gave a status update noting that the JST had worked each day since the
last Group meeting. He led the discussion of the proposed final draft of the category’s scope
and rationale (attached). Group discussion resulted in consensus that inclusion of naval flight
officers and navigators would be more descriptive of the category. The JST was tasked to
make the description reflect the results of the discussion. In light of this discussion, the
Group reviewed the proposed listing of installations to be included in the category (attached)
and approved the listing as presented.

Next, Mr. Gardner led discussion on progress on proposed draft capacity analysis
framework (attached). The Group consensus was that the JST should continue to refine the
framework and present a proposal for possible Group approval at a future meeting.

The Group next reviewed the proposed draft capacity data call (attached). Though the
proposed data call is lengthy, the Group consensus was that the document was adequate and
that the JST could make minor refinements up to the point of issue without further review by
the Group.

Mr. Gardner gave an update on the work-in-progress on the draft measures of
merit/factors/common data elements to support the DoD military value base closure selection
criteria (criteria 1-4). He noted that on-base, quality of life-related facilities measures were
proposed for inclusion in the data call. Additionally, the JST recommended that measures for
environmental-related factors which affect military operations and viability be included in the
military value data call. Following discussion, the Group accepted the update and formed the




Ir e

consensus that the JST should continue to develop and finalize the proposed product for
approval by the Group Chairman for presentation to the Steering and Review Groups for their
review. The Group also noted that the joint cross-service category on UPT was unique
among the joint cross-service categories in that it was largely installation oriented. Therefore
to facilitate joint cross-service analyses, the Group consensus was to soon begin joint
development of common measures/factors/data elements for the remaining base closure
selection criteria. The thrust of the work would be on criterion 7 (community infrastructure)
and criterion 8 (environmental impact); since criterion 5 (return on investment) would be
determined by Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model analyses, and criterion 6
(economic impact) analyses would result from the common tools/measures to be developed by
the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. Mr. Finch pointed out that common and
comparable analyses by the Military Departments using the same common measures and
guidelines established by the Group are essential for successful joint cross-service analysis.

The Group moved next to a discussion of the proposed listing of potential external
policy issues with BRAC implications (attached). The dialogue included whether the
proposed list was substantially a list of policy issues or if it did not also contain non-policy
items reflective of how the Military Departments do business such as aircraft beddown, flying
operations under instrument flight rules versus visual flight rules, and class progression. Mr.
Finch opined that the listing should be refined with regard to common syllabus questions.

CAPT Buzzell pointed out that the Interservice Training Review Organization (ITRO)
could be reviewing training issues which might have implications on BRAC and vice versa.
Mr. Finch stated that he would make appropriate contact, and he asked the Group’s
representatives from the Military Departments to help monitor ITRO-related issues.

Lou Finch
Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
March 24, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

MAJ Charles Fletcher, Army

CPT Blake Hollis, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Col Don Feld, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col John Plummer, Air Force

Mr. Fred Copeland, OSD (Comptroller)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG (Audit)




o~ UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA
i
\ " 4 (24 March 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

1. Minutes
2. Status Update: (Study Team Has Met Daily Since Last Group Meeting)
A) Scope / Rationale - FINAL
B) Capacity Analysis Design - Draft
C) Capacity Data Call - Final Draft
D) Military Value (Criteria 1-4*) Data Call - Draft
- QOL - On Base Only

- Environmental Impacting Capacity (e.g.-AICUZ, Air
Credits, etc.)

3. Schedule:

. 1200 March 25th  Draft Guidance / Non-BRAC Policy Issues Status to Mr.
Hansen, Executive Secretary, BRAC 95 Steering Group

1400 March 28th  Input (Summary) Presented to BRAC Steering Group

1400 March 30th  Steering Group Briefs Review Group

March 31st - "Data Call'' Delivered to Services - Meeting(?)

TBD Base Closure Criteria (5-8*) Data Call

* Attached
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In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of Defense,
giving priority consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), will consider:

Military Value

1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational readiness of the Department of Defense's
total force.

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace at both the existing and potential receiving
locations.

et e e

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force requirements at both the existing and
potential receiving locations.

4. The cost and manpower implications.

[ ——Y

Return on investment

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, beginning with the date of
completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs. ,

impacts
6. The economic impact on communities.

7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities’ infrastructure to support forces, missions and
personnel.

8. The environmental impact.

Note: These are the selection criteria used for the 1991 and 1993 rounds of closure and are substantially the same as those used
for the 1988 round of closures.

-




Category Scope Rationale

Installations in the UPT
category include all DoD flight
programs which support and
facilitate selection and training
of pilots, naval flight officers
and navigators to the point of
awarding “Wings” ’




|

INSTALLATIONS IN CATEGORY

Columbus
Corpus Christi

Fort Rucker
Kingsville
Laughlin
Meridian
Pensacola
Randolph *
Reese
Sheppard
Vance
Whiting Field

AFB
NAS

AATC
NAS
AFB
NAS
NAS
AFB
AFB
AFB
AFB
NAS

MS
X

AL
X
X
MS
FL
X
X
X
OK
FL

* Includes Enhanced Flight Screening sites at Hondo, TX and Air
Force Academy |
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS (CONT)

Al

v b o all

GRADSIYR
AIRCRAFT/
AIRCRAFT/YR GRAD PGL AIRCRAFT/YR | AIRCRAFT/YR | AIRCRAFT/YR
PTR
GRADSIYR
AIRCRAFT/
AIRCRAFT/YR GRAD PGL AIRCRAFT/YR | AIRCRAFT/YR | AIRCRAFT/YR
PTR
GRADSIYR
AIRCRAFT/
AIRCRAFT/YR GRAD PGL AIRCRAFT/YR | AIRCRAFT/YR | AIRCRAFT/YR
PTR
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
June 2, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1405 hours on June 2, 1994, in Room 3E752, the
Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch opened with introductory remarks, and Mr. Gardner continued with
administrative comments. Mr. Gardner then presented a proposed "Step One" statement
recommended by the Group’s joint study team (JST). Group discussion pointed out that the
statement was a description of the initial broad approach which would indicate the need to
continue with more detailed analyses of undergraduate pilot training (UPT) category. The
Group approved the statement as presented.

Mr. Gardner then briefly talked about the on-going discussions and work-in-progress
on joint cross-service analyses and pointed out that the draft proposal was neither complete
nor had it been approved by the BRAC 95 Steering Group. The Group opined that it would
be difficult to finalize an approach to joint cross-service analyses for UPT before knowing the
outcome of the on-going discussions and potential decisions by the Steering Group.

Next, MAJ Fletcher, Department of the Army, gave a presentation (attached) on the
Army’s Decision Pad (D-Pad) Model which is a weighted multi-criteria decision support
model. Mr. Gardner stated that the JST recommended this model be used as a tool by
decision makers to help determine functional value for the proposed joint optimization model.
Group consensus was to use the D-Pad Model to aid the Group’s cross-service analyses of
UPT functional value. The results could also be used as a functional value input to the joint
optimization model, if it is adopted.

Dr. Nickel, Department of the Navy, then briefed the Group on a proposed joint
optimization model (attached) which is a mixed-integer linear program. The Group
discussion included concerns about the potential usefulness and flexibility of such a model.
The concepts of constrained and unconstrained analyses, data elements, multiple variables,
and policy imperatives were also discussed in general terms. Mr. Finch pointed out that
linear models, like other models, have advantages and disadvantages which users should be
aware of and understand. The Group consensus was that the model could be used as it exists,
or as a point of departure, to assist them in their analyses. The Group agreed to defer
decision on the optimization model pending the outcome of the on-going joint cross-service
analyses discussions.

Mr. Finch articulated that these models, or any other models, should be used as tools
by decision makers to assist them in the overall base closure and realignment selection
process. The process should preclude decision makers from being driven slavishly to a




mechanical conclusion and provide the ability to apply common sense and judgement to

.

decision making. .

Next, Mr. Gardner gave an overview of JST plans for the month and noted that the
draft joint cross-service analyses proposal would establish a Tri-Department BRAC Team to
support the Group and coordinate the preparation of data inputs for analyses. It is anticipated
the Military Departments would provide the personnel, subject to the Group’s approval, and
that some or all of the members might come from the Group’s existing JST.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 15

Approved:  Lou Finch

Chairman ~




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
June 2, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel! and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

MAIJ Charles Fletcher, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

Dr. Ron Nickel, Navy

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Col Buster Ellis, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Maj Howard Hachida, Air Force

Col Wayne Mayfield, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Ms. Donna MacPherson, OSD (Comptroller)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Lt Col Tom Watson, Joint Staff (J-7)




UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA

(2 June 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Minutes

""Step One' Statement

Draft Joint Cross-Service Group Analyses Process
A. Process Diagram (attached)

B. Cross-Service Analysis Steps and Timelines (attached)

Army Functional Value Model - MAJ Chuck Fletcher

Navy Optimization Model - Mr. Ron Nickel

Joint Study Team Plans
A. "Shift" to Tri-Dept BRAC Group

B. Game Plan for June 94




STEP ONE

""In this initial effort, the primary measure of capacity used in analyzing
training air stations was the flight training workload - average onboard - of student
aviators (pilots and NFO's). The historic "peak" workloads per bése were totaled
and this aggregate total compared to the total workload generated by the approved
FY 2001 force structure requirements to determine if excess capacity exists. The
certified daia indicated excess capacity did exist, so the Joint Cross-Service

Undergraduate Pilot Training Group evaluated facilities in the category for military

value."
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D-PAD MODEL

« WEIGHTED MULTI-CRITERIA DECISION SUPPORT MODEL.

ADVANTAGES:
+ COMMERCIAL SOFTWARE.
« USES SIMPLE MATHEMATICAL PRINCIPALS.

« PROVIDES SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS.

| {  ARmyBAsiNGsTUDY |
2
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EXAMPLE PROBLEM

CRITERIA (ATTRIBUTES) ARE DATA ELEMENTS THAT :
« ARE MEASURABLE FOR ALL ALTERNATIVES
* ARE MEASURED IN THE SAME UNITS
* ARE INDICATORS OF VALUE/UTILITY/WORTH
« CAN BE SCALED. (WE KNOW WHAT IS GOOD, WHAT IS BAD)

EXAMPLES:
« COST ($K) = INITIAL PURCHASE PRICE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS,
ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST THOUSAND
DEFINITION OF ‘PURCHASE PRICE' MAY BE REQUIRED

* MAXIMUM SPEED (MPH) = MAXIMUM SPEED OBTAINABLE IN MILES PER
HOUR. PROVIDE SOURCE OF DATA

* SAFETY (Y/N) = ARE THESE SAFETY FEATURES INCLUDED?
DRIVER SIDE AIRBAG (Y/N)
ANTI-LOCK BRAKES (Y/N)
PASSENGER SIDE AIRBAG (Y/N)

| ARMY BASING STUDY ]=ﬂ

4
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RATING SCALES TELL THE MODEL WHAT IS GOOD AND WHAT IS BAD.

COST($K) = 1. SCALED FROM $0 TO MAXIMUM VALUE ENTERED - OR -

2. SCALED FROM MINIMUM VALUE TO MAXIMUM VALUED,
WITH THE ‘HIGH SCORE GOING TO THE LOWEST VALUE.

EXAMPLE: BMW = $40K

FORD = $10K — 10
CHEVY =$18K

1. ' $10K=7.5
| $18K=5.5
/ D-PADPOINTS  $40K=0.0

' $|18K $10K °
$40K 30K
10
: $10K=10.0
D-PAD POINTS $18K=7.3
$40K=0.0
0

$40K

{

ARMY BASING STUDY




RATING SCALES (CONT) -

MAX SPEED (MPH)= SCALED FROM MINIMUM VALUE ENTERED TO MAXIMUM
VALUE ENTERED, WITH THE ‘HIGH’ SCORE GOING TO

THE MAXIMUM VALUE.

EXAMPLE: BMW =150 MPH

FORD =100 MPH

CHEVY =130MPH

— 10
150MPH =10.0
6.0 O.PAD POINTS 130MPH =6.0
] 100MPH = 0.0
' ; |
130MPH

100MPH 150MPH

[ ARMY BASING STUDY




SAFETY FEATURES =

EXAMPLE: BMW
FORD
CHEVY

SCALED VALUES:

EXAMPLE: BMW
FORD
CHEVY

A HIGHER SCORE.
DEFAULT VALUES FOR YES = 8.0
NO =2.0
DRIVER AIRBAG ANTILOCK BRAKES
YES YES
NO NO
YES NO
DRIVER AIRBAG ANTILOCK BRAKES
8.0 8.0
2.0 - 2.0
8.0 2.0

SCALED EITHER ‘YES' OR ‘NO’, WITH YES GETTING

PASSENGER AIRBAG
YES
NO
NO

PASSENGER AIRBAG
8.0
2.0
2.0

ARMY BASING STUDY g

7




DRIVER AIRBAG ANTILOCK BRAKES

EXAMPLE; BMW 8.0 8.0
FORD 2.0 2.0
CHEVY 8.0 2.0

PASSENGER AIRBAG
8.0
20
2.0

FOR THE SAFETY FEATURES, WE DETERMINE THAT THE DRIVERS AIRBAG IS THE
MOST IMPORTANT, ANTILOCK BRAKES IS SECOND AND PASSENGER AIRBAG
IS THE LEAST IMPORTANT. IF THE SAFETY FEATURES TOTAL 10 POINTS; THEN

WE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING WEIGHTS TO EACH.:

DRIVERS AIRBAG =5 OR 50% OF THE TOTAL
ANITLOCK BRAKES =3 OR 30%
PASSENGER AIR BAG =2 OR 20%

DRIVER AIRBAG ANTILOCK BRAKES
BMW 4.0 24
FORD 1.0 6
CHEVY 4.0 6

PASSENGER AIRBAG TOTAL
1.6 8.0
4 2.0
4 5.0

.

ARMY BASING STUDY |




WEIGHTING: CRITERIA WEIGHTING:

OF THE THREE MAIN CRITERIA THE WEIGHTS USED ARE:

COST = 40%
SPEED = 20%
SAFETY = 40%

COosT

BMW 0.0
FORD 10.0
CHEVY 7.3

WEIGHTED: BMW
FORD
CHEVY

SPEED
10.0

0.0

6.0

CoST
0.0
4.0
2.92

SPEED
2.0
0.0
1.2

SAFETY
8.0
2.0
5.0

SAFETY
3.2
.8
2.0

TOTAL
5.2
4.8
6.1 ** WINNER

—,

ARMY BASING STUDY
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w MANEUVER ACRES

RANGES

DEPLOYMENT NETWORK

MOBILIZATION BILLETS

JOINT SYNERGY

RESERVE COMP SPT
MSN ESSENTIALITY

CONTIGUOUS MNV ACRES

OPS/ADMIN FAC

AVN MAINT FAC

VEH MAINT FAC

SUP/STORAGE FAC

DISTANCE TO TNG AREA

CONSTRUCTION INV

INFORMATION MSN AREA
MSN SUTIABILITY

VHA RATE
FAM HSG COST/UNIT
AVG CIV SALARY
MER
CER
MCa COST
OPER EFFICIENCIES

TOT BUILDABLE ACRES
ENCROACHMENT
ENVIRONMENT CAPACITY
MULTI-FUNCTION
INFRASTRUCTURE
EXPANDABILITY

% PERM FAC

ACOE SCORE

FAM HSG UNITS

UOPH UNITS

UEPH UNITS

COMMUNITY FAC

HEALTH CARE INDEX

PLACES RATED RATING
QUALITY OF LIFE

SCORE

RANK

WEIGHT

75
50
50
30
15
30

80
35
30
30
15
40
10
10

15
15
15
20
20
15

50
50
50
25
25

35
10
35
20
35
20
35
10

250

250

100

200

200

1000

BRAGG
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7.4++
9.7+

46242+

4
6.3
5.9

99.5-
2560.9++
463.8
919.4
987.6+
0.0+
$451.010
9.4
5.9

$117.92
$5,123
$53,728
0.050
$1,496
0.80
9.1

3866.0-
150.0-
9.6+
288.0++
3.3
5.3

81.0
13
20633.0+
16.0
13899.0++
1208.7+
8.0+
306.0
6.3

MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS
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4.3
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4.6
3.9
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5.2
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333.1++
5.7+
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5
5.1
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166.1
991.0
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150.0--
$172.500
5.9
3.4

$78.53
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JOINT CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSIS APPROACH

‘A PROPOSAL

Ronald H. Nickel, Ph.D.
2-3 June 1994
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Goals

1. Eliminate excess DoD infrastructure.
2. Maintain a high-quality infrastructure.

3. Generate a product that can survive in the BRAC
environment.




Data Elements

1. Functional values. The merit of performing a cross-service
function at a given site or activity.

2. Functional capacities. The capacity of each site or
activity to perform a given cross-service function.

3. DoD cross-service functional requirements. The
future DoD requirement to perform each cross-service function.

4. Military values. The military department assessment of the
military value of each site or activity.




- —

Problem Statement

Find the best allocation of the future DoD cross-service
functional requirements to the sites and activities.

Allocations are constrained by the capacity of each site or
activity to perform each cross-service function.

What constitutes the best allocation?

Consolidation of cross-service functional allocations into a
small set of high value sites or activities that have the capacities
required to perform the work.

Given this set of site or activities, allocations of functional
requirements should be based on functional value.
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Policy Imperatives

Additional variables and constraints can be used to include
policy imperatives in the formulation.

Example: limit the number of sites allowed to perform a
certain function.
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Table 1. Joint Cross-Service Groups Analysis Examples o

Basic Data
Department
X _ Y Y4 _ |
Function Al Bl CIDJ|E Al B|]C]|]DIJE A | B ] C ]| D] E | Totals
Capacities

Air vehicles 450 7000 2500

0 0 5000 500 0 0 0 3000 1200 0 2857 0 22507
Munitions 850 200 4500 0 0 300 0 2000 0 0 1000 0 1000 0 0 9,850
Electronic combat 3000 0 0 0 0 1000 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0 1543 20 7,563
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 25 350 . O 0 0 400 3500 0 1000 4000 0 2000 500 15,150
Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 200 0 3000 0 0 200 100 2000 3000 700 200 300 200 9,900
Satelites 0 0 300 4000 0 0 0 500 0 0 250 50 0 300 2200 7,600
Function FV Scores
Air vehicles 50 70 68 0 0 57 72 0 0 0 81 92 0 86 0
Munitions 88 71 58 0 0 54 0 88 0 0 72 0 75 0 0
Electronic combat 67 0 0 0 0 91 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 78 77
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 92 94 0 0 0 78 69 0 72 93 0 668 71
Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 62 0 89 0 0 59 93 92 56 59 &0 65 91
Satelites 0 0 7 58 0 0 0 64 0 0 85 61 0 73 93

Department Military Value 3 3 3 2 1 2 1 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 1
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Table 2. Functional Requirement Data

Percent

Function Requirement excess
Air vehicles 9,463 137.8
Munitions 5,603 79.0
Electronic combat 3,234 133.9
Fixed-wing avionics 3,775 301.3
Conv. missiles/rockets 3,743 164.5
Satelites 2,480 206.5

zs-( 4
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Table 3. MAXFV Model Output

Department
X Y - 4 Retained
Function A B |] C D] E Al B ] CTDI]E Al BJ]JCTDTE totals
Retain=1, Close=0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 15
Percent
Capacities excess
Air vehicles 0 7000 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0| 3000 1200 0 2857 0 14557 63.8
Munitions| 850 200 4500 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0| 1000 0 1000 0 0 9550 735
Electronic combat] 3000 0 0 0 0| 1000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1543 20 5563 72.0
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 3500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4000 0 0 0 7500 98.7
Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 0 0 3000 0 0 0 100 2000 0 0 0 0 200 5300 416
Satelites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 250 0 0 300 2200 2750 109
Workload assigned Totals
Air vehicles 0 1906 0 0 0 o 500 0 0 0] 3000 1200 0 2857 (4] 94863
Munitons{ 850 200 453 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0} 1000 0 1000 0 0 5503
Electronic combat] 671 0 0 0 0] 1000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1543 20 3234
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 3500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 275 0 0 0 3775
Conv. missiles/rockets (¢} o 0 0 1443 0 0 0 100 2000 (0} 0 0 0 200 3743
Satelites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0] 250 0 0 30 2200 2480
Department average MV 24 18 24
Percent change -0.0 0.0 0.0
DoD average MV 220
Percent change 0.0
DoD weighted FVs
Wgt
Function FV
Air vehicles| 81.2
Munitions| 79.6
Electronic combat| 79.7
Fixed-wing avionics| 93.9
Conv. missiles/rockets| 90.8
Satelites] 92.0
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Table 4. MINNMV Model Output

"

Department
X Y . Retained
Function Al Bl c| D] E ] BT CTODTE A | B | totals
Retain=1, Close=0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 6
Percent
Capacities excess
Air vehicles 0 0 2500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0} 3000 0 9557 1.0
Munitions 0] 0 4500 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0] 1000 0 7500 36.3
Electronic combat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0} 2000 0 3563 10.2
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4000 6.0
Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 200 0 0| 3000 0 4600 229
Satelites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0} 250 0 2750 10.9
Workload assigned Totals
Air vehicles (4] 0 2406 0 0 0 0 0 0 0} 3000 0 9463
Munitions 0 0 2503 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0| 1000 0 5503
Electronic combat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 1671 0 3234
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 3775
Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 200 0 0| 2143 0 3743
Satelites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 250 0 2480
Department average MV 30 3.0 .5
Percent change 25.0 66.7 2
DoD average MV 267
Percent change 21.2
DoD weighted FVs
Wat
Function FV
Air vehicles| 80.6
Munitions| 71.4
Electronic combat| 64.6
Fixed-wing avionics| 93.0
Conv. missilesfrockets| 59.6
Satelites] 92.0
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Table 5. MINNMV with Policy Imperative Model Output

"~

7 Department
X Y 2 Retalned
Function Al BJCIDTIJE | 8 | € | Al Bl CJIDJE totals
Retain=1, Close=0 0 1] 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 -0 1 1 8
Percent
Capacities excess
Air vehicles 0 0 2500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0} 3000 1200 0 2857 0 9557 1.0
Munitions 0 0 4500 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0] 1000 0 0 0 1] 7500 36.3
Electronic combat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 2000 0 0 1543 20 3563 10.2
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4000 0 0 0 4000 8.0
Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 3000 700 0 0 200 3900 4.2
Satelites 0 0 0 0 V] 0 0 0 0 0] 250 0 0 300 2200 2750 10.9
Workload assigned Totals
Air vehicles 0 0 2406 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 3000 1200 0 2857 0 9463
Munitions 0 0 2503 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0} 1000 V] 0 0 0 5503
Electronic combat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 1671 0 0 1543 20 3234
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3775 0 0 0 3775
Conv. missiles/rockets o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0] 2843 700 0 0 200 3743
Satelites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 250 0 0 30 2200 2480
Department average MV 30 3.0 25
Percent change 25.0 66.7 4.2
DoD average MV 267
Percent change 212
DoD weighted FVs
Wgt
Function FV
Air vehicles| 80.6
Munitions] 71.4
Electronic combat{ 64.6
Fixed-wing avionics{ 93.0
Conv. missiles/rockets| 58.4
Satelites] 92.0




Sites/activities open

Percent excess
Air vehicles
Munitions
Electronic combat
Fixed-wing avionics
Conv. missiles/rockets
Satelites

Weighted FV
Air vehicles
_ Munitions
Electronic combat
Fixed-wing avionics
Conv. missiles/rockets
Satelites

DoD average MV

¢

Table 6. Parameterization of the MINNMV Model

Parameter w
0 300 1000 5000 7000 8000 10000 20000 40000 60000
MAXFV MINNMV

15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6
53.8 53.8 485 48.5 48.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
735 735 735 735 735 69.9 51.7 51.7 51.7 36.3
720 72.0 72.0 72.0 720 72.0 72.0 41.1 41.1 10.2
98.7 98.7 98.7 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
416 38.9 38.9 38.9 17.6 17.6 17.6 176 22.9 229
10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9
81.2 81.2 81.1 81.1 81.1 80.6 80.6 80.6 80.6 80.6
79.6 79.6 796 79.6 79.6 79.2 76.1 76.1 76.1 71.4
79.7 79.7 79.7 79.7 79.7 79.7 79.7 72.3 72.3 64.6
93.9 93.9 93.9 93.0 93.0 93.0 93.0 93.0 93.0 93.0
90.8 90.7 90.7 90.7 85.4 85.4 85.4 85.4 59.6 59.6
92.0 92.0 92.0 92.0 92.0 92.0 92.0 92.0 92.0 92.0
2.20 2.21 2.31 2.33 245 2.40 2.44 2.50 2.71 2.67
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
June 23, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Mike Parmentier, Acting Chairman, at 1300 hours on June 23, 1994, in
Room 3E752, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Parmentier made opening comments, and Mr. Gardner then continued with
administrative remarks on internal controls and meeting minutes.

Mr. Gardner led discussion on the draft analysis plan including the proposed capacity analysis
matrix (attached). The Group reviewed the proposed approach for capacity analysis and noted
the progress that had been made.

Next, the Group considered the proposed approach for functional value analysis. Mr.
Gardner talked about the draft site-function matrix (attached). He explained that the Group’s
joint study team (JST) proposed grouping functions. Discussion followed on the need for the
base closure and realignment analysis process to take into account other missions at an
installation. The Group pointed out that other missions would be considered through the
combined analyses of functional value and installation military value conducted by the Joint
Cross-Service Groups and the Military Departments, respectively, during the iterative process.

The Group’s discussion included proposed measures of merit and weighting of those
measures for portions of the undergraduate pilot training function (matrix handout attached).
Discussion ensued on whether the USAF flight screening function should be part of the

proposed matrix, and whether flight screening was mainly a UPT category capacity factor
instead of an installation function. The Group concluded it needed more information and
background on reasons and rationale with regard to the development of this proposal before it
could go further. Mr. Parmentier pointed out that the JST members need to work closely
with their respective Group principals during the process development. He reiterated that the
goal of the analysis process is fair and consistent treatment.

Mr. Gardner continued with general comments on proposed plans for functional value
analysis and use of the optimization model.

The group agreed to the overall direction of the process as presented, but did not
approve the measures of merit and their proposed weighting pending further information from
the JST for Group consideration and approval at a future meeting. Mr. Parmentier directed
that the JST members provide background on this subject to their Group principals before the
next meeting. The JST was tasked to develop and provide the Group with rationale and
reasons for the proposed weighting of the measures of merit at the next meeting. The JST
was also tasked to relook the flight screening function viability with respect to modeling.




Acting Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
June 23, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

LTC John Finlay, IV, Army

MAJ Charles Fletcher, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

LCDR Steve Bertolaccini, Navy

Mr. Steve Belcher, Navy

Maj Gen Ev Pratt, Jr., Air Force

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Maj Howard Hachida, Air Force

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff (J-7)

Lapfo




UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA
(23 June 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Admin "Control"'

Minutes From 2 June Meeting

Draft Analysis Plan

A. Capacity
- Excess Capacity

- Capacity Analysis Plan (LtCol Free)

B. Functional Value
- Site x Function Matrix
-- Grouped Functions
-- Limitations (3)

- Measures of Merit Identified

- Weighting Process --- Approval
- Develop Questions Tied to Data Calls - ''In Progress"’
- Score Function x Site

- Input Scores to D-PAD Model

- Function Values Determined for Each Site

- Provide Functional Values to Services




C. Services Provide Military Values (1-3) for Sites

D. Optimization Model
- Notional Model Runs by Study Team
- Unconstrained Run (No Military Values)
- Deliver Unconstrained Run To Services
- Services Provide Exclusions/Policy Imperati;m
- Constrained Runs of Model

- Alternatives Generated, Reviewed, and Passed to Services




MILITARY VALUE
(MIL DEPTS)

FUNCTIONAL VALUE
(QUALITY)

CAPACITY
(OUTPUT)
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS

REQUIREMENTS
x "T';%ﬁ;'l",'\%’ PROGMED | REQUIRED | , A“ﬂf‘,i‘BLE EXCESS
i HISTORICAL (SYLLABI) GRADS CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY
A (B) (AxB) c (C-(AxB))
(A) (C)
SORTIES/ SORTIES/ | GRADS/YEAR
GRAD GRAD
SYLLABUS PGL SORTIES/ SORTIES/ SORTIES/
*OVERHEAD *MAJCOM PTR YEAR YEAR YEAR
#
B |
PS/SORTI OPS/GRAD | GRADS/YEAR
*MAJCOM
*TRAFFIC CNT
. [PG9#2] PoL OPS/YEAR | OPSIYEAR | OPS/YEAR
B *TOT # SORTIES PG17 49
iz | 0] [PGi7#9]
BLOCKS AVAILABLE GR ADS /YE AR . H?UARBS ~
B Ang | AmecE SOk s [ o A XA =
*PGL AIRSPACE BLOCK HRS | AIRSPACE BLOCK HRS | AIRSPACE BLOCK HRS
OVERHEAD R VEAR VEAR VAR
oMX *MAJCOM
[PG22#7]
AVARABLE ‘ GRADS/YEAR
FACILITY HOURS w
AVAIL/YEAR GRAD *PGL FACILITYHRS | FACILITYHRS | FACILITYHRS
-g{klé ; &&r)mg *PTR YEAR YEAR YEAR
¢ *MAJCOM PG 25 #1
Sine | [rarory | oz ie
6/17/94 5:04 PA

DRAL



DR
CAPACITY AmLYSIS (CONT)

REQUIREMENTS
Gy | PROGMED | REQUIRED avALaaLE | EXCESS
HISTORICAL (SYLLABI) GRADS CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY
(B) (AxB) (C-(AxB))
(A) (C)
TOT FT2 USED AIRCRAFT GRADS/YEAR
#OF ARCRAFT | (GRAD/YEAR) P o =
SUPPORTED *PGL AIRCRAFT AIRCRAFT
FT? /| AIRCRAFT REQ PG 28 # 1 *PTR AIRCRAFT
PG 41| | [Peawiag] [Pazevz]
q
HANGARS USED GRADS/YEAR ||y X Mko0cKk
MX DOCKS/HANGAR (G%;—("‘E—FATR) *PGL AIRCRAFT HANGAR = AIRCRAFT
AIRCRAFT/MX DOCK *PTR
FACILITIES USED GRADS/YEAR
AIC FACILITIES _
¥ SUPPORTED | (G%%%}.%E[R) *PGL AIRCRAFT | (Ao X avausoie AIRCRAFT
*PTR AIRCRAFT
L AIRCRAFF-!I-E/Q FACILITY
GRADSY/YEAR TOT FT2AVAIL  _
TOT FT2USED /Y ﬁ—l—ﬁnc—nﬁ =
# OF AIRCRAFT AIBQBAE l
SUPPOFTED (GRADJYEAR) ::(TS';- AIRCRAFT RCRAFT AIRCRAFT
FT2/ AIRCRAFT REQ v
CAPACITY USED :
STUDENTS/DAY STUDENTS/DAY STUDENTS/DAY|STUDENTS/DAY | STUDENTS/DAY
| PG 31#1] [PGa#1] (PG 3245
CAPACITY USED
STUDENTS/DAY STUDENTS/DAY STUDENTS/DAY|STUDENTS/DAY | STUDENTS/DAY
|

6/17/94 5:04 PA

DRAFT
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_Fort | Whiting | Corpus_| . N . — o .
Function Service Alrcraft Rucker Fleid Cheistl  |Pensacolaj Merldian | Kingsville | Randolph | Sheppard| Vance Neese | Laughin [Columbue.
light Screening SAF 1-3
Primary Pilot USNUSAF T-34/T-37/JPATS X (1) B
Int E2/C2,Adv Maritime,Adv Airlift/Tanker] USN/USAF T-44/T-1 X (1) X (1)
int & Adv Strike, Adv E2/C2 USN T-2/T-A4/T-45 X (1) X (1)
Adv Bomber/Fighter USAF T-38 X(1) X (1) X(1) i
Helo USN/USAUSAF | TH-57/TH-67/UH-1/OH-58 X (2) X {2) X (2) X (2) X (2) X (2) X (2) X{2) X(2) .
Primary & Int NFO USN/USAF T-34/T-39 X (1) X (1) R
Advanced NFO - Strike USNUSAF T-39/T-2 X(1) X (1) X (3) X {3) X (3} X (3) X (3)
Advanced NFO - Panel USN/USAF T-43 X (1) X (1}
Notes:
1 Runway length constraints
2 Lack of outlying fields
3 Too far from water ]

DRAFT




(

AT,

USN/USAF ,
USAF USN/USAF Adv Maritime USN USAF USN/USA/USAF
Flight Primary Pilot Inter E2/C2 int & Adv Strike | Adv Fighter/ Helo
Screening | (Int Helo & Maritime| Adv Airlift/Tanker | Adv E2/C2 Bomber TH-57/TH-67
Measures of Merit T-3 JPATS/T-34 mix T-44/T-1 T-A4/T-2/T-45 T-38 UH-1/0OH-58
Managed Training Areas 10 5 6 6 6 7
Weather 15 14 9 7 11 6
Airspace and Flight Training Areas 30 22 24 22 22 12
Airfields 10 20 20 17 20 23
Ground Training Facilities 10 10 10 10 10 14
Aircraft Maintenance Facilities 5 5 5 5 5 5
Special Military Facilities 0 0 0 4 0 0
Proximity to Training Areas 0 0 0 3 0 0
Proximity to other Support Facilities 0 2 2 2 2 3
Unique Features 0 0 0 0 0 8
Air Quality 5 5 5 5 5 5
Encroachment 5 5 6 6 6 5
Ability for Expansion 5 4 5 5 5 4
Services (QOL) 5 8 8 8 8 8
100 100 100 100 100 100

DRAFT
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USN/USAF USN/USAF
Primary & Adv NFO Strike USN/USAF
Inter NFO WSO Strike | Adv NFO Panel
Measures of Merit T-34/T-39 T-39/T-2 T-43
Managed Training Areas 5 6 7
Weather 14 7 5
Airspace and Flight Training Areas 22 22 18
Airfields 20 17 20
Ground Training Facilities 10 10 17
Aircraft Maintenance Facilities 5 5 5
Special Military Facilities 0 4 0
Proximity to Training Areas 0 3 0
Proximity to other Support Facilities 2 2 0
Unigue Features 0 0 0
Air Quality 5 5 5
Encroachment 5 6 5
Ability for Expansion 4 5 10
Services (QOL) 8 8 8
100 100 100

DRAFT
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
July 19, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1510 hours on July 19, 1994, in Room 3E752, the
Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch made opening comments, and Mr. Gardner continued with administrative
remarks. Mr. Gardner then led the Group discussion on the analytic framework proposed by
the joint study team (JST) for Group approval.

Mr. Gardner presented the proposed site/function matrix (attached) and pointed out
that it frames site/function relationships and potential entering considerations and constraints
for alternative analyses. Group discussion resulted in administrative changes, a change in the
title to more clearly describe the matrix, and direction to further describe the notations on
constraints.

Discussion continued on the potential for the BRAC 95 process to effectively consider
the impact of the Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) on the UPT category’s
capacity if acquisition of JPATS were to be shifted to the right (delayed) due to the tight
fiscal climate. The Group noted that even if JPATS acquisition were slowed, there could be
approval of significant changes in policy and procedural initiatives affecting primary training
in anticipation of JPATS which would impact capacity and could be considered in the
process. The Group pointed out that these concerns are still unknown factors in the on-going
dynamic fiscal environment, and that the BRAC analysis process must go forward using the
interim force structure plan. The final force structure plan will be issued before analysis is
complete and recommendations made.

Next, the Group reviewed and discussed the proposed measures of merit for functional
area matrices (attached) and the associated questions (attached) for assessing functional value.
With regard to the measures of merit matrix for Strike and Advanced E-2/C-2, the Group
pointed out that the rationale for proximity to training areas should be modified to reflect the
attribute of the capability to have a training carrier in close proximity to a training
installation. Additionally, the Group directed that the rationale for air quality be changed to
show that the air quality weight represents a baseline for like aircraft. Mr. Finch also directed
the JST to refine the wording of the rationale for encroachment for accuracy with respect to
accepted Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) terminology.

The Group approved the site/function matrix, the measures of merit and questions with
the noted changes. The JST was tasked to make the changes and the Group agreed that the
JST could make other minor changes with the approval of the chairman.




Mr. Finch observed that through joint cooperation a huge amount of work had been
accomplished and he expressed his personal thanks to the Group and the JST.

The Group then talked about the process for gaining access to data call information
and supported an early meeting with the Steering Group for approval.

Mr. Gardner led a general discussion on integration of potential external non-BRAC
policy review findings into the process. Mr. Finch opined that the Group should receive a
report of review findings from the external policy arena, and that the findings could impact
imperatives to be used in the joint analysis process. He will work with appropriate agencies
to get needed information.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1630 hours.

