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BROOKS BEDDOWN AT WPAFB 
BRAC SITE VISIT 

6 JUNE 1995 

AGENDA 

INBRIEF - BEDDOWN OVERVIEW (AREA C, BLDG 110, RM 109) 

TRAVEL TO BLDG 262, AREA A 

COURTESY VISIT TO AFMCIXP 

TRAVEL TO AREA B 

TOUR BLDG 32 

TRAVEL TO EXECUTIVE DINING ROOM (EDR) 

LUNCH (EDR) 

TRAVEL TO BLDG 17 

BLDGs 17,57, TOUR FOR HSCNA, SYSTEM PROGRAM OFFICE, BLDG 28 (TOUR FOR 
AL STAFF) & BLDG 33 (TOUR CENTRIFUGE FACILITY FOR CREW TECHNOLOGY 

TRAVEL TO BLDG 22 

BLDG 22 (TOUR FOR ALISD LIBRARY AND ALIOE OCCUPATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH) 

TRAVEL TO BLDG 190 

BLDG 190,434,79 (TOUR FOR ALIAO AEROSPACE MEDICINE) 

TRAVEL TO BLDG 126 

BLDG 126 (TOUR FOR ALICFT CREW TECHNOLOGY) 

TRAVEL TO BLDG 125 

BLDG 125 (TOUR FOR SYSTEMS ACQUISITION SCHOOL) 

TRAVEL TO BLDG 838 

BLDG 838 &839 (TOUR AL/OE OCCUPATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
VIVARIUM AND LABORATORY); BLDG 821 (TOUR FOR SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE 
MEDICINE) 

DRIVE BY PROPOSED SITE FOR SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE MEDICINE 

RETURN TO AREA C 

OPTIONAL TOURS 
BLDG 44 1 
BLDG 450 
BLDG 145 



AREAS A. B and C 

3EPARTME T H E  AIR CORCE 

;?YIT" & B Y  C L t P  

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHv  TAB NO C.5 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE 
OH10 65433 



Aeronautical Systems 
Center 

BROOKS AFB MILCON 

Cost 
cope (SF) Then YR $M 

Renovate for SPO (Bldg 17,57) 74,000 11.0 

Renovate for AL Staff (Bldg 28) 90,000 1.0 

ADAL for Centrifuge (Bldg 33) 10,700 3.5 

Renovate for AL Library (Bldg 22) 20,000 2.2 



Aeronautical Systems 
Center 

I 

BROOKS AFB MILCON (Cont.) 
Cost - Then YR $M 

ADAL for Occupational Environmental Health (ALIOE) 
- Renovation (Bldg 22) 36,000 4.0 
- New Construction 61,350 12.9 
- Add to Vivarium 50,000 16.4 

ADAL for Aerospace Medicine (AL/AO) 
- Renovation (Bldg 190,434,79, 195) 68,000 
- New Construction 27,700 

ADAL for Crew Technology (ALICFT) 
- Renovation (Bldg 126) 35,000 
- New Construction 29,100 



Aeronautical Systems 
Center 

BROOKS AFB MILCON (Cont.) 
Cost 

Scope (SF) Then YR $M 

ADAL for USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
- Renovation (Bldg 82 1) 24,000 1.6 
- New Construction 89,100 13 .O 
- Pipeline Student Dormitory 53,500 7.0 
- Outdoor Training Area 3,000 0.5 

Alter for Systems Acquisition School 15,400 0.7 



Aeronautical Systems 
Center 

RENOVATION 

NEW 

BROOKS APB MILCON 
SUMMARY 

COST 
COPE (SF) (THEN YR %MI 

362,400 32.6 

TOTAL 686,850 103.4 



BROOKS BEDDOWN 
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DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

(com~uter generated) 
3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 4. PROJECT TITLE 

BC-RENOVATE FACILITIES FOR YA 
-WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO SYSTEMS PROGRAM OFFICE 

8. PROJECT COST($OOO) 

9.200 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953353 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

311-173 

COST 
($000) 