Approved:  Lou Finch
Chairman
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
July 19, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness) '
CPT Blake Hollis, Army

CWS5 George Conaway, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff (J-7)

Mr. David Wyte, DoDIG




PT JOINT / CROSS-SERVI] ROUP A DA

(19 July 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Admin "Control’' - Notebooks

"Rules" - Site/Function Elimination Matrix

Measures of Merit for Functional Areas

- Weights

- Corresponding Questions

Functional Quality Questions

- Summary/Rational

- Questions/Rational

Data Call Access

Policy Integration Issues




RRABT maTrix

FUNCTION SERVICE | A/C RUCKER | WHITING | CORPUS | P-COLA | MERIDIAN KING RAN SHEP | VANCE | REESE LAU CoL
FLT SCREENING USAF T3
PRIMARY PILOT USN T-34 X(Q
: USAF T-37
JPATS
AIRLIFT/TANKER USAF T-1 Xa X
MARITIME/ USN T-44 XQ
USAF
INT E-2/C-2
STRIKE/ USN T-2 X | x@
TA-4
ADV E-2/C-2 T-45
BOMBER/ FIGHTER USAF T-38 XM X X(®
HELO USN TH-57 X2 X@2 X2 | XQ | X2 X2 X(2) X@2) X((2)
USAF UH-1
USA TH-67
OH-58
PRIM & INT NAV/NFO { USN T-34 X(Q)
USAF T-39
WSO STRIKE USN T-39 X3 | X4 | X0 X3 X3
USAF T-2
PANEL NAV USN T-43 Xm XQ
USAF

——rae
——

(1) Runway length constraints
(2) Lack of outlying fields
(3) Too far from water
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
August 11, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1440 hours on August 11, 1994, in Room 3E752,

the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Gardner began with administrative comments. He then noted that the Group’s
analytical framework had been approved by the BRAC 95 Steering Group (July 28, 1994).
As discussed at earlier meetings, the analytical framework includes the D-Pad model and the
optimization model as tools to aid the development of alternatives. The Steering Group also
authorized access to certified data from the Military Departments. Mr. Finch directed that a
copy of the framework be attached to the minutes for the record (attached).

The Group then discussed the prospective near-term schedule. The Group’s joint
study team (JST) has begun receiving data to support both the functional value analysis and
capacity analysis. These analyses must be complete before the unconstrained analysis can

begin.

The Group next reviewed security and control procedures and pointed out that the
Group and its JST was operating under the joint internal control plan, and that physical
security/controlled access for work space and data storage was being provided at the Center
for Naval Analysis (CNA). Mr. Gardner asked that membership lists be updated.

Mr. Gardner led discussion on functional value procedures and status including
questions proposed by the JST for resolution to support functional value determination. The
Group discussed the proposal (handout attached) and challenged the points and questions
noting they concern functional value development and are not strictly data call oriented as
could be inferred by the title of the handout. The Group questioned and discussed rationale
for each proposed modification. Discussion on the eighth question, which is airspace
oriented, centered on whether an upper limit (cap) should be placed on training airspace for
functional value development. The Group debated whether higher was better when
considering the undergraduate flying training function, the operational capabilities of training
aircraft, training syllabus requirements, and application of military experience and judgement.
Subsequently, the Group agreed that 45,000 feet altitude above mean sea level (MSL) should
be the upper limit for which credit is given for training airspace. Airspace above that altitude
would not affect the undergraduate flying training function. The Group further agreed that
the JST refine the proposal by changing the title, as agreed, to more accurately reflect the
purpose of the paper, to include the rationale discussed for each modification, and to attach

the refinement to the minutes (attached).




w

Next, Mr. Gardner and Mr. Wyte, DoDIG, briefly talked about data validation and
spot check plans.

The Group again noted the bleak fiscal climate which could delay or stop acquisition
of the Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) and, thus, affect BRAC analysis.
However, Departmental decision on this issue could be months away. The Group concluded
that it must proceed with the BRAC process using the interim force structure plan.

Next, the members received, for their consideration, a copy of an extract (attached)
from the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) Papers, Easing the Burden: Restructuring and
Consolidating Defense Support Activities, dated July 1994. The papers include a chapter on
consolidating pilot training. The Group was reminded that the CBO study presented in the
papers was produced outside the BRAC process and does not meet data requirements for
BRAC analysis as established by law, and, therefore, is not certified.

Mr. Finch noted that the Group needs decisions on training policies which are external
to the BRAC process from the appropriate policy offices. Additionally, the Navy and Air
Force have collaborated and presented their combined view on joint fixed-wing training to the
policy offices in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness.
Mr. Finch pointed out that these views do not currently represent official Departmental
policies, but they are undergoing review for potential approval. If adopted by the
Department, these policies could impact BRAC analysis. Mr. Finch envisioned a future
briefing to the Group oriented toward policy and notional basing structure with regard to the
joint training perspective.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1600 hours.

Approved:

Chairman
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Addendum to UPT Joint Cross-Service Group's Meeting Notes

It was agreed as a point of order that the DoD "Flip Charts" for IFR and VFR are

recognized as certified data by the Group.




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
August 11, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

CPT Blake Hollis, Army

CWS5 George Conaway, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

Maj Gen Ev Pratt, Jr., Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Fred Copeland, OSD (Comptroller)

Mr. David Wyte, DoDIG

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG




UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGEND

(11 August 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

1. Near-term Schedule

A. Functional Values
B. Capacity Analysis

C. Unconstrained Optimization Model Run

2. Security Procedures -- Current Member List(s)

3. Functional Value Procedures/Status

A. Data Call Modifications (Attached)

B. Validation/Spot Check Plans - DoDIG

4. JPATS DRB Status and Implications

5. CBO Report on UPT/UHPT Consolidation - Handout

6. Policy Integration Issues
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS (CONT)

REQUIREMENTS
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FT?2/ AIRCRAFT REQ ' A'RCRAT
CAPACITY USED
HOUSING STUDENTS/DAY STUDENTS/DAY STUDENTS/DAY |STUDENTS/DAY | STUDENTS/DAY
[PGa¥1]
CAPACITY USED
MESSING STUDENTS/DAY STUDENTS/DAY STUDENTS/DAY|STUDENTS/DAY | STUDENTS/DAY
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DKAFT

WORKING PAPERS

MEASURES OF MERIT FOR FUNCTIONAL AREAS
(CURRENT AS OF: 07/27/94 02:41 PM)

1

URE Fligh Pri g ber/ | Strike/ Airlifv Maritime/ CORRESPg—NtDING !
ﬁgf.r SOF Scne‘ni:ag l;;;\;ry P‘i,?htz; Adv Ta:\ker l?n:. QUESTIONS
E-2C.2 E-2C2
Managed 5 5 6 6 6 6 pg 7/#1,2
Training Areas
Weather 15 14 10 7 9 9 pg 10/#1-3
Airspace and 27 22 27 27 24 24 pgs 11-17/#1-23
Flight Training il
Areas
Airfields 23 24 17 17 22 22 pgs 18-21/#1-4
Ground Training 10 10 10 10 10 10 pE 22/#1, 2
Facilities
Aircraft 5 3 5 5 5 5 pg 23/#1
Maintenance
Facilities pg 21/43
Special Military 0 0 4 4 0 0 pes 24-25/#1.7
Facilities
Proximity to 0 0 0 3 0 0 peg 27/#1,2,3, 4
Training Areas
Proximity to 0 2 2 2 5 5 pg 28/#1, 2,3
Other Support
Facilities
Unique Features 0 0 0 0 0 0 pg 29/#1, 2
Air Quality 5 5 5 5 5 5 pg 30/#1-5
Encroachment 5 b 6 6 6 6 pgs 31-38/#1-11
Services 5 8 8 8 8 8 pgs 39-47/#1.6
TTL POINTS 100 100 100 100 100 100
DRAFT
WORKING PAPERS
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] ] ::1‘_____:_—_;|
Prim & Int wSs0 Pancl | Helo CORRESPONDING
MEASURES OF MERIT NFONAV Strike NAV QUESTIONS
Managed Training Areas 5 6 5 8 pg 1/41, 2 vl
Weather 14 7 7 9 pg 10/#1.3
Airspace and Flight Training 22 22 22 16 pgs 11-17/#1-23
Areas
Airfields 24 22 23 24 pgs 18-21/#1-4
Ground Training Facilities 10 17 20 10 Pg 22/#1, 2
Aircraft Maintenance 5 5 5 5 pg 2341
Facilities pg 21/43
rSpecial Military Facilities 0 0 0 0 pgs 24-25/#1-7
Proximity to Training Areas 0 0 0 0 pg27/#1,2, 3,4
Proximity to Other Support 2 2 0 2 pg 28/#1, 2,3
Facilities 4
. Unique Features 0 D 0 8 pg 29/#1, 2 l
W || air uatity 5 5 5 5 |pgaoms |
“ Encroachment 5 6 5 5 pgs 31-38/#1-11
Services 8 8 8 8 pgs 39-47/#1-6
| TTL POINTS 100 100 100 100 li
DRAFT
WORKING PAPERS
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR:

PRIMARY

E MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE _'

MERIT

Managed Training 5 The questions addressed in this area are focused toward

Areas ownership of special use airspace, air-to ground ranges, and
outlying fields. In this analysis, accessibility to these facilities
was considered more important than ownership.

Weather 14 This weight was used because students in primary flight
training need better weather than students in the advanced
tracks.

Airspace and Flight 2 This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has

Training Areas on primary flight training. Much of the training takes place in
special use airspace; therefore, this area plays a large role in
determining the training effectiveness of an installation.

Airfields 24 This area is weighted the heaviest due to the emphasis primary
training places on pattern activities. This area plays a big role
in evaluating the effectiveness of a training installation.

Ground Training 10 This weight is commensurate with the role classrooms,

Facilities simulators, and other facilities play in flight training.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 Training aircraft are not difficult to maintain and do not require

Facilities an extensive training infrastructure.

Special Military 0 N/A

Facilities

Proximity to 0 N/A

Training Areas 'L

Proximity to Other 9 This area looks at the local area to determine what other

Support Facilities facilities are available The overall training infrastructure is

, already established and in use at each base so the impact to this
area should be minimal.

Unique Features 0 N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment 5 Encroachment plays a role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission; however, training
aircraft do not have a large impact on encroachment issues.

Services 8 Quality of life plays a significant role in determining installation

compatibility with the training mission and this weight will be
applied to the other training functions.

DRAFT
WORKING PAPERS
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} Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of
v Primary Pilot Training
Managed Training Areas (5 points)

1 The ¥ of ootlym;/tuxl iary fields that are controlied/owned by the installation and
suppont primary training. (2.5 pt or S0%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 snd 6 (0 px for 0 fields, 2.5 pts for 6 fields)
Rationale: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training.
2 The number and type of special use sirspace that is controlled/owned by the
installation and supports primary training. (2.5 pt or 50%)
Scoring: 1.5 pt for MOA, 0.5 pt for MTR, 0.5 for AA
Rationale: Owning sirfields and sirspace have equal impact on training.

Weather (14 points)

1. Percent of time weather is better than 150073. (4 pt or 29%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 g for 80% and 4 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USAF weather requi s 10 condh
2. Percent of time weathet is better than 1000/3. (3 pt or 2IS)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 px for 80% and 3 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USN weather requirements 1o conduct training. Higher % is better.
3. Percent of ime crosswinds sre less than 15 knots. (3 gt or 21 %)
Scoring: Linear scaie berween min% and max% (0 pt for min% and 3 ps for
max %)
Rationale: Max crosswinds for majority of stwdent training. Higher
4. Percent of time crosswinds sre grester than 25 knots. (1 ptor 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (1 pt for min% and O pt for
max%)
Roationale: Max aircralt crosswind limits. Lower % is better.
Percent of sonies canceled/rescheduled. (1 pt or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% ( 1 pt for % and O pt for 20%)
, _ Rationale: This ares captures westher sttrition not covered by questiont 1-4.
v{ﬁcid Planning factor for lost sonies due 10 westhes. (2 pt or 14%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% (2 pt for 5% and 1 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This sres captures westher attrition not covered by questions |-4.

g. Higher % is better.

% is better.

Alrspace and Flight Training Areas (22 points)

1. Amount of sirspace (MOA and AA) in nm> (12 pt or 64%).
Scoring: Linear scale ogwelghled airspace [i ron; 0 to max sirspsce (MOA and
8 AA) (O pt for Onm- and 12 pt for max em~). Weighted airspace for each
site = amount of MOA sirspace + .8(amount of AA sirspace)
Rationale: More sinspace is betier, MOA is slightly beuer than AA.
2. Average distance o sirspace (2 px or 9%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 1o max weighted aversge sirspace size times
distance (O pt for min and 2 pt for max). Wei;hled avej-ge sirspace size
trnes distance for each site = Sum (airspace size in nm~ umes distance 1o
sirspace in nm) for sl! MOA or AA divided by the Sum of all sirspace size.
Rationale: Closer nirspece is better.
3. Nunbet of MTR's availsble (3 pt o1 14%).
Scoring: Lineas scale from 010 max (0 pt for 0 MTR's and 3 pt for max MTR's)
Rationale: MTRs are required for training...more is better.
4. Percent of flight ops experiencing ATC delsys of 15 minutes or grester. (2 pt or
9%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (2 pt for O % delays and O pts
for max % delay)
Rationate: Fewer ATC delays is better.
§. Planned commercisl hub within 100 miles. (1 pt or 4%)
Scoring: 1 pt for no and O px for yes
Rstionale: Commercial hub will impact training. No hub is betier.
6. Number of bisecting sirways. (2 pt or 9%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: Bisecting sirways reduce training effectiveness i sreas.

w
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Alrficlds (24 points)

1. The # of owtlying/suxiliary fields usable for primary pilot training (4 pt or 17%)
Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cutoff --
5000 ft)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some mazx (0 x for O fields, 4 pt for max #
fields)
Rationale: More outlying fields improve capacity and quality of training.
2. The # of usable outlying/suxiliary fields with IFR or night? capability. (2 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linesr scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 2 pt for max #
fields)
Rationale: This capability will help reduce congestion st the home field.

3. Median distance 1o outlying/susiliary fields. (2 pt or 3%)

Scoring: Linear scale between some min and max (2 pt for min distance, 1 p for
max)
Rationale: Closer airfields are betier.

4. Runway length of longest nmway st main sirfield. (2 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between S000 and 8000 ft (1 pt for SO00 ft runway , 2
points for 8000 ft runway)
Rstionale: Longer runway is better for safety reasons
S. Number of primary nunways that can support concurrent ops and crosswind
runways st main field. (7 pt or 29%)

Scoring:

With O crosswind ranways: 2 pis for first runway, 4 pts for 2 paraliel runways, 6
ps for 3 paraliel runways without crosswind runways.

With | crosswind runway: 3 pus for first primary runway, S pts for 2 paralict
runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.

With 2 non-parallel crosswind runways: 3.5 pts for first primary nnway, 5.5 pus
for 2 paraliel runways, 7 pus for 3 paraliel nnways.

With 2 paraliel crosswind runways: 4 pis for first primary runway, 6 pts for 2
paraliel runways, 7 pts for 3 penallel runways.

Rationale: More munways improve quality of training for safcty reasons and
flexibilty

6. Condition of runways -- % of runway sq fi in sdequste condition (2 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, 2 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicaies the quality of the runway. Higher quality is beuer.

7. Condition of taxiwsys/aprons -- % of taxiways/aprons sq ft in adequate condition

(1.5 ptor 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the taxiways. Higher quality is hetter.
8. Condition of utilities -- ave % of facilities in adequate condition (1.75 ptor 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1.75 px for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the utilities. Higher quality is beter

9. Condition of other faciliues (e.g.. erm, admin) -- sve % of facilities in adeq cond
(1.7S pror T%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1.75 pt for 100%)
Ratlonalc: This indicates the quality of the facilities. 1Tigher quality is better.

Ground Tralning Faclities (10 points)

1. Amount of training fscilitics (classrooms) rated “adequate” in sq ft. (3 px or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (O pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max %)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities More

quality is beuer.

2. Condition of training facilities (classrooms) - % of “sdequate™ sq fi. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the smount and quality of the training facilities. More

quality is beaer.

3. Amount of training facilities (trainers) rated “sdequate” in sq fi. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max %)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities More

quality is beaer.

4. Condition of iraining facilities (trainers) - % of “adequate” 3q fi. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, | pt for 100%)
Ratfonale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities. More

quality is bener.

S. Amount of training {acilities (other) mted “adequate” in sq ft. (1.5 ptor 15%)
Scoring: Linest scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max %)

Primary Pilot Training Page 1
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Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities. More
quality is beaer.
s Hition of training fecilities (other) - % of "adequate” 34 f1. {5 pt o 5%)
: =oring: Linear scale beiween 0 and 100 (0 px for 0 %, .5 pi for 100%)
- ationale: This measures the amount and quality of the 1raining facilities. More
quality is beuer.

Alrcrsll Maintenance Facilities (§ points)

1. Leve! of mainienance operations st site (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: | pt for O-level, 2 for I-level, 2.5 pt for Depo level, 3 pt for Depot
level for awrcnafi type (TMS)

Rutionale: Higher level of maintenance is betier.

2. Amount of hangan rated “sdequaie” in 5q fi (1.5 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale beiween 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pi for max %)
Ratlonale: More "sdequate™ hangar space is beuer.

3. Condition of hangars - % of hangars in "sdequate” condition (.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linesr scale beiween 0 and 100 (0 px for O %, .5 pi for 100%)
Rationale: This is another measure of insiallation quatiy. Higher % is beuer.

Proximity to Other Support Facllities (2 polnts)

1. Number of other sirficids in the area thal could suppon primary pilot trsining (1 pt
or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pt for § field, I pt for 2 or more fields)
Rationale: More svailable airfields are beuer.
2. Distance to other sirfields. (1 pt or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pt for 1 field Jess than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more ficlds less than 30
miles
Rationale: Closer sirfieids ace betier.

Alr Qualliy (5 points)

. € air stalion in an apainment or mainiznance srea for CO, ozone, and PM-10?
i ( or 60%)
_soring: 3 pt (or yes, O p1 forno
latlonale: Auainment and maintenance areas are best.
. air siation in & moderate non-stainment area of betier ares for CO, ozone, and
PM-107 (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: } pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Modente and marginal noa-suainment (as well as ausinment and
mainienance) are betier than Senous, Severe, and Extreme non-suainment.
3. There have been no resinctions or delays due 1o air quality considerations (1 pt or
20%)
Scoring: ) pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restnciions are beties..

Encroachment (S polnts)

1. 1s the eaisting AICUZ swudy encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1 pts or 20%)
Scoring: | pu for yes, O pt forno
Ratlonale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the 20ning ordinance is best.

2. What is the percent incompatible land use for clesr 20ne1? (1.5 pus or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 010 max (1.5 pus for 0 and 0 pus for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompauble land use is beuer.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ 17 (1 pt or 20%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 1o max (1 pt for 0 and O pis for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompauble land use is beuer.

4. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ 17 (0.5 pt o 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 010 max (0.5 pt for G and O pus for max).
Rationale: The lower amouni of incompatible land use is beuer.

5. Are real esue disclosures required by local communiuies? (0.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rstionale: Real estaie disclosures are best.

6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 10%)

Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pu for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquised.

\ 4
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Services (8 polats)

§. Amount of BOQ rooms rated “adequate” (2 pt or 25%)
Scoring: Lineas scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max %)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeling space is beues.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of “adequate” (1 pt ot 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "sdequate” billeting space is beuter.

3. Amount of BEQ rooms rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max %)
Ratlonale: More “sdequate” billeting space is betser.

4. Condition of BEQ rooms - % of "sdequate” (4 pt ot 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale beiween 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More “adequaie” billeting space is better.

5. What pescent of the listed MWR and suppon facililies/programs ase availsble? (2

Pt or 25%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 010 100 (0 p for 0 and 2 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better 1o enhance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated “sdequate” (.6 pt or §%)
Scoring: Lincar seale beiween 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 px for max %)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is beuer.

7. Condition of miliary housing - % of “sdequate™ (4 pt or %)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for O %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More “adequaic” housing is betier.

8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt o1 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 10 max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pt for max).
Ratlonale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.

. 9. Average wait for children on the waiting lisi. (0.5 pi or 6%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0w max (0.5 pt for G and 0 px for max).
Rationale: Less waiting ime for child care is beuer.

Primary Pilot Training Page 2
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SITE / FUNCTION CONSTRAINT MATRIX
FUNCTION SERVICE | A/C RUCKER | WHITING | CORPUS | P-cOLA | MEriDIAN | KNG | man | suEp | vance | reese | rav coL
FLT SCREENING USAF T3
PRIMARY PILOT USN T-34 X (2)
USAF T-37
JPATS
AIRLIFT/TANKER USAF T-1 X1 XQ)
MARITIME/ USN T-44 X @)
USAF
INT E-2/C-2
STRIKE/ USN T-2 X | xo
TA-4
ADV E-2/C-2 T-45

BOMBER/ FIGHTER USAF T-38 X1 XQ@ XqQa

HELO USN TH-57 X () X(?2) X (2) X | X@ X2 X(2) X(Q) X
USAF UH-1
USA TH-67
OH-58
PRIM & INT NAV/NFO | USN T-34 X(2)
USAF T-39
WSO STRIKE USN T-39 X@ | X® | x® | X
USAF T-2
PANEL NAV USN T-43 X XQ1)
USAF L_

(1) Runway length constraints based on model design series of training aircraft (FY 2001 requirements)
(2) Lack of suitable outlying fields (one or more for indicated fixed-wing programs, two or more for helo)
(3) Too far from water (greater than 200 NM to working area)
TO BE VERIFIED UPON RECEIPT OF CERTIFIED DATA
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Documentation and Data
Call Security
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e Stored at CNA

* Secured Space

e Controlled Access
e Official Minutes
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR FUNCTIONAL AREAS

MEASURES OF | Flight | Primary | Bomber/ | Strike/ | Airlift/ | Maritime/ | CORRESPONDING
MERIT Screening | Pilot | Fighter Adv Tanker Int QUESTIONS
E-2/C-2 E-2/C-2 —
Managed 5 5 6 6 6 6 pg 7/#1, 2
Training Areas
Weather 15 14 10 7 9 9 pg 10/#1-3
Airspace and 27 22 27 27 24 24 pgs 11-17/#1-23
Flight Training
Areas
Airfields 23 24 17 17 22 22 pgs 18-21/#1-4
Ground Training 10 10 10 10 10 10 pg 22/#1, 2
Facilities
Aircraft 5 5 5 5 5 5 pg 23/#1
Maintenance
Facilities pg 21/#3
Special Military 0 0 4 4 0 0 pgs 24-25/#1-7
Facilities
Proximity to 0 0 0 3 0 0 pg 27/#1, 2,3, 4
Training Areas
Proximity to 0 2 2 2 5 5 pg 28/#1,2, 3
Other Support
Facilities
Unique Features 0 0 0 0 0 0 pg 29/#1, 2 J
Air Quality 5 5 5 5 5 5 pg 30/#1-5 |
Encroachment 5 5 6 6 6 6 pgs 31-38/#1-11 J
Services 5 8 8 8 8 8 pgs 39-47/#1-6
Total Points 100 100 100 100 100 100




MEASURES OF MERIT Prim & Int WSO Panel Helo | CORRESPONDING
NFO/NAV Strike NAV QUESTIONS

LL Managed Training Areas 5 6 5 8 pg 7/#1, 2
Weather 14 7 7 9 pg 10/#1-3
Airspace and Flight Training 22 22 22 16 pgs 11-17/#1-23
Areas

H Airfields 24 22 23 24 pgs 18-21/#1-4 J
Ground Training Facilities 10 17 20 10 pg 22/#1, 2
Aircraft Maintenance 5 5 5 5 pg 23/#1
Facilities pg 21/#3
Special Military Facilities 0 0 0 0 pgs 24-25/#1-7
Proximity to Training Areas 0 0 0 0 pg 27/#1,2,3,4
Proximity to Other Support 2 2 0 2 pg 28/#1,2,3
Facilities

{l Unique Features 0 0 0 8 pg 29/#1, 2
Air Quality 5 5 5 5 pg 30/#1-5
Encroachment 5 6 5 5 pgs 31-38/#1-11
Services 8 8 8 8 pgs 39-47/#1-6
Total Points 100 100 100 100
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR:
FLIGHT SCREENING

—

M ASURES OF

WEIGHT RATIONALE

MERIT .

[M anaged Training 5 The questions addressed in this area are focused toward

Areas ownership of special use airspace, and outlying fields. In this
analysis, accessibility to these facilities was considered more

o important than ownership.
Weather 15 This weight was used because students in flight screening need
o better weather than students in the primary/advanced tracks.

Alrspace and Flight o7 This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has

Training Areas on flight screening. It is important that special use airspace is
in close proximity to the flight screening base due to the limited

N range and speed of flight screening aircraft.

Airfields 23 This area is weighted heavily due to the emphasis flight
screening places on pattern activities.

Ground Training 10 This weight is commensurate with the role classrooms,

Facilities simulators, and other facilities play in flight screening.

Ajrcraft Maintenance 5 Flight Screening aircraft are not difficult to maintain and do not

Facilities require an extensive training infrastructure.

Special Military 0 N/A

Facilities

Proximity to 0 N/A

Training Areas

Proximity to Other 0 N/A

Support Facilities

Unique Features 0 N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

%J‘ﬁcrroé(‘;h;ﬁ;nt 5 Encroachment plays a role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission; however, flight
screening aircraft do not have a large impact on encroachment
issues.

Services 5 Quality of life plays a less significant role in determining

installation compatibility with the flight screening mission due
to the transient nature of the student population, and the
significant number of civilian employees (flight instructors).




Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of
Flight Screening Training

maged Training Areas (S points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields that are controlled/owned by the installation
and support Flight Screening . (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 6 (0 pt for 0 fields, 1 pt for 6 fields)
Rationale: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training.
2. The number and type of special use airspace that is controlled/owned by the
installation and supports primary training. (4 pts or 80%)
Scoring: 2 pts for MOA, 2 pts for AA
Rationale: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training.

‘Weather (15 points)

1. Percent of time weather is better than 3000/5. (5 pt or 33%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 5 pt for
95%)
Rationale: This weather is the best indicator of the viability to do the flight
screening mission. Higher % is better.
2. Percent of time weather is better than 1500/3. (3 pt or 20%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 3 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USAF weather requirements to conduct training. Higher % is
better.
3. Percent of time crosswinds are less than 15 knots. (4 pt or 27%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (0 pt for min% and 4 pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max crosswinds for majority of student training. Higher % is
better.
4 Percent of sorties canceled/rescheduled. (1 pt or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% ( 1 pt for 5% and O pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-3.
Vﬁcial Planning factor for lost sorties due to weather. (2 pts or 13%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% (2 pts for 5% and 1 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-3.

Airspace and Flight Training Areas (27 points)

1. Amount of airspace (MOA and AA) in nm> (9 pt or 34%).

Scoring: Linear scale of weighted airspace from 0 to max airspace (MOA
and .8 AA) (0 pt for 0 nm” and 9 pts for max nm~). Weighted airspace for
each site = amount of MOA airspace + .8(amount of AA airspace)

Rationale: More airspace is better, MOA is slightly better than AA.

2. Average distance to airspace (12 pts or 45%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max weighted average airspace size times
distance (0 pt for min and 12 pts for max). Weighted average airspace size
times distance for each site = Sum (airspace size in nm” times distance to
airspace in nm) for all MOA or AA divided by the Sum of all airspace size.

Rationale:

3. Percent of flight ops experiencing ATC delays of 15 minutes or greater. (2 pts or
1%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (2 pts for 0 % delays and 0
pts for max % delay)

Rationale: Fewer ATC delays is better.

4. Planned commercial hub within 100 miles. (2 pts or 7%)
Scoring: 2 pts for no and O pt for yes.
Rationale: Commercial hub will impact training. No hub is better.
5. Number of bisecting airways. (2 pts or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale from O to max (2 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: Bisecting airways reduce training effectiveness in areas.

‘elds (23 points)

ve # of outlying/auxiliary ficlds usable for primary pilot training (3 pts or 13%)

Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cutoff ~
2500 ft)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 3 pts for
max # fields)
Rationale: More outlying fields improve capacity and quality of training.
2. Median distance to outlying/auxiliary fields (2 pts or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between some min and max (O pt for min distance, 2
pts for max)
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.
3. Number of primary runways that can support concurrent ops and crosswind
runways at main field. (7 pt or 30%)
Scoring: With O crosswind runways: 2 pts for first runway, 4 pts for 2
parallel runways, 6 pts for 3 parallel runways without crosswind runways.
With 1 crosswind runway: 3 pts for first primary runway, 5 pts for 2 parallel
runways, 7 pts for 3 paraflel runways.
With 2 non-parallel crosswind runways: 3.5 pts for first primary runway, 5.5
pts for 2 parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
With 2 parallel crosswind runways: 4 pts for first primary nnway, 6 pts for 2
parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel unways.
Rationale: More runways improve quality of training for safety reasons and
flexibility
4. Condition of runways -- % of runway sq ft in adequate condition (3 pts or 13%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, 3 pts for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the runway. Higher quality is better.
5. Condition of taxiways/aprons — % of taxiways/aprons sq ft in adequate condition
(2.5ptor 11%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 2.5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the taxiways. Higher quality is better.
6. Condition of utilities — ave % of facilities in adequate condition (2.75 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 2.75 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the utilities. Higher quality is better.
7. Condition of other facilities (e.g., term, admin) -- ave % of facilities in adeq cond
(2.75 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 2.75 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the facilities. Higher quality is better.

Ground Training Facilities (10 points)

1. Amount of training facilities (classrooms) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.
2. Condition of training facilities (classrooms) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or
10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.

3. Amount of training facilities (trainers) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for O %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

4. Condition of training facilities (trainers) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

5. Amount of training facilities (other) rated "adequate" in sq ft. (1.5 pt or 15%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

6. Condition of training facilities (other) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

Aircraft Maintenance Facilities (5 points)

1. Level of maintenance operations at site (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 1 pt for O-level, 2 pt for I-level, 2.5 pt for Depot level, 3 pt for
Depot level for aircraft type (TMS)
Rationale: Higher level of maintenance is better.
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2. Amount of hangars rated "adequate” in sq ft (1.5 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” hangar space is better.
' ‘dition of hangars - % of hangars in "adequate” condition (.5 pt or 10%)
'Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)

Rationale: This is another measure of installation quality. Higher % is better.

Air Quality (5 points)

1. Is the air station in an attainment or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
10?7 (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 3 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.
2. Is the air station in a moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,
and PM-10? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as well as attainment and

maintenance) are better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-attainment.

3. There have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt
or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better.

Encroachment (5 peints)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1 pts or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pts for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.

2. What is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (1.5 pts or 30%)
Scoring: Lincar scale from 0 to max (1.5 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ 1? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1 pt for 0 and O pts for max).
Ratienale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.
"hat is the percent incompatible 1and use for APZ II? (0.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale from O to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pts for max).

tionale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.
- Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 10%)

Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Real estate disclosures are best.

6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquired.

Services (5 points)

1. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate” (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” bilieting space is better.
2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of "adequate” (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.
3. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?
(1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: Lincar scale from 0 to 100 (0 pt for 0 and 1 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better to enhance quality of life.
4. Amount of military housing rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.
S. Condition of mifitary housing - % of "adequatc” (.4 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.
6. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.
Average wait for children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pt for max).

’Rn, tionale: Less waiting time for child care is better.

A
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR:

PRIMARY

MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE

MERIT

Managed Training 5 The questions addressed in this area are focused toward

Areas ownership of special use airspace, air-to ground ranges, and
outlying fields. In this analysis, accessibility to these facilities
was considered more important than ownership.

Weather 14 This weight was used because students in primary flight
training need better weather than students in the advanced
tracks.

Airspace and Flight 29 This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has

Training Areas on primary flight training. Much of the training takes place in
special use airspace; therefore, this area plays a large role in
determining the training effectiveness of an installation.

Airfields 2 This area is weighted the heaviest due to the emphasis primary
training places on pattern activities. This area plays a big role
in evaluating the effectiveness of a training installation.

Ground Training 10 This weight is commensurate with the role classrooms,

Facilities simulators, and other facilities play in flight training.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 Training aircraft are not difficult to maintain and do not require

Facilities an extensive training infrastructure.

Special Military 0 N/A

Facilities

Proximity to Training 0 N/A

Areas

Proximity to Other 2 This area looks at the local area to determine what other

Support Facilities facilities are available The overall training infrastructure is
already established and in use at each base so the impact to this
area should be minimal.

Unique Features 0 N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment 5 Encroachment plays a role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission; however, training
aircraft do not have a large impact on encroachment issues.

Services 8 Quality of life plays a significant role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission and this weight will be
applied to the other training functions.




Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of
Primary Pilot Training

Hanaged Training Areas (5 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields that are controlled/owned by the installation
and support primary training. (2.5 pt or 50%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 6 (O pt for O fields, 2.5 pts for 6 fields)
Rationale: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training.
2. The number and type of special use airspace that is controlled/owned by the
installation and supports primary training. (2.5 pt or 50%)
Scoring: 1.5 pt for MOA, 0.5 pt for MTR, 0.5 for AA
Rationale: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training.

Weather (14 points)

1. Percent of time weather is better than 1500/3. (4 pt or 29%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 4 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USAF weather requirements to conduct training. Higher % is
better.
2. Percent of time weather is better than 1000/3. (3 pt or 21%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 3 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USN weather requirements to conduct training. Higher % is
better.
3. Percent of time crosswinds are less than 15 knots. (3 pt or 21%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (0 pt for min% and 3 pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max crosswinds for majority of student training. Higher % is
better.
4 Percent of time crosswinds are greater than 25 knots. (1 pt or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (1 pt for min% and O pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max aircraft crosswind limits. Lower % is better.
> Percent of sorties canceled/rescheduled. (1 pt or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% ( 1 pt for 5% and 0 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.
6. Official Planning factor for lost sorties due to weather. (2 pt or 14%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% (2 pt for 5% and 1 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.

Airspace and Flight Training Areas (22 points)

1. Amount of airspace (MOA and AA) in nm3 (12 pt or 64%).

Scoring: Linear scale of weighted airspace from 0 to max airspace (MOA
and .8 AA) (0 pt for 0 nm- and 12 pt for max nm3). Weighted airspace for
each site = amount of MOA airspace + .8(amount of AA airspace)

Rationale: More airspace is better, MOA is slightly better than AA.

2. Average distance to airspace (2 pt or 9%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max weighted average airspace size times
distance (0 pt for min and 2 pt for max). Weighted average airspace size
times distance for each site = Sum (airspace size in nm” times distance to
airspace in nm) for all MOA or AA divided by the Sum of all airspace size.

Rationale: Closer airspace is better.

3. Number of MTR's available (3 pt or 14%).

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0 pt for 0 MTR's and 3 pt for max
MTR's)

Rationale: MTRs are required for training...more is better.

4. Percent of flight ops experiencing ATC delays of 15 minutes or greater. (2 pt or
9%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (2 pt for 0 % delays and 0 pts
for max % delay)

Rationale: Fewer ATC delays is better.

] anned commercial hub within 100 miles. (1 pt or4%)
Scoring: 1 pt for no and O pt for yes.
Rationale: Commercial hub will impact training. No hub is better.

6. Number of bisecting airways. (2 pt or 9%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: Bisecting airways reduce training effectiveness in areas.

Airfields (24 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields usable for primary pilot training (4 pt or 17%)
Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cutoff —
5000 ft)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for 0 fields, 4 pt for
max # fields)
Rationale: More outlying fields improve capacity and quality of training.

2. The # of usable outlying/auxiliary fields with IFR or night? capability. (2 pt or
8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 2 pt for
max # fields)
Rationale: This capability will help reduce congestion at the home field.

3. Median distance to outlying/auxiliary fields. (2 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between some min and max (2 pt for min distance, 1 pt
for max)
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

4. Runway length of longest runway at main airfield. (2 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 5000 and 8000 ft (1 pt for 5000 ft runway , 2
points for 8000 ft unway)
Rationale: Longer runway is better for safety reasons
5. Number of primary runways that can support concurrent ops and crosswind
runways at main field. (7 pt or 29%)

Scoring:

With O crosswind runways: 2 pts for first runway, 4 pts for 2 parallel runways,
6 pts for 3 parallel runways without crosswind runways.

With 1 crosswind runway: 3 pts for first primary runway, 5 pts for 2 parallel
runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.

With 2 non-parallel crosswind runways: 3.5 pts for first primary runway, 5.5
pts for 2 parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.

With 2 parallel crosswind runways: 4 pts for first primary runway, 6 pts for 2
parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.

Rationale: More runways improve quality of training for safety reasons and
flexibility

6. Condition of runways -- % of runway sq ft in adequate condition (2 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the runway. Higher quality is better.

7. Condition of taxiways/aprons — % of taxiways/aprons sq ft in adequate condition

(1.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the taxiways. Higher quality is better.
8. Condition of utilities -- ave % of facilities in adequate condition (1.75 pt or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, 1.75 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the utilities. Higher quality is beuter.

9. Condition of other facilities (e.g., term, admin) -- ave % of facilities in adeq cond
(1.75 pt or 7%)

Scoring: Linear scale between O and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1.75 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the facilities. Higher quality is better.

Ground Training Facilities (10 points)

1. Amount of training facilities (classrooms) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.
2. Condition of training facilities (classrooms) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or
10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.

3. Amount of training facilities (trainers) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.
4. Condition of training facilities (trainers) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or 10%)
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Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
: More quality is better.
i‘vount of training facilities (other) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (1.5 pt or 15%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.

6. Condition of training facilities (other) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

Aircraft Maintenance Facilities (5 points)

1. Level of maintenance operations at site (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: 1 pt for O-level, 2 pt for I-level, 2.5 pt for Depot level, 3 pt for
Depot level for aircraft type (TMS)
Rationale: Higher level of maintenance is better.

2. Amount of hangars rated "adequate” in sq ft (1.5 pt or 30%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” hangar space is better.

3. Condition of hangars - % of hangars in "adequate™ condition (.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This is another measure of installation quality. Higher % is

better.

Preximity to Other Support Facilities (2 points)

1. Number of other airfields in the area that could support primary pilot training (1
pt or 50%)

Scoring: .S pt for 1 field, 1 pt for 2 or more fields)
Rationale: More available airfields are better.
-:ance to other airfields. (1 pt or 50%)

" scoring: .5 pt for 1 field less than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more fields less than

30 miles

Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

Air Quality (5 points)

1. Is the air station in an atainment or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
10?7 (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 3 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.
2. Is the air station in a moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,
and PM-10? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as well as attainment and
maintenance) are better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-attainment.
3. There have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt
or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better..

Encroachment (5 points)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1 pts or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pts for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.

2. What is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (1.5 pts or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1.5 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ I? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1 pt for O and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.
hat is the percent incompatible land use for APZ 11? (0.5 pt or 10%)

. Scoring: Lincar scale from O to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pts for max).

Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

5. Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 10%)

Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Real estate disclosures are best.
6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquired.

Services (8 points)

1. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate™ (2 pt or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of "adequate” (1 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

3. Amount of BEQ rooms rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

4. Condition of BEQ rooms - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

5. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?

(2 pt or 25%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to 100 (0 pt for 0 and 2 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better to enhance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated "adequate" (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

7. Condition of military housing - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.

9. Average wait for children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Less waiting time for child care is better.
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR
" MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE ]
MERIT
Managed Training 6 This area was weighted about the same as Primary (5%) because
|t Areas accessibility to these facilities was considered more important
than ownership.

Weather 10 This area was weighted less than Primary (14%) due to the
increased proficiency of the students, and a more weather-capable
aircraft.

Airspace and Flight 27 This area was weighted higher than Primary (22%) because there

Training Areas is greater emphasis on area work in advanced training than there
is in Primary training.

Airfields 17 This area was weighted lower than Primary (24%) because there
is less emphasis on pattern work in advanced training than there
is in Primary training.

Ground Training 10 This was weighted the same as Primary because the role

Facilities classrooms, simulators, and other facilities play in advanced
training is the same.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 This was weighted the same as Primary because training aircraft

Facilities are not difficult to maintain and do not require an extensive
training infrastructure.

Special Military 4 Special credit was given to this area because it addresses the

Facilities ability to handle munitions.

Proximity to Training 0 N/A

Areas !

}| Proximity to Other 2 This area was weighted the same as Primary because the training

Support Facilities infrastructure is already established and in use at each base.

Unique Features 0 N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment This area is slightly higher than Primary (5%) due to the
generally larger AICUZ footprint of the advanced training aircraft
(jet aircraft).

Services 8 This area was weighted the same as Primary because quality of
life plays a significant role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission.




¥ Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of
W Bomber/Fighter Pilot Training

Managed Training Areas (6 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields that are controlled/owned by the installation
and support Bomber/Fighter training. (2 pt or 33%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 2 (O pt for 0 fields, 2 pts for 2 fields)
Rational: Owning airficlds and airspace have equal impact on training
2. The number and type of special use airspace that is controlled/owned by the
installation and supports Bomber/Fighter training. (4 pt or 67%)
Scoring: 1 pt for MOA, 1 pt for WA/Restricted Area, 1 pt for MTR, 1 pt for
Air-to-Surface range
Rational: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training

Weather (10 points)
1. Percent of time weather is better than 3000/5. (3 pts or 30%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 3 pt for
95%)

Rationale: Weather requirements to best conduct training. Higher % is better.

2. Percent of time weather is better than 1500/3. (2 pts or 20%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 2 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USAF weather requirements to conduct training. Higher % is
better.
3. Percent of time crosswinds are less than 15 knots. (2.5 pts or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (0 pt for min% and 2.5 pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max crosswinds for majority of student training. Higher % is
“er.
:rcent of time crosswinds are greater than 25 knots. (1 pt or 10%)
v Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (1 pt for min% and O pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max aircraft crosswind limits. Lower % is better.
5. Percent of sorties canceled/rescheduled. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% ( .5 pt for 5% and 0 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.
6. Official Planning factor for lost sorties due to weather. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% (1 pt for 5% and .5 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.

Airspace and Flight Training Areas (27 points)

1. Amount of airspace (MOA/WA and Restricted area) in am3 (12 pt or 44%).

Seom;g Linear scale of wc|§hted airspace from O to max airspace (0 pt for O
nm> and 12 pt for max nm

Rationale: More airspace is bener Bomber/Fighter require more airspace
than Primary pilot training.

2. Average distance to airspace (2 pt or 7%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max weighted average airspace size times
distance (0 pt for min and 2 pt for max). Weighted average airspace size
times distance for each site = Sum (airspace size in nm-~ times distance to
airspace in nm) for all MOA/W A or AA divided by the Sum of all airspace
size.

Rationale: Closer airspace is better.

3. Number of Air-to-Surface ranges within 75 nm (3 pt or 11%).
Scoring: 2 pts for 1 range, 3 pts for 2 or more ranges.
Rationale: More airspace is better.

4. Distance to nearest Air-to-Surface range (2 pt or 7%)
Scoring: 2 pt if range is within 50 nm.

Rationale: Closer distance is better.

“Tumber of MTR's available (3 pt or 11%).

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0 pt for 0 MTR's andSptformax
MTR's)

Rationale: MTRs are required for training...more is better.

6. Percent of flight ops experiencing ATC delays of 15 minutes or greater. (2 pt or
7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (2 pts for 0 % delays and 0
pts for max % delay)
Rationale: Fewer ATC delays is better.
7. Planned commercial hub within 100 miles. (1 pt or 4%)
Scoring: 1 pt for no and O pt for yes.
Rationale: Commercial hub will impact training. No hub is better.
8. Number of bisecting airways. (2 pts or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and O pts for max).
Rationale: Bisecting airways reduce training effectiveness in areas.

Airfields (17 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields usable for Bomber/Fighter pilot training (2 pt
or 12%)

Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cutoff — 8K
f)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for 0 fields, 2 pt for
max # fields)
Rationale: More outlying fields improve capacity and quality of training.
2. The # of usable outlying/auxiliary fields with IFR or night? capability. (1 pt or
6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 1 pt for max
# fields)
Rationale: This capability will help reduce congestion at the home field.
3. Median distance to outlying/auxiliary fields. (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between some min and max(1 pt for min distance, 0 pt
for max )
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.
4. Runway length of longest runway at main airfield. (2 pt or 12%)
Scering: Linear scale between 8K and 12K ft (1 pt for 8K ft runway , 2 points
for 12K ft runway)
Rationale: Longer runway is better for safety reasons
5. Number of primary runways that can support concurrent ops and crosswind
runways at main field. (7 pt or 41%)
Scoring:
With 1 crosswind minway: 3 pts for first primary runway, 5 pts for 2 paraliel
runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
With 2 non-parallel crosswind runways: 3.5 pts for first primary runway, 5.5
pts for 2 parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
With 2 parallel crosswind runways: 4 pts for first primary runway, 6 pts for 2
parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
Rationale: More runways improve quality of training for safety reasons and
flexibility
6. Condition of runways — % of runway sq ft in adequate condition (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the runway. Higher quality is better.
7. Condition of taxiways/aprons - % of taxiways/aprons sq ft in adequate condition
(1 ptor 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the taxiways. Higher quality is better.
8. Condition of utilities — ave % of facilities in adequate condition (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the utilities. Higher quality is better.
9. Condition of other facilities (e.g., term, admin) -- ave % of facilities in adeq cond
(1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the facilities. Higher quality is better.

Ground Training Facilities (10 points)

1. Amount of training facilities (classrooms) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (O pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.
2. Condition of training facilities (classrooms) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or
10%)
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Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.

. unt of training facilities (trainers) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quatity is better.

4. Condition of training facilities (trainers) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (I pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

5. Amount of training facilities (other) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (1.5 pt or 15%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

6. Condition of training facilities (other) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

Aircraft Maintenance Facilities (5 points)

1. Level of maintenance operations at site (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: 1 pt for O-level, 2 pt for I-level, 2.5 pt for Depot level, 3 pt for
Depot level for aircraft type (TMS)

Rationale: Higher level of maintenance is better.

2. Amount of hangars rated "adequate” in sq ft (1.5 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate™ hangar space is better.

3. Condition of hangars - % of hangars in "adequate” condition (.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This is another measure of installation quality. Higher % is

ar,
"al Military Facilities (4 points)

1. Does installation have munitions loading pad? (2 pt or 50%)
Scoring: 2 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Munitions loading pad to handie hot cargo.
2. Does installation have weapons storage and handling facilities? (2 pt or 50%)
Scoring: 2 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Weapons storage is necessary to handle munitions for the IFF
program.

Proximity to Other Support Facilities (2 points)

1. Number of other airfields in the area with instrument capability that could
support Bomber/Fighter pilot training (1 pt or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pts for 1 field, 1 pt for 2 or more fields)
Rationale: More available airfields are better.
2. Distance to other airfields. (1 pt or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pts for 1 ficld less than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more fields less
than 30 miles
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

Air Quality (5 points)

1. Is the air station in an attainment or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
10? (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 3 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.

2. Is the air station in 2 moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,

and PM-10? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no

Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as well as attainment and
maintenance) are better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-attainment.
q:: have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt

20%)

Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better.

Encroachment (6 points)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1.5 pts or
25%)
Scoring: 1.5 pts for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.

2. What is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (2 pts or 33%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZI? (1 pt or 17%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1 pt for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

4. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ II? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

5. Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Real estate disclosures are best.

6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 8%)

Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquired.

Services (8 points)

1. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate” (2 pt or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of "adequate” (1 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

3. Amount of BEQ rooms rated "adequate™ (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

4. Condition of BEQ rooms - % of “adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

5. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?

(2 ptor25%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to 100 (0 pt for 0 and 2 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better to enhance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

7. Condition of military housing - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for O and O pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.

9. Average wait for children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for O and O pt for max).
Rationale: Less waiting time for child care is better.
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR
STRIKE & ADV. E-2/C-2

MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE

MERIT

Managed Training 6 This area was weighted about the same as Primary (5%) because

Areas accessibility to these facilities was considered more important
than ownership.

" Weather 7 This area was weighted less than Primary (14%) due to the
increased proficiency of the students, and a more weather-capable
aircraft.

Airspace and Flight 27 This area was weighted higher than Primary (22%) because there

Training Areas is greater emphasis on area work in advanced training than there
is in Primary training.

Airfields 17 This area was weighted lower than Primary (24%) because there
is less emphasis on pattern work in advanced training than there
is in Primary training.

Ground Training 10 This was weighted the same as Primary because the role

Facilities classrooms, simulators, and other facilities play in advanced
training is the same.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 This was weighted the same as Primary because training aircraft

Facilities are not difficult to maintain and do not require an extensive
training infrastructure.

Special Military 4 Special credit was given to this area for this function because it

Facilities addresses the ability to handle munitions.

Proximity to 3 This credit was allotted to this area because of the capability to il

Training Areas conduct carrier operations close to the Training Air Station.

Proximity to Other 2 This area was weighted the same as Primary because the

Support Facilities training infrastructure is already established and in use at each
base.

Unique Features 0 N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment This area is slightly higher than Primary (5%) due to the
generally larger AICUZ footprint of the advanced training
aircraft (jet aircraft).

Services 8 This area was weighted the same as Primary because quality of

life plays a significant role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission.




- Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of
w Strike/Adv E2/C2 Pilot Training

Managed Training Areas (6 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields that are controlled/owned by the installation
and support Strike/Adv E2/C2 training. (2 pt or 33%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 2 (0 pt for 0 fields, 2 pts for 2 fields)
Rational: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training
2. The number and type of special use airspace that is controlied/owned by the
installation and supports Strike/Adv E2/C2 training. (4 pt or 67%)
Scoring: 1 pt for MOA, 1 pt for WA/Restricted Area, 1 pt for MTR, 1 pt for
Air-to-Surface range
Ratienal: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training

Weather (7 points)

1. Percent of time weather is better than 3000/5. (3 pts or 43%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 3 pt for
95%)
Rationale: Weather requirements to best conduct training. Higher % is better.
2. Percent of time weather is better than 1000/3. (1 pt or 14%)
Scering: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (0.5 pt for 80% and 1 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USN weather requirements to conduct training. Higher % is
better.
3. Percent of time crosswinds are less than 15 knots. (1 pt or 14%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (0 pt for min% and 1 pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max crosswinds for majority of student training. Higher % is
" ~tter.
sroent of time crosswinds are greater than 25 knots. (0.5 pt or 7%)
a . Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (0.5 pt for min% and 0 pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max aircraft crosswind limits. Lower % is better.
5. Percent of sorties canceled/rescheduled. (0.5 pt or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% ( 0.5 pt for 5% and O pt for 20%)
Ratienale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.
6. Official Planning factor for lost sorties due to weather. (1 pt or 14%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% (1 pt for 5% and 0.5 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.

Airspace and Flight Training Areas (27 points)

1. Amount of airspace (MOA/WA and Restricted area) in am> (12ptor 44%;.

Scoring: Linear scale of airspace from 0 to max airspace (0 pt for 0 nm” and
12 pt for max nm”).

Ratienale: More airspace is better. Strike/Adv E2/C2 require more airspace
than Primary pilot training.

2. Average distance to airspace (2 pt or 7%)

Scering: Linear scale from 0 to max weighted average airspace size times
distance (0 pt for min and 2 pt for max). Weighted average airspace size
times distance for each site = Sum (airspace size in nm” times distance to
airspace in nm) for all MOA/WA or AA divided by the Sum of all airspace
size.

Rationale: Closer airspace is better.

3. Number of Air-to-Surface ranges within 75 nm (4 pt or 15%).
Scoring: 3 pts for 1 range, 4 pts for 2 or more ranges.
Ratienale: More airspace is better.

4. Distance to nearest Air-to-Surface range (1 pt or 4%)
Scoring: 1 pt if range is within 50 nm.

Rationale: Closer air-to-surface ranges are better.

~ Number of MTR's available (3 pt or 11%).

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0 pt for 0 MTR's and 3 pt for max
MTR's)

Rationale: MTRs are required for training...more is better.

6. Percent of flight ops experiencing ATC delays of 15 minutes or greater. (2 ptor
T%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (2 pts for 0 % delays and 0
pts for max % delay)
Rationale: Fewer ATC delays is better.
7. Planned commercial hub within 100 miles. (1 pt or 4%)
Scoring: 1 pt for no and 0 pt for yes.
Rationale: Commercial hub will impact training. No hub is better.
8. Number of bisecting airways. (2 pts or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: Bisecting airways reduce training effectiveness in areas.

Airfields (17 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields usable for Strike/Adv E2/C2 pilot training (2
ptor 12%)

Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cutoff —
8000 ft)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 2 pt for
max # fields)
Rationale: More outlying fields improve capacity and quality of training.
2. The # of usable outlying/auxiliary fields with IFR or night? capability. (1 pt or
6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for 0 fields, 1 pt for max
# fields)
Rationale: This capability will help reduce congestion at the home field.
3. Median distance to outlying/auxiliary fields. (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between some min and max(1 pt for min distance, 0 pt
for max )
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.
4. Runway length of longest runway at main airfield. (2 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 8K and 12K ft (1 pt for 8K ft runway , 2 points
for 12K ft runway)
Rationale: Longer runway is better for safety reasons
S. Number of primary runways that can support concurrent ops and crosswind
runways at main field. (7 pt or 41%)
Scoring:
With O crosswind runways: 2 pts for first runway, 4 pts for 2 parallel runways,
6 pts for 3 parallel runways without crosswind runways.
With 1 crosswind runway: 3 pts for first primary runway, 5 pts for 2 paraliel
runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
With 2 non-parallel crosswind runways: 3.5 pts for first primary runway, 5.5
pts for 2 parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
With 2 parallel crosswind runways: 4 pts for first primary runway, 6 pts for 2
paraliel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
Rationale: More runways improve quality of training for safety reasons and
flexibility
6. Condition of runways - % of runway sq ft in adequate condition (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 {0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the runway. Higher quality is better.
7. Condition of taxiways/aprons — % of taxiways/aprons sq ft in adequate condition
(1 ptor 6%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the taxiways. Higher quality is better.
8. Condition of utilities -- ave % of facilities in adequate condition (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the utilities. Higher quality is better.
9. Condition of other facilities (e.g., term, admin) — ave % of facilities in adeq cond
(1 ptor 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the facilities. Higher quality is better.

Ground Training Facilities (10 points)

1. Amount of training facilitics (classrooms) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.
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“ondition of training facilities (classrooms) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or

: %)

' vSeoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)

Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.

3. Amount of training facilities (trainers) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

4. Condition of training facilities (trainers) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

5. Amount of training facilities (other) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (1.5 pt or 15%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

6. Condition of training facilities (other) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

Aircraft Maintenance Facilities (5 points)

1. Level of maintenance operations at site (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: 1 pt for O-level, 2 pt for I-level, 2.5 pt for Depot level, 3 pt for
Depot level for aircraft type (TMS)

Rationale: Higher level of maintenance is better.

2. Amount of hangars rated "adequate” in sq ft (1.5 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” hangar space is better.

3. Condition of hangars - % of hangars in "adequate” condition (.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This is another measure of installation quality. Higher % is

Special Military Facilities (4 points)

1. Does installation have munitions loading pad? (2 pt or 50%)
Scoring: 2 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Munitions loading pad to handle hot cargo.
2. Does installation have weapons storage and handling facilities? (2 pt or 50%)
Scering: 2 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Weapons storage is necessary to handle munitions for the IFF
program.

Proximity to Training Areas (3 peints)

1. Is there a carrier qual operating area within 100 nm of the site? (3 pts or 100%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 50 nm and 100 nm (3 pts for 50 nm or less, 0
pts for 100 nm or more)
Rationale: Strike training requires accessibility to a carrier.

Proximity to Other Support Facilities (2 points)

1. Number of other airfields in the area with instrument capability that could
support Strike/Adv E2/C2 pilot training (1 pt or 50%)
Scering: 0.5 pts for 1 field, 1 pt for 2 or more fields
Rationale: More available airfields are better.
2. Distance to other airfields. (1 pt or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pts for 1 field less than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more fields less
than 30 miles
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

uality (5 points)

he air station in an attainment or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
? (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: 3 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.
2. Is the air station in a moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,
and PM-10? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as well as attainment and
maintenance) are better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-attainment.
3. There have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt
or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better.

Encroachment (6 points)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1.5 pts or
25%)
Scoring: 1.5 pts for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.

2. What is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (2 pts or 33%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ I? (1 pt or 17%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1 pt for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

4. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ H? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0O to max (0.5 pt for O and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

5. Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Real estate disclosures are best.

6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 8%)

Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquired.

Services (8 points)

1. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate” (2 pt or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of "adequate” (1 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

3. Amount of BEQ rooms rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate"” billeting space is better.

4. Condition of BEQ rooms - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale; More "adequate” billeting space is better.

5. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?

(2 ptor 25%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to 100 (0 pt for 0 and 2 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better to enhance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

7. Condition of military housing - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.

9. Average wait for children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Less waiting time for child care is better.

Strike/Adv E2/C2 Pilot Training Page 2
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR

MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE

MERIT

Managed Training 6 This area was weighted about the same as Primary (5%) because

Areas accessibility to these facilities was considered more important
than ownership.

Weather 9 This area was weighted less than Primary (14%) due to the
increased proficiency of the students, and a more weather-capable
aircraft.

Airspace and Flight 24 This area was weighted higher than Primary (22%) because there

Training Areas is greater emphasis on area work and approaches at other
airfields in advanced training than there is in Primary training.

Airfields 22 This area was weighted lower than Primary (24%) because there
is less emphasis on pattern work in advanced training than there
is in Primary training.

i Ground Training 10 This was weighted the same as Primary because the role

Facilities classrooms, simulators, and other facilities play in advanced
training is the same.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 This was weighted the same as Primary because training aircraft

Facilities are not difficult to maintain and do not require an extensive
training infrastructure.

Special Military 0 N/A

Facilities

Proximity to Training 0 N/A

Areas

Proximity to Other 5 This area was weighted higher than Primary (2%) because this

Support Facilities type of training relies more on the surrounding infrastructure.

Unique Features N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment This area is slightly higher than Primary (5%) due to the
generally larger AICUZ footprint of the advanced training
aircraft.

Services 8 This area was weighted the same as Primary because quality

life plays a significant role in determining installation

compatibility with the training mission.
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Amount of training facilities (trainers) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

4. Condition of training facilities (trainers) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

5. Amount of training facilities (other) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (1.5 pt or 15%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

6. Condition of training facilities (other) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

Aircraft Maintenance Facilities (5 points)

1. Level of maintenance operations at site (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: 1 pt for O-level, 2 pt for I-level, 2.5 pt for Depot level, 3 pt for
Depot level for aircraft type (TMS)
Rationale: Higher level of maintenance is better.

2. Amount of hangars rated "adequate"” in sq ft (1.5 pt or 30%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” hangar space is better.

3. Condition of hangars - % of hangars in "adequate” condition (.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .S pt for 100%)
Rationale: This is another measure of installation quality. Higher % is

better.

ximity to Other Support Facilities (5 points)

Number of other airfields in the area with instrument capability that could
support airlift/tanker pilot training (4 pt or 80%)
Scoring: 2 pts for 1 field, 4 pts for 2 or more fields)
Rationale: More available airfields are better.
2. Distance to other airfields. (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: .5 pts for 1 field less than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more fields less
than 30 miles
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

Air Quality (5 points)

1. Is the air station in an attainment or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
10? (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 3 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.
2. Is the air station in 2 moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,
and PM-10? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as well as attainment and

maintenance) are better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-attainment.

3. There have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt
or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better.

Encreachment (6 points)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1.5 pts or
25%)
Scoring: 1.5 pis for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.
hat is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (2 pts or 33%)
Scering: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZI? (1 ptor 17%)
Scoring: Linear scale from O to max (1 pt for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

4. What is the percent incompatibie land use for APZ II? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

S. Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Real estate disclosures are best.

6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquired.

A~

Services (8 points)

1. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate” (2 pt or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of "adequate” (1 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

3. Amount of BEQ rooms rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

4. Condition of BEQ rooms - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

5. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?

(2 pt or 25%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to 100 (0 pt for 0 and 2 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better to enhance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better. ‘

7. Condition of military housing - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%) )
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.

9. Average wait for children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pt for max).
Rationale: Less waiting time for child care is better.

)
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR
MARITIME | INTE-2 & C-2

MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE I

MERIT

Managed Training 6 This area was weighted about the same as Primary (5%) because

Areas accessibility to these facilities was considered more important
than ownership.

Weather 9 This area was weighted less than Primary (14%) due to the
increased proficiency of the students, and a more weather-capable
aircraft.

Airspace and Flight 24 This area was weighted higher than Primary (22%) because there

Training Areas is greater emphasis on area work and approaches at other
airfields in advanced training than there is in Primary training.

Airfields 22 This area was weighted lower than Primary (24%) because there
is less emphasis on pattern work in advanced training than there
is in Primary training.

Ground Training 10 This was weighted the same as Primary because the role

Facilities classrooms, simulators, and other facilities play in advanced
training is the same.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 This was weighted the same as Primary because training aircraft

Facilities are not difficult to maintain and do not require an extensive
training infrastructure.

Special Military 0 N/A

Facilities

Proximity to Training 0 N/A

Areas

Proximity to Other 5 This area was weighted higher than Primary (2%) because this

Support Facilities type of training relies more on the surrounding infrastructure.

Unique Features 0 N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment This area is slightly higher than Primary (5%) due to the
generally larger AICUZ footprint of the advanced training
aircraft.

Services 8 This area was weighted the same as Primary because quality of

life plays a significant role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission.
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‘mount of training facilities (trainers) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

4. Condition of training facilities (trainers) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

5. Amount of training facilities (other) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (1.5 pt or 15%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

6. Condition of training facilities (other) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.

Aircraft Maintenance Facilities (5 points)

1. Level of maintenance operations at site (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: 1 pt for O-level, 2 pt for I-level, 2.5 pt for Depot level, 3 pt for
Depot level for aircraft type (TMS)
Rationale: Higher level of maintenance is better.

2. Amount of hangars rated "adequate” in sq ft (1.5 pt or 30%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” hangar space is better.

3. Condition of hangars - % of hangars in "adequate” condition (.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This is another measure of installation quality. Higher % is

better.

Proximity to Other Support Facilities (5 points)

amber of other airfields in the area with instrument capability that could
apport Maritime/Int E2/C2 pilot training (4 pt or 80%)
Scoring: 2 pts for 1 field, 4 pts for 2 or more fields)
Rationale: More available airfields are better.
2. Distance to other airfields. (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: .5 pts for 1 field less than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more fields less
than 30 miles
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

Air Quality (5 peints)

1. Is the air station in an attainment or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
10?7 (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 3 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.
2.1s the air station in a moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,
and PM-10? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as wel! as attainment and

maintenance) are better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-attainment.

3. There have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt
or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better.

Euncroachment (6 points)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1.5 pts or
25%)
Scoring: 1.5 pts for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.
“hat is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (2 pts or 33%)

Scoring: Lincar scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ 1? (1 pt ot 17%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1 pt for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

4. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ II? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible 1and use is better.

5. Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Real estate disclosures are best.

6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquired.

)

Services (8 points)

I. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate” (2 pt or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of "adequate” (1 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

3. Amount of BEQ rooms rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for O %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

4, Condition of BEQ rooms - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

5. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?

(2 ptor 25%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to 100 (0 pt for O and 2 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better to enhance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

7. Condition of military housing - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.

9. Average wait for children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Less waiting time for child care is better.

AR,
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR
NFO/NAV PRIMARY & INTERMEDIATE

MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE

MERIT

Managed Training 5 The questions addressed in this area are focused toward ownership of

Areas special use airspace, air-to ground ranges, and outlying fields. In this
analysis, accessibility to these facilities was considered more important
than ownership.

Weather 14 This weight was used because students in primary flight training need
better weather than students in the advanced tracks.

Airspace and Flight 22 This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has on

Training Areas primary flight training. Much of the training takes place in special
use airspace; therefore, this area plays a large role in determining the
training effectiveness of an installation.

Airfields 24 This area is weighted the heaviest due to the emphasis primary
training places on pattern activities. This area plays a big role in
evaluating the effectiveness of a training installation.

Ground Training 10 This weight is commensurate with the role classrooms, simulators, and

Facilities other facilities play in flight training.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 Training aircraft are not difficult to maintain and do not require an

Facilities extensive training infrastructure.

Special Military 0 N/A

Facilities

Proximity to Training 0 N/A

Areas

Proximity to Other 2 This area looks at the local area to determine what other facilities are

Support Facilities available. The overall training infrastructure is already established

| and in use at each base so the impact in this area should be minimal.
I Unique Features N/A

Air Quality This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment Encroachment plays a role in determining installation compatibility
with the training mission; however, training aircraft do not have a
large impact on encroachment issues.

Services 8 Quality of life plays a significant role in determining installation

compatibility with the training mission and this weight will be applied
to the other training functions.
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Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.
ondition of training facilities (other) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.
Aircraft Maintenance Facilities (5 points)

1. Level of maintenance operations at site (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: 1 pt for O-level, 2 pt for I-level, 2.5 pt for Depot level, 3 pt for
Depot level for aircraft type (TMS)

Rationale: Higher level of maintenance is better.

2. Amount of hangars rated "adequate” in sq ft (1.5 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” hangar space is better.

3. Condition of hangars - % of hangars in "adequate” condition (.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)

Rationale: This is another measure of installation quality. Higher % is better.

Proximity to Other Support Facilities (2 points)

1. Number of other airfields in the area that could support primary NFO/NAV
training (1 pt or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pt for 1 field, 1 pt for 2 or more fields)
Rationale: More available airfields are better.
2. Distance to other airfields. (1 pt or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pt for 1 field less than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more fields less than
30 miles
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

Air Quality (5 points)

"~ the air station in an attainment or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
2 (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 3 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.
2. Is the air station in a moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,
and PM-10? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as well as attainment and
maintenance) are better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-attainment.
3. There have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt
or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better.

Encroachment (5 points)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1 pts or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pts for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.

2. What is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (1.5 pts or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1.5 pts for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ I? (1 pt or 20%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1 pt for 0 and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

4. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ II? (0.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for O and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

5. Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 10%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Real estate disclosures are best.

6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 10%)

Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquired.

Services (8 points)

1. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate” (2 pt or 25%) ‘
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate" billeting space is better.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of "adequate” (1 pt or 12%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

3. Amount of BEQ rooms rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.
4. Condition of BEQ rooms - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.
5. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?
(2 ptor 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to 100 (0 pt for 0 and 2 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better to enhance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated "adequate™ (.6 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

7. Condition of military housing - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.

8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.

9. Average wait for children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pt for max).
Rationale: Less waiting time for child care is better.
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR

WSO [/ STRIKE

MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE

MERIT

Managed Training 6 This area was weighted about the same as Primary (5§%) because

i Areas accessibility to these facilities was considered more important than
ownership.

Weather 7 This area was weighted less than Primary (14%) due to the
increased proficiency of the students, and a more weather-capable
aircraft.

Airspace and Flight 29 This area was weighted the same as Primary because of the direct

m Training Areas impact it has on advanced flight training.

Airfields 29 This area was weighted lower than Primary (24%) because there is
less emphasis on pattern work in advanced training than there is
in Primary training.

Ground Training 17 This was weighted more than Primary because of the greater role

Facilities classrooms, simulators, and other facilities play in advanced
training.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 This was weighted the same as Primary because training aircraft

Facilities are not difficult to maintain and do not require an extensive
training infrastructure.

Special Military 0 N/A

Facilities

Proximity to Training 0 N/A

Areas

Proximity to Other 2 This area was weighted the same as Primary because the training

Support Facilities infrastructure is already established and in use at each base.

Unique Features 0 N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment 6 This area is slightly higher than Primary (5%) due to the generally
larger AICUZ footprint of the advanced training aircraft.

Services 8 This area was weighted the same as Primary because quality of life

plays a significant role in determining installation compatibility
with the training mission.
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ximity to Other Support Facilities (2 points)

~Number of other airfields in the area that could support NFO/NAYV training (1 pt
or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pt for 1 field, 1 pt for 2 or more fields)
Rationale: More available airfields are better.
2. Distance to other airfields. (1 pt or 50%)
Scoring: .5 pt for 1 field less than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more fields less than
30 miles
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

Air Quality (5 points)

1. Is the air station in an attainrnent or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
10? (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 3 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.
2. Is the air station in a moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,
and PM-10? (1 pt or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as well as attainment and
maintenance) are better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-attainment.
3. There have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt
or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better.

Encroachment (6 points)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1.5 pts or
25%)
Scoring: 1.5 pts for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.
"hat is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (2 pts or 33%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ I? (1 pt or 17%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (1 pt for 0 and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

4. What is the percent incompatible land use for APZ I? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale from O to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

S. Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 8%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Real estate disclosures are best.

6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt or 8%)

Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: It is best if all clear zones have been acquired.

Services (8 points)

1. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate” (2 pt or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of "adequate” (1 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

3. Amount of BEQ rooms rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

4. Condition of BEQ rooms - % of "adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate" billeting space is better.

5. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?

2 ptor 25%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to 100 (0 pt for 0 and 2 pt for 100).
Rationale: More MWR facilities are better to enhance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More “adequate” housing is better. ‘
7. Condition of military housing - % of "adequate™ (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More "adequate” housing is better.
8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.
9. Average wait for children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Less waiting time for child care is better.
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR

PANEL NAVIGATOR

MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE

MERIT

Managed Training 5 This area was weighted the same as Primary (5%) because accessibility

Areas to these facilities was considered more important than ownership.

Weather 7 This area was weighted significantly lower than Primary (14%) because
the crew and aircraft are fully qualified to fly in instrument conditions.

Airspace and Flight 22 This area was weighted the Primary (22%) because of the unique

Training Areas airspace needs of this mission.

Airfields 23 This area was weighted about the same as Primary (24%) because it
also plays a big role in evaluating a training installation.

Ground Training 20 This area was weighted higher than Primary (10%) due to the higher

Facilities emphasis on classroom and simulator activities.

Aircraft 5 This was weighted the same as Primary because training aircraft are

Maintenance not difficult to maintain and do not require an extensive training

Facilities infrastructure.

Special Military 0 N/A

| Facilities

Proximity to 0 N/A

Training Areas

Proximity to Other 0 N/A

Support Facilities

Unique Features N/A

Air Quality This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment Encroachment plays a role in determining installation compatibility
with the training mission; however, training aircraft do not have a
large impact on encroachment issues.

Services 8 This area was weighted the same as Primary because quality of life

plays a significant role in determining installation compatibility with
the training mission.
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MEASURES OF MERIT FOR

R

HELICOPTER

MEASURES OF WEIGHT RATIONALE

MERIT

Managed Training 8 This area was weighted about the same as Primary (5%) because

Areas ownership of these facilities was considered more important than
accessibility.

Weather 9 This area was weighted significantly lower than Primary (14%) due to

I the lower weather requirements for helicopter training.

Airspace and Flight 16 This area was weighted significantly lower than Primary (22%)

Training Areas because much of the helicopter training is conducted in uncontrolled
airspace.

Airfields 24 This was weighted the same as Primary (24%) due to the similar
infrastructure needs for helicopter training.

Ground Training 10 This area was weighted the same as Primary (10%) due to the similar

Jl Facilities emphasis on classroom and simulator activities.
“ Aircraft Maintenance 5 This was weighted the same as Primary because training aircraft are

Facilities not difficult to maintain and do not require an extensive training
infrastructure.

I Special Military 0 N/A

Facilities A

Proximity to Training 0 N/A )

Areas

Proximity to Other 2 This area was weighted the same as Primary because the training

I Support Facilities infrastructure is already established and in use at each base.

Unique Features 8 This was weighted higher than Primary (0) due to requirement of
unique features to support helo training (ITAS - Instrumented
Training Airway System, HLT (Helicopter Landing Trainer - afloat

i platform))
|Air Quality This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment Encroachment plays a role in determining installation compatibility
with the training mission; however, training aircraft do not have a
large impact on encroachment issues.

Services 8 This area was weighted the same as Primary because quality of life

plays a significant role in determining installation compatibility with
the training mission.
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P D MODIFICATIONS FOR ASSESSING FUNCTIONAL VALUE

1. Helo: Airspace and flight training areas (Q1 MoM) - Recommend including
warning areas and restricted areas. Rationale: Certified data indicated usage by training
air stations of those areas.

2. Helo: Airspace and flight training areas (Q10 - MV) - Recommend only using
flight training areas within 30NM vice 100NM. Rationale: Time and distance limitations
[30NM at 90kts = 20 min. enroute to area] to maximize training value.

3. Helo: Airfields (Q4 MoM) - Recommend change question to read "Number of
simultaneous helicopter operations that can be safely supported at outlying fields that can
support UHPT." Rationale: To capture the amount of helicopter ops at outlying fields
that support helicopter ops in common terms.

(Note - Army emergency and night vision goggle procedures training and qualification
require hard/lighted pads [lanes]. These procedures cannot be performed at Navy
outlying fields as currently configured for UHPT. This dissimilarity will be addressed by
the COBRA model runs).

4. All Training Air Stations: Capacity Data Call, housing and messing - Provide
total number of BOQ/BEQ rooms and the percentage that are adequate/permanent.
Rationale: Amplifying data required to complete the intended analysis.

5. Airfields: (Q2 MoM for all functions less helicopter) - Recommend change
question to read "Number of outlying/auxiliary fields with IFR capability.”" Rationale:
To delineate the higher order of magnitude.

6. Strike Training; Special Military Facilities: (Q3 MV) - Recommend change
question to read "Can the installation load training munitions, to include forward firing
training munitions, on training aircraft?" Rationale: Clarification required to make the
data received meaningful.

7. Primary and Primary NFO/NAYV Training; Airfields: (Q1 MoM) - Recommend
change question to limit "# of outlying/auxiliary fields" to those within SONM.
Rationale: Time and distance limitations.

8. For all calculations of Special Use Airspace in cubic nautical miles for airspace it
was agreed to an airspace altitude cap of 45,000 ft. Rationale: 1) No rational utilization
of the higher airspace by UPT aircraft, 2) similar special use airspace capped at 45,000
ft., and 3) all other airspace altitude ceilings limited to lower levels by external factors.