6,038 
(4,440) 
(1,598) 
1,890 

( 590) 
( 40) 
(1,260) 
7,928 
793 
8,721 
523 
9,244 
9,200 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: Interior alterations include 
asbestos and lead paint removal, relocation of interior non-load bearing 
walls, replacement of building utility systems, fire protection, and 
interior finishes. 
Air Conditioning: 267 Tons. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 74,000 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SUBSTANDARD: 74,000 SF 
PROJECT: BC -- Renovate Facilities for YA SPO 
REQUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, an adequate and 
functional facility is required to support the relocation of the YA 
Systems Program Office (SPO). Alterations of existing facilities are 
required to provide administrative and laboratory space for the YA Systems 
Program Office and MEDSITE personnel. Special purpose space includes test 
laboratories. 
CURRENT SITUATIOI?: The YA Systems Program Office is currently at Brooks 
GB TX and will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission. There are no suitable existing 
administrative facilities at WPAFB available at this relocation. This 
project will alter existing facilities to accommodate the program team 
interaction which is vital to the accomplishment of the mission. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: The YA Systems Program Office will be unable to 
relocate, thereby jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 

9. COST ESTIMATES 

QUANTITY 

74,000 
450 

74,000 

ITEM 
UNIT 
COST 

60 
3,550 

17 

U/M 
BC-RENOVATE FACILITIES FOR YA SYSTEMS 
PROGRAM OFFICE 
RENOVATE FACILITIES 
PREWIRED WORKSTATIONS 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
UTILITIES/ COMMUNICATION 
SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
ASBESTOS/LEAD PAINT REMOVAL 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (10%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

L S 
SF 
E A 

LS 
LS 
SF 



10. Description of Proposed Construction: Replace interior finishes to 
include carDet. ~aint. and ceilinn tile. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 90,000 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SUBSTANDARD: 90,000 SF 
PROJECT: BC -- Renovate Facility for HSI and Armstrong Lab Headquarters 
REOUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, an adequate and 
functional facility is required to support the relocation of Human Systems 
Institute (HSI) and Armstrong Lab Headquarters personnel. Minimal work is 
needed in this facility which will consolidate much of Armstrong Lab 
personnel at Wright-Patterson AFB in one area. Facility will be renovated 
to accommodate 600 personnel. 
CURRENT SITUATION: Armstrong Laboratories are currently located at Brooks 
AFB TX and will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission. There are no suitable existing 
laboratory headquarters at WPAFB available for this relocation. 
LMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: The Armstrong Laboratory will be unable to 
relocate, thereby jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 

7.28.06 1 610-281 1 ZHTV953355 1 840 

DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 
(com~uter generated) 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 

9. COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM 
BC-RENOVATE FACILITY FOR HSI & 
ARMSTRONG LAB HEADQUARTERS 
SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (10%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

4. PROJECT TITLE 
BC-RENOVATE FACILITY FOR HSI & 
ARMSTRONG LAB HEADOUARTERS 

I I I I 

UNIT 
COST 

8 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 6. CATEGORY CODE 7. PROJECT NUMBER 8. PROJECT COST($OOO) I I I 
COST 
($000) 

ZiQ 
720 
22 
792 
48 
840 
840 

U/M 

SF 

OUANTITY 

90,000 



7.28.06 1 315-222 1 ZHTV953356 
9. COST ESTIMATES 

I 
ITEM 

BC-ADD TO EXISTING CENTRIFUGE FACILITY 
HEAVY TECH LABORATORY 

1 MEDIUM TECH LABORATORY 
CENTER HEADQUARTERS ADM SPACE 
PREWIRED WORKSTATIONS 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
UTILITIES 
SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
PAVEMENTS & PARKING (6 STALLS) 
COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORT 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (5%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

2. DATE 
-- - 

1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

(com~uter nenerated) 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: Concrete foundation, steel 
joists, and lightweight concrete roof systems. Project includes 
reinforced concrete for centrifuge mounting, electrical power 480 VAC/3 
PHASE, 3200 AMPS, 2000 KVA power transformer, and lead shield walls in 
laboratory for ionizing radiation materials. Also includes special 
cooling for four 250 HP electric drive motors. 
Air Conditioning: 30 Tons. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 76,683 SF ADEQUATE: 65,983 SF SUBSTANDARD: 0 
PROJECT: BC -- ADAL Existing Centrifuge Facility 
PEOUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, a suitable facility is 
required to house the Hwnan/Animal Centrifuge, Small Animal Centrifuge and 
G-LOC Research Laboratories at Wright-Patterson AFB. The addition to the 
existing WPAFB Centrifuge facility will allow for the beddown of the two 
centrifuges and associated laboratories and support functions with fume 
hoods, deionized water systems, gas, compressed air, water, and vacuum 
outlets. 
CURRENT SITUATIOIJ: The centrifuges are currently located at Brooks AFB TX 
and will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW with recommendations of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. There are no suitable existing 
facilities available to install the centrifuges and their associated 
laboratories. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: The mission of research and development of - 
advanced +Gz protective equipment and techniques along with basic research 
into the neuromechanisms of G-induced loss of consciousness would be 
stopped. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/sco~e for this ~roiect in Part I1 of the Military 

DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 

s 

4. PROJECT TITLE 
BC-ADD TO EXISTING CENTRIFUGE 
FACILITY 

OUANTITY 

5,700 
3,650 
1,350 

10 

UNIT 
COST 

270 
180 
100 

3,600 

8. PROJECT COST($OOO) 5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 6. CATEGORY CODE 

COST 
($000 1 
2,367 
(1,539) 
( 657) 
( 135) 
( 36) 

355 
( 150) 
( 135) 
( 30) 
40) 
2,722 
136 
2,858 
171 
3,029 
3,050 

7. PROJECT NLTMBER 



Iolr 

DD FORM 1391C, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

(computer generated) 
3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 
4. PROJECT TITLE 

BC-ADD TO EXISTING CENTRIFUGE FACILITY 

5. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953356 

Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 



DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

(comwuter ~enerated) 
3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 

4. PROJECT TITLE 
BC-RENOVATE FACILITY FOR 
CONSOLIDATED LIBRARY 

8. PROJECT COST($OOO) 

2.000 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953354 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

171-356 
9. COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM 
IBC-RENOVATE FACILITY FOR CONSOLIDATED 
LIBRARY 
SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
UTILITIES 
SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
PAVEMENTS 
REMOVE ASBESTOS/LEAD BASE PAINT 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (10%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
STJPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

110. Description of Proposed Construction: Interior alterations include 
asbestos and lead based paint removal, relocation of interior non-load 
bearing walls, and replacement of interior finishes. 
Air Conditioning: 61 Tons. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 20,000 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SUBSTANDARD: 20,000 SF 
PROJECT: BC -- Renovate Facility for Consolidated Library 
REOUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, the existing Wright- 
Patterson AFB Technical Library requires reconfiguration of the current 
layout so Technical Library assets of Brooks AFB units can be consolidated 
with it. 
CURRENT SITUATION: The YA Systems Program Office and Armstrong 
Laboratories are currently located at Brooks AFB TX and will be relocated 
to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission. There are no suitable existing library facilities at WPAFB 
'available for this relocation. This project will reconfigure the existing 
library to accommodate the library assets being transferred with Brooks 
AFB units. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: The YA Special Program Office and Armstrong 
Laboratory libraries will be unable to transfer their assets to WPAFB, 
thereby jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 

UNIT 
COST 

65 

17 

COST 
($000) 

1,300 
400 

( 20) 
( 20) 
( 20) 
(340) 
1,700 
2 
1,870 
112 

1,982 
2,000 

U/M 

SF 

LS 
LS 
LS 
SF 

QUANTITY 

20,000 

20,000 



r 
'111 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 

DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 
(com~uter generated) 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 4. PROJECT TITLE 
BC-(AL/OE) ADAL OCCUPATIONAL 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LAB 
8. PROJECT cOS~($000) 

14.400 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953362 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

310-924 

COST 
($000) 

10,798 
( 2,080) 
( 1,200) 
( 570) 
( 3,948) 
( 2,162) 
( 100) 
( 738) 
2.170 
12,968 
648 
13,616 
817 
14,433 
14,400 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: Concrete foundation and floor 
slabs, structural steel frame, masonry walls, metal roof. Wet and dry 
laboratories. This is a phased construction involving two distinct 
requirements which must be collocated. Alter: Relocate interior non-load 
bearing walls, replace bldg utility sys, fire protection and interior 
finishes. Remove asbestos and lead base paint. 
Air conditioning: 100 Tons. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 65,326 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SUBSTANDARD: 4,000 SF 
PROJECT: BC -- ADAL Occupational Environmental Health Laboratory 
REOUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, renovation is required 
to support the relocation of Armstrong Labs to WPAFB. The construction 
includes space for the Hypobaric Laboratory and Personnel Research Science 
Lab, the Medical Science Lab, a SCIF, administrative space, and Medical 
Storage. 
CURRENT SITUATION: Armstrong Lab is currently located at Brooks AFB TX 
and will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. There are no suitable existing 
laboratory facilities at WPAFB available for this relocation. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: Armstrong Labs will be unable to relocate, 
thereby jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide.I1 