-~
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1. Helo: Airspace and flight training areas (Q1 MoM) - Recommend including
warning areas and restricted areas.

2. Helo: Airspace and flight training areas (Q10 - MV) - Recommend only using
flight training areas within 30NM vice 100NM. [90kts @ 20 min. enroute to area =
30NM]

3. Helo: Airfields (Q4 MoM) - Recommend change question to read "Number of
simultaneous helicopter operations that can be supported at outlying fields that can
support UHPT."

4, All Training Air Stations: Capacity Data Call, housing and messing - Provide
number of BOQ/BEQ rooms that are adegiate/permanent.

5. Airfields: (Q2 MoM for all functions less helicopter) - Recommend change
question to read "Number of outlying/auxiliary fields with IFR capability."

6. Strike Training; Special Military Facilities: (Q3 MV) - Recommend change
question to read "Can the installation load munitions on training aircraft?”

7. Primary and Primary NFO/NAV Training; Airfields: (Q1) - Recommend change ‘
question to limit "other airfields to SONM."

8. What altitude do we cap Special Use Areass? Is bigger better? Should cubic
airspace be equated to training function? Affects all calculations.




PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS FOR ASSESSING FUNCTIONAL VALUE

1. Helo: Airspace and flight training areas (Q1 MoM) - Recommend including
warning areas and restricted areas. Rationale: Certified data indicated usage by training
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2. Helo: Airspace and flight training areas (Q10 - MV) - Recommend only using
flight training areas within 30NM vice 100NM. Rationale: Time and distance limitations
[30NM at 90kts = 20 min. enroute to area] to maximize training value.

3. Helo: Airfields (Q4 MoM) - Recommend change question to read "Number of
simultaneous helicopter operations that can be safely supported at outlying fields that can
support UHPT." Rationale: To capture the amount of helicopter ops at outlying fields
that support helicopter ops in common terms.

(Note - Army emergency and night vision goggle procedures training and qualification
require hard/lighted pads [lanes]. These procedures cannot be performed at Navy
outlying fields as currently configured for UHPT. This dissimilarity will be addressed by
the COBRA model runs).

4. All Training Air Stations: Capacity Data Call, housing and messing - Provide
total number of BOQ/BEQ rooms and the percentage that are adequate/permanent.
Rationale: Amplifying data required to complete the intended analysis.

S. Airfields: (Q2 MoM for all functions less helicopter) - Recommend change
question to read "Number of outlying/auxiliary fields with IFR capability." Rationale:
To delineate the higher order of magnitude.

6. Strike Training; Special Military Facilities: (Q3 MV) - Recommend change
question to read "Can the installation load training munitions, to include forward firing
training munitions, on training aircraft?” Rationale: Clarification required to make the

data received meaningful.

7. Primary and Primary NFO/NAYV Training; Airfields: (Q1 MoM) - Recommend
change question to limit "# of outlying/auxiliary fields" to those within SONM.
Rationale: Time and distance limitations.

8. For all calculations of Special Use Airspace in cubic nautical miles for airspace it
was agreed to an airspace altitude cap of 45,000 ft. Rationale: 1) No rational utilization
of the higher airspace by UPT aircraft, 2) similar special use airspace capped at 45,000
ft., and 3) all other airspace altitude ceilings limited to lower levels by external factors.
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SUMMARY - xix

One approach to achieving economies would rely heavily on organiza-
tional changes, perhaps similar to those discussed in the bill proposed by
Senator David Boren and Representative Dave McCurdy cr to the changes
in a bill proposed by Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan. Another approach
to restructuring would remain agnostic on detailed organizational changes, but
would scale back resources devoted to intelligence activities on the
assumption that some of its missions--such as those focusing on economic,
environmental, ana antinarcotics matters--are not central to U.S. security or
are being handled effectively by other parts of the U.S. government or the

private sector.

Either way, the CBO alternative assumes that another § percent cut in
spending could eventually be achieved by organizational restructuring or by
eliminating certain missions. A cut of that size would result in a total
reduction of perhaps 25 percent since 1990 and save $1 billion per year once
the personnel reductions were fully made. CBO assumes, though, that most
of the cuts in spending would not occur until the next decade, after the
current round of cuts has been completed.

Cutting the intelligence community even more raises a number of
concerns. Key U.S. security concerns of the post-Cold War world include
stopping the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, predicting the
possible onset of ethnic and regional conflict in time to attempt to avert it
diplomatically or with preventive deployments of forces, and tracking the
activities of terrorist groups and other extremist political orgarfizations. These
concerns are often best addressed preventively, if possible, rather than
through the use of military deterrence or military force. Thus, a redundant
organizational structure that enSures a competitive dynamic to intelligence
work may represent a wise insurance policy, and a relatively cheap one,
compared with the spending a new arms race or war might entail.

Pilot Traini

The United States invests substantial resources in traiming its military
personnel, in the conviction that well-trained fighting forces are most likely
"to win wars quickly with the lowest loss of life. Each of the military
departments maintains a large and sophisticated training establishment to
achieve that goal. A number of military experts believe that some of these
separate organizations could be consolidated. For example, Senator Nunn has
suggested that training might present a number of areas for consolidation,
including pilot training. Consolidation can save mcney and might produce a



xx RESTRUCTURING AND CONSOLIDATING DEFENSE SUPPORT ACTIVITIES  July 1994

more coordinated fighting force at a time when the services expect to work
more closely together than ever before.

Former Senator Barry Goldwater’s irritation about duplication in U.S. air
power—that the United States was the only country with four air forces—also
seems applicable to organizations for training pilots. Each of the three
military departments operates its own schools, facilities, and programs.
(Marine Corps and Navy pilots train in the same facilities.) Though
operational skills may vary from service to service, Senator Nunn suggested

that basic flying skills are similar.

DoD also recognizes this overlap. For example, the Air Force and Navy
are developing and buying a common trainer aircraft—the Joint Primary
Aircraft Training System (JPATS). ‘And consolidating fixed- and rotary-wing
(helicopter) pilot training was one of the few suggestions proffered by Senator
Nunn that was endorsed by former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Colin Powell. But service plans call for an almost glacial pace in integrating
training for fixed-wing pilots: only after substantial deliveries of the JPATS
toward the end of this decade will small numbers of students train together.
Study results on consolidation of rotary-wing training have yet to emerge from

the Pentagon.

Fixed-wing flight training could be consolidated without waiting for
JPATS deliveries. Indeed, consolidation would reduce the need to buy JPATS
immediately, since having Air Force pilots train initially in the Navy’s primary
trainer—the T-34—would substantially reduce the use of the Air Force’s T-37
primary trainer. The Air Force could then keep its T-37s longer and JPATS
procurement could be deferred at least until after the turn of the century.
Deferring JPATS would result in savings of about $200 million in 1995 and
about $1.3 billion for the 1995-1999 period, though the trainer would still
need to be bought in the long term. Rotary-wing training could also be fully
consolidated among all of the services. This step would require the Navy to
give up its current practice of assigning students to a helicopter track based
on their performa.nce during an initial phase of fixed-wing training. Changmg
this practice, however, would reduce the total number of JPATS that DoD

would need to buy by about 120 planes.

Merging the individual services’ programs for fixed-wing as well as for
helicopter training might also increase the efficiency of the DoD’s
infrastructure by reducing overhead, since all training of a particular type
would be conducted on one or two bases. In addition, it would permit the
services to close three or four additional bases, eventually saving about $200
million each year after initial ciosure costs. Moreover, joint training might
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lead to the adoption of the best practices from each service and foster
interservice cooperation—increasingly important in a period when DoD is
stepping up its reliance on joint operations.

Nonetheless, consolidating pilot training may have disadvantages. Some
savings would be offset by higher costs. Such costs would include increased
travel costs, higher maintenance costs for the older T-34 and T-37 aircraft,
and one-time costs of basc closure. Moreover. delaying purchases of JPATS
means that the military would forgo the advantages of a new trainer for some
years. These advantages include having an ejection seat in training aircraft,
a digital cockpit common to aircraft that pilots will later fly, the ability to
train at higher altitudes, and a cockpit designed to accommodate smaller

female pilots.

Adopting common rotary-wing training-without a fixed-wing introduc-
tion~would be unattractive to all services except the Army. Proponents of
initial fixed-wing training for all pilots believe actual flying is a better way to
screen candidates and to allocate fledgling pilots to fixed-wing aircraft rather
than to the less demanding helicopter track. The Navy and the Coast Guard--
which receives its initial training from DoD-also have expressed concerns that
helicopter pilots would no longer be able to operate fixed-wing aircraft at a
later date, or serve a stint as fixed-wing instructors. For its part, the Marine
Corps is concerned that helicopter pilots need an initial period of fixed-wing
training to fly the V-22 aircraft—the planned replacement for a portion of the
Marines’ transport helicopter fleet—-which takes off like a helieopter and flies

like a fixed-wing aircraft.

CONCLUSION

CBO chose the preceding alternatives because they demonstrate one or
another of the characteristics described earlier. The options considered were
also selected because they represent promising functional changes. Of course,
some of the ideas discussed in this paper may be abandoned as further study
is devoted to them. Perhaps they save too little, or up-front costs are too
daunting. Perhaps they face insurmountable mstltutlonal or political barriers

or produce undesirable consequences.

Nor is the set of alternatives considered exhaustive. Defense experts have
offered a number of other options and will no doubt uncover other functional
arcas that could benefit from restructuring in the future. Indeed, many
creative ideas may emerge from the new roles and missions commission.




CHAPTER V
OONSOLIDATING PILOT TRAINING

The Department of Defense emphasizes keeping miiitary personnel trained
to high levels in the conviction that well-trained fighting forces are most likely
to win wars quickly with the lowest loss of life. Training takes place both in
institutional or classroom settings and in operational units (for example, in air
wings or battalions or on ships). Classroom or individual training is designed
to provide operational forces with personnel who are ready to carry out their
duties effectively.

DoD trains almost 200,000 students in classrooms on an annual basis,
equal in number to about five large state universities. Each of the services
relies on large administrative agencies to provide this classroom or individual
training, which includes both beginning and advanced training as well as
refresher training that continues throughout the military service member’s
career. DoD trains its personnel in a wide variety of skills, including how to
provide basic first aid, operate and repair weapons, exercise military
leadership, and a myriad of other skills that contribute to a successful fighting

force.

A number of experts believe that large segments of this training could be
consolidated. For example, Senator Sam Nunn suggested that both basic and
advanced training might be areas for consolidation. Many people believe that
consolidation could both save money at a time when funds for defense are
increasingly difficult to find and produce a more coordinated fighting force at
a time when the services are emphasizing joint operations more than ever
before. This chapter considers an illustrative option that would consolidate
undergraduate pilot training for the four services.

RATIONALES FOR CONSOLIDATING PILOT TRAINING

Former Senator Barry Goldwater’s remark that the United States is the only
nation with four air forces has been repeated so often that it has almost
become a cliché. But consider the current program for training pilots, in
which each of the three military departments operates its own schools,
facilities, and programs. (Marine Corps and Navy pilots train in the same
facilities.) In 1992, Senator Nunn suggested that undecgraduate fixed-wing
pilot training might be consolidated, arguing that basic piloting skills should
be the same regardless of whether, for examnple, students later went on to fly
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fighters for the Navy or the Air Force. At the same time, he nnted that
consolidation would also be justified for basic helicopter training for the same
reasons. In fact, Senator Goldwater, himself a helicopter pilot, strongly
advocated consolidating helicopter training to then Secretary of Defense
Caspar Weinberger in 1983, suggesting that "as long as the thing stays up and
hovers or goes where you want it to, there is no difference whether you are
over water or land. ... [Hence, separate Navy and Army helicopter training
programs are] not only cxg)enslve and redundant, but a complete waste of

equipment and personnel.”

As further evidence of the potential for consolidation, Senator Nunn
observed that the Air Force and Navy had decided to develop and buy a
common trainer aircraft--the Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS).
Consolidating pilot training was also one of the few suggestions by Senator
Nunn that was endorsed in the report on roles and missions by the former
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell.? In March 1993,
then Secretary of Defense Les Aspm called on the services to develop a plan
to carry out the recommendations in the JCS report.

Despite these recommendations, current service plans call for the Navy
and Air Force each to exchange (rather than consolidate) one squadron of
primary aviation students and their instructors by 1998. By that time, this
program would affect only 200 students each year, less than 10 percent of the
total undergraduate pilot trainees at that time. The current plan envisions
gradually expanding the program as the JPATS trainer aircraft are delivered
between 1998 and 2010. Based on initial estimates, the services did not
anticipate that adopting joint primary fixed-wing pilot training would yield any
significant savings. After more than a year, the most recent evaluation of the
contentious issue of consolidating helicopter training throughout the services—
the 18th study effort conducted over the last 30 years—-remains in limbo with
no study results reported thus far. Despite this very gradual and cautious
approach to joint training adopted so far by the services, they may now be
ready to consider moving more quickly because of the precipitous drop in

pilot training requirements.

p Letter of Scaator Barry Gokdwater to Secretary Weinberger, May 3, 1983

2. See Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Report on the Roles, Missions, and Functions of the Armed Forces of
the United States (February 1993), pp. 11-18 1o II-20. The JCS report proposed that the scrvices develop a
tnaining consolidation plan for full implementation by the year 2000. The plan called for consnlidating initial
fixed-wing training with a gradual trinsition 10 a common primary training aircraft; consolidating follow-on
training into four ftracks (Navy fighter/sttack, Air Force fighter/bomber, Navy and Air Force
tapker/transport/maritime patrol, and helicopter); and studying whether it saves moncey to move Navy, Marine
Corps, and Coast Guard helicopters from Whiting Fielkd Naval Air Station in Florida to the Army’s base at
Fort Rucker in Alsbama.
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Pilot Requirements Have Dropped in the Last Decade

With the drawdown iu force structure, all the services need far fewer pilots
than previously. Collectively, total flight training loads—a measure of training
that takes into account the length of a course--dropped from 7,500 in 1983 to
3,840 in 1995, a reduction of almost 50 perc=nt} Undergraduate flight
training loads, which make up the bulk of flight training, dro?ped by similar
percentages, from almost 5,500 to 2,700 ip the same period." Over the last
decade, the services have reduced the number of bases on which flight
training is conducted from 15 to 12, reducing capacity to train students by
about 20 percent.® Consolidating flight training could reduce the number of
flight training bases, which clearly has not kept pace with the precipitous drop
in the need to train pilots.

Based on current estimates of their "steady-state” requirements in 1997--
when the drawdown is currently scheduled to be completed—-the services
believe they will need to train about 2,700 new pilots each year, about the
same as today’s level. (Total flight training requirements—including navigators
and advanced training as well as undergraduate training--are also projected
to be at today’s level.) Based on the amount of training conducted in the past
at the 12 flight training bases in use today, the services together have almost
twice as much capacity to train pilots as they will need.

Even without consolidation, this drop in the number of pilots to be
trained suggests that the services need far fewer flight training bases than exist
today. The Navy, in fact, included one flight training base in its 1993
recommendation for base closure that the 1993 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission deleted. -Consolidation, however, could well permit
the services to close additional bases, since after consolidation some bases
otherwise would be only partially used. As part of the ongoing review of base
infrastructure for the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commis-
sion, DoD is looking at consolidating pilot training and options for closure.

k8 Department of Defense, Milisary Manpower Training Report, FY 1989 (May 1988), Table VI-1 and data from
the Department.of Defense for 1995. These figures are measured in terms of average student year~which

takes into account differences in training length, as well as student attrition during the course.

4. Department of Defense, Military Manpower Trairing Report, FY 1985 (February 1984), p. VI<4 and datr. from
the Department of Defense for 1995.

S. Based on peak student loads in the last decade, CBO estimated that the 15 original flight training bases could
train about 8,700 pilots and navigators anrually. With the closing of Chase Naval Air Station in Texas, Mather
Air Force Base in California, and Williams Air Force Base in Arizona by the base closure and realignment
commissions, capecity to provide flight training will drop by about 20 percent to 6,900.
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Undergraduate Fiight Training Is Similar

What opportunities exist to consolidate flight training and what would be
gained? According to DoD’s 1992 Trainer Aircraft Master Plan, undergradu-
ate training systems among the services "resemble each other to a remarkable
degree” even though the services use a variety of different trainer aircraft.’
All Army pilots and more than one-third of Navy and Marine Corps pilots
learn to fly rotary-wing helicopters, and almost 2ll Air Force pilots train to
operate fixed-wing aircraft. All the services rely on a primary phase of
general or "core” training, followed by specialized training in a particular type
of aircraft. At the end of training, pilots earn their "wings" and generally are
assigned to a special squadron where they may receive additional training on
the specific aircraft that they will fly in a unit. (Army helicopter pilots are
assigned to an operational squadron immediately after receiving their wings.)
Consolidating fixed-wing training and consolidating rotary-wing training in this
primary phase could yield significant savings.

There ase, however, some differences in flight training among the
services. The length of undergraduate flight training varies from 39 weeks for
Army helicopter pilots to a year and a half for Navy strike pilots. Syllabus
length is also measured by the number of practice flight hours that students
receive. The number of hours varies by the type of aircraft, the complexity
of the training, and the amount of on-the-job training that students receive in
operational squadrons. For undergraduate training, syllabus flight hours vary
from 149 hours for an Army helicopter student to 259 hours for a Navy strike
pilot (see Figure 1). All trainees in both the Navy and the Air Force
participate in a primary phase of fixed-wing training; Navy student pilots fly
first in the relatively simple T-34 prop aircraft, and Air Force students
primarily in the T-37 jet trainer. When the new JPATS trainer is delivered
starting in 1998, the Navy and Air Force are anticipating that this primary
phase will be the same length and in the same aircraft.

At the end of this primary phase, pilots are selected for further training
in either a particular type of fixed-wing aircraft—including the most demanding
strike or fighter track--or a helicopter. Navy (and Marine Corps) students
who receive higher grades for their performance during initial training are
eligible for follow-on training in one type of fixed-wing aircraft-strike,
maritime patrol, or E-2 command and conrol or C-2 transport tracks. Those
who get lower grades are assigned to the rotary-wing, or helicopter, track.

6. Departmeat of Defense, *1992 Trainer Aircraft Master Plan® (1992), p. 24.
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Almost all Air Force pilots fly fixed-wing aircraft. Until this year, the Air
Force simply preselected its few helicopter pilots, rather than following the
Navy practice of using primary training as a screen for selection.

All helicopter students also receive a primary phase of training that is
similar among the services. Air Force and Navy helicopter trainees, however,
receive about 25 percent more hours altogether than Army helicopter pilots
(see Figure 1). Fart of this difference may be explained by variations in
requirements for instrument training among the services and part may reflect
the Navy and Air Force practice of relying on initial fixed-wing training as a
way to select those pilots who will be assigned to the more demanding fixed-
wing versus the helicopter track.

Such flight training is expensive. The cost of this lengthy, complex, and
capital-intensive training ranges from almost $300,000 to produce an Army
helicopter pilot to almost $1 million to produce a Navy strike pilot. These
figures include not only the cost of the training itself but also a proportionate
share of overhead training-base costs and the salaries of those military
personnel who conduct or undergo the training. Overhead costs per student
would be lower if training were consolidated on fewer bases.

I in New Trainer Aircraft Would Be Higl

The Department of Defense is in the process of developing, procuring, and
fielding several new aircraft to be used for undergraduate pilot training. The
Air Force and Navy are developing a new trainer aircraft, the JPATS.
Consolidating undergraduate training among the services would allow DoD
to delay as well as reduce the size of the JPATS purchase. The JPATS will
take the place of the Air Force’s T-37 dual engine, side-by-side, jet trainer
and the Navy’s T-34 prop trainer. The Navy and Air Force plan to buy more
than 700 aircraft. The cost of the Air Force’s program, including purchase of
372 airplanes, totals about $4 billion. The Navy plans to buy almost the same
number of aircraft but has not as yet provided a detailed cost estimate to the

Congress.

By February 1995, the Air Force and Navy plan to select the JPATS from
among competing designs offered by several contractors. DoD’s request for
proposal calls for an aircraft that is close to current commercial models but
could require some adjustments in design to accommodate DoD’s requirement
for an ejection seat and a cockpit configured to accommodate smaller female

pilots.
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The Army is buying 137 TH-67 or New Training Helicopters--a variation
of a commercial helicopter-to replace its currént trainer, the UH-1, an old
Vietnam-vintage helicopter. The new TH-67 is similar to the single-engine,
dual-seat TH-57B/C helicopter currently used for Navy training.

CONSOLIDATING UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING NOW

Both fixed- and rotary-wing training are candidates for consolidation. Navy
and Air Force fixed-wing pilots could train together for at least a portion of
their undergraduate curriculum. All undergraduate training for Army, Marine
Corps, Navy, Air Force, and Coast Guard rotary-wing, or helicopter, pilots
might also be combined.

Fixed-wing flight training could be consolidated without waiting for delivery
of the new JPATS trainer. Capitalizing on similarities in the skills learned
, during the initial phase of fixed-wing flight training, this-option assumes that
QW EiNavyand AirForce fixed-wing pilots would undergo common core training
"using the T-34 aircraft. That step would maximize training in the T-34
aircraft, which is cheap to operate and should be available in roughly
sufficient numbers to train both Navy and Air Force pilots at least through the
middle of the next decade.” Based on a service life of 18,000 hours, large-
scale retirements of T-34 aircraft might begin around 2004. But according to
informal conversations with the Navy, T-34s could last considerably longer
since they have no structural problems. “Uii€ servicé could conduct this initial
“phase of primary training at two bases compared with the four bases used

i now, !

Under this option, the Air Force and Navy would no longer train all
pilots—including those who are selected to become helicopter pilots—in fixed-
wing aircraft. Instead, Both services would assign students to either a fixed-
wing or a helicopter track based on initial flight aptitude and other tests, as

fiwas the Air Force practice until this year. This option would enable DoD to
delay the purchase of the JPATS since the services could continue to rely on
the T-34 trainér for at least another decade, as well as reduce the number of

JPATS aircraft bought.

7. The Navy currently has 322 T-34 aircraft in its inventory, including some 40 ai-craft thut nued only rtandard
v repairs 1o be fiyable. Based on projected student xoads and flying each aircrafc 720 hours annually, there would
be sufficient aircraft availabie to train both Navy and Air Foree fixed-wiag students in a common core sylisbus

of 66 hours~the length of the Navy’s primary phase.
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Each servics could then conduct its own specialized training that would
vary by mission and service (for example, fighter/strike or airlift/tanker).
During this phase, Navy and Air Force fixed-wing students would continue
training in mission-specific aircraft. (The services are currently also
considering consolidating specialized follow-on, navigator, and advanced
training, but these consolidations are not examined in this option.) Both
services would use the JPATS for this primary training when it becomes

- available; in the interim, both the Air Force and the Navy would use the T-34

aircraft. By relying on the T-34 aircraft for most of primary training, the Air
Force would fly its T-37 aircraft far less and would no longer face pressure to
buy the JPATS to replace the T-37 aircraft, of which large-scale retirements
would begin by 2005. Eventually, probably toward the end of the first decade
of the 21st century, the services would need to buy the JPATS to replace the

T-34 aircraft used for joint core training.

Services Could Conduct Heli Training Jointl

The Navy, Air Force, and Coast Guard’s basic helicopter training could also
be consolidated under one service and in one location. As with fixed-wing
training, this option assumes that primary helicopter training is largely
comparable among the services. Instead of the Navy conducting its primary
training in the T-34, all Navy and Army students would train in either the
Navy’s TH-57 or the Army’s TH-67 helicopter in one location.. The two
aircraft are similar, since both helicopters are derivatives of the same
commercial model, and aircraft from one service could be transferred to the
training base that is selected. Because the number of helicopter students is
so much lower than anticipated before the drawdown, DoD is unlikely to need
to purchase any additional helicopters to accommodate the Navy pilots who
currently train in the T-34 fixed-wing trainer.

After this initial phase of consolidated training, pilots receive additional
training in the use of instruments and the specific combat skills required for
their mission. For example, Army helicopter pilots must rely primarily on
visual cues to fly low-"nap of the earth"-and must learn to pop up and down
quickly to avoid enemy fire. Navy pilots, however, rely heavily on instruments
to distinguish between sea and sky when flying at night over water, and must
learn to land on carriers. This follow-on training could be collocated at one
base in order to maximize use of training space and fully exploit common
maintenance crews. S

To carry out that consolidation of helicopter training, the Navy, Marine
Corps, Coast Guard, and Air Force would have to preselect those to be
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trained as fixed wing and as helicopter pilots without the benefit of reviewing
initial student flying performance. If it no longer provided fixed-wing training
to its helicopter pilots, however, the Navy could buy about 120 fewer JPATS
aircraft, reducing its purchase by about one-third and probably saving more
than $500 million.® This consolidation would probably entail some rearrange-
ment of the syllabus so that common types of training (for example,
familiarization and aerobatics) are conducted first, and service-specific
training in the second phase.

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF CONSOLIDATION

Consolidating both fixed-wing and helicopter training would result in
significant total savings of $1.3 billion between 1995 and 1999 from delaying
the research and development and purchase of JPATS aircraft (see Table 10).
Purchase of JPATS aircraft could be delayed because the T-34, the Navy’s
current trainer, would take over most of the Air Force’s fixed-wing training,
thus relieving pressure on the Air Force’s current trainer, the T-37, the
aircraft closest to the end of its service life. Since the T-34 has many
remaining years of service life and the Navy has a sufficient inventory,
purchasing the JPATS would not be necessary until the first decade of the
next century. In addition, at that time, DoD would need to purchase about
120 fewer JPATS aircraft altogether because personnel designated as
helicopter pilots would no longer initially train in fixed-wing aircraft.

Operating and Support Costs Could Be Lower

Consolidating fixed-wing and helicopter training could also increase the

efficiency of the current training infrastructure by reducing training overhead,

since all training of a particular type would be conducted at one or two bases.

‘Consolidation would permit the services to close three and possibly four flight

_training bases, eventually saving about $180 million each year after initial
closedown costs based on recent experience (see Table 10). In addition,

8. Since the JPATS aircraft has not yet been sclected, there is considerable wacertainty sbout likely unit costs.
Based on a similar option that would efiminate fixed-wing training for ali Navy helicopter students, the DoD
m&mmmmtmmfmmAmmmmmmu unit cost
of $5 million per aircraft; see Department of Defense, Office of the Inspector General, Acquisirion of Common
Aircraft for Navy and Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training, Report No. 92-063 (March 27, 1992), p. 26.

9. CBO estimated the number of flight training bases that could be closed by cumparing the maximum flying
hours and student loads experiensed during the 1980s with estimates of future training requirements. CBO

did not make detailed estimates of flight training capacity.
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conducting the initial primary training jointly with a common syllabus could
lead to adopting "best practices” from each service. Consoiidation could also
foster interservice cooperation, which is increasingly important when joint
operations are the most likely way for the United States to respond to crises.

Such savings could be partially offset by higher costs resulting if
additional students moved between the primary and later phases of training.
Moreover, the Air Force and Navy could face higher maintenance costs as the
older T-34 and T-37 aircraft contiuued in service. The Navy also argues that
using the T-34 for initial training of its helicopter pilots is cost-effective
because the T-34 may cost about $100 less per hour to operate than the
Army’s new TH-67 helicopter. Although substituting helicopter for T-34 flight
hours would be more costly, this additional cost could be partly offset by the
economies realized from centralizing and shortening helicopter training. The
current Navy syllabus could be shortened by eliminating flight hours that are
not relevant to helicopter pilots. Moreover, the higher costs of training in the

TABLE 10. COSTS AND SAVINGS FROM CONSOLIDATING UNDERGRADUATE
PILOT TRAINING (ln millions of dollars)

Long-Term
1995-  Annual

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1999  Savings*

Acquisition Savings® 160 230 20 300 330 1,290 .0
0

Support Savings® 40 60 130 20 310 190

Total 120 170 330 430 550 1,600 190

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Department of Defense.

NOTE:  Minus signs indicate costs. Figures in the 1995-1999 period aie in curreat doilars.

in 1995 dollars. . '

b. Includes savings from delaying rescarch and development and procurement of new Joint Primary Aircraft
Includes savings from closing three fligat training bases and savings or costs from training Air Force pilots in
the lower~cost T-34 sirplane, and Navy picots in the highercost TH-57 or TH-67 belicopters.

&
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TH-67 total less than $1 millior: annually. The cost to train Air Force fixed-
wing pilots would also be lower because the T-34 costs about $200 less per
flying hour than the T-37, saving about $10 million annually.

Some additional one-time costs of $10 million to $20 million could accrue
when the Navy or Army is required to move helicopters to the common
helicopter training base. These one-time costs, however, are far lower than
either the short-term savings in the next five years from the delay of JPATS
or the long-term savings from the smaller JPATS purchase and base closures.
In addition, base-support costs per student would fall as the remaining bases

operate closer to their capacity.

However, delaying purchase of JPATS would mean that the Air Force
and Navy would not reap the advantages of using 2 new trainer until a later
date. These advantages include having an ejection seat operable at ground
level, a digital cockpit common to aircraft that pilots will later fly, the ability
to train at higher altitudes, cockpit redesign to accommodate smaller female
pilots, and tandem or back-to-front seating.)® The Air Force also considers
the T-34 aircraft unacceptable for its training needs.

Selectine Fixed-Wing Pilots Could Be More Difficul

The Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard would all object to
adopting common helicopter training because they prefer that their helicopter
pilots receive initial training in a fixed-wing aircraft. This preference reflects
the Navy’s belief that an initial period of fixed-wing training improves its
ability to select the highest-quality pilots for such training, as well as Marine
Corps and Coast Guard interest in developing pilots who can fly either fixed-
or rotary-wing aircraft. The Coast Guard might have more of a problem with
giving up training in both fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft because a higher
proportion of Coast Guard pilots than pilots in the services fly both types of
aircraft. Consolidation, however, is likely to save additional funding and could
more than offset any additional costs the Coast Guard might need to incur to
provide additional training at a later date to those pilots who need fixed-wing

skills.
The Marine Corps has a somewhat similar concern—that helicopter pilots

will need an initial period of fixed-wing training to fly the V-22 aircraft, which
may be purchased soon and takes off like a helicopter but flies like a fixed-

10. In the mid-1980s, the Air Force argued that it must have side-by-sidc seating in its T-46 trainer, a plane that
was subsequently canceled, but it apparently dropped this argument with the JPATS program.
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wing aircraft. Additional training, with the associated costs, could be provided'
for those helicopter pilots who make a transition at a-later date to a fixed-
wing aircraft,

Most problematic to the Navy would be giving up the opportunity to use
initial fixed-wing training to sclect those most qualified for strike aircraft, the
most demanding training requiring the highest-quality students. A recent
study by the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) suggests that relying solely on
preflight aptitude tests to select strike students could slightly reduce the
quality of pilots available for fixed-wing assignments. A drop in quaiity could
then increase attrition in follow-on training, thereby raising total costs. (At
the same time, it could presumably also increase the quality of helicopter
pilots, reducing attrition in that pipeline.) If the Navy wanted to maintain the
current quality of fixed-wing students, the number of students entering icitial
flight training would need to be greater to offset any increase in attrition. A
larger pipeline and higher attrition would increase training costs.

Although the CNA study estimated that assigning students based solely
on initial test scores would be slightly less accurate than the current practice
of relying on initial flight performance, the difference in the quality of
students appears to be small! To offset any potential drop in the quality
of strike pilots, however, the Navy could adopt selection procedures to
maximize the number of high-quality students assigned to the strike track,
where quality is most important. For example, the Navy could assign all high-
quality students to strike aircraft training even if they voiced a preference for
other, less demanding fixed-wing aircraft. (Some Navy student pilots already
do not get their first or even their second choice in specialization.)’? The
Navy could also choose to train students with slightly lower initial aptitude
scores in strike aircraft, since the quality of students is currently quite high,
Alternatively, the Navy could increase its intake of students by a small amount
to offset any potential drop in quality, which would slightly increase costs.”

Despite these potential drawbacks, Aconsolidation is likely to result in
considerable savings, reduce the size of the support infrastructure, and

1L Sec John H. Noer, “Primary Flight Training, UHPT, and Pipeline Selection,” CRM 93-182 (Ceater for Naval
Analyses, Alexandris, Va., January 1994). The study estimates that the mean score of student strike pilots
selected after initial flight training would be 62.6 compared with mesan scores of 58.9 for students sclected
without first reviewing their flight pesformance, a difference of three points. In both cases, the standard
deviatioa is estimated 1o be quite large—6.8 points for students selected after flight training compared with »
9.2 point deviatioa for those selected without flight training, suggesting considerable uncertainty in either case
(see Table 19, p. 51).

12 Ibid, pp. 2324 and 63.

13 Ivid, p 57
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increase cooperation among the services, which is becoming more essential as
DoD draws down military forces and lives within: a limited budget.
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
September 22, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1300 hours on September 22, 1994, in Room
3E752, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch opened the meeting with general comments on the joint Navy and Air Force
briefing on joint fixed-wing training which the Group was receiving at this meeting. He
pointed out that the briefing was based on a study external to the BRAC process and that the
briefing was policy and philosophy oriented. Mr. Finch continued by pointing out that the
external study did not use certified data and, therefore per law and internal controls, BRAC
recommendations regarding actions at specific installations could not be developed using data
from the study. He further noted that the briefing used a notional, non-base specific approach
with regard to basing philosophy. Additionally, he continued, the briefing should be useful in
getting an operator’s view on joint fixed-wing training policy and philosophy.

The Joint Fixed-Wing Training briefing (attached) was developed from a joint Navy
and Air Force study directed by the Secretary of Defense (SecDef). SecDef guidance was to
consolidate initial fixed-wing aircraft training, transition to a common primary training
aircraft, and establish four-track, follow-on training. The Navy and Air Force briefers pointed
out that since the Departments were already conducting some joint training and were moving
in that direction in other syllabi, it was natural that they look at Navigator, Weapon Systems
Officer, Naval Flight Officer, and Electronic Warfare Officer training as well. They also
noted that the study did not include helicopter training. The briefers first talked about the
philosophy of training. Key points included that the Navy and Air Force were already doing
some joint fixed-wing pilot training and that they were using a "walk before you run"
approach. Since SecDef’s direction to use a Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS),
the Navy and the Air Force have agreed on a joint syllabus for JPATS which has
accommodated the Departments’ cultural differences in primary pilot training--that being a
Navy emphasis on instrument flying and an Air Force emphasis on contact flying. The
briefers believed that both Departments would benefit from the joint syllabus. With regard to
JPATS and the on-going acquisition issue, the Navy and Air Force are moving to joint
primary fixed-wing training with or without JPATS. In the opinion of the briefers, however,
acquisition of JPATS makes the establishment of joint fixed-wing training more efficient. It
reduces the number of aircraft types used for primary pilot training, introduces a more
efficient and common airframe, and allows for a truly joint syllabus. There are other joint
opportunities potentially in follow-on airlift/tanker/maritime track training. The briefing
pointed out that large cost savings do not come from the establishment of joint training, but
rather benefits are derived from the quality of training and "jointness". The major savings
come from the reduction of infrastructure and the elimination of the costs to operate
installations that are not needed as you consolidate joint training. However, flying operations




considerations and base operational capabilities drive the potential amount of excess
infrastructure. With regard to perspectives on capacity, the briefers pointed out that it was an
operator’s view, back-of-the-envelope approach. They also stated their study looked at
existing infrastructure, existing base capabilities, and aircraft operational compatibility and
requirements. Mr. Finch thanked the Departments for the briefing.

Mr. Finch pointed out that alternatives developed by the Group should make
operational sense. He continued that the path of the Group’s methodologies must make sense.
He then reiterated that the analytical models are mechanical tools with mechanical outputs for
use in development of alternatives for further consideration. He observed that the models, as
set, do not have constraints for operational compatibility of aircraft types, for example. The
Group agreed methodology needed to be reviewed. Mr. Finch directed the joint study team
(JST) to review methodology and to propose recommendations.

The Group next talked about the costs of alternatives. Mr. Finch opined that the
current methodology uses surrogates for cost. He continued that the Group is not starting
with a clean sheet of paper in that there are existing bases, infrastructure, and capabilities.
While current tools and methodology may seem good, they don’t directly look at the costs of
moving functions around. The Group agreed that more work was needed in this area and that
common sense should prevail. The Chair tasked the JST to review and propose options for
costing with respect to the optimization model.

Next, Mr. Gardner reviewed data security and internal control procedures.

The Group then began an initial review of an incomplete draft preliminary functional
value output. The Group challenged the output and consensus was that it did not show a
distribution of the set that might be expected or seem reasonable. The Army pointed out that
D-PADS output is only one part of a larger, overall analysis. The Chair pointed out that the
output purports to give a relative ranking, but questioned whether it made sense. The Air
Force argued the need to insure that data was correct. The Army also noted that the model
gives more credit for having more functions. That is, the more discriminated functions at a

location, the more credit is given to that location. The display is a linear description, of a
non-linear world. The Chair tasked the Principals to scrutinize the inputs to determine if the

data points made sense. The Air Force questioned the data provided in the facilities data
field. The Group agreed that the Air Force would reexamine the certified data provided by
their installations to revalidate the facilities data and to correct errors, if any, per internal
controls. The Group also agreed to halt further functional value development pending
verification and receipt of the facilities data, as well as receipt of the Air Force’s data on
flight screening.

Next, Mr. Gardner led a discussion of data call issues. The Group approved the
outlying field resolution (attached) as presented. The Group also agreed to delete messing as
a factor in capacity analysis, as the Departments no longer provide messing for officers.

Mr. Wyte, DoDIG, gave an auditor status report. He described early audit efforts used
to provide some initial feedback. He also stated that the auditors were working on a full
statistical analysis of the data universe.




The Group then discussed its proposed schedule and noted that milestones could slip
due to the evolving joint process.

w There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1525 hours.
-

Approved:  Lou Fin
Chairman
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Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

RADM Bill Hayden, Navy

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy (arrived late)

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

LCDR Steve Bertolaccini, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Maj Gen Ed Tenoso, Air Force

Brig Gen Mike McCarthy, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Howard Hachida, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. David Wyte, DoDIG




UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA

(22 September 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Joint Training Briefing

Data Security Procedural Review
Functional Value Review

Data Call Issues

A. Outlying Field (Choctaw) Resolution
B. Deletion of Messing from Capacity Analysis

C. Certified Data Update Status
DoDIG Auditor Status Report

Future Schedule Discussion

- Functional Values delivered to Services September 23

- Capacity Analysis Completed/ UPT JCSG Mtg September 29 at 1300
-Review Group Meeting September 29 at 1630
-Military Values due from Services October 3

(Reportedly delivered 7-14 October by Air Force)
- Optimization Model Runs, Analysis, & Review October 17 - 26

- Present Alternatives to Steering/Review Groups October 27/28
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MAKES SENSE

e ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH CONSOLIDATING
FROM A JOINT PERSPECTIVE
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CURRENT NAVY NFO
TRAINING

RANDOLP 43 WKS

e
. y v ety
. ‘ ‘
! 1
‘
: .

 T43 B
(23 WKS) 4
 54-59 WKS
yd (F14 )
PREFLT PRIMARY STRIKE NFO F-18D
T-34 T-34 / T-39 / T-2 EA-6B
(6 WKS) (14 WKS) (34-39 WKS) ES/S-3

< 14 WKS » 34 WKS
PENSACOLA ———E 5
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JOINT NAVIGATOR
TRAINING

44 WKS
(B52 )
KC/RC/EC/OC-136

" C/HC/AC/EC-130
- NAV- A | C-141
USAF ‘ 48T E-3A

(24 WKS) P/EP-3
USN 8)

\E-GA )

F-14

F-18

PREFLT "V PRIMARY | — \ NFO )| S4B
| T34 T | T F-16E
(8 WKS) (14 WKS) | . F-111

B-1

USMC
USCG
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CURRENT USAF ENTRY LEVEL
EWO TRAINING

46 WK
~
(B2
v KC/RC/EC/OC-136
ST C/HC/AC/EC-130
| o C-141

PREFLT - T-43 © T:37 =V g3
(86 WKS) (12 WKS) (4 WKS) (16 WKS)

B-52

(2;1" \-313(8) ‘ 3%11:;%
AC-130
EC-130

.

46 WK
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JOINT TRAINING PROJECTION
WITH JPATS

USAF
USN

JOINT PRIMARY - P

USMC i
USCG
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JPATS CANDIDATES

Gt i PN a e ol g\t

BEECH (USA) MK-1I GRUMMAN/AUGUSTA (TALY) S-211

Co ooy

L

VOUGHT/FMA (ARGENTINA) PAMPA 2000 NORTHROP/EMBRAER (BRAZIL) TUCANO LOCKHEED/AERMACCHI (ITALY) T BIRD 11

¥ 4

i

ROCKWELL/MBB (GERMAN) RANGER 2000 CESSNA (USA) CITATION TRAINER
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¢
AIRLIFT/TANKER/MARITIME

¢ ANOTHER OPPORTUNITY FOR JOINTNESS
USING THE APPROPRIATE TRAINING ASSET

¢ T-44 : AN EXCELLENT TRAINER FOR
TURBOPROP-BOUND STUDENTS

st

¢ T-1: AN EXCELLENT TRAINER FOR
HEAVY JET-BOUND STUDENTS
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JOINT FLIGHT TRAINING

@- ESTABLISH JOINT TRAINING

¢IMPROVED QUALITY TRAINING
¢ BIG DIVIDENDS IN JOINTNESS
- oLIMITED SAVINGS

@- CONSOLIDATE INFRASTRUCTURE IN
SUPPORT OF BRAC

e MAJOR SAVINGS

¢ OPERATOR’S PERSPECTIVE
IMPORTANT
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CURRENT TRAINING
STWUCTUZRE

SHEPPARD COLUMBUS

MERIDIAN %

WHITING

“J PENSACOLA

RANDOLPH ‘:\\ pep——

KINGSVILLE CHRISTI

L £ BASES COSTTOCLOSE  ANNUAL SAVINGS
B CLOSURE BASES A AL S

Bl AIR FORCE ] NAVY Bl ARMY
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TRAINING CONSOLIDATION

GREATER TRAINING EFFICIENCIES POSSIBLE
THROUGH CHANGING PHILOSOPHY

{(PRIMARY / ADVANCED) 4
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1600

1200

800

400

]
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|

PERSPECTIVES ON CAPACITY

170

836

AF FY01
REQ'T

Bl INTERNATIONAL
[J ARC

USAF ACTIVE DUTY
[J USN ACTIVE DUTY

1,400

B 7 DAY SCHEDULE
SURGE (6 DAY)

USN FY01
REQ'T

CAPACITY
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REQUIREMENTS /| CAPACITY

e TWO MRC

e NEW PARADIGM

e COME AS WE ARE WAR
- ¢ SURGE

¢ NO COCKPITS FOR INCREASED
PRODUCTION

e CCT PILOTS AND AIRCRAFT MAY BE
NEEDED
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ADVANTAGES

¢ QUALITY TRAINING
¢ MORE JOINTNESS
e EFFICIENT / REDUCED COST

e REDUCED INFRASTRUCTURE (CLOSE
INSTALLATIONS)

e REDUCED NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT (UTE)
¢ EXPLOITS PAST INVESTMENTS
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RANIK SCORE
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OUTLYING LANDING FIELD (CHOCTAW) RESOLUTION

Choctaw is a jet capable outlying landing field (OLF) situated between Pensacola
NAS and Whiting Field. Owned and operated by Pensacola it is utilized by both training
activities. The "study team" believed it inappropriate to give Pensacola full credit for the
OLF and Whiting zero credit as both activities have ready access to the OLF. It was
decided to split the functional value credit for Choctaw OLF evenly between Pensacola
and Whiting. The following adjustments to the Measures of Merit were developed to
address this unique case:

1. Managed Training Areas Question 1 - Deduct 0.5 fields from Pensacola/Add
0.5 field to Whiting.

2. Airfields Question 1 - Deduct 0.5 fields from Pensacola/Add 0.5 fields to
Whiting. Question 2 - deduct 0.5 fields from Pensacola/Add 0.5 fields to
Whiting.

3. Proximity to Other Support Facilities Question 1 - deduct half credit for
Choctaw OLF (0.5 field) from Whiting.

Theses adjustments were applied as follows to the following functional areas:
Primary - 1, 2 and 3 applied.

WSO/Strike - 3 applied.

Primary NFO/NAYV - 1, 2 (Q#1 only), and 3 applied.

Maritime E2/C2 - 1, 2 and 3 applied.

9/22/94
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
October 6, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1300 hours on October 6, 1994, in Room 3E752,
the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch began with introductory remarks and administrative comments.

The Group then began review of baseline functional value output (attached) from the
D-PADS model. Discussion indicated that although some certified data changes had been
incorporated in the baseline, the incorporation was not complete. Mr. Finch noted that each
Military Department had updated and certified data which had been incorporated and stated
that the DoDIG, together with the Military Departments’ audit agencies, should audit the
updated data points. The Group’s DoDIG advisor agreed. The Air Force argued that they
believed an anomaly existed on adequate training facilities at Reese AFB and Laughlin AFB.
The Air Force stated that they were still reviewing accuracy of data as tasked at the last
meeting and had not yet completed the job. Mr. Finch emphasized that time was short and
that he expected the Military Departments to focus on tasks such as this. - The Air Force
estimated at least two more work days would be needed to complete the review. Group
consensus was that progress on functional value development should continue when the Air
Force provided certified information. Since he would be travelling next week, Mr. Finch
authorized Mr. Gardner to transmit functional value information to the Military Departments.

Mr. Gardner then presented the joint study team’s (JST) recommendation that the
capacity matrix be modified. Following Group discussion of the rationale (attached), the
consensus was to eliminate hangars, maintenance and supply storage facilities, and housing
from the capacity matrix. The JST also recommended that sorties be dropped from the
capacity matrix since airfield operations also encompasses the take-offs and landings
associated with sorties. The Group talked about ensuring a common standard was used for
determination of airfield operations, since traffic pattern spacing would affect the calculation
for capacity. The Group challenged whether the standards to be used to derive capacity were
the best ones. The JST recommended the Group use the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) standards for airfield operations under Visual Flight Rules (VFR). Some members
believed the VFR standard would overstate capacity and not consider real world limits such
as periods of poor weather, safety procedures, runway downtime, operational delays, aircraft
turn times, and so forth. Others pointed out that the result would be a theoretical capacity for
airfield operations and only one of multiple measures and considerations. Still others opined
that the VFR standard might be only one bound applied to airfield operations. The Group
consensus was to eliminate sorties and use airfield operations for capacity. The group also
agreed to use the FAA standard for airfield operations since it made sense as a common
baseline standard and the certified data call responses from the Military Departments were




based on the FAA model. The FAA standards are published in FAA Advisory Circular, AC
No: 150/5060.5, 23 September 1993.

Mr. Finch opined that the alternatives developed by the Group need to ensure
production of quality aircrews and save money for the Department. He continued that the
linear programming model in its current construct does not consider some factors believed to
be important, and he offered potential model constraints for Group consideration. One might
be to maximize savings by reducing bases consistent with sufficient capacity to train quality
aircrews. Excursions to maximize functional value, to maximize military value, and to
minimize bases could be useful. Another might be to minimize short-term costs by
minimizing functional moves. Yet another might be the possibility of introducing a constraint
to consider compatible functions. The Chair asked the JST to come back with options and
suggestions. '

Next, the Group reviewed the proposed schedule and noted that functional values
would not be delivered to the Military Departments by the planned date due to the on-going
data review.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1520 hours.

Approved:  Lou Fin
Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
October 6, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Col Mike Jones, Army

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

LCDR Steve Bertolaccini, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Brig Gen Mike McCarthy, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Howard Hachida, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff(J-7)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. David Wyte, DoDIG




INT / CROSS-SERVICE GR NDA

(6 October 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Functional Value Review - '"Wrap-up"

Capacity Matrix Modifications
A. Eliminate Hangars, Maintenance and Supply Storage Facilities, and
Housing: Not Appropriate Limitors. (e.g. - Housing at 200 rooms would
limit assignment of student pilots to 200).

B. Sorties Dropped - Encompassed by Airfield Ops
Discussion of Potential Model Constraints

Future Schedule Discussion
- Functional Values delivered to Services October 7

- Capacity Analysis Completed/ Discuss Optimization October 13
Model Runs at UPT JCSG Mtg

-Military Values due from Services October 14

- Optimization Model Runs, Analysis, & Review October 17 - 26

- Present Alternatives to Steering/Review Groups October 27/28
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UPT BOMBFITE

RANK SCORE ALTERNATIVE

7.3 KING

7.2 P-COLA
6.7 MERIDIAN
6.5 COL

6.3 RANDOLPH
6.2 SHEPPARD
3.5 VANCE
5.4 REESE
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6.1-6.2 MERIDIAN
5.9-6.0 COL
5.9-6.0 SHEPPARD
5.9-6.0 CORPUS
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10 5.5-5.6 REESE

11 5.4-5.6 HONDO
12 5.2-5.3 P-COLA
13 4.9-5.0 RANDOLPH
14 3.7-3.9 USAFA
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UPT PRIMARY
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UPT UPTHELO

RANK SCORE ALTERNATIVE

1 8.9 RUCKER
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RANK SCORE ALTERNATIVE
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7.4 KING

7.2 P-COLA
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October 5, 1994
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
October 13, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Dan Gardner, ODUSD(R), at 1305 hours on October 13, 1994, in Room
3E752, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

After Mr. Gardner’s opening remarks, the Group moved to review of the functional
value output (attached). Mr. Gardner pointed out that the Air Force had provided updated
and certified data on Reese AFB and Laughlin AFB facilities as promised at the last meeting
and that preliminary functional value had been forwarded to the Military Departments.
Subsequently, the Air Force’s data review indicated possible inconsistencies in responses to
questions in the certified data call about available airspace within 100 nautical miles. Further
investigation by the joint study team (JST) revealed that not all installations in the category
had responded in the same manner, thus indicating differences in interpretation of the data
call and resulting in responses that were not complete. The Group discussed the direction to
be taken and whether the data should be updated and another functional value run produced.
The Navy representative argued that the existing output should be used, functional value

~ output should not be rerun, and the process should proceed in order to avoid the perception of

\ changing data after the baseline functional value run in order to alter the outcome. The Air
Force offered its concern about the reality of proceeding with known incorrect data. Mr.
Gardner noted that he had been in contact with Mr. Finch, who is on travel, about this issue.
Mr. Gardner then articulated the sense that since the data was not complete and that
corrections would exceed sensitivity thresholds, the data about available airspace for each
installation needed to be scrutinized, corrected and documented per internal controls. Group
discussion continued with consensus to allow addition of the new data and to rerun the
functional value output. The Acting Chair directed the Principals, with the support of their
JST representatives, to initiate a thorough scrub of this data. The JST then recommended,
and the Group agreed, to use DoD Flight Information Publication (FLIP) documents as the
standard source to ensure consistency of the data for each installation in the category. The
DoDIG advisor was asked to provide audit oversight of this issue, and he concurred. Mr.
Gardner stated that upon completion of the scrub and rerun of functional value output, the
Military Departments would be notified of any resultant corrections to functional value.

Next, the Group discussed progress on capacity analysis including capacity matrix
modifications with rationale (attached) for elimination of training sorties as a measure of
capacity as discussed at the previous meeting. The Group approved the rationale as
presented. The JST also reported that although progress was being made toward a
preliminary draft on capacity analysis, more work was needed before it could be presented to
the Group for consideration.




Mr. Gardner reminded the Group of the Chair’s request at the previous meeting for
inputs and suggestions on potential model constraints which might improve the richness of the
Group’s development of alternatives.

The Group then reviewed the evolving schedule, and noted that receipt of installation
values from the Military Departments, as anticipated, was important to future Group progress.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1425 hours.

COZ el _

Approved:  Dan Gardner
Acting Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
October 13, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

Col Mike Jones, Army

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

LCDR Steve Bertolaccini, Navy

Mr. Steve Belcher, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Howard Hachida, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff(J-7)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Robert Johnson, DoDIG




UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA

(13 October 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Functional Value Review - ""Wrap-up"'

Capacity Issues
A. Matrix Modifications Rationale
B. Preliminary Capacity Draft

Discussion of Potential Model Constraints

Future Schedule Discussion
-Military Values expected (NLT) from Services
- Capacity Analysis Completed/Discuss Optimization
Model Runs at UPT JCSG Mtg

- Optimization Model Runs, Analysis, & Review
JCSG Mtgs on 19, 20, & 21 October with mtgs the
following week to be determined.

- Present Alternatives to Steering/Review Groups

October 19

October 19

October 19 - 26

October 27/28
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7.1 CorPUS
7.1 KING

7.0 MERIDIAN
6.9 P-COLA
6.8 WHITING
6.8 VANCE

6.3 RANDOLPH
6.4 REESE

6.3 SHEPPARD

CEONNOVVUW N~

UPT WSOSTRK

RANK  SCORE ALTERNATIVE

7.4 KING

1.2 P-COLA
6.9 comrus
6.9 WHITING
6.7 RUCKER

6.5 COL
5.7 RANDOLPH

S LK N N N IT N

RANK SCORE ALTERNATIVE

1 8.9 RUCKER
2 72 warmmNG
3 &S P-OOLA



Rationale for Elimination of Capacity Measures
Training Sorties

Training sorties do not capture maximum airfield capacity. A sortie is a training event which
contains as a subset additional manuevers which include touch and go’s, full stop and missed
approach landings. Maximum airfield operations require a full accounting of the total number
of operations. Sorties do not capture that. A better measure of an airfields’ maximum
generated capacity is the total number of operations (take-offs, landings, touch and go’s, etc.)
that can be accomplished over a set period of time.

Hangars

Hangars are not required for the parking of aircraft or for most of the required maintenance in
UPT. Accordingly, hangars are not a meaningful capacity constraint.

Maintenance/Supply/Storage

All maintenance on training aircraft is accomplished by contractors. Therefore, the capacity is
more a function of the contract and the contractors capabilities than the base
maintenance/supply/storage facilities.

Housing and Messing

Base housing is not a capacity constraint because it ignores the availability of off-base
housing and current demographics for aviators under training. Messing facilities for military
officers no longer exist.
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
October 20, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1305 hours on October 20, 1994, in Room 3E752,
the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch began with administrative remarks and noted the objective of providing
alternatives to the Military Departments by the end of the month would need the focus and
. interest of the Group and the joint study team (JST).

Mr. Gardner opened discussion on capacity analysis, and Lt Col Free presented the
principles (attached) used to develop the capacity analysis. Lt Col Free pointed out that the
site function exclusion table was incorporated into the capacity data formulation. The
approach also deferred to the higher order of magnitude relative to function and aircraft
requirement. The approach is conservative on capacity, while being liberal on development
of training requirements. The Group concluded the approach was sound.

Discussion moved to the capacity summary matrix (attached). Lt Col Free pointed out
that Fort Rucker numbers represented helicopter training only, and that Whiting Field figures
included only fixed-wing training. The helicopter to fixed-wing relationship was normalized
using a factor of 5.4 helicopter operations to one(1) fixed-wing operation. This normalized
operations for comparative purposes. The Group also reviewed capacity analysis formulations
(handout attached). With regard to formulation of sorties and airfield operations for primary
pilot, the approved JPATS syllabus was used for the calculation since it is a common baseline
of 65 syllabus sorties. Overhead sorties were added to the syllabus figure to arrive at total
sorties. Overhead sorties were based on historical overhead sortie data (T-34 for Navy and
T-37 for Air Force). Historical overhead sortie rates differ between the Navy and Air Force,
since methods of accounting and way of doing business differ. The Group discussed ways to
normalize the sortie calculation, agreed to use a rate between that of the Navy and Air Force,
and adopted the following:

Training Sorties - The JPATS syllabus requirement of 65 sorties was accepted as the
standard number of syllabus sorties. USAF overhead on primary training is 60 percent, while
USN overhead is 30 percent. The Group agreed to use an average overhead value of 45
percent which leads to a total sortie requirement of 94 (65 sorties + .45 x 65).

Airfield Ops - Taken from the Whiting Field Capacity Analysis, Mission
Requirements, paragraph B.2 and Facilities paragraphs A.2 and A.10 using the T-34 data.
Operations were calculated as follows:



Operations/Student = Historic Traffic Count(Fac A.10) X Sorties/Student(M.R. B.2) = 12.3 Ops/Sortie
Total Sorties(Fac A.2)

Total Ops = 94 Sorties X 12.3 Ops/Sortie = 1,156 operations

Next, the Group talked about capacity requirements developed from the interim Future
Year Defense Program (FYDP).

The Group then reviewed the functional analysis process with respect to policy
imperatives and the forthcoming optimization model output unconstrained by military value.
The discussion resulted in Group agreement to use the previously agreed upon policy
imperative constraints without modification.

The Group next discussed the status of previously identified external, non-BRAC
policy issues. Mr. Finch stated there had been significant progress in the joint fixed-wing
training policy arena, including an approved common JPATS syllabus. With regard to the
other external policy issues, the Department’s existing policies on flight screening, fixed-wing
training for helicopter pilots, and undergraduate helicopter pilot training consolidation remain
in effect until changed. Existing policies, as well as joint fixed-wing training policy
initiatives which are expected to be approved by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, will be
considered by the Group during development of alternatives for analyses by the Military
Departments.

A general discussion ensued on plans and methodology for follow-on optimization
model runs using installation military values from the Military Departments to help the Group
develop reasonable alternatives. The group noted that it had not yet received the inputs.

Discussion of the future schedule noted slippage in planned events.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1445 ho

n

Approved: I%u Finch ™
Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
October 20, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Col Mike Jones, Army

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

LCDR Steve Bertolaccini, Navy

Mr. Steve Belcher, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Howard Hachida, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff (J-7)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Will Jarvis, OSD (Program Analysis and Evaluation)
Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG



UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA
(20 October 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

1. Capacity Analysis - Computation & Results
2. Requirements

3. BRAC 95 JCSG Functional Analysis Process
- "Policy Imperatives"'

4. External Policy Issues

5. Model "Run'' Plans
v - Absent Military Values ? ? ?
6. Future Schedule Discussion

- Optimization Model Runs, Analysis, & Review October 20 - 26
JCSG Mtgs as Required

- Present Alternatives to Steering/Review Groups (?)  October 27/28

- Alternatives Presented to Services November 1
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Corpus 3

Columbus Christi Ft Rucker Kingsville Laughiin Meridian Pensacola Randolph Reese Sheppard Vance Whiting Field Hondo USAFA
| Stte Miltary Value
DoD
Functions for UPT FV FV FVv FVv FV FV FV FV FV FV FV FV Fv. FV Requiremd
Flight Screening 6.6 6.4 69 6.7 68 65 6.1 57 62 6.2 66 66 54 39 | 2073
Primery Pilot 68 8.7 |X2 7.0 70 68 8.4 6.7 6.0 6.3 88 6.8 0.0 00 | 2,488
Alrift/Tanker 63 65 |X1 7.7 58 6.6 78 6.5 59 6.5 6.7 |X1 0.0 00| 752
Inter E2/C2, Adv Maritime 6.7 75 IX2 76 6.5 6.6 7.5 6.4 59 6.5 6.8 7.4 0.0 0.0 09
Adv E2/C2, Strike 60 6.2 |X1 7.3 5.4 63 7.6 6.0 5.7 6.2 53 |X1 0.0 00 ] 372
Adv Bomber/Fighter 6.4 | X1 X1 73 55 6.8 78 6.8 5.6 6.3 55 1X1 0.0 00] 619
Helicopter X2 X2 8.9 |X2 X2 X2 6.5 | X2 X2 X2 X2 7.2 0.0 00 | 1,481
Primary NFO, Inter NFO 69 6.7 |X2 70 71 68 6.4 74 6.2 6.2 6.8 6.4 0.0 00 718
Adv NFO Strike 6.6 6.9 67 7.4 IX3 65 7.6 6.1 X3 X3 X3 70 0.0 00 312
Adv NFO Panet 76 59 }X1 7.2 68 70 76 6.9 72 7.7 75 Xt 0.0 00 ] 222
X1 - Runway length constraints X2 - Lack of outlying flelds X3 - Too far from water
Resources Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap
Airfield Ops 784,371 752,136 | 7,441,016 | 389,136 787572 | 389,136 270072 | 619,768 | 686,547 | 646,988 685,390 865302 | 554,664 | 651,630
Alrspace 116973 | 315810 0] 253418 | 218889 ] 128879 181,790 40404 | 106925 | 166922 | 114,708 147%88 43,560 49,368
Ground Training Classroon{ 542,080 | 464,640 5523408 | 859584 193,600 | 406560 | 3915544 | 696,960 696960 | 348480 | 373648 554,400 116,160 77,440
Ground Training Simutatord 77,440 46,464 212,960 61,952 61,952 54,208 135,520 92,928 61,952 92,928 61,952 104,544 0 o]
Ramps, Aprons, Taxways | 209,840 540,367 302,726 | 240614 | 217378 | 241 ,166 200,305 | 501,946 | 282,496 304,125 | 223645 386,667 | 251,200 46,122
Filight inter E2/C2, Adv E2/C2, Adv Primary NFO, Adv Adv
R per student ing Primary Pliot AnftTanker Adv Marltime Strike [Bomber/Fighter: Helicopter Inter NFO NFO Strike NFO Panel
Tralning Sorties 24 q‘{ +58 88 S0 178 132 137 3 o3 13 | Maximum req \ts where duplicate training
Aifield Ops 526 |i15b £368 405 496 1,393 926 1,288 248 216 £ .
Airspace 6 32 61 4 97 5 N/A 37 o2 0
Ground Training Classroon 14 213 186 212 196 154 955 569 470 304
Ground Training St 0 27 42 40 98 29 32 89 122 80 "
Ramps, Aprons, Taxiways 18.81 181.92 357.60 192.83 A03.45 BH7.35 197.23 60.31 23059 201.00 "
No coples to bemade without

Sarcratystudent 00555 | 0.2274 02384| 02119 | 03817 | 05106 02774 01058 | 01346 ] 00402 express permission of JCSG
SQ YDS/ANcran 39 800 1,500 910 795 700 711 570 1,780 5,000 UPT Chairman
# Alrcraft Required 115 567 179 =] 142 316 411 76 42 9
based on ramps/student

-
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS FORMULATIONS

PROVIDED BELOW ARE THE FORMULAS USED IN THE COMPUTATION OF CAPACITY
ANALYSIS DATA. THESE FORMULAS STANDARDIZE TO THE BEST EXTENT
POSSIBLE THE DATA OF ALL SERVICES.

1. TRAINING SORTIES = AIRFIELD OPERATIONS AT THE MAIN BASE
DIVIDED BY TWO ( TWO IS THE BASE LINE NUMBER DERIVED FROM ONE
TAKE-OFF AND ONE LANDING PER SORTIE AT HOME BASE).

2. DAYLIGHT AIRFIELD OPERATIONS = (FAA AIRFIELD OPERATIONS
MODEL) (WEATHER FACTOR) (242) (12) FAA MODEL IS BASED ON RUNWAY
CONFIGURATION. WEATHER FACTOR IS BASED ON HISTORICAL DATA FROM
EACH INSTALLATION. 242 IS THE NUMBER OF TRAINING DAYS. 12 IS THE
NUMBER OF TRAINING HOURS IN ONE DAY. AIRFIELD OPERATIONS
INCLUDES ALL OUTLYING FIELDS. NAVAL NUMBERS ARE BASED ON A
WEATHER FACTOR INCORPORATED IN THE FAA MODEL. FOR WHITING FIELD
THE RUNWAY OPERATIONS ARE BASED ON JPATS. THE HEAVIER WEIGHT OF
NAVY AIRCRAFT CONSTRAINS OPERATIONS AT NAVAL AIR STATIONS
RESULTING IN A LOWER AIRFIELD OPERATIONS CAPACITY.

3. AIRSPACE

FUNCTIONAL VALUE AIRSPACE = (AVAILABLE AIRSPACE WITHIN 100
NAUTICAL MILES OF THE MAIN FIELD TO INCLUDE ATCAA, BUT NOT
WARNING AREAS FOR PRIMARY, PRINFO AND FLT SCREENING. ALL OTHER
FUNCTIONS INCLUDE WARNING AREAS) (SQUARE NAUTICAL MILES)
(ALTITUDE/6080) . 6080 IS THE CONVERSION FACTOR OF FEET TO
NAUTICAL MILES.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS AIRSPACE

BLOCK HOURS AVAILABLE = (BLOCKS OF CURRENTLY USED
AIRSPACE) (12 HOURS PER DAY) (242 DAYS PER YEAR). BLOCKS OF
AIRSPACE WERE DETERMINED BY SUMMING THE SQ NM OF CURRENTLY USED
ATRSPACE AND DIVIDING IT INTO ADVANCED (200 SQ NM X 12000') AND
PRIMARY (100 SQ NM X 5000‘’) BLOCKS. (EXCEPTION: CORPUS CHRISTI
WAS GIVEN CREDIT FOR W-228 BECAUSE THEY CONTROL/SCHEDULE THIS
AIRSPACE) PRIMARY AND ADVANCED BLOCKS WERE DOUBLE STACKED WHERE
POSSIBLE. THE CAPACITY NUMBERS REFLECT THE ADVANCED AIRSPACE
BLOCKS CAPACITY. (EXCEPTIONS: NAS WHITING, HONDO, AND USAFA
HAVE NO ADVANCED AIRSPACE BLOCKS; THEREFORE, PRIMARY AIRSPACE

CAPACITY WAS USED)

4. GROUND TRAINING CLASS ROOM HOURS PER YEAR = DESIGN CAPACITY (
IN TERMS OF STUDENTS) (8 HOURS PER DAY) (242 TRAINING DAYS) 8
HOURS IS A STANDARD TRAINING DAY. 242 IS THE STANDARDIZED
TRAINING YEAR.

5. GROUND TRAINING SIMULATORS = (DESIGN STUDENT CAPACITY) (16 HRS
PER DAY) (242 DAYS PER YEAR) 16 HOURS BASED ON AN AVERAGE
AVAILABILITY OF SIMULATORS

6. RAMPS = (TOTAL NUMBER OF USABLE SQUARE YARDS OF PARKING
SPACE) (.80) 80% IS BASED ON ACCESS REQUIREMENTS TO GET TO MAIN



TAXIWAY. (REFERENCE PENSACOLA CAPACITY ANALYSIS DATA CALL 19,
FACILITIES, PARA D, QUESTION 3)




U Joint/Cross-Service Group

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT)
JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE
GROUP




sanss| AJ1|0d |eulidlXs e
anjep Aenjiin -
Ayoede) -

[leD ejeq o
fioBajen ul suoljejjeisul «

ajeuoiiey adooas Alobaje)

SNLV.1S

dnoJo 9oINI9S-SSOIDAUIOL 1dN




UPis-Service Group

Category Scope Rationale

Installations in the UPT category
include all DoD flight programs
which support and facilitate
selection and training of pilots,
naval flight officers, and
navigators to the point of
awarding “Wings”




e Columbus

e Corpus Christi
* Fort Rucker

e Kingsville

e Laughlin

e Meridian

* Pensacola

* Randolph*

* Reese

* Sheppard

* Vance

* Whiting Field

* Includes Enhanced Flight Screening sites at Hondo, TX and the Air Force
Academy
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS (CONT)
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STORAGE
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Joint Cross-Service Group
on
Undergraduate Pilot Training



BINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP

GOALS

Retain Capacity to Meet Quality Air Crew
Training Requirements

Ensure Function Compatibility at Remaining
Sites

Minimize Costs
- Long term
-~ Transitional

Retain Sites with Inherent Military and
Functional Value
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VT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP

Q METHODOLOGY - PHASE 1

DATA COLLECTION / PREPARATION

e Determine Scope and Sites in Category

e Collect Data - Standardized and Certified
e« Develop Functional Values

e Compute Capacities

e Integrate Appropriate Policy

e Obtain Site Military Values

3/21Mm
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UPT JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP \

ategory Scope Rationale

ax\

Installations in the UPT category include
all DoD flight programs which support

and facilitate selection and training of
pilots, naval flight officers, and navigators

to the point of awarding “Wings.”
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SITE / FUNCTION CONSTRAINT MATRIX

o[ R e A e e e
FLT SCREENING USAF T-3
PRIMARY PILOT USN T-34 X(2)
USAF T-37
JPATS
AIRLIFT/TANKER USAF T-1 X@ X(1)
MARITIME/ USN T-44 X@2)
USAF
INT E-2/C-2
STRIKE/ USN T-2 XQ) XQ)
TA-4 ,
ADV E-2/C-2 T-45

BOMBER/FIGHTER | USAF T-38 b 4¢)) X XQ@)

HELO USN TH-S7 | . X X(2) XQ@ | X@ | X@ | X2 X X2 X Q)
USAF UH-1
USA TH-67
OH-58
PRIM & INT NAV/NFO | USN T-34 X@
USAF T-39
WSO STRIKE USN T-39 X3 | X@ X@3) XQ3)
USAF T-2
PANEL NAV USN T-43 X XQ)

====—J-__Ui——m_=_-—l_—_=——l_=——i_—_—_—£__________d_4______4

(1) Runway length constraints based on model design series of training aircraft (FY 2001 requirements)
(2) Lack of suitable outlying fields (one or more for indicated fixed-wing programs, two or more for helo)

(3) Too far from water (greater than 200 NM to working area)
TO BE VERIFIED UPON RECEIPT OF CERTIFIED DATA
Appendix 2 QE




MEASURES OF MERIT FOR:
PRIMARY
MEASURES OF | WEIGHT RATIONALE 1]
MERIT
Managed Training 5 The questions addressed in this area are focused toward
Areas ownership of special use airspace, air-to ground ranges, and

outlying fields. In this analysis, accessibility to these facilities
was considered more important than ownership.

[Weather 14 This weight was used because students in primary flight

training need better weather than students in the advanced
tracks.

irspace and Flight 29 This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has
Training Areas on primary flight training. Much of the training takes place in
special use airspace; therefore, this area plays a large role in
determining the training effectiveness of an installation.

Airfields 24 This area is weighted the heaviest due to the emphasis primary
training places on pattern activities. This area plays a big role
in evaluating the effectiveness of a training installation.

*ﬂ

Ground Training 10 This weight is commensurate with the role classrooms,
Facilities ' simulators, and other facilities play in flight training.

Aircraft Maintenance 5 Training aircraft are not difficult to maintain and do not require
Facilities an extensive training infrastructure.

Special Military 0 NA
Facilities

Proximity to Training 0 N/A
Areas

Proximity to Other 2 This area looks at the local area to determine what other

Support Facilities facilities are available The overall training infrastructure is
already established and in use at each base 8o the impact to this
area should be minimal.

Unique Features 0 N/A

Air Quality 5 This has been baselined due to like aircraft.

Encroachment 5 Encroachment plays a role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission; however, training
aircraft do not have a large impact on encroachment issues.

Services 8 Quality of life plays a significant role in determining installation
compatibility with the training mission and this weight will be
applied to the other training functions.




Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of
Primary Pilot Tralning

‘mged Tralning Areas (§ points)

1. The & of outlying/auxifiary fields that are controlled/owned by the installation
and support primary training. (2.5 pt or 50%)
Scoring: Lincas scale between 0 and 6 (0 pt foc O fields, 2.5 pts for 6 ficlds)
Ratlonale: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training.
2. The number and type of special use airspace that is controlled/owned by the
instaltation and supports primary training. (2.5 pt or 50%)
Scoring: 1.5 pt for MOA, 0.5 pt for MTR, 0.5 for AA
Ratlonate: Owning airficlds and airspace have equal impact on training.

Weather (14 points)

1. Percent of time weather is bester than 1500/3. (4 pt or 29%)
SOod:g:UmarmlcbetweenSO%mdlm%(lptforBO%udlptfot
95%)

Rationale: USAF weather requiremeats to conduct training. Higher % is
better.

2. Percent of time weather is better than 1000/3. (3 pt or 21%)
Scodagzmarsalcbeswenso%mdloo%(lptfaSO%mdSp(for
95%)

Rationale: USN weather requirements to conduct training. Higher % is
better.

3. Percent of time crosswinds are less than 15 knots. (3 pt or 21%)

Scering;: Linear scale between min% and max% (0 pt for min% and 3 pt for
max®)

Ratlonale: Max crosswinds for majority of student training. Higher % is
better.

4 Peroent of time crosswinds are greater than 25 knots. (1 pt or 7%)

' Scering: Lincar scale between min% and max% (1 pt for min% and O pt for
max%)
w: Max airceaft crosswind limits. Lower % is better.
of sorties canceled/rescheduled. (1 pt or 7%)
Scering: Lincar scale between 5% and 20% ( 1 pt for $% and O pt for 20%)
Rationsle: This arca captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.

6. Official Planning factor for lost socties duc to weather. (2 pt or 14%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% (2 pt for 5% and 1 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.

Alrspece and Flight Tralning Areas (22 points)

1. Amount of sirspace (MOA and AA) in nm (12 pt or 64%).

Scecing: Lincar scale of weighted airspace from 0 1o max airspace (MOA
and 8 AA) (O pt for O and 12 pt for max Weighted sirspace for
each site = smount of MOA airspace + S(amount of AA airspace) -

Ratienale: More airspace is better, MOA is slightly better than AA

2. Average distance to airspece (2 pt or 9%)

Scering: Lincar scale from 0 to max weighted avenage airspace size times
distance (0 pt for min snd 2 pt for max). Weighted 2 ¢ airspace size
times distance for cach site = Sum (airspace size in am” times distance 0
ainpaccinnm)fordlMOAo:Mdividedbylhe&m&anﬁspmsiu.

Rationale: Closer ai is better.

3. Numnber of MTR's available (3 pt or 14%).

Scering: Lincar scale from 0 to max (0 pt for 0 MTR's and 3 pt for max
MTRY)

Ratfonale: MTRs are required for training...more is better.