UNIT 
COST 

65 
100 
170 
120 
165 
25 

3,550 

9. COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM 
BC-(AL/OE) ADAL OCCUPATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LAB 
ALTER ADMIN 
ADMIN 
SCIF 
LASER LAB 
LABS (ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH) 
STORAGE 
PREWIRED WORKSTATIONS 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (5%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

U/M 

SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
E A 

OUANTITY 

32,000 
12,000 
3,350 
32,900 
13,100 
4,000 
208 



w 
DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

(com~uter generated) 
3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 

4. PROJECT TITLE 
BC-ADAL FAC'S FOR AEROSPACE 
MEDICAL AND CLINICAL LABS 

8 .  PROJECT COST($~~O) 

17.000 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953358 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 
9. COST 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

310-914 
ESTIMATES 

COST 
($000) 

BC-ADAL FAC'S FOR AEROSPACE MEDICAL AND 
CLINICAL LABS 
ADD AEROSPACE MED & CLINICAL LABS 
ALTER ADMIN FACILITIES 
ALTER ADMIN & LAB FACILITY 
PREWIRE WORK STATIONS 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
UTILITIES/COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORT 
REMOVE ASBESTOS/LEAD BASE PAINT 

CONTINGENCY (10%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

PROJECT: BC -- ADAL Facilities for Aerospace Medical and Clinical Labs 
REQUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, a suitable facility is 
required to beddown the Aerospace Medical Director and clinical 
laboratories, the Laser/Optic/Hyperbaric Laboratory, and the Medical 
Science Laboratory. Included is space for epidemalogic research, anechoic 
chamber, flight medicine patient evaluation, and hyperbaric research 

CURRENT SITUATIOR: These Armstrong Lab missions are currently being 
conducted at facilities located at Brooks AFB TX but will be relocated to 
WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission. There are no suitable existing facilities at WPAFB available 
for this relocation. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: Aerospace medicine would not be able to evaluate 
physical condition of aircrew members or develop new humadaircraft 
interface capabilities. Research and training in Hyperbaric Medicine 
could not be accomplished and critical support to DOD Health Care and 
Investigative Agencies could not be provided. 

I1 of the Military 

UNIT 
COST ITEM U/M QUANTITY 



2. DATE 

w 

1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 

DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 
(computer generated) 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 

4. PROJECT TITLE 

BC-ADD TO VIVARIUM 
8. PROJECT COST($OOO) 

13,800 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 
9. 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

310-921 
COSYESTIMATES 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953360 

ITEM 
BC-ADD TO VIVARIUM 
ADD TO VIVARIUM 
PATHOLOGY LAB-HEAVY 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
UTILITIES 
SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
PAVEMENTS 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (5%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: Concrete foundation and floor 
slabs, structural steel frame, masonry walls, metal roof. Reinforced 
floor under electron microscopes, backup generator emergency power, and 
wet and drv labs. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 85,472 SF ADEQUATE: 32,472 SF SUBSTANDARD: 0 
PROJECT: BC -- ADD to Vivarium 
REOUIREMENT - : Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, a suitable facility is 
required to house laboratory animals at Wright-Patterson AFB. Included is 
space for 25 personnel, a laboratory/surgery space, a pathology area, 
housing for 400-500 Non-Human Primates (NHP), up to 40 large animals, and 
numerous small animals. Animal housing areas must meet AAALAC standards 
for ventilation and impervious wall and floor coverings. Wall shielding 
is required for the X-ray fluoroscopy unit. Layout of the addition and 
alteration must be done in conjunction with the Directed Energy Lab 
facility redirect project from Brooks AFB and the BRAC Occupational 
Environmental Health Lab Facility. 
CURRENT SITUATIOU: The Armstrong Lab Vivarium is currently located at 
Brooks AFB TX but will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of 
the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. There are no suitable 
existing facilities large enough at WPAFB for this relocation. By ADAL of 
the existing Vivarium the total square footage requirement has been 
reduced. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: Critical bioeffects of chemical and radiological 
stressors will not be determined, testing of new directed energy weapons 
will not occur, and compliance with ESOH criteria will be threatened. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
.There is no criteria/sco~e for this project in Part I1 of the Military 