4. Percent of flight ops experiencing ATC delays of 1S minutes or greater. (2 ptor
9%)

Scering: Linear scale between 0 and some max (2 pt for 0 % delays and 0 pis
for max % delay)

Rationale: Fewer ATC delays is better.

aned commercial hob within 100 miles. (1 pt or 4%)

Scocing: 1 pt for no snd 0 pt for yes.

Ratienale: Commercial bub will impact training. No hub is bemer.

il

6. Number of bisecting airways. (2 pt or 9%)
Scoring: Lincar scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and O pts for max).
Ratlonalke: Bisecting airways reduce training effectivencss in arcas.

Alrfields (24 polnts)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary ficlds usable for primary pilot training (4 pt or 17%)
Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cutoff -
S000 ft)

Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for 0 ficlds, 4 pt for
max # fickis)
Rationale: More outlying ficlds improve capacity and quality of training.

2.;1:)‘0( usable outlying/auxifiary fields with IFR or aight? capability. (2 i oc

Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 2 pt for
max # ficlds)
Rationale: This capability will belp reduce congestion at the home fickd
3. Median distance to outlying/auxiliary ficlds. (2 pt or 8%)
Scodng:!.imarscdebcxwmmnﬁnmdmuaptfomindiswm.lpt
for max)
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

4. Runway length of longest runway at main airfield. (2 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Linear scale betweea 5000 and 8000 ft (! pt for 5000 ft runway , 2
points for 8000 ft runway)
Rationale: Longer runway is better for safety reasons
§. Number of primary runways that can support concurrent ops and crosswind
nunways at main field. (7 pt or 29%)

Scoring:

With O crosswind runways: 2 pts for first runway, 4 pts for 2 parallel runways,
6 pts for 3 parallc! runways without crosswind runways.

With | crosswind runway: 3 pts for first primary ronway, 5 pts for 2 parallel
runways, 7 pis for 3 paralicl nways.

With 2 noa-panallel crosswind nmways: 3.5 pts foc first primary runway, 5.5
pts for 2 parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 paraliel rnways.

With 2 parallel crosswind nunways: 4 pts for first primary nmway, 6 pts for 2
panailel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel unways.

Rationale: More runways improve quality of training for safety reasons and
flexibility

6. Condition of runways — % of nmway sq ft in adequate condition (2 pt or 8%)

Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 2 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the runway. Higher quality is better.

7. Condition of taxiways/aprons — % of taxiways/aprons sq ft in adequate condition

(1.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for 100%)
Ratlonale: This indicates the quality of the taxiways. Higher quality is better.
B.Comﬁﬁmd’miliﬁa-lveiofhdli@'uinmmdiﬁon(lﬂsuan)
Scering: Linear scale between O and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1.75 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the utilitics. Higher quality is beaer.

9. Condition of other facilitics (e.g., tecm, admin) - ave % of facilities in adeq cood
(1.75 pt or TR)

Scoring: Linear scale betweea 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1.75 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the facilities. Higher quality is better.

Ground Training Facilities (10 points)

l.Amamofu:fnh;fadﬁﬁa(dmom)med'adeqm'hsqn.cp(uM)
Scodng:ngmkbdmOdw(OptfaO%thf«mﬂ)
Rationale: This measures the amount and of the training faciliti
More quality is better, qlly a
zfxmdmfacﬂiﬁq(dm)-%d'dqm'sq&(lpu
xmﬁmmoumwurwoamr«mﬂ
tionale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilis
More quality is better. iy s
3. Amount of training facilities (trainers) rated "adequate” in sq . (3 pt or 30%)
Seodng:Li::mlebet-:Ondm(OnfaOin&me)
Rationale: measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.
4. Condition of training facilitics (trainers) - % of “adequate® 5q ft. (1 pt or 10%)

. Primary Pilot Training Page 1
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Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)

Ratlonale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is betier,

nount of training facilitics (other) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (1.5 ptor 15%)

Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)

Ratlonale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.
More quality is better.

6. Condition of training facilitics (other) - % of “adequate” sq f. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoaring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .S pt for 100%)
Ratlonale: This mecasures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is betees.

Alrcraft Maintenance Facilities (5 points)

1. Level of maintenance operations at site (3 pt or 60%)

Scoring: 1 pt for O-levet, 2 pt for L-level, 2.5 pt for Depot level, 3 pt for
Depot leve! for aircraft type (TMS)
Rationale: Higher level of maintenance is better.

2. Amount of hangars rated "adequate” in sq ft (1.5 pt or 30%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt foc 0 %, 1.5 pt for max%)
Rationale: More “adequate” hangar space is better.

3. Condition of hangars - % of hangan in "adequate” condition (5 pt or 10%)
Scering: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .5 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This is another measure of installation quality. Higher % is

better.

Proximity te Other Support Facilities (2 points)

t. Number of other airficlds in the arca that could support peimary pilot training (1
pt or 50%)
Scoting: .S pt for 1 field, 1 pt for 2 or more fields)
Rationale: More available airfields are better.
stance to other airficlds. (1 pt or 50%)

i, . Scering: .S ptfor ficld lcss than 30 miles, 1 pt for 2 or more ficlds less than

30 miles
Rationale: Closer airficlds are better.

Alr Quality (5 points)

1. Is the sir station in an attainment or maintenance area for CO, ozone, and PM-
107 (3 pt or 60%)
Scoring: 3 pt for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Attainment and maintenance areas are best.
2. 1s the air station in a moderate non-attainment area or better area for CO, ozone,
and PM-107 (1 pt or 20%)
Scering: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt foc no
Rationale: Moderate and marginal non-attainment (as well as attainment snd
maintenance) ace better than Serious, Severe, and Extreme non-sttainment.
3. There have been no restrictions or delays due to air quality considerations (1 pt
or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: Fewer restrictions are better..

Encroachment (S points)

1. Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances? (1 pts or 20%)
Scoring: 1 pts for yes, O pt for no
Rationale: Having an existing AICUZ study in the zoning ordinance is best.

2. What is the percent incompatible land use for clear zones? (1.5 pts or 30%)
Scering: Lincar scale from 0 to max (1.5 pts for 0 and O pts for max).
Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible 1and use is better.

3. What is the percent incompatibie land use for APZ 1?7 (1 pt or 20%)

Linear scale from 0 %0 max (1 pt for 0 and O pts for max).

Rationale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.
wt is the percent incompatible 1snd use for APZ IT? (0.5 pt or 10%)
3coring: Lincar scale from 0 %0 max (0.5 pt for 0 and O pts for max).
Ratienale: The lower amount of incompatible land use is better.

$. Are real estate disclosures required by local communities? (0.5 pt or 10%)

Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, O pt for no
Ratlonale: Real estaie disclosures are best
6. Has all clear zone acquisition been completed? (0.5 pt oc 10%)
Scoring: 0.5 pt for yes, 0 pt for no
Rationale: It is best if afl clear zones have been acquired.

Services (8 polnts)

1. Amount of BOQ rooms rated "adequate” (2 pt or 25%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (O pt for 0 %, 2 pt for max%)
Rationale: More "adequate” billeting space is better.

2. Condition of BOQ rooms - % of “adequate” (1 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Ratlonale: More “adequate” billeting space is better.

3. Amounit of BEQ rooms rated "adequate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, .6 pt for max%)
Rationale: More “adequate” billeting space is better.

4. Condition of BEQ rooms - % of “adequate® (.4 pt or $%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More “adequate” billeting space is better.

S. What percent of the listed MWR and support facilities/programs are available?

(2 ptor 25%)

Scoring: Lincar scale from 010 100 (0 pt for 0 and 2 pt for 100).
Ratlonale: More MWR facilitics are better to eahance quality of life.

6. Amount of military housing rated “adoquate” (.6 pt or 8%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (0 pt foc 0 %, .6 ¢ for max%)
Rationale: More “adequate” housing is better.

7. Condition of military housing - % of “adequate” (.4 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between O and 100 (0 pt foc 0 %, .4 pt for 100%)
Rationale: More “adequate® housing is better.

8. Number of children on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Fewer children on waiting list is better.

9. Average wait for childrea on the waiting list. (0.5 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Lincar scake from 0 to max (0.5 pt for 0 and 0 pt for max).
Rationale: Less waiting time for child care is better.
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
October 21, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1110 hours on October 21, 1994, in Room 3E774,

the Pentagon. The list of attendees is attached.

Mr. Finch stated the purpose of the meeting was to review the results of the
optimization model output which maximizes functional value unconstrained by installation
military value. The joint study team (JST) presented an overview of the results (slide
attached), and pointed out that this optimization output (attached) is a marriage of D-PADS
functional value and the capacity analysis without regard to factors such as costs, operational
considerations, or joint training initiatives. For example, the output shows primary pilot
training distributed to six locations. The Tri-Department BRAC Group representative pointed
out that, in a relative sense, this output shows the theoretical highest possible functional value
for the category’s functions based on the inputs to the model. Mr. Finch asked the Group to
review the output from a "what makes sense perspective”. The Group agreed that the results
matched expectations given relative functional values and capacities for the sites (e.g., Flight
Screening function migration, training functions relocated from Reese AFB, and all helicopter
training relocated to Fort Rucker, etc.).

Next, the Group discussed its future schedule noting that it was still waiting to receive
installation military value data from the Military Departments (delivery agreed to occur at
same time). However, the Air Force was not yet authorized to deliver the information. The
Group views installation military value data as a critical input to its methodology towards
developing alternatives.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1145 hours.

Approved:  Lou Finch
Chairman
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
October 21, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Col Mike Jones, Army

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

LCDR Steve Bertolaccini, Navy

Dr. Ron Nickel (Navy), Tri-Department BRAC Group
Mr. Steve Belcher, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Brig Gen Mike McCarthy, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Jerry Free, Air Force

Lt Col Howard Hachida, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Lt Col Roy Rice (USAF), Tri-Department BRAC Group
CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff (J-7)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Will Jarvis, OSD (Program Analysis and Evaluation)
Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG




(

OPTIMIZATION RESULTS

AIRFIELD OPS IS THE LIMITING FACTOR
MAXIMIZED FUNCTIONAL VALUE RUN

FT RUCKER CAN HANDLE ALL HELO
TRAINING

PRIMARY WAS DISTRIBUTED TO SIX
BASES
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 10, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1315 hours on November 10, 1994, in Room
3E774, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Gardner began with administrative remarks and then opened the Group’s
discussion of the data summary matrix resource table with accompanying formulae for student
resource calculation (attached). Mr. Gardner pointed out that the joint study team (JST) had
checked the summary against certified data and found some differences which were corrected
to reflect certified data. The DoDIG audited as a follow-up. The Group approved the
corrected summary.

Next, the Group talked about plans for additional optimization model runs. Mr.
Gardner observed that the Deputy Secretary’s memorandum on Consolidation of Fixed-Wing
Flight Training (attached) established policy and approved consolidation of joint training
programs for implementation which have been factored into the Group’s analyses.

The Group agreed that a new "Unconstrained” functional value (MAXFV) run be
made based on corrections to the capacity matrix/resource table. The JST would then run the
optimization model for minimum sites (MINSITE) with three initial rules and a five (5)
percent weight on functional value applied. The three rules were: 1) flight screening would
would not be performed/collocated with any other function based on the Group’s combined
military judgement; 2) primary and advanced NAV/NFO, advanced NFO strike, and advanced
NFO panel functions would be single-sited based on the Deputy Secretary of Defense
memorandum of October 24, 1994; and 3) no function would be spread or fractionalized
smaller than the (notional) smallest squadron (approximately 100 students annual production)
based on the Group’s combined judgement. Based on the results of the MINSITE run,
development of additional rules and subsequent runs would be proposed, if appropriate. The
MINSITE would run with a penalty for new function moves (defined as moving a function to
a site where it currently does not exist--for example, Strike from NAS Kingsville to Randolph
AFB). Minimizing sites reduces long-term costs. Minimizing sites while limiting movement
of new functions to new sites would reduce the one-time, short-term costs. Finally, the runs
applying Military Departments’ installation military values would be made with the
overarching rule that average military value of the run outcome had to be greater than or
equal to the beginning value. The Group directed the JST to begin the optimization runs as

agreed.

The Group then discussed the projected schedule noting much work remained in
developing alternatives. The format for submission of alternatives (attached) was reviewed.




There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1420 hours.

.2)
Approved:  Fou Finch
Chairman
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undde:grintiuiite Pilot Training Meeting
Novembcer 10, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mikc Parmentier, study team leader, OSD {(Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team !cader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

Brig Gen Mike McCarthy, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Roy Rice (USAF), Tri-Department BRAC Group

CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff(J-7)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG




1.

2.

PT JOINT /CR -SERVICE GROUP AGEND

(10 November 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E774)

Data Summary Matrix Validation

Maoadel "Run" Plans
A. Updated '"Unconstrained'’ Functional Value Run
B. MINSITE w/3 Rules (5% wt on FV)
C. MINSITE w/3 Rules ""+'"" Additional Rules if Logical
D. MINSITE per above w/Penalty for New Function Move
E. MINNMY w/Rule that Avg Military Value > Beginning Avg Mil Val.
1) "2cd Best"

2) "3rd Best"

Future Schedule Discussion

- Optimization Model Runs, Analysis, & Review November 10 - 17
JCSG Mtgs as Required - Detailed Schedule Attached

- Present Alternatives to DASD (ER & BRAC) November 18
- Alternatives Presented to Services - Format Attached November 18

- "Iterative Process" - Schedule Attached

SECURITY




(

JCSG

MV
Available

FV Available JCSG Run Model
and Generate Alts

Constrained
Alternatives
to MILDEPs

The “Time Crunch”

| MILDEP
Initial MILDEP Recommendations
Response Locked
MILDEP
Recommendations
with justification to OSD

2.5 weeks

e JCSG & MILDEPs iterate alternatives
o COBRA take a week for each scenario

Siide 2

11/3/54
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( 94

C b m Ft Rucker Kingsville Laughtin Meridian Pensacola Randolph Reese Sheppard Vance Whiting Field Hondo USAFA
Site Miltary Vaiue
Do
Functions for UPT FV FV FV Fv FV FV FVv__| Ffv | FV Fv | kY FV FV FV___ |Requiremd
Flight Screening 66 64 69 6.7 68 65 6.1 57 62 6.2 66 66 54 39| 2073
Primary Pot 68 6.7 [x2 70 7.0 68 6.4 6.7 60 63 68 66 00 00 ] 2,493
Al Tanker 63 65 {X1 17 58 66 78 65 59 65 6.7 |xt 00 00| 752
inter E2/C2, Adv Markime 67 75 |x2 76 65 66 75 6.4 59 65 68 74 00 00] 273
Adv E2/C2, Strike 6.0 62 [x1 73 5.4 63 76 6.0 5.7 6.2 53 {x1 00 00| a2
Adv BomberfFighter 6.4 |x1 X1 7.3 55 68 78 68 56 6.3 55 |X1 00 00| 618
Hetloopter X2 Ix2 8O Ix2 .  Ix2 X2 65 |x2 X2 X2 x2 72 00 00 | 1,481
Primary NFO, inter NFO 69 6.7 70 7.4 68 6.4 7.1 62 6.2 68 64 00 00| 718
Adv NFO Strie 66 69 6.7 74 |X3 65 76 6.1 [X3 B s 70 00 00] 312
Adv NFO Panet 76 59 |x1 7.2 68 70 76 69 7.2 7.7 75 |x1 00 00| 22
X1 - Rurway length constraints | X2 - Lack of outlying Tields %3 - Too far from water
Resources Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap Cap
Autieid Ops 784371 | 752,136 | 7,441,016 | 389,136 | 787572 | 389,136 | 270072 | 619768 | 686547 | 646988 | 685300 | 865392 | 54664 | 651,60
Aurspace 116973 | 315810 O] 253418 | 218889 | 128870 | 181.790| 40404 | 106925 | 166922 | 114708 | 147888 | 43560 40,368
Ground Training Classroon{ 542,080 | 464640 | 5523408 | 850,584 | 193600 | 406560 | 3915544 | 606960 | 606960 | 348480 | 373648 | 55440 | 116160 77.40
Ground Training Simulatord 77,440 | 46464 | 212960 | 61952 ) 61952 | 54208 135520| 98| 61952 98| e61952] 10454 0 0
Aprons 200840 | 540367 | 392,726 | 240614 | 217378 | 241,166 | 200305 ] 501946 | 282,496 | 304125 | 223646 | 386667 | 251200 46122
Flight Inter E2/C2, Adv E2IC2, Adv Primary NFO, Adv Adv
Resources per student Screening Primary Pilot | Airift/Tanker Adv MarRtime Strike B ighter H P Inter NFO NFO Strike NFO Panel
Training Sorties 24 o4 88 44 166 132 137 <] 70 13 | Maximum req where dup "
Aitield Ops 526 1,156 405 46 1,363 o026 1,288 248 280 k] .
Airspace 6 » 61 21 97 S N/A 37 53 0 .
Ground Training Classroont 14 213 186 202 196 156 955 3n 144 304 .
Ground Training Simulator 0 27 42 30 o8 29 32 44 53 80 -
Aprons 18.81 181.92 36760 | 190.01 AWH| BB 190.62 60.31 202 | 20100 . _—
No copies to be made witrnou !
SAKCratstudent 00555 | 02274 02384| 02088| 03®B17] 05105 0.2681 01068 | 01346 | 00402 express permission oi JCEG
$Q YDS/AKcratt 39 800 1,500 910 796 700 71 570 1,780 5,000 UPT Chairman
# Aircraft Required 113 567 179 57 142 316 07 76 42 )




STUDENT RESOURCE CALCULATION
Reference: (a) CNO ltr 1542, ser N889JG/4U61666 dated 20 July 1994
Flight Screening (T-3)

a. Training Sorties - Taken from the Hondo Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements,
paragraph B.2.

b. Airfield Ops - Taken from the Hondo Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements, paragraph
B.2 and Facilities paragraphs A.2 and A.10. Operations were calculated as follows:

Operations/student = Historic Traffic Count (Fac A.10) X Sorties/Student (M. R. B.2)
Total Sorties (Fac A.2)

c. Airspace - Taken from the Hondo Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraph
B.1. This number was divided by two to account for the fact that the requirement for primary
airspace is half that for advanced airspace. '

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - Taken from the Hondo Capacity Analysis
Mission Requirements, paragraph C.1.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from the Hondo and USAFA Capacity Analysis, Mission
Requirements paragraphs E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up) and
A.1, and Facilities paragraph D.2.

Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1 Hondo & USAFA) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)

DoD Pilot Training Requirement
Primary Pilot (T-34 and T-37)

a. Training Sorties - The JPATS syllabus requirement of 65 sorties was accepted as the
standard number of syllabus sorties. USAF overhead on primary training is 60% while USN
overhead is 30%. The JCS working group agreed to use an average overhead value of 45%
which leads to a total sortie requirement of 94 (65 sorties + .45 x 65).

b. Airfield Ops - Taken from the Whiting Field Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements,
paragraph B.2 and Facilities paragraphs A.2 and A.10 using the T-34 data (see spreadsheet).
Operations were calculated as follows:

Operations/student = Historic Traffic Count (Fac A.10) X Sorties/Student (M. R. B.2)
Total Sorties (Fac A.2)
= 12.3 ops/sortie ,




Total ops = 94 sorties X 12.3 ops/sorties = 1156 operations

c. Airspace - The average block hours required were taken from the USAF Capacity Analysis
data calls, Mission Requirements paragraph B.1. USAF block hour requirements were used
because the current USAF syllabus more closely resembles the JPATS syllabus. This number
was divided by two to account for the fact that the requirement for primary airspace is half

that for advanced airspace.

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - The average Ground Training
Classroom/Simulator hours required were taken from the amendments to USAF Capacity
Analysis data calls, Mission Requirements paragraph C.1. USAF requirements were used
because the current USAF syllabus more closely resembles the JPATS syllabus.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from the Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraphs E.1
(See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up) and A.1, and Facilities paragraph
D.2. For USAF, SY/aircraft data for all aircraft, was taken from Randolf AFB

Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1 ) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)

DoD Pilot Training Requirement

Airlift/Tanker (T-1)

a. Training Sorties - Taken from the Reese Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements,
paragraph B.2. Reese AFB was used because they are the only ones fuly functional in
Airlift/Tanker training.

b. Airfield Ops - Taken from the Reese Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements, paragraph
B.2 and Facilities paragraphs A.2 and A.10 (see spreadsheet). Operations were calculated as

follows:

Operations/student = Historic Traffic Count (Fac A.10) X Sorties/Student (M. R. B.2)
Total Sorties (Fac A.2)

c. Airspace - Taken from the Reese Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraph B.1.

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - The Ground Training Classroom/Simulator
hours required were taken from the amendments to the Reese Capacity Analysis, Mission

Requirements paragraph C.1.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from the Reese Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraphs
E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up) and A.1, and Facilities
paragraph D.2. SY/aircraft data was taken from Randolf AFB which provides this data for all

USAF training aircraft.




Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1 ) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)
DoD Pilot Training Requirement

Intermediate E2/C2 and Advance Maritime (T-44)

a. Training Sorties - Taken from the Corpus Christi Capacity Analysis, Mission
Requirements, paragraph B.2.

b. Airfield Ops - Taken from Corpus Christi Navy Capacity Analysis (Data Call 2), Mission
Requirements, paragraph b.3. Advanced Maritime requirement was used because it was

higher.

c. Airspace - Taken from the Corpus Christi Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements
paragraph B.1.

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - The Ground Training Classroom/Simulator
hours required were taken from the Corpus Christi Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements

paragraph C.1.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from the Corpus Christi Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements
paragraphs E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up). SY/aircraft data
was taken from NAVFAC P-80 which provides this data for all USN training aircraft.
Advanced Maritime PTR requirements were taken from reference (a) and intermediate E2/C2
were taken from the Corpus Christi Navy Capacity Analysis (Data Call 2), Mission
Requirements, paragraph A.3.

Ramps/student =
Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)

DoD Pilot Training Requirements.

Advance E2/C2 and Strike (T-45)

a. Training Sorties - Taken from the Kingsville Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements,
paragraph B.2. NAS Kingsville was used because they are the only ones fully functional in

T-45 training.

b. Airfield Ops - Taken from Kingsville Navy Capacity Analysis (Data Call 2), Mission
Requirements, paragraph b.3.

c. Airspace - Taken from the Kingsville Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraph
B.1. ,




d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - The Ground Training Classroom/Simulator
hours required were taken from the Kingsville Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements
paragraph C.1.

¢. Ramp Space - Taken from the Kingsville Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements

paragraph E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up) and Facilities
paragraph D.3. Navy PTR requirements were taken from reference (a).

Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1 ) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)
DoD Pilot Training Requirement

Advance Fighter/Bomber (T-38)

a. Training Sorties - Used an average value taken from Columbus, Laughlin, Sheppard, and
Vance Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements, paragraph B.2.

b. Airfield Ops - Used an average value taken from Columbus, Laughlin, Sheppard, and
Vance Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements, paragraph B.2 and Facilities paragraphs A.2
and A.10 (see spreadsheet). Operations were calculated as follows:

Operations/student = Historic Traffic Count (Fac A.10) X Sorties/Student (M. R. B.2)
Total Sorties (Fac A.2)

c. Airspace - Used an average value taken from Columbus, Laughlin, Sheppard, and Vance
Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraph B.1.

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - For the Ground Training Classroom/Simulator
hours required, used an average value taken from the amended Columbus, Laughlin,
Sheppard, and Vance data calls, Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraph C.1.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from Columbus, Laughlin, Sheppard, and Vance Capacity Analysis,
Mission Requirements paragraphs E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-
up) and A.1, and Facilities paragraph D.2. SY/aircraft data was taken from Randolf AFB
which provides this data for all USAF training aircraft.

Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)
DoD Pilot Training Requirement

Helicopter

a. Training Sorties - Used an average value taken from Fort Rucker and Whiting Field
Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements, paragraph B.2.




b. Airfield Ops - Used an average value taken from Whiting Field (USN Capacity Analysis,
Data Call 2, Mission Requirements, paragraph b.3) and Fort Ruckers Capacity Analysis
Facilities paragraphs A.13 and A.16. Fort Rucker ops were calculated as follows:

Operations/student =  Historic Operations (Fac A.13)

Total Sorties (Fac A.16)
c. Airspace - Not Required for Helo training.

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - For the Ground Training Classroom/Simulator
hours required, used an average value taken from the Fort Rucker Capacity Analysis, Mission
Requirements paragraph C.1. Fort Rucker had more extensive ground training requirements

than did Whiting field.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from Whiting Field and Fort Rucker Capacity Analysis, Mission
Requirements paragraphs E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up) and
A.1, and Facilities paragraph D.2. For USN, SY/aircraft data was taken from NAVFAC P-80
which provides this data for all USN training aircraft. Navy PTR requirements were taken

from reference (a).

Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)

DoD Pilot Training Requirement

Primary and Intermediate NFO (T-34)

a. Training Sorties - Taken from the Pensacola Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements,
paragraph B.2.

b. Airfield Ops - Taken from Pensacola Navy Capacity Analysis (Data Call 2), Mission
Requirements, paragraph b.3.

c. Airspace - Taken from the Pensacola Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraph
B.1. This number was divided by two to account for the fact that the requirement for primary

airspace is half that for advanced airspace.

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - The Ground Training Classroom/Simulator
hours required were taken from the Pensacola Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements

paragraph C.1.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from the Pensacola Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements
paragraphs E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up). SY/aircraft data
was taken from NAVFAC P-80 which provides this data for all USN training aircraft.
Primary and Intermediate NFO PTR requirements were taken from the Pensacola Capacity
Analysis (USN Data Call 2), Mission Requirements, paragraph A.3.



w

Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)

DoD Pilot Training Requirements.

Advance NFO Strike (T-39/T-2)

a. Training Sorties - Taken from the Pensacola Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements,
paragraph B.2. Used the Radar Intercept Officer (RIO) track because it is the longest.

b. Airfield Ops - Multiplied the number of required training sorties by 4 ops/sorties. Used
military judgement to arrive at 4 ops/sortie - pilots are already trained and therefore don’t
need to practice take-offs and landings. One additional touch and go was included with each

sortie.

c. Airspace - Taken from the Pensacola Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements paragraph
B.1. Summed the RIO in special use airspace.

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - The Ground Training Classroom/Simulator
hours required were taken from the Pensacola Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements
paragraph C.1. Used the RIO track.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from the Pensacola Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements
paragraphs E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up). SY/aircraft data
was taken from NAVFAC P-80 which provides this data for all USN training aircraft. Navy
PTR requirements were taken from reference (a).

Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)
DoD Pilot Training Requirements.

Advance NFO Panel (T-43)

a. Training Sorties - Taken from the Randolf Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements,
paragraph B.2.

b. Airfield Ops - Multiplied the number of sorties by 3 ops/sortie. Used military judgement
to arrive at 3 ops/sortie - pilots are already trained and therefore don’t need to practice take-
offs and landings. One additional touch and go was included for every other sortie.

c. Airspace - All work is done in Airways and MTR’s

d. Ground Training Classrooms/Simulators - The Ground Training Classroom/Simulator




hours required were taken from the amendments to the Randolf Capacity Analysis, Mission
Requirements paragraph C.1.

e. Ramp Space - Taken from the Randolf Capacity Analysis, Mission Requirements
paragraphs E.1 (See also supplemental data call paragraph E.2 follow-up) and A.1, and
Facilities paragraph D.2. SY/aircraft data was taken from Randolf AFB which provides this
data for all USAF training aircraft.

Ramps/student =

Aircraft in DoD inventory (MR E.1 ) X SY/Aircraft (Facilities D.2)
DoD Pilot Training Requirement




Audit of Data Summary Sheet

On 25 October 1994, LCol Free, LCol Hinkley, and LCDR Bertolaccini audited the Student
Resource Matrix on the Data Summary Sheet. All data points were checked against
certified data and where data in the Student Resource matrix differed from the certified data
the matrix was changed to reflect the certified data. The only exception was in the Advance
NFO Strike category where previous totals reflected a summation of all requirements for each
Advance NFO training pipeline. Since each pipeline is independent and each student only
goes through one pipeline, the resources required for the pipeline with the most requirements
(Radar Intercept Officer) was selected.



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 203013

24 0CT 199
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
: CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
o UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE

¥ - DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING

. .- ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE

_ ¢ -GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

. INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

* DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION

UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDERS-IN-CHIEF
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Consolidation of Fixed-Wing Flight Training

In April 1993 the Secretary of Defense directed the Secretary of the Air Force, assisted by
the Secretary of the Navy, to:

1. Consolidate initial fixed-wing aircraft training for all Services and transition to a
common primary training aircraft; and

2. Combine follow-on flight training into four common pipelines (Navy fighter attack,
Air Force fighter/bomber, Navy and Air Force tanker/transport/maritime patrol,
and helicopter).

In response, the Navy and the Air Force are in the process of implementing joint fixed-
wing flight training initiatives that carry out the Secretary's directive. A common pipeline for
helicopter training is still under review. A schematic description of their approach is in
Attachment 1.

In addition, the Navy and Air Force have proposed other joint flight training initiatives
for the functions of navigator, weapon system officer, and electronic warfare officer, as
illustrated in Attachment 2.

1 am encouraged by the cooperation and progress we have made in bringing jointness to
flight training and hope that it serves as a model in other arcas where the Department might
benefit from increasing “jointness.” This memorandum, therefore, provides my approval for Air

Force/Navy plans to implement these joint fixed-wing flight training programs, as well as for
their additional joint training initiatives. The Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force, and others

that may be involved, should take actions to implement these programs as soon as possible.

21146
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10 NOV
Thursday

14 NOV
Monday

1SNOV
Tuesday

16-18 NOV

PT JCSW HEDULE

AM Team Meeting: Model Preparations

1315 Group at 3E774: Discussion -''Consensus
PM Team Model '"MinSite'' Run(s)
AM Team at CNA Model Run ""Analysis," etc.
1315 Group at 3E774 Discussion - ""Consensus"’
PM Team Model Run(s)

AM Team at CNA Model Run "Analysis," etc.
1300 Group at 3E752 Discussion - '""Consensus"’

Team to meet in AM with the Group meeting each PM to discuss Team's
products until rational set of Alternatives produced - no later than Friday.




OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-3300

2 1 0CT 1994

OMIC SECURITY

MEMORANDUM FOR BRAC 95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP CHAIRPERSONS

SUBJECT:  Format for Submission of Alternatives to Military Departments

As you begin generating alternatives for Military Department consideration, they have
asked, and we agree, that a standardized format needs to be established to facilitate the review of
alternatives. Attached is the format that should be used in providing your alternatives to the DoD
Components. This does not preclude a Joint Cross-Service Group from providing additional
backup material, if needed. '

If you have questions regarding this format, please contact Mr. Bob Meyer, Director, Base
Closure. He can be reached on extension 45356.

Lot

B Hansen
Executive Secretary
o BRAC 95 Steering Group
Attachment
l A
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BRAC 95 JOINT ANALYSIS ALTERNATIVE WORKSHEET

a. Control Number: The number will be used to assist OSD, Military Departments and
JCSG's in tracking alternatives. A recommended format is: <JCSG>-#. For example,
Depot Maintenance JCSG could use DM-1, DM-2, etc. or Undergraduate Pilot Training
JCSG might use UPT-1, UPT-2, etc. The goal is to simplify tracking within the JCSG.
Use a separate worksheet for each alternative.

b. Short Title: This heading attempts to give a name to the alternative. An example is
"Realign Camp Swampy", "Disestablish Activity Y", etc. The exact definitions will be
incorporated in Policy Memorandum 2 which is currently being staffed by OSD Base
Closure.

¢. Date: The date that the JCSG formally accepts the alternative.

d. Joint Group: Formal name of the Joint Group. (Depot Maintenance JCSG, Test &

Evaluation JCSG, etc.)
e. Scenario Description/Summary: This will tell the Military Department what you are

accomplishing in your alternative. Although it should be concise, fully describe what
your alternative will do. A good example to follow is the DOD Recommendation in the
March 1993 DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report.

f. _Installations in the Scenario: Under this heading, we are looking for the losing
installation(s) and Military Department(s), the activities/functions/workload that are to be
relocated, and the recommended gaining installation(s) and Military Department(s).
Please understand that if a JCSG does not include a gaining installation in this section,
the losing Military Department will attempt to relocate the activity, function or workload
where they believe it will fit without the benefit of JCSG input.

8. _Rationale: Briefly describe the reasons why the alternative was selected. For alternatives
that are accepted as Military Department recommendations, this rationale will be
incorporated in their recommendation so it must describe the pros of your alternative.
However, clarity is very important so that the Military Departments can understand your
alternative.

bh._Remarks: Use this section to communicate to the Military Departments other suggestions
or comments regarding the alternative, as necessary.
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 14, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1315 hours on November 14, 1994, in Room
3E774, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch opened with introductory comments and turned to the joint study team
(JST) to present results of optimization model runs. Mr. Gardner began with discussion of
the updated "unconstrained" functional value run (attached). He noted that it closed the Reese
AFB, Hondo, and Air Force Academy sites, flight screening relocated to NAS Whiting Field
and Laughlin AFB, all helicopter training functions were accommodated at Fort Rucker, the
primary pilot training function was spread to five sites, and NAS Kingsville gained the
airlift/tanker training function. He pointed out that airfield operations was the key constraint
and that only minor changes from the initial "unconstrained" functional value run were
apparent.

The minimum site (MINSITE with 3 rules and 5 percent weight on functional value)
run (attached) complied with the rules, closed five sites, spread primary pilot training to seven
sites, and located all helicopter training at Fort Rucker. Again, airfield operations was the
key constraint. Functional value total dropped 3.2 points and the outcome resulted in ten new
function moves.

Mr. Finch noted concern that short-term costs would not be minimized without
limiting functional moves into sites which do not already conduct that function. After
discussion the Group agreed to try to limit functional moves to new sites.

Next, the Group reviewed plans for further model runs and the evolving schedule.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1420 bours.

T
D
Approved: 46u Finch
Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 14, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

Brig Gen Mike McCarthy, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Lt Col Roy Rice (USAF), Tri-Department BRAC Group

CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff(J-7)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG




PT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA

(14 November 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E774)

Model ""Run'’ Results

A. Updated ""Unconstrained’" Functional Value Run

B. MINSITE w/3 Rules (5% wt on FV)

Model Run Plans

A. MINSITE per above w/Penalty for New Function Move
B. MINSITE w/3 Rules "'+" Additional Rules if Logical - None Intended

C. MINNMY w/Rule that Avg Military Value > Beginning Avg Mil Val.

(Anticipate Military Value PM 14 November)

1) "2cd Best"

2) "3rd Best"

Future Schedule Discussion

- Optimization Model Runs, Analysis, & Review November 14 - 17
JCSG Mtgs as Required - Detailed Schedule Attached

- Present Alternatives to DASD (ER & BRAC) November 18

- Alternatives Presented to Services - Format Attached November 18

- "Iterative Process" -~SchretuteAttaohet /4 drew 1
Sume e Niv 10, 1994 bl

SECURITY
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14 NOV
Monday

15 NOV
Tuesday

16-18 NOV

AM
1315
PM

AM
1300

UPT JCSWG SCHEDULE

Team at CNA
Group at 3E774
Team

Team at CNA

Group at 3E752

Model Run "Analysis," etc.
Discussion - ""Consensus"’
Model Run(s)

Model Run ''Analysis," etc.
Discussion - ''Consensus"'

Team to meet in AM with the Group meeting each PM to discuss Team's
products until rational set of Alternatives produced - no later than Friday.
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 15, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Grodp on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Dan Gardner, ODUSD(R), at 1315 hours on November 15, 1994, in Room
3E774, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Gardner opened the discussion of optimization model run outputs. A sensitivity
analysis was conducted using the optimization model to refine the potential feasible solutions
based on the weights put in the model. The optimum results were 9 sites (5 closures) with 4
moves, 10 sites (4 closures) with 1 move, and 11 sites (3 closures) with zero moves. A
handout prepared by the Tri-Department BRAC Group indicating these results is attached.
The sensitivity analysis established "benchmarks" from which a comparison could be made
once site military values are within reasonable parameters.

Then, the Group discussed plans for further model runs and the planned work
schedule.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1400 hours.

Approved:  Dan Gardner
Acting Chairman
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Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 15, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

Col Dave Stockwell (USMC), Navy

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Lt Col Roy Rice (USAF), Tri-Department BRAC Group
CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff(J-7)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG
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UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA

(15 November 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)

Model "Run" Results

A. MINSITE w/Penalty for New Function Move

Model Run Plans

A. MINNMY w/Rule that Avg Military Value > Beginning Avg Mil Val.
(Anticipate Military Value 2 2 ? 2)

1) "2cd Best"

2) '"3rd Best"
Future Schedule Discussion
- Optimization Model Runs, Analysis, & Review November 15 - 17
JCSG Mtgs as Required - Detailed Schedule Attached
- Present Alternatives to DASD (ER & BRAC) November 18 (?)
- Alternatives Presented to Services - Format Attached November 18 (?)
- Anticipated Meeting of the Steering Group November 18

- Review Group Meeting November 22

- "Iterative Process'' - Schedule Attached
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
<November 16, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1325 hours on November 16, 1994, in Room
3E774, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Finch began with introductory remarks and said the purpose of the meeting was
to review the optimization model outputs of minimum sites with maximum military value.
After a brief discussion of the military values submitted by the Military Departments, Mr.
Gardner led discussion of the three optimization model outputs (attached), and pointed out
that the "best" run closed 5 sites (2 large, 2 medium, and 1 small), moved all helicopter
operations to Fort Rucker, conducted flight screening at 4 sites, drove 8 new moves , located
primary pilot (JPATS) at 6 sites, and resulted in an average military value of 2.9 and
functional value of 68.9. Airfield operations was the primary limiting resource.

The "second best" run closed 4 sites (1 large, 1 medium, and 2 small), moved all
helicopter training to Fort Rucker, conducted flight screening at 2 (new) sites, resulted in 9
new moves, located primary pilot (JPATS) at six sites, and produced an average military
value of 2.9 and a functional value of 72.8. Airfield operations was the only limiting
resource.

The "third best" run also resulted in 4 closed sites (1 large, 2 medium, and 1 small),
moved all helicopter training operations to Fort Rucker, conducted flight screening at 3 sites,
created 7 new moves, located primary pilot (JPATS) at 6 sites, and produced an average
military value of 2.9 and a functional value of 71.7 with airfield operations the primary
limiting resource.

Then the Group briefly discussed possibilities of how to develop alternatives and the
potential scope of alternatives most likely being 3 to 5 sites. The Group talked about the
need to consider minimizing new functional moves and maximizing function consolidation
and instructed the joint study team (JST) to emphasize these factors in its future work for the
Group. Potential JPATS site and flight screening site limits were also talked about, but no
decisions were reached.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1405 hour,>

/

e
&

Approved:  Lou Finch
Chairman
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Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG




UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA

(16 November 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E774)

1. Discussion of Military Values

2, Model "Run" Results

A. MINNMY w/Rule that Avg Military Value > Beginning Avg Mil Val.
1) "2cd Best"

2) "3rd Best"

3. Model Run Plans - Continued Use? Additional Rules?

A. JPATS Site Limits

B. Flight Screening Site Considerations

4. Future Schedule Discussion
- Present Alternatives to DASD (ER & BRACQ) November 21
- Alternatives Presented to Services November 21
- Anticipated Meeting of the Steering Group ?2?2??
- Review Group Meeting ?2222?

- "Iterative Process"
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 17, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1320 hours on November 17, 1994, in Room
3E752, the Pentagon. The list of attendees and agenda are attached.

Mr. Gardner began with the joint study team’s (JST) discovery of an aberration in
airfield operations. This required a normalization of heavy and small aircraft operations. All
bases were normalized for small aircraft operations and the capacity matrix/resource table
(attached) corrected accordingly. The optimization model was rerun, with the Chairman’s
prior approval, using the MINNMYV formulation for "best", "second best", and "third best"
outcomes. The outcomes were summarized on a display chart (copy attached) and reviewed.
The Group noted that the new MINNMYV run outputs varied substantially from those briefed
at the previous meeting (November 16, 1994). A new MINSITE run was also produced and
briefly reviewed (attached). After a short discussion, the Chairman concurred and approved
the model outputs with normalized airfield operations data.

The Group then discussed limiting flight screening and primary pilot training sites as a
fourth rule. The JST proposed flight screening be limited to the Air Force Academy (the
function could be moved but there would be no site closure savings) and Hondo (a single
function, low cost contract operation). Discussion on primary pilot training focused on
economies of scale resulting in a consensus to try to minimize primary pilot sites. Following
discussion, the Group agreed that constraining primary pilot training to four sites made good
sense and adopted the fourth rule, which incorporated these two decisions, as presented.

Next, the Group discussed plans for further model runs, including a repeat of the
MINSITE with penalty for new moves/sensitivity analysis and an unconstrained functional
value run.

Mr. Gardner then described the possibility of using "freed-up assets” (airspace and
outlying fields) from potential closure sites to increase the capacity of retained sites in the
vicinity. Three pairs of sites fit this paradigm: NAS Pensacola/NAS Whiting, Columbus
AFB/NAS Meridian, and NAS Kingsville/NAS Corpus Christi. Finally, the potential for
combined-site synergism was discussed. For example, NAS Kingsville could use some of
NAS Corpus Christi’s excess airspace or vice-versa depending on the distribution of
functions. The Group tasked the JST to pursue these possibilities.

The Group then reviewed the changing schedule.




There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1415 ,ho?s.

Approved:  Lou Finch
Chairman




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 17, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Mike Parmentier, study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)

Mr. Todd Weiler, Army

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

Lt Col Roy Rice (USAF), Tri-Department BRAC Group

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG




UPT JOINT / CROSS-SERVICE GROUP AGENDA

(17 November 1994 Meeting -Rm 3E752)
Normalize Airfield Ops Drill
Model "Run'’ New Results
A. MINNMY w/Rule that Avg Military Value > Beginning Avg Mil Val.
1) "2cd Best"
2) '"3rd Best"
B. MinSite
C. Limit Flight Screen/Primary Sites (4thRule)
Model Run Plans
A. MinSite w/Penalty for New Moves/Sensitivity Analysis
B. Functional Value
C. Potential
1. “Freed-Up Assets”
2. Combined Site Synergism

Future Schedule Discussion

- Optimization Model Runs, Analysis, & Review November 17-?
JCSG Mitgs as Required
- Present Status Report to DASD (ER & BRAC) November 18

- Alternatives Presented to Services - Format Attached November (?)
- Anticipated Meeting of the Steering Group November 18
- Review Group Meeting November 22
- "Iterative Process"
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Optimization Model Results

Run Col | Corp [Ruck|Kings[ Lau | Mer | Pens |Rand]Rees| Shep [Vance| Whit [Hondd USAF [Mil VallFunc val
Best 0 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 3 71.6
Second 0 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0 0 0 X 2.9 71.4
Third 0 0 0 0 0 X 0 X X 0 0 0 X 0 2.9 71.2
Average Military Value: 2.7 Maximum Functional Value: 73.192
EXCESS CAPACITY
Flight Ops Airspace |Rmp/Apn/Tax|{New
Run (Helo/FW) (Blk/hrs) (SY) Moves
Best 5,838,683 /332,331 | 1,241,246 | 1,720,719 7
Second | 5,730,620 /224,268 | 1,159,427 | 1,485,537 9
Third 5,532,417 /26,065 | 1,845,146 | 1,362,805 10
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 21, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1320 hours on November 21, 1994, in Room
3E774, the Pentagon. The list of attendees is attached.

Mr. Finch stated the purpose of the meeting was to review development of
alternatives. Mr. Gardner led the discussion the optimization model outputs and proposed

alternatives.

First, the Group discussed model run output (MIN PRIME) and the potential
alternative (attached) which was developed by optimizing military value with a 5 percent
weight on functional value, incorporating the original 3 rules plus the 4th rule limiting flight
screening to Hondo and the Air Force Academy and minimizing primary pilot to 4 sites. The
output also required 8 new functional moves. This proposed alternative would close the
undergraduate flying training functions at three locations (NAS Meridian, Reese AFB, and
NAS Whiting Field). Additionally, the potential alternative would move Navy undergraduate
helicopter pilot training to Fort Rucker and use excess capacity at Fort Rucker. The Group
agreed the output was a rational basis for a 3-site closure alternative.

Then the Group discussed the MIN PRIME/2 run output (attached) and potential
alternative which would locate primary pilot training at four sites; retain Air Force’s flight
screening at Hondo, and the United States Air Force Academy; close the undergraduate flying
training functions at four locations (NAS Meridian, Reese AFB, NAS Whiting Field, and

Vance AFB); collocate Navy undergraduate helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker, and
require 9 new functional moves. The MIN PRIME/2 output differed from MIN PRIME as

the airspace and outlying airfield capacities from NAS Whiting and NAS Meridian (closed in
MIN PRIME) were added to NAS Pensacola and Columbus AFB, respectively. The MIN
PRIME/2 output was an improvement over MIN PRIME as it further reduced excess capacity
and closed another site.

Mr. Gardner then discussed the JST’s review of "regional pairs" (attached) which
highlighted additional capacity for airfield operations at retained sites generated by keeping
outlying airfields (and airspace) from closed sites nearby. The Group concurred with the
concept.

Then the Group talked about the output (attached) for MIN PRIME/3 with minimum
moves of functions to new locations. This potential alternative limited primary pilot to four
sites and required only one new functional move to a new location. However, the output
gave an unusual functional distribution. In particular, it moved Air Force bomber/fighter
track to Randolph AFB and airlift/tanker track to Sheppard AFB and NAS Kingsville which




did not meet sound military judgement. The MIN PRIME/3 output did indicate potential for
reduced new functional moves.

Next, the group discussed the JST’s initiative to use the MIN PRIME/2 run and its underlying
rules as the baseline for further non-model analysis. The Group concurred.

The Group then considered the analysis (attached) which used MIN PRIME/2 as the
baseline to potentially close undergraduate flying training functions at four sites. Potential
issues noted on the attachment were discussed. An effort was made to consolidate functions
and minimize new moves. The Group agreed that the product was a rational alternative to
close four sites.

The Group then discussed the potential to close undergraduate flying training functions
at five locations. Analysis (attached) indicated that it was possible to close training functions
at five sites based on capacity analyses and reasonable functional moves. The fifth site would
be NAS Corpus Christi, Texas. Two functional moves to new locations would allow this
potential alternative (Advanced Bomber/Fighter Training to NAS Kingsville, and Maritime
Training to Pensacola). The JST pointed out that two additional outlying airfields would be
required for NAS Pensacola to achieve the needed capacity. The Group consensus was that
existing outlying airfields in the NAS Pensacola/NAS Whiting area could be upgraded at
minimal cost to meet the JPATS 5,000-foot runway standard.

Next, the Group considered a "regionalization" analytical excursion from the
MIN PRIME/2 baseline. It proposed keeping NAS Meridian open in conjunction with
Columbus AFB as a Primary Pilot (JPATS) site and closing NAS Corpus Christi. The
excursion required three new outlying fields (two in the NAS Meridian/Columbus AFB area,
and one at Laughlin AFB). NAS Kingsville would use a NAS Corpus Christi outlying field.
The excursion resulted in creating excess capacity at several remaining sites and additional
military construction (MILCON) costs with no additional site closures. Also, potential JPATS
consolidation cost-savings data was not available as justification. The Group decided not to

pursue the concept further.

Following Group discussion and consensus, Mr. Finch directed the JST to recast the
proposed alternatives by placing emphasis on minimizing functional moves rather than on
maximizing functional value in order to reduce short-term costs and to also work toward
consolidating functions at single sites, or the lowest number of sites feasible.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1445 hours.

Approved: “Lou Finch
Chairman
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Optimization Model Results

.

Run

Q|

Ruck

P

Rand

0 orp ngg Lau | Mer [ Pens Rees | Shep [Vance[ Whit [Hondo]USAF [Mil Val[Func Val
Best 0 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 3 71.6
Second 0 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0 0 0 X 2.9 71.4
Third 0 0 0 0 0 X 0 X X 0 0 0 X 0 2.9 71.2
MinPrime | O 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 3 70.8
Min Prime 2| 0 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 [ X X 0 0 3 71.5
{Min Prime 3] © 0 0o oo X 0 0 X 0 X X 0 0 3 69.7
Average Military Value: 2.7 Maximum Functional Value: 73.192
EXCESS CAPACITY
Flight Ops Airspace |Rmp/Apn/Tax|New
Run |____(Helo/FW) (Blk/hrs) (SY Movesg
Best ]5,838,683/332,331| 1,241,246 | 1,720,719 | 7 |
Second |5,730,620/224,268| 1,159,427 1,485,537 9
Third 5,532,417 /26,065 | 1,845,146 1,362,805 10
Min Prime |5,840,522 /216,887| 1,280,713 1,620,567 8
iﬂin Prime 2| 5,623,181 /64,699 | 1,127,686 1,494,965 9
Min Prime 3| 5,575,087 / 55,779 | 1,093,636 1,498,614 1
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REGIONAL PAIRS
FLORIDA MISSISSIPPI TEXAS .
WHITING | PENSACOLA | COLUMBUS | MERIDIAN | KINGSVILLE | CORPUS
Both Open | 653,921 | 326517 | 784,371 | 537,008 | 537,008 | 752,136
One Closed| X 647,815 | 996,770 X 966,800 X
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FOUR SITE ALTERNATIVE

ﬁrimary Airif/Tanker | Int E2/Mar | Adv E2/5tike Bomberfp&hter Priint NFO | AQv NEO Stike | NFO Panel NAV TOTAL
BASE (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) [ (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) {(PTR/OPS) (OPS available/required)

olumbus 567 369 996,270
655,452 341,694 997,146
Corpus 347 273 537,240
401,132 135,408 536,540
Kingsville 372 751,904
714,984 714,984
Laughlin 681 787,572
787,236 787,236
Pensacola 301 718 312 647,815
347,956 178,064 120,432 646,452
Randolf - 238 752 222 619,768
275,128 304,560 11,988 591,676
Sheppard 359 ' 250 646,988
415,004 231,500 646,504

TOTAL 2493 ‘752 273 372 619 718 312 222

POTENTIAL ISSUES
1. Primary at six sites

2. IFF not accounted for
3. Number of missions at Pensacola
4. Excess Capacity approx. zero (impact of JPATS?)

ADVANTAGES
1. No "new" moves
2. Minimizes excess capacity

FUNCTIONAL CONSOLIDATION
- All Helo's to Rucker
- 5 functions at one site
- 2 functions at two sites
- 1 function at six sites
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FIVE SITE ALTERNATIVE

5rimary AiritvTanker| Int E2Mar | Adv E2/Sinke §om59r/l==igﬁ1 Priint NFO Adv NFO Strike | NFO Panel NAV TOTAL
| BASE (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) (PTR/OPS) (PTR/OPS) (OPS available/requireg
[ Columbus 684 223 996,770 |
790,704 206,498 997,202
Kingsvilie 372 146 966,800
714,984 135,196 850,180
Laughiin 681 787,572
787,236 787,236
Pensacola 507 273 718 312 1,019,840
586,092 135,408 178,064 120,432 1,019,996
Randolf 262 752 222 619,768
302,872 304,560 11,988 619,420
Sheppard 359 250 646,988
415,004 231,500 646,504
TOTAL 2493 752 273 372 619 718 312 222
POTENTIAL ISSUES FUNCTIONAL CONSOLIDATION

1. IFF not accounted for
2. Requires new OLF's

ADVANTAGES
1. Only one "new” move
2. Minimizes excess capacity

- All Helo's to Rucker

- 6 functions at one site
- 1 functions at two sites
- 1 function at five sites
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MINIMIZE PRIMARY SITES

Primary

Airlift/Tanker

Int E2/Mar

Adv E2/Strike | Bomber/Fighter | Pri/int NFO | Adv NFO Strike | NFO Panel NAV ~ TOTAL
BASE || (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) |(PTR/OPS)| (PTR/OPS) | (PTR/OPS) |(PTR/IOPS)| (PTR/OPS) (PTR/OPS) | (OPS available/required
Columbus | 808 784,371 + 150,000(1
934,048 934,048
Meridian 515 537,008 + 150,000(1 OLF
595,340 595,340
Kingsville 372 369 966,800 + 150,000(1 OLF
714,984 341,694 1,056,678 4}
Laughlin 811 787,572 + 150,000(1 OLF
937,516 937,516
"Pensacola 273 718 312 647,815
| 135,408 178,064 120,432 433,904
Randolf 752 222 619,768
304,560 11,988 316,548
Sheppard 359 250 646,988
415,004 231,500 646,504




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 22, 1994
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1330 hours on November 22, 1994, in Room
3E752, the Pentagon. The list of attendees is attached.

Mr. Finch stated the purpose of the meeting was to review and finalize development
of alternatives to be forwarded to the Military Departments for further analyses.

Mr. Gardner led discussion of three proposed alternative scenarios and the
memorandum to be sent to the Military Departments. The Group questioned whether the
scenario descriptions of the alternatives were sufficient. Group consensus was that more
information was preferred over less. A detailed review commenced with Group members
suggesting minor changes to accommodate tone, description and detail of alternative format,
as well as points of clarification to the functional scenarios.

Based on its analyses and combined military judgement and experience, the Group
agreed that the three alternative scenarios should be sent to the Military Departments. Mr.
Finch directed the JST to refine the alternative package as agreed upon by the Group. As a
requirement set by the Chairman of the BRAC 95 Steering Group, Mr. Finch planned to brief,
this afternoon, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations (formerly titled the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Reinvestment and BRAC) on the
Group’s functional closure and realignment alternatives. Additionally, Mr. Finch anticipated
that the alternatives would be sent to the Military Departments tomorrow and directed that a
copy of the package be attached to the minutes of this meeting (attached).

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1455 hpurs.’

7 /'//7
Approved:  Lou Finch
Chairman




BRAC 95

Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
November 22, 1994

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. James Berry, OSD (Personnel and Rcadiness)

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air Force

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

CAPT J. B. Renninger, Joint Staff(J-7)

Col Paul Thompson, OSD (Base Closure)

Mr. Dave Wyte, DoDIG

Mr. Donald Stockton, DoDIG




(

SN -BRAC WORKING PAPERS

ALTERNATIVE 3 SCENARIO
FIVE-SITE CLOSURE (GRADUATES PER YEAR)

w While consistent with modeled results with respect to sites open and closed, this scenario was developed
by the Joint Group to demonstrate a reasonable allocation of functions to the sites remaining open.

AIRLIFT- BOMBER- PRIMARY | NFO | PANEL |AFLD OPS |[AFLD OPS
PRIMARY | TANKER | MARITIME | FIGHTER | STRIKE NFO STRIKE{ NAV (AVAILABLE [REQUIRED
[COLUMBUS | 684 [fERiiRous 223 B@ewi i ligi ] 996770] 997202
CORPUS
KINGSVILLE B pwiabniaaad 146 | 372 966800 850180
LAUGHLIN | 681 787572] 787236
MERIDIAN
PENSACOLA | 507 ESdasil 273 i 718 | 312 1019840{ 1019996
RANDOLPH | 262 | 752 BEor il s et 2 222 | 619768 619420
REESE
SHEPPARD | 359 Eills 250 A 646988] 64650
VANCE
WHITING
TOTAL| 2493 | 752 | 273 | 619 [ 372 | 718 | 312 | 222 [5037738] 4920538
T . e e e =
FT RUCKER | 1481 P g 7441016 | 1907528
: FLT SCREENING FLT SCR : ; treil
@/ [HONDO 1037 b ol | 554664 | 545462
USAFA 1036 - 1 651630 | 544936
TOTAL| 2073 " 1206294 | 1090398
ASSUMPTIONS:

1. NAS Kingsville utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.

2. Columbus AFB utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.

3. NAS Pensacola utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield: two of these airfields
require runway extensions to 5,000 feet to be useable.

4. Randolph AFB uses some of NAS Corpus Christi airspace.

@EMSEEEEP -BRAC WORKING PAPERS
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UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP

“WRAP-UP”

This point paper summarizes the results of the BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group
(JCSG) on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT). The UPT JCSG developed three functional base
closure and realignment alternatives and submitted them to the Military Departments for
consideration. While the Military Departments did not adopt any of the JCSG’s alternatives
exactly as proposed, the three sites recommended by the Military Departments for closure or
realignment were in one or all of the JCSG’s alternatives, as displayed in the following table.

(X = Closure) JCSG _Alternatives Recommendations
Altl  Alt2 Alt3 Air Force Navy

Corpus Christi NAS X X*

Meridian NAS X X X X

Reese AFB X X X X

Vance AFB X X

Whiting Field NAS X X X

Columbus AFB

Fort Rucker AATC

Kingsville NAS

Laughlin AFB

Pensacola NAS

Randolph AFB

Sheppard AFB _ _ _ _ —

Total 3 4 5 1 2

* Navy recommended realigning - not closing -- UPT functions at NAS Corpus Christi.

The DoN recommended closing NAS Meridian (included in all three JCSG Alts) and also
moved the UPT functions out of NAS Corpus Christi (included in JSCG Alt 3). The DoN
declined closing NAS Whiting Field (included in all three JCSG Alts) based on its estimate of
high MILCON costs associated with moving Whiting Field’s Helicopter functions to Fort Rucker
and its Primary Fixed-wing functions to NAS Pensacola.

Key Factors

1. DoN COBRA analysis generated projected cost savings/cost avoidance of $57.8M
based on single siting Advanced E2/C2 and Strike functions at NAS Kingsville using
NAS Corpus Christi’s airfield as an outlying field (OLF).

2. DoN COBRA analysis generated projected cost savings/cost avoidance of $53.5M
based on consolidation of Navy’s mine sweeping helicopters at NAS Corpus Christi. The
Ingleside/Corpus Christi complex would become the Navy’s “Mine Warfare Center of
Excellence.”

e - 1002
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3. The DoN COBRA-generated MILCON requirement ($138M) projected for NAS
Pensacola and Fort Rucker to accommodate closing NAS Whiting and movement of its
Primary Fixed-wing and Helicopter flight training functions was deemed prohibitive
given the associated estimated return on investment of 15 years.

The Air Force recommended closing Reese AFB (included in all three JCSG Alts) based
on its low ranking compared to other UPT bases, judged on all eight criteria and Air Force excess
UPT base capacity. The Air Force considered additional UPT site closures unacceptable (i.e.,
Vance AFB, included in JCSG Alts 2 and 3) because of capacity requirements to 1) incorporate
Air Force’s Introduction to Fighter Fundamentals (IFF) training {not within the JCSG’s scope of
analysis}, 2) provide flexibility for introduction of new training systems, and 3) allow an
additional capacity buffer to account for the turmoil associated with base closures and fielding of
new aircraft. Based on Air Education and Training Command (AETC) certified data, the Air
Force estimated that it required an additional 6.5 percent of the annual DoD UPT capacity to
allow for these concerns.

Key Factors

1. JCSG Alternative 1 resulted in retention of approximately 10 percent excess DoD
UPT capacity - enough to accommodate the Air Force concerns.

2. JCSG Alternatives 2 and 3 retained approximately 1.3 percent and 2.3 percent DoD
UPT excess capacity respectively. Neither alternative would accommodate the Air
Force’s concemns.

3. Both Military Department submissions, when combined, would retain DoD UPT
excess capacity of approximately 10 percent - enough to accommodate the Air Force
concems.

The Army found all three JCSG alternatives to be acceptable. The movement of the DoN
Helicopter training function from NAS Whiting Field to Fort Rucker (included in all three JCSG
Alts) would have reduced Fort Rucker excess rotary-wing capacity. Fort Rucker is the largest
DoD helicopter training complex, the Army’s single helicopter training site for both
undergraduate and advanced helicopter training with many Army-unique facilities. Realigning
Fort Rucker’s Primary Helicopter training function was not developed as an alternative because
closing Fort Rucker was not considered viable.

Summary

The Military Departments’ recommendations are not inconsistent with the work of the
JCSG. In particular, their proposals maintain sufficient capacity to ensure meeting projected
requirements. They also provide a sound basis for carrying out the Departments’ policies for
cross-service flight training. Based on the above, the Military Departments’ recommendations
are acceptable from the Joint Cross-Service Group perspective.

GRS 2 of 2




« (°

Baseline for Complex Evaluation

- Service recommendations
- Flight screening excess will not be included in this evaluation
- Helo excess at Whiting and Rucker will not be included in this evaluation

Ops Avalil Pre-BRAC [ Forecast | JPATS BRAC
Base (000's) PTR JPATS JPATS Laydown
Columbus 784 369 B/F X X
Corpus X
Kingsville 752 372 STK/E2C2
Laughlin 788 681 PRI X X X
Meridian - --- —
Pensacola | 408(1) 273 MARITIME X X X
718 PRI/INT NFO
312 ADV NFO
Randolph 620 520 PRI X X X
222 PANEL NAV
Reese — o X -=-
Sheppard 647 359 PRI X X X
250 BF
Vance 685 304 PRI X X X
752 AIT
Whiting 497(2) 629 PRI (3) X X X
TOTAL 5184 Fixed Wing Ops Available
4921 Fixed Wing Ops Required
263 Excess Ops (5.3%)
NOTES:

(1) Added 1/2 Choctaw ops back to Pensacola from Whiting
(2) Reduced 1/2 Choctaw ops from Whiting capacity
(3) Assume upgrade OLF at Whiting to meet primary PTR
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OPTION 1 COLUMBUS-MERIDIAN JPATS COMPLEX
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Ops JPATS
Base (000's) PTR Laydown |Comments
Columbus |[2467 Required 2134 PRI 2 Build 5 OLF's @ 250K ops/OLF and $200M |
Meridian {1321 Available Meridian OLF 212K ops (existing)
1146 Shortfall Columbus OLF 287K ops(existing)
Kingsville - 372 STK/E2C2
369 BIF
CLOSED
Pensacola 273 MARITIME 1
718 PRIANT NFO
312 ADV NFO
Randolph 752 AT
222 PANEL NAV
CLOSED
359 PRI 1
250 B/F
CLOSED
Whiting__ |497(Excess) HELO ONLY
Notes: :
(1) Baseline excess FW airfield ops is 2047K (42%); Closing Vance reduces it to (28%); Closing Whiting reduces it to 18%
(2) Airspace is adequate
(3) Ramps/Aprons/Taxiways must be analyzed
(4) Helo needs to move to Rucker to gain an additional closure
(5) Meridian range status to be resolved.
Costs:
(1) OLF's $200M (5 x $40M)
(2) Keeping Meridian open $30M/Yr
(3) Laughlin range $9M
(4) Relocation of AF assets
Savings:

(1) Savings potential from reducing JPATS from 6 to 4 sites
(2) Savings potential from JPATS complex
(3) Potential to close one addtional base (4 vs 3)

M
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OPTION 2 PENSACOLA-WHITING JPATS COMPLEX (MERIDIAN REMAINS OPEN)

Ops
Base (000Q's) PTR Comments -

Columbus 369 B/F

Meridian 273 MARITIME

312 ADV NFO

Kingsville 372 STK/E2C2

Laughlin CLOSED

Corpus CLOSED
Pensacola [2645 Required 2134 PRI Extend 7 OLF's by avg of 1000 ft @ $1.7M (Total $12M)

Whiting 905 Available 718 PRI NFO/IN
Complex 1740 Shortfall

Randolph 752 AT
222 PANEL NAV
Reese CLOSED
Sheppard 359 PRI
250 B/F
Vance CLOSED
Notes:

(1) Baseline excess FW airfield ops is 1760K (36%); Closing Laughlin reduces it to (22%); Closing Vance reduces it to 6%
(2) Meridian range status to be resolved.
(3) Helo will remain at South Whiting Field.

Costs:
(1) OLF's $12M (7 OLF's x 16700 SY x $100/SY)
(2) Keeping Meridian open $30M/Yr
(3) Moves cost
(4) Additional PCS costs for splitting NFO training
Savings:

(1) Savings potential from reducing JPATS from 6 to 3 sites
(2) Savings potential from JPATS complex
(3) . Potential to close one addtional base (4 vs 3)
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OPTION 3 PENSACOLA-WHITING JPATS COMPLEX (MERIDIAN CLOSES)

Ops JPATS
Base {000's) PTR Laydown jComments
Columbus 369 B/F
Meridian CLOSED
Kingsville 372 STK/E2C2
Laughlin CLOSED
Corpus CLOSED
Pensacola 2645 Required 2134 PRI Extend 7 OLF's by avg of 1000 ft @ $1.7M (Total $12M)
Whiting {905 Available 1718 PRI NFO/INT
Complex ||1740 Shortfall
Randolph 312 ADV NFO
222 PANEL NAV
Reese CLOSED
Sheppard 359 PRI
250 B/F
Vance 752 AT
273 MARITIME
Notes:
(1) Baseline excess FW airfield ops is 2010K (41%); Closing Laughlin reduces it to 25%
(2) Meridian range status to be resolved.
(3) Helo will remain at South Whiting Field.
Costs:
(1) OLF's $12M (7 OLF's x 16700 SY x $100/SY)
(2) Moves cost
(3) Additional PCS costs for splitting NFO training
Savings:

(1) Savings potential from reducing JPATS from 6 to 3 sites
(2) Savings potential from JPATS complex
(3) Potential to close one addtional base (4 vs 3)




OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

v PERSONNEL AND f:3 NOV 1904

READINESS

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR ARMY BASING STUDY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS
TEAM
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE CSAF FOR REALIGNMENT
AND TRANSITION (USAF/RT)

SUBJECT: BRAC Alternatives Developed by the Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT)
Joint Cross-Service Group

This memorandum forwards the results of the UPT Joint Cross-Service Group’s
efforts. It provides three UPT BRAC alternatives for consideration and assessment by
the military departments, along with an illustrative scenario for each alternative. Every
alternative reduces excess capacity while maintaining high average military value. In
developing these alternatives, the Joint Group focused on limiting moves of functions to
new sites and on consolidation of functions. Further, the Joint Group’s analysis
incorporated the principles of the Deputy Secretary’s memorandum on “Consolidation of
Fixed-Wing Flight Training,” dated October 24, 1994.

} In responding to these alternatives, you are requested to provide your assessments

and commeants in accordance with the guidelines and schedule provided by the OSD
V BRAC Office. We are especially interested in identifying any analytical considerations
that may have been overlooked or were beyond the purview of the Joint Group (e.g.,
capacity requirements for graduate level courses or collateral functions at UPT sites,
disruption of operations resulting from functional moves, introduction of new training
systems (JPATS), etc.).

Members of the Joint Group’s Study Team are available to answer your questions
and provide data used in this analysis. The staff point of contact is Mr. Dan Gardner,
Pentagon Rm 1C757, COMM (703) 614-9481, DSN 225-2618 :

-

odd A. Weiler
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense puty Assistant Secretary of the Army
i . Training and Education
EYWIRY;

Glenn A. Profitt 11 CAPT Brian V.B

Major General, USAF Department of the Navy

~ Director, Plans and Operations Principal Representative

v HQ Air Education and Training Command

- Attachments: As Stated 6
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a, OPTION NUMBER:
1

b. CANDIDATE INSTALLATION:
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING

¢. DATE:

23 NOV 1994

d. INSTALLATION CATEGORY:

THREE

e. SCENARIO DESCRIPTION / SUMMARY:

- THIS ALTERNATIVE CLOSES NAS MERIDIAN, REESE AIR FORCE BASE, AND NAS WHITING FIELD. ALL SERVICE UHPT IS

CONDUCTED AT FORT RUCKER. THE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNCTIONS AT REMAINING SITES ARE LEFT TO THE SERVICES. THE ALTERNATIVE ADHERED
TO RESTRICTIONS OUTLINED IN THE COVER MEMORANDUM.

THE ALTERNATIVE WAS DEVELOPED USING THE OPTIMIZATION MODEL. IT MAXIMIZED AVERAGE MILITARY VALUE, FACTORED IN FUNCTIONAL
VALUE, AND REDUCED EXCESS CAPACITY OF EXISTING AIRFIELD COMPLEXES. IN THE ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO, MINIMUM MOVEMENT OF
FUNCTIONS TO NEW SITES AND CONSOLIDATION/COLLOCATION OF FUNCTIONS AT SINGLE SITES WERE ALSO EMPHASIZED.

f. INSTALLATIONS IN SCENARIO:

INSTALLATION STRATEGY (CLOSE/GAIN/LOSE/DEACTIVATE) COMPLETION YEAR
NAME
MERIDIAN NAS CLOSE. STRIKE TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION NLT FY 2001
OF NAVY.
REESE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION OF “
AIR FORCE.
WHITING NAS CLOSE. MOVE HELICOPTER TRAINING TO FORT “
RUCKER. MOVE PRIMARY TRAINING AT DISCRETION
OF DON. v
FORT RUCKER GAIN DON HELICOPTER TRAINING. "

|2 MAJOR ACTIVITIES AND/OR ORGANIZATIONS AFFECTED (OR POTENTIALLY AFFECTED):

UIC/SRC | DESCRIPTION: PERSONNEL STRENGTH: STRATEGY:
OFF/WOF/ENL/CIVINAF/OTHER DESTINATION/YEAR
NOT ADDRESSED BY
THIS GROUP.
h. REMARKS

AN ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO IS ATTACHED THAT CONSOLIDATES/COLLOCATES FUNCTIONS AND ALSO REDUCES THE NUMBER OF FUNCTIONAL MOVES
TO NEW SITES.

TABS FORM A-1 (AUG 94)
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ALTERNATIVE 1 SCENARIO
THREE-SITE CLOSURE (GRADUATES PER YEAR)

While consistent with modeled results with respect to sites open and closed, this scenario was developed
by the Joint Group to demonstrate a reasonable allocation of functions to the sites remaining open.

AIRLIFT- BOMBER- PRIMARY | NFO | PANEL [AFLD OPS [AFLD OPS
FIXED-WING UFT _|PRIMARY | TANKER | MARITIME | FIGHTER | STRIKE| NFO | STRIKE| NAV |AVAILABLE |REQUIRED
COLUMBUS 370 369 784371] 76941
lcOrRPUS 262 273 537240] 438280
KINGSVILLE 372 751904 714984
LAUGHLIN 681 787572] 787236
MERIDIAN
JPENSACOLA | 301 718 | 312 647815] 646452
RANDOLPH 520. 222 | 619768| 613108
REESE
SHEPPARD | 359 250 646988| 6465
VANCE 752 685390 30456
WHITING
TOTAL UPT} 2493 | 752 273 619 | 372 ) 718 | 312 | 222 | 5461048 4920538 qﬂ,s’;a
_ |roTARY WING UHPT e
. JFT RUCKER 1481 7441016 | 1907528 |- .

FLT SCREENING | FLTSCR \
HONDO 1037 554664 | 545462 )
USAFA 1036 651630 | 544936 |

TOTAL} 2073 1206294 | 1090398 | ~
ASSUMPTIONS: / A\

1. NAS Kingsville utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield. S

2. NAS Pensacola utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield. 12334 (=" gg)a:;i G

- L0220

Note: It is possible to accomplish this alternative without using the excess capacity of outlying fields
from sites identified for closure. However, in the scenario above, some of this excess capacity is used to
allow more flexibility in the functional spread.

SENSITIVE--BRAC WORKING PAPERS
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AIRLIFT- BOMBER- PRIMARY| NFO | PANEL |[AFLD OPS |AFLD OPS
PRIMARY | TANKER | MARITIME | FIGHTER | STRIKE| NFO |STRIKE| NAV |AVAILABLE |REQUIRED
|COLUMBUS 684 223 996770] 997202
CORPUS
KINGSVILLE 146 | 372 966800] 850180
LAUGHLIN 681 787572 787236
MERIDIAN
PENSACOLA | 507 273 718 | 312 1019840{ 101999
RANDOLPH 262 | 752 222 | 619768} 619420
REESE
SHEPPARD 359- 250 646988] 6465
VANCE
WHITING
TOTAL| 2493 | 752 273 619 | 372 | 718 | 312 | 222 |5037738| 4920538 17‘?:,
ROTARY WING UHPT e
- [FTRUCKER | 1481 7441016 | 1907528
FLTSCREENING | FLTSCR
HONDO 1037 554664 | 545462
USAFA 1036 651630 | 544936
TOTAL] 2073 1206294 | 1090398
ASSUMPTIONS:

e

SENSITIVE--BRAC WORKING PAPERS

ALTERNATIVE 3 SCENARIO
FIVE-SITE CLOSURE (GRADUATES PER YEAR)

While consistent with modeled results with respect to sites open and closed, this scenario was developed
by the Joint Group to demonstrate a reasonable allocation of functions to the sites remaining open.

1. NAS Kingsville utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.
2. Columbus AFB utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.
3. NAS Pensacola utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield: two of these airfields

require runway extensions to 5,000 feet to be useable.

4. Randolph AFB uses some of NAS Corpus Christi airspace.

SENSITIVE--BRAC WORKING PAPERS
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a. OPTION NUMBER: b. CANDIDATE INSTALLATION: ¢. DATE:
2 UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 23 NOV 1994

d. INSTALLATION CATEGORY:

¢. SCENARIO DESCRIPTION / SUMMARY:

FQUR SITE CLOSURE. THIS ALTERNATIVE CLOSES NAS MERIDIAN, REESE AFB, VANCE AFB, AND NAS WHITING. ALL SERVICE UHPT IS
CONDUCTED AT FORT RUCKER. THIS ALTERNATIVE CAPTURED CAPACITY FROM OUTLYING FIELDS CLOSED FROM ALTERNATIVE ONE AND
RESULTED IN THE CLOSURE OF AN ADDITIONAL BASE. GIVEN THE FOUR CLOSURES, THE GROUP DEVELOPED A POSSIBLE SCENARIO
MINIMIZING MOVES AND CONSOLIDATING FUNCTIONS (SEE ALTERNATIVE TWO SCENARIO ATTACHED) .

THE ALTERNATIVE WAS DEVELOPED USING THE OPTIMIZATION MODEL CONSTRAINED BY ALTERNATIVE ONE AND ASSUMING REDISTRIBUTION
OF EXCESS AIRFIELD OPERATIONS CAPACITY AS DESCRIBED ABOVE, SHARED AIRSPACE BETWEEN RANDOLPH AFB AND NAS CORPUS CHRISTI,
AND ADDING MINOR MILCON FOR RAMP SPACE AT COLUMBUS AFB. IT MAXIMIZED AVERAGE MILITARY VALUE, FACTORED IN FUNCTIONAL
VALUE, AND REDUCED EXCESS CAPACITY OF EXISTING AIRFIELD COMPLEXES. IN THE ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO, MINIMUM MOVEMENT OF
FUNCTIONS TO NEW SITES AND CONSOLIDATION OF FUNCTIONS AT SINGLE SITES WERE ALSO EMPHASIZED.

f. INSTALLATIONS IN SCENARIO:

INSTALLATION STRATEGY (CLOSE/GAIN/LOSE/DEACTIVATE) COMPLETION YEAR
NAME

MERIDIAN NAS CLOSE. STRIKE TRAINING MOVE AT DISCRETION OF | NLT FY 2001
DON.

REESE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION “
OF USAF.

VANCE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION oo
QF USAF.,

WHITING NAS CLOSE. MOVE HELICOPTER TRAINING TO FORT “
RUCKER. PRIMARY TRAINING TO MOVE AT
DISCRETION OF DON.

FORT RUCKER GAIN. DON HELICOPTER TRAINING. “

| 2. MAJOR ACTIVITIES AND/OR ORGANIZATIONS AFFECTED (OR POTENTIALLY AFFECTED):

UIC/SRC | DESCRIPTION: PERSONNEL STRENGTH: STRATEGY:
OFF/WOF/ENL/CIV/NAF/OTHER DESTINATION/YEAR

NOT ADDRESSSED
BY THIS GROUP

TABS FORM A-1 (AUG 94)
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UIC/SRC | DESCRIPTION: PERSONNEL STRENGTH: STRATEGY:
OFF/WOF/ENL/CIV/NAF/OTHER DESTINATION/YEAR

h. REMARKS
AN ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO IS ATTACHED THAT CONSOLIDATES/COLLOCATES FUNCTIONS AND ALSO REDUCES THE NUMBER OF FUNCTIONAL
MOVES TO NEW SITES.

TABS FORM A-1 (AUG 94)
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ALTERNATIVE 2 SCENARIO
FOUR-SITE CLOSURE (GRADUATES PER YEAR)

4 While consistent with modeled results with respect to sites open and closed, this scenario was developed
by the Joint Group to demonstrate a reasonable allocation of functions to the sites remaining open.

g

ARLIFT- BOMBER- PRIMARY | NFO [ PANEL moszm )
PRIMARY | TANKER | MARITIME | FIGHTER | STRIKE| NFO |STRIKE| NAV JAVAILABLE ]REQUIRE)

ICOLUMBUS | 566 369 996770] 995990
ICORPUS 347 273 537240] 536540
KINGSVILLE 372 751904] 714984

UGHLIN 681 787572] 787236
MERIDIAN
PENSACOLA | 301 718 | 312 647815 646452
RANDOLPH | 239 | 752 222 | 619768 592832
REESE
SHEPPARD 359 250 646988 646504
VANCE
WHITING ‘

TOTAL] 2493 | 752 | 273 | 619 | 372 | 718 | 312 | 222 [ 4988057 | 4920538 | L~
ROTARY WING UHPT
. JFTRUCKER | 1481 7441016 | 1907528
‘JFLT SCREENING FLT SCR
W [HONDO 1037 554664 | 545462
USAFA 1036 651630 | 544936
TOTAL| 2073 1206294 | 1090398

ASSUMPTIONS:

1. NAS Kingsville utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.
2. Columbus AFB utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.
3. NAS Pensacola utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.
4. Randolph AFB uses some NAS Corpus Christi airspace.
5. Requires MILCON for approximately 25,000 square yards of ramp space at Columbus AFB.

SENSITIVE--BRAC WORKING PAPERS
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SENSITIVE -BRACW vl‘a{iNG PAPERS - CLOSE HOLD —

a. OPTION NUMBER: b. CANDIDATE INSTALLATION: ¢. DATE:
3 UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 23 NOV 1994

d. INSTALLATION CATEGORY:

e. SCENARIO DESCRIPTION / SUMMARY:

FIVE SITE CLOSURE. THIS ALTERNATIVE CLOSES NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, NAS MERIDIAN, REESE AFB, VANCE AFB, AND NAS WHITING FIELD.
ALL SERVICE UHPT IS CONDUCTED AT FORT RUCKER. THIS ALTERNATIVE BUILT ON ALTERNATIVE TWO CAPTURING THE OUTLYING FIELD
AND AIR SPACE CAPACITY FROM CORPUS CHRISTI CLOSURE. IN ADDITION MINOR MILCON WAS REQUIRED TO ADD CAPACITY (TWO

USABLE OUTLYING FIELDS) AT PENSACOLA. THE GROUP DEVELOPED A SCENARIO MINIMIZING MOVES AND CONSOLIDATING FUNCTIONS
(SEE ALTERNATIVE THREE SCENARIO ATTACHED),

THE ALTERNATIVE WAS DEVELOPED MANUALLY BY EXTENDING THE LOGIC FROM OPTION TWO. IT MAXIMIZED AVERAGE MILITARY
VALUE, FACTORED IN FUNCTIONAL VALUE, AND REDUCED EXCESS CAPACITY OF EXISTING AIRFIELD COMPLEXES. IN THE ILLUSTRATIVE
SCENARIO, MINIMUM MOVEMENT OF FUNCTIONS TO NEW SITES AND CONSOLIDATION OF FUNCTIONS AT SINGLE SITES WAS ALSO
EMPHASIZED.

f. INSTALLATIONS IN SCENARIO:

INSTALLATION STRATEGY (CLOSE/GAIN/LOSE/DEACTIVATE) COMPLETION YEAR
NAME

CORPUS CHRISTINAS | CLOSE. PRIMARY, MARITIME TRAINING MOVE AT NLT FY 2001
DISCRETION OF DON.

MERIDIAN NAS CLOSE. STRIKE TRAINING MOVE AT DISCRETION OF “
DON

REESE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION “
OF USAF.

VANCE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION *
OF USAF.

WHITING AFB CLOSE. MOVE HELICOPTER TRAINING TO FORT "
RUCKER. MOVE PRIMARY AT DISCRETION AT DON.

FORT RUCKER GAIN DON HELICOPTER TRAINING “

TABS FORM A-1 (AUG 94)
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

PERSONNEL AND 2 3 Nov 1904
READINESS Q
MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR ARMY BASING STUDY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS
TEAM

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE CSAF FOR REALIGNMENT
AND TRANSITION (USAF/RT)

SUBJECT: BRAC Alternatives Developed by the Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT)
Joint Cross-Service Group

This memorandum forwards the results of the UPT Joint Cross-Service Group’s
efforts. It provides three UPT BRAC altematives for consideration and assessment by
the military departments, along with an illustrative scenario for each alternative. Every
alternative reduces excess capacity while maintaining high average military value. In
developing these alternatives, the Joint Group focused on limiting moves of functions to
new sites and on consolidation of functions. Further, the Joint Group’s analysis
incorporated the principles of the Deputy Secretary’s memorandum on “Consolidation of
Fixed-Wing Flight Training,” dated October 24, 1994.

v In responding to these alternatives, you are requested to provide your assessments
and comments in accordance with the guidelines and schedule provided by the OSD
BRAC Office. We are especially interested in identifying any analytical considerations
that may have been overlooked or were beyond the purview of the Joint Group (e.g.,
capacity requirements for graduate level courses or collateral functions at UPT sites,
disruption of operations resulting from functional moves, introduction of new training
systems (JPATS), etc.).

Members of the Joint Group’s Study Team are available to answer your questions
and provide data used in this analysis. The staff point of contact is Mr. Dan Gardner,
Pentagon Rm 1C757, COMM (703) 614-9481, DSN 22

7
ﬁ.%?\ =Y “fodd A. Weiler

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense puty Assistant Secretary of the Army
i . Training and Education
Glenn A. Profitt 11 CAPT Brian V. Bu
Major General, USAF Department of the Navy
Director, Plans and Operations Principal Representative
w HQ Air Education and Training Command

. Attachments: As Stated ﬁ
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a. OPTION NUMBER: | b. CANDIDATE INSTALLATION: c. DATE:
1 UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 23 NOV 1994

d. INSTALLATION CATEGORY:

¢. SCENARIO DESCRIPTION / SUMMARY:

THREE SITE CLOSURE. THIS ALTERNATIVE CLOSES NAS MERIDIAN, REESE AIR FORCE BASE, AND NAS WHITING FIELD. ALL SERVICE UHPT IS

CONDUCTED AT FORT RUCKER. THE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNCTIONS AT REMAINING SITES ARE LEFT TO THE SERVICES. THE ALTERNATIVE ADHERED
TO RESTRICTIONS OUTLINED IN THE COVER MEMORANDUM.

THE ALTERNATIVE WAS DEVELOPED USING THE OPTIMIZATION MODEL. IT MAXIMIZED AVERAGE MILITARY VALUE, FACTORED IN FUNCTIONAL
VALUE, AND REDUCED EXCESS CAPACITY OF EXISTING AIRFIELD COMPLEXES. IN THE ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO, MINIMUM MOVEMENT OF
FUNCTIONS TO NEW SITES AND CONSOLIDATION/COLLOCATION OF FUNCTIONS AT SINGLE SITES WERE ALSO EMPHASIZED.

f. INSTALLATIONS IN SCENARIO:

INSTALLATION STRATEGY (CLOSE/GAIN/LOSE/DEACTIVATE) COMPLETION YEAR
NAME
MERIDIAN NAS CLOSE. STRIKE TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION NLT FY 2001
OF NAVY.
REESE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION OF “
AIR FORCE.
WHITING NAS CLOSE. MOVE HELICOPTER TRAINING TO FORT “
RUCKER. MOVE PRIMARY TRAINING AT DISCRETION
OF DON.
FORT RUCKER GAIN DON HELICOPTER TRAINING. ”

g MAJOR ACTIVITIES AND/OR ORGANIZATIONS AFFECTED (OR POTENTIALLY AFFECTED):

UIC/SRC | DESCRIPTION: PERSONNEL STRENGTH: STRATEGY:
OFF/WOF/ENL/CIV/NAF/OTHER DESTINATION/YEAR

NOT ADDRESSED BY
THIS GROUP.

h. REMARKS

TO NEW SITES.

AN ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO IS ATTACHED THAT CONSOLIDATES/COLLOCATES FUNCTIONS AND ALSO REDUCES THE NUMBER OF FUNCTIONAL MOVES

TABS FORM A-1 (AUG 94)
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_ ALTERNATIVE 1 SCENARIO
i THREE-SITE CLOSURE (GRADUATES PER YEAR)

While consistent with modeled results with respect to sites open and closed, this scenario was developed
by the Joint Group to demonstrate a reasonable allocation of functions to the sites remaining open.

AIRLIFT- BOMBER- PRIMARY | NFO | PANEL |AFLD OPS (AFLD OPS
FIXED-WING UFT |PRIMARY| TANKER | MARITIME | FIGHTER | STRIKE NFO STRIKE| NAV |JAVAILABLE |REQUIRED
COLUMBUS | 370 t 369 B e M 784371] 769414
Icorpus 262 FEE W 273 AP T 537240| 438280
KINGSVILLE f teaico o 0 N R ! 751904] 714984
LAUGHLIN 681 PRI e iRl B 787572| 787236
MERIDIAN
PENSACOLA | 301 ] 718 | 312 [ 647815 646452
RANDOLPH | 520 | o 222 | 619768] 613108

VANCE o] 152 B i i R 6853900 304560
WHITING
TOTAL UPT] 2493 | 752 273 619 | 372 | 718 | 312 | 222 |5461048| 4920538
FTRUCKER | 1481 Bl v o i a i s ol 7441016 | 1907528
VFLTSCREENING FLT SCR sy . .
ONDO 1037 BEEERS T S N 554664 | 545462
USAFA 1036 FESIOE : , B 651630 | 544936
TOTAL| 2073 EEiiEris shon ey - 1206294 | 1090398
ASSUMPTIONS:

1. NAS Kingsville utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.
2. NAS Pensacola utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.

Note: It is possible to accomplish this alternative without using the excess capacity of outlying fields

from sites identified for closure. However, in the scenario above, some of this excess capacity is used to
allow more flexibility in the functional spread.

SBMEEEEED. -BRAC WORKING PAPERS
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a. OPTION NUMBER: b. CANDIDATE INSTALLATION: ¢. DATE:
2 UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 23 NOV 1994

d. INSTALLATION CATEGORY:

¢. SCENARIO DESCRIPTION / SUMMARY:
FOUR SITE CLOSURE. THIS ALTERNATIVE CLOSES NAS MERIDIAN, REESE AFB, VANCE AFB, AND NAS WHITING. ALL SERVICE UHPT IS
CONDUCTED AT FORT RUCKER. THIS ALTERNATIVE CAPTURED CAPACITY FROM OUTLYING FIELDS CLOSED FROM ALTERNATIVE ONE AND

RESULTED IN THE CLOSURE OF AN ADDITIONAL BASE. GIVEN THE FOUR CLOSURES, THE GROUP DEVELOPED A POSSIBLE SCENARIO
MINIMIZING MOVES AND CONSOLIDATING FUNCTIONS (SEE ALTERNATIVE TWO SCENARIO ATTACHED) .

THE ALTERNATIVE WAS DEVELOPED USING THE OPTIMIZATION MODEL CONSTRAINED BY ALTERNATIVE ONE AND ASSUMING REDISTRIBUTION
OF EXCESS AIRFIELD OPERATIONS CAPACITY AS DESCRIBED ABOVE, SHARED AIRSPACE BETWEEN RANDOLPH AFB AND NAS CORPUS CHRISTI,
AND ADDING MINOR MILCON FOR RAMP SPACE AT COLUMBUS AFB. IT MAXIMIZED AVERAGE MILITARY VALUE, FACTORED IN FUNCTIONAL
VALUE, AND REDUCED EXCESS CAPACITY OF EXISTING AIRFIELD COMPLEXES. IN THE ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO, MINIMUM MOVEMENT OF
FUNCTIONS TO NEW SITES AND CONSOLIDATION OF FUNCTIONS AT SINGLE SITES WERE ALSO EMPHASIZED.

f. INSTALLATIONS IN SCENARIO:

INSTALLATION STRATEGY (CLOSE/GAIN/LOSE/DEACTIVATE) COMPLETION YEAR
NAME

MERIDIAN NAS CLOSE. STRIKE TRAINING MOVE AT DISCRETION OF | NLT FY 2001
DON.

REESE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION “
OF USAF.

VANCE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION "
OF USAF.

WHITING NAS CLOSE. MOVE HELICOPTER TRAINING TO FORT “
RUCKER. PRIMARY TRAINING TO MOVE AT
DISCRETION OF DON.

FORT RUCKER GAIN. DON HELICOPTER TRAINING. *

g. MAJOR ACTIVITIES AND/OR ORGANIZATIONS AFFECTED (OR POTENTIALLY AFFECTED):

UIC/SRC | DESCRIPTION: PERSONNEL STRENGTH: STRATEGY:
OFF/WOF/ENL/CIV/NAF/OTHER DESTINATION/YEAR

NOT ADDRESSSED
BY THIS GROUP

TABS FORM A-1 (AUG 94)
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UIC/SRC | DESCRIPTION: PERSONNEL STRENGTH: STRATEGY:
OFF/WOF/ENL/CIV/NAF/OTHER DESTINATION/YEAR

h. REMARKS

AN ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO IS ATTACHED THAT CONSOLIDATES/COLLOCATES FUNCTIONS AND ALSO REDUCES THE NUMBER OF FUNCTIONAL
MOVES TO NEW SITES.

TABS FORM A-1 (AUG 94)
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; ALTERNATIVE 2 SCENARIO
; FOUR-SITE CLOSURE (GRADUATES PER YEAR)

\ 4 While consistent with modeled results with respect to sites open and closed, this scenario was developed
by the Joint Group to demonstrate a reasonable allocation of functions to the sites remaining open.

AIRLIFT- BOMBER- PRIMARY | NFO | PANEL {AFLD OPS |AFLD OPS
PRIMARY | TANKER | MARITIME | FIGHTER | STRIKE NFO STRIKE| NAV [AVAILABLE |REQUIRED
ICOLUMBUS | 566 Mfer iy 369 BARMETR e e it 1 996770]  995990]
CORPUS 347 R 213 T Y 537240| 536540]
KINGSVILLE SR et RS 372 e § 751904] 714984
AUGHLIN | 681 [EERIiEaaie g el 787572] 787236
PENSACOLA | 301 Wi SEGRNE Gl 715 | 312 BEER 647815 646452
RANDOLPH | 239 | 752 [ oy e | 222 | 619768] 592832
REESE
SHEPPARD 350 BRI 250 B il Y 6460988] 646504
VANCE
WHITING
TOTAL| 2493 | 752 | 273 | 619 | 372 | 718 | 312 | 222 | 4988057 | 4920538
ROTARY WING UHPT ; S e y TEEL TRl
FT RUCKER | 1481 SR e 7441016 | 1907528
vkom)o 1037 [N, _ , | 554664 | 545462
USAFA 1036 B . , SR 651630 | 544936
TOTAL| 2073 =& I NE g s 1206294 | 1090398
ASSUMPTIONS:

1. NAS Kingsville utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.

2. Columbus AFB utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.

3. NAS Pensacola utilizes excess capacity from existing outlying airfield.

4. Randolph AFB uses some NAS Corpus Christi airspace.

5. Requires MILCON for approximately 25,000 square yards of ramp space at Columbus AFB.

SR BRAC WORKING PAPERS
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a. OPTION NUMBER:
3

b. CANDIDATE INSTALLATION:
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING

¢. DATE:
23 NOV 1994

d. INSTALLATION CATEGORY:

e. SCENARIO DESCRIPTION / SUMMARY:
FIVE SITE CLOSURE, THIS ALTERNATIVE CLOSES NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, NAS MERIDIAN, REESE AFB, VANCE AFB, AND NAS WHITING FIELD.
ALL SERVICE UHPT IS CONDUCTED AT FORT RUCKER. THIS ALTERNATIVE BUILT ON ALTERNATIVE TWO CAPTURING THE OUTLYING FIELD
AND AIR SPACE CAPACITY FROM CORPUS CHRISTI CLOSURE. IN ADDITION MINOR MILCON WAS REQUIRED TO ADD CAPACITY (TWO

USABLE OUTLYING FIELDS) AT PENSACOLA. THE GROUP DEVELOPED A SCENARIO MINIMIZING MOVES AND CONSOLIDATING FUNCTIONS
(SEE ALTERNATIVE THREE SCENARIO ATTACHED).

THE ALTERNATIVE WAS DEVELOPED MANUALLY BY EXTENDING THE LOGIC FROM OPTION TWO. IT MAXIMIZED AVERAGE MILITARY
VALUE, FACTORED IN FUNCTIONAL VALUE, AND REDUCED EXCESS CAPACITY OF EXISTING AIRFIELD COMPLEXES. IN THE ILLUSTRATIVE
SCENARIO, MINIMUM MOVEMENT OF FUNCTIONS TO NEW SITES AND CONSOLIDATION OF FUNCTIONS AT SINGLE SITES WAS ALSO

EMPHASIZED.

f. INSTALLATIONS IN SCENARIO:

INSTALLATION STRATEGY (CLOSE/GAIN/LOSE/DEACTIVATE) COMPLETION YEAR
NAME

CORPUS CHRISTINAS | CLOSE. PRIMARY, MARITIME TRAINING MOVE AT NLT FY 2001
DISCRETION OF DON.

MERIDIAN NAS CLOSE. STRIKE TRAINING MOVE AT DISCRETION OF “
DON

REESE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION “
OF USAF.

VANCE AFB CLOSE. SUPT TRAINING TO MOVE AT DISCRETION “
OF USAF.

WHITING AFB CLOSE. MOVE HELICOPTER TRAINING TO FORT “
RUCKER. MOVE PRIMARY AT DISCRETION AT DON.

FORT RUCKER GAIN DON HELICOPTER TRAINING *

TABS FORM A-1 (AUG 94)
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BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 23, 1995
Minutes

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) meeting was
convened by Mr. Lou Finch, DUSD(R), at 1430 hours on February 23, 1995, in Room 1C757,
the Pentagon. The list of attendees is attached.

Mr. Finch pointed out that Office of the Secretary of Defense review of proposed base
closure and realignment recommendations was nearing a close. The Secretary was expected to
finalize his recommendations to the Commission by March 1. He stated the purpose of the
meeting was to review the Military Departments’ recommengdations relating to the Group’s work.
He also noted the Secretary of the Navy’s interest to ensure that the Group had explored the
concept of base complexes.

Mr. Gardner led a discussion to compare the Military Departments’ recommendations to
the Group’s altemnatives (attached “Wrap-Up”). It was agreed that the recommendations were
not inconsistent with the Group’s effort, maintained sufficient capacity to meet projected
requirements, and also provided a sound basis for carrying out DoD’s policies for cross-service
flight training.

Next, the Group shifted its focus to the issue of base complexes, which are base pairs
located close to one another that share the same or similar functions. Given that definition, three
UPT base complexes were considered: 1) NAS Pensacola - NAS Whiting, 2) NAS Kingsville -
NAS Corpus Christi, and 3) Columbus AFB - NAS Meridian. The Group agreed to use the
Military Departments’ recommendations as the baseline for its analysis (attached). The baseline
retains two of the three complexes, and supports the Navy’s recommendation to close NAS
Meridian. :

The Group developed and investigated two alternatives to determine if there were any
compelling reasons to maintain the Columbus AFB - NAS Meridian complex. Both alternatives
also incorporated an effort to reduce the required number of JPATS training sites. The first
alternative created a JPATS *“Master” site at the Columbus/Meridian complex. This required the
addition of 5 new outlying fields and relocating the fighter/bomber UPT function from
Columbus to Laughlin AFB. The second alternative built the JPATS “Master” site at the NAS
Pensacola - NAS Whiting complex by upgrading 7 existing outlying fields and relocating the
maritime and primary/intermediate NFO training functions to NAS Meridian. A variant of the
first alternative was also discussed which located all strike training at NAS Meridian. However,
the variant was not given further consideration by the Group as it did not provide a net increase
in base complexes, would waste significant investment in the T-45 training system at NAS
Kingsville, and also require significant investment in infrastructure at NAS Meridian. Finally, a
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third alternative was discussed. It was similar to the second alternative but shifted the maritime
and primary/intermediate NFO training functions to Vance AFB.

The Group assessed the first alternative and found its up-front costs excessive. Aftera
lengthy discussion and additional input from both Navy Budget Office and OUSD (PA&E)
analysts, the Group determined that cost savings/cost avoidance estimates derived from either
JPATS site consolidation or formation of a JPATS base complex could not readily be identified.
The Group also agreed that these savings (if any) would be well in the future. The Group
assessed the second alternative and found it similar to alternative one but noted it had a much
smaller up-front MILCON requirement. It was agreed, however, that the maritime and
primary/intermediate NFO training functions could readily be accommodated by those flight
training bases not recommended for closure by the Military Departments. Therefore, in
reviewing the base complex issue, the Group found no clear or compelling rationale to change
the Military Departments’ recommendations.

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1600 hours.

Approved:  LouFinch
Chairman

R UL S




BRAC 95
Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training Meeting
February 23, 1995

Key Attendees

Mr. Lou Finch, chairman, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Mr. Dan Gardner, assistant study team leader, OSD (Personnel and Readiness)
Maj Gen Glenn Profitt, Air FForce

Col John Boyd, Air Force

Lt Col Len Jarman, Air Force

Lt Col Mark Bruggemeyer, Air Force

CAPT Brian Buzzell, Navy

Mr. Steve Belcher, Navy

LCDR Steve Bertolaccini, Navy

Col Dave Stockwell, (USMC), Navy

LTC Tom Hinkel, Army
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UPT JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP

POLICY INTEGRATION

~

Joint Fixed-Wing:

3/21\»\

ok~ wbA

Primary (JPATS)
Primary/Intermediate NFO & Navigator
WSO Strike
Panel Navigator
Multi-Engine:
a. Jet - Air Force
b. Prop - Navy
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MILITARY DEPARTMENT

MILITARY VALUES
(Scale 1 to 3 with 3 = High)

e Columbus
e Corpus Christi
e Fort Rucker
» Kingsville
 Laughlin

e Meridian

* Pensacola
e Randolph
e Reese

e Sheppard
e Vance

\\ ¢ Whiting

N W W =2 W WNMNWWWWW
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UPT JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP

OPTIMIZATION MODEL

e MAXFV - Maximize Functional Value
e MINSITE - Minimum Site (5% FV & 3 “Rules”)

- Fit Screening Separate
- Joint Fixed-Wing Policy
- Notional Squadron > 100 Students

e MINNMYV - Minimum Sites with Maximum
Military Value - “Best” with 4th “Rule”: Fit
Screening at Hondo and Air Force Academy

e “MIN PRIME” - 3 Sites Closed

3A
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UPT JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP \

OPTIMIZATION MODEL (Cont.)

<

e “MIN PRIME 2” - 4 Sites Closed

Added Air Space and OLF capacity from
closed sites back into system.

* Analytical Excursion: Used Air Space and
OLF capacity from Corpus Christi to
maximize Kingsville capacity. Closed 5th
Site.

» “Scenarios” developed with additional efforts
to consolidate functions and minimize moves
of new functions to new sites.

M J
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UPT JOINT/CROSS-SERVICE GROUP , \

ALTERNATIVES

3-Site

* Close Meridian, Reese, & Whiting
 Excess Capacity Remaining - 9.9%
4-Site

* Close Meridian, Reese, Whiting, & Vance
e Excess Capacity Remaining - 1.3%
5-Site

* Close Meridian, Reese, Whiting, Vance, &
Corpus Christi

\\ * Excess Capacity Remaining - 2.3% J

3C
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Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of
Bomber/Fighter Pilot Training

Managed Training Areas (6 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields that are controlled/owned by the installation
and support Bomber/Fighter training. (2 pt or 33%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 2 (0 pt for 0 fields, 2 pts for 2 fields)
Rational: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training
2. The number and type of special use airspace that is controlled/owned by the
installation and supports Bomber/Fighter training. (4 pt or 67%)
Scoring: | pt for MOA, 1 pt for WA/Restricted Area, 1 pt for MTR, 1 pt for
Air-to-Surface range
Rational: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training

Weather (10 points)

1. Percent of time weather is better than 3000/5. (3 pts or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 3 pt for
95%)
Rationale: Weather requirements to best conduct training. Higher % is better.
2. Percent of time weather is better than 1500/3. (2 pts or 20%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 2 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USAF weather requirements to conduct training. Higher % is
better.
3. Percent of time crosswinds are less than 15 knots. (2.5 pts or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (0 pt for min% and 2.5 pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max crosswinds for majority of student training. Higher % is
‘ef.
‘rcent of time crosswinds are greater than 25 knots. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (1 pt for min% and 0 pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max aircraft crosswind limits. Lower % is better.
5. Percent of sorties canceled/rescheduled. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% ( .5 pt for 5% and O pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.
6. Official Planning factor for lost sorties due to weather. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% (1 pt for 5% and .5 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This arca captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.

Airspace and Flight Training Areas (27 points)

1. Amount of airspace (MOA/WA and Restricted area) in nm3 (12 pt or 44%).

Seonr:n"g Linear scale of W6l§hlbd airspace from O to max airspace (0 pt for 0
nm- and 12 pt for max nm-)

Rationale: More airspace is better. Bomber/Fighter require more airspace
than Primary pilot training.

2. Average distance to airspace (2 pt or 7%)

Scoring: Lincar scale from 0 to max weighted average sirspace size times
distance (0 pt for min and 2 pt for max). Weighted average airspace size
times distance for each site = Sum (airspace size in nm- times distance to
airspace in nm) for all MOA/WA or AA divided by the Sum of all airspace
size. :

Rationale: Closer airspace is better.

3. Number of Air-to-Surface ranges within 75 nm (3 pt or 11%).
Scoring: 2 pts for 1 range, 3 pts for 2 or more ranges.
Rationale: More airspace is better.
4. Distance to nearest Air-to-Surface range (2 pt or 7%)
Scoring: 2 pt if range is within 50 nm.
Rationale: Closer distance is better.
“Tumber of MTR's available (3 pt or 11%).
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (0 pt for 0 MTR’s andSptformax
)} MTR’'s)
Rationale: MTRs are required for training... more is better.

6. Percent of flight ops experiencing ATC delays of 15 minutes or greater. (2 pt or
%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (2 pts for 0 % delays and 0
pts for max % delay)
Rationale: Fewer ATC delays is better.
7. Planned commercial hub within 100 miles. (1 pt or 4%)
Scoring: 1 pt for no and O pt for yes.
Rationale: Commercial hub will impact training. No hub is better.
8. Number of bisecting airways. (2 pts or 7%)
Scoring: Lincar scale from 0 to max (2 pts for O and 0 pts for max).
Rationale: Bisecting airways reduce training effectiveness in areas.

Airfields (17 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary ficlds usable for Bomber/Fighter pilot training (2 pt
or 12%)

Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cutoff — 8K
ft)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 2 pt for
max # fields)
Rationale: More outlying fields improve capacity and quality of training.
2. The # of usable outlying/auxiliary fields with IFR or night? capability. (1 pt or
6%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 1 pt for max
# fields)
Rationale: This capability will help reduce congestion at the home field.
3. Median distance to outlying/auxiliary fields. (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between some min and max(1 pt for min distance, O pt
for max )
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.
4. Runway length of longest runway at main airfield. (2 pt or 12%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 8K and 12K ft (1 pt for 8K ft runway , 2 points
for 12K ft runway)
Rationale: Longer runway is better for safety reasons
5. Number of primary runways that can support concurrent ops and crosswind
runways at main field. (7 pt or 41%)
Scoring:
With 1 crosswind runway: 3 pts for first primary runway, 5 pts for 2 parallel
runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
With 2 non-parallel crosswind runways: 3.5 pts for first primary runway, 5.5
pts for 2 parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
With 2 parallel crosswind runways: 4 pts for first primary runway, 6 pts for 2
parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
Rationale: More runways improve quality of training for safety reasons and
flexibility
6. Condition of runways -- % of runway sq ft in adequate condition (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the runway. Higher quality is better.
7. Condition of taxiways/aprons — % of taxiways/aprons sq ft in adequate condition
(1 ptor 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 ©ptfor 0 %, 1 ptfor 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the taxiways. Higher quality is better.
8. Condition of utilities — ave % of facilities in adequate condition (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the utilities. Higher quality is better.
9. Condition of other facilities (e.g., lerm, admin) -- ave % of facilities in adeq cond
(1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the facilities. Higher quality is better.

Ground Training Facilities (10 points)

1. Amount of training facilitics (classrooms) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.
2. Condition of training facilities (classrooms) - % of "adequate™ sq ft. (1 pt or
10%)
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Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of
Bomber/Fighter Pilot Training

Managed Training Areas (6 points)

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields that are controlled/owned by the installation
and support Bomber/Fighter training. (2 pt or 33%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 2 (0 pt for 0 fields, 2 pts for 2 ficlds)
Rational: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training
2. The number and type of special use airspace that is controlied/owned by the
installation and supports Bomber/Fighter training. (4 pt or 67%)
Scoring: 1 pt for MOA, 1 pt for WA/Restricted Area, 1 pt for MTR, 1 pt for
Air-to-Surface range
Rational: Owning airfields and airspace have equal impact on training

Weather (10 points)

1. Percent of time weather is better than 3000/5. (3 pts or 30%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 3 pt for
95%)
Rationale: Weather requirements to best conduct training. Higher % is better.
2. Percent of time weather is better than 1500/3. (2 pts or 20%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 80% and 100% (1 pt for 80% and 2 pt for
95%)
Rationale: USAF weather requirements to conduct training. Higher % is
better.
3. Percent of time crosswinds are less than 15 knots. (2.5 pts or 25%)
Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (0 pt for min% and 2.5 pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max crosswinds for majority of student training. Higher % is
‘er.
_rcent of time crosswinds are greater than 25 knots. (1 pt or 10%)
) Scoring: Linear scale between min% and max% (1 pt for min% and O pt for
max%)
Rationale: Max aircraft crosswind limits. Lower % is better.
5. Percent of sorties canceled/rescheduled. (.5 pt or 5%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% ( .5 pt for 5% and O pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.
6. Official Planning factor for lost sorties due to weather. (1 pt or 10%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 5% and 20% (1 pt for 5% and .5 pt for 20%)
Rationale: This area captures weather attrition not covered by questions 1-4.

Airspace and Flight Training Areas (27 points)

1. Amount of airspace (MOA/WA and Restricted area) in nm? (12 pt or 44%).

Scoring: Linear scale of Wﬂ%hled airspace from 0 to max airspace (0 pt for 0
nm and 12 pt for max nm~)

Rationale: More airspace is better. Bomber/Fighter require more airspace
than Primary pilot training.

2. Average distance to airspace (2 pt or 7%)

Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max weighted average airspace size times
distance (0 pt for min and 2 pt for max). Weighted average airspace size
times distance for each site = Sum (airspace size in nm-~ times distance to
airspace in am) for all MOA/WA or AA divided by the Sum of all airspace
size.

Rationale: Closer airspace is better.

3. Number of Air-to-Surface ranges within 75 om (3 ptor 11%).
Scoring: 2 pts for 1 range, 3 pts for 2 or more ranges.
Rationale: More airspace is better.
4. Distance to nearest Air-to-Surface range (2 pt o1 7%)
Scoring: 2 pt if range is within 50 nm.
Rationale: Closer distance is better.
“Tumber of MTR's available (3 pt or 11%).
Scoring: Linear scale from O to max (0 pt for 0 MTR's and3ptformnx
! MTR')
Rationale: MTRs are required for training... more is better.

6. Percent of flight ops experiencing ATC delays of 15 minutes or greater. (2 pt or
7%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (2 pts for 0 % delays and 0
pts for max % delay)
Rationale: Fewer ATC delays is better.
7. Planned commercial hub within 100 miles. (1 pt or 4%)
Scoring: 1 pt for no and O pt for yes.
Rationale: Commercial hub will impact training. No hub is better.
8. Number of bisecting airways. (2 pts or 7%)
Scoring: Linear scale from 0 to max (2 pts for 0 and O pts for max).
Rationale: Bisecting airways reduce training effectiveness in areas.

RoweAys

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields usable for Bomber/Fighter pilot training (2 pt
or 12%)

Definition of usable field will be based on runway length (preliminary cutoff -- 8K

ft)

Airfields (17 points)

Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for 0 ficlds, 2 pt for
max # fields)
Rationale: More outlying fields improve capacity and quality of training.
2. The # of usable outlying/auxiliary fields with IFR or night? capability. (1 pt or
6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and some max (0 pt for O fields, 1 pt for max
# fields)
Rationale: This capability will help reduce congestion at the home field.
3. Median distance to outlying/auxiliary fields. (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between some min and max(1 pt for min distance, O pt
for max )
Rationale: Closer airfields are better.

.~ 4. Runway length of longest runway at main airfield. (2 pt or 12%)

Scoring: Linear scale between 8K and 12K ft (1 pt for 8K ft runway , 2 points
for 12K ft runway)
Rationale: Longer runway is better for safety reasons
5. Number of primary runways that can support concurrent ops and crosswind
runways at main field. (7 pt or 41%)
Scoring:
With 1 crosswind runway: 3 pts for first primary runway, 5 pts for 2 paraliel
runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel runways.
With 2 non-parallel crosswind runways: 3.5 pts for first primary runway, 5.5
pts for 2 parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 paralle! runways.
With 2 paraliel crosswind runways: 4 pts for first primary runway, 6 pts for 2
parallel runways, 7 pts for 3 parallel nmways.
Rationale: More runways improve quality of training for safety reasons and
flexibility
6. Condition of runways -- % of runway sq ft in adequate condition (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the runway. Higher quality is better,
7. Condition of taxiways/aprons — % of taxiways/aprons sq ft in adequate condition
(1 ptor 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the taxiways. Higher quality is better.
8. Condition of utiliies — ave % of facilities in adequate condition (1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and 100 (O pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the utilities. Higher quality is better.
9. Condition of other facilities (¢.g., term, admin) -- ave % of facilities in adeq cond
(1 pt or 6%)
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 100 (0 pt for 0 %, 1 pt for 100%)
Rationale: This indicates the quality of the facilities. Higher quality is better.

Ground Training Facilities (10 points)

1. Amount of training facilities (classrooms) rated "adequate” in sq ft. (3 pt or 30%)
Scoring: Lincar scale between 0 and max (0 pt for 0 %, 3 pt for max%)
Rationale: This measures the amount and quality of the training facilities.

More quality is better.
2. Condition of training facilities (classrooms) - % of "adequate” sq ft. (1 pt or
10%)
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