UNIT 
COST 

200 
270 

COST 
($000) 
10,810 
(10,000) 
( 810) 
1,500 

( 1,040) 
( 230) 
(3) 
12,310 
616 
12,926 
776 
13,702 
13,800 

U/M 

SF 
SF 

LS 
LS 
L S 

OUANTITY 

50,000 
3,000 



2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 

w 

FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 
(computer generated) 

DD FORM 1391C, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

- 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 
4. PROJECT TITLE 

BC-ADD TO VIVARIUM 

5. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953360 

Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 



DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

- 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

(com~uter ~enerated) 
3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 4. PROJECT TITLE 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO BC-CREW TECHNOLOGY FACILITY 
8. PROJECT COST($OOO) 

7.900 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

310-914 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953373 

COST 
($000) 
6,162 

( 996) 
( 900) 
(4,266) 

925 
925) 
7,087 
354 
7,441 
446 
7,887 
7,900 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: Concrete foundation and floor 
slabs, structural steel frame, masonry walls, metal roof. Reinforced 
floor under lab areas, wet and dry labs. Alter: Relocate interior 
non-load bearing walls, replace bldg utility systems, fire protection and 
interior finishes. Remove asbestodlead base vaint. 
11, REQUIREMENT: 29,100 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SUBSTANDARD: 0 
PROJECT: BC -- Ada1 Facility for Crew Technology 
REQUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, beddown construction 
is required to support the relocation of Armstrong Labs to WPAFB. The 
construction includes space for the Hypobaric Laboratory and Personnel 
Research Science Labs, the Medical Science Lab, a SCIF, administrative 
space, and Medical Storage. 
CURRENT SITUATION: Armstrong Labs is currently located at Brooks AFB TX 
and will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. There are no suitable existing 
laboratory facilities at WPAFB available for this relocation. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: Armstrong Labs will be unable to relocate, 
thereby jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 

9. COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM 
BC-CREW TECHNOLOGY FACILITY 
MEDICAL SCIENCE LAB 
PERSONNEL RESEARCH SCIENCE LAB-MEDIUM 
PERSONNEL RESEARCH SCIENCE LAB-HEAVY 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
COMM/UTILITIES/PAVEMENTS 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (5%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

QUANTITY 

8,300 
5,000 
15,800 

U/M 
LS 
SF 
SF 
SF 

L S 

UNIT 
COST 

120 
180 
270 



w 
DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

(com~uter generated) 

- 

- 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE,OH 

4. PROJECT TITLE 

BC-ALTER FACILITY FOR USAFSAM 
8. PROJECT COST($OO~) 

1.400 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953381 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

171-618 

COST 
($000) 
1,054 
(1,008) 
( 46) 

150 
( 100) 
2)  
1,204 
2 
1,324 
3 
1,403 
1,400 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: Alter interior to accommodate 
classrooms, administration. and traininn mock-ups. 
11.. REQUIREMENT: As required. 
PROJECT: BC -- Alter Facility for USAFSAM 
~OUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, a suitable facility is 
required to support the relocation of the USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine (USAFSAM) to the Wright-Patterson AFB. An adequate facility is 
required to provide space for classrooms, mock-up trainers, and 
administration/faculty space. This project must be completed in 
conjunction with other USAFSAM BRAC beddown requirements. 
CURRENT SITUATIOU: The USAFSAM is currently located at Brooks AFB TX and 
will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. There are no suitable academic 
training facilities at WPAFB available for this relocation. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: The USAF School Of Medicine will be unable to - 
relocate, thereby jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAb: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 

UNIT 
COST 

42 
3,540 

5 

9. COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM 
BC-ALTER FACILITY FOR USAFSAM 
ALTER BLDG 
PREWIRE WORK STATIONS 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
COMMUNICATIONS/FIBER OPTICS 
SITE IMPROVEMENTS 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (10%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

U/M 

SF 
E A 

SF 
LS 

OUANTITY 

24,000 
13 

20,200 



7.28.06 1 171-152 1 ZHTV953351 1 11,200 
9. COST ESTIMATES 

I I I UNIT 1 COST 

BC-USAF SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE MEDICINE 
ADMINISTRATION 
CLASSROOMS 
TRAINING LABS/COMPUTER TRAINING 
ADVANCED SPATIAL DISORIENTATION DEVICE 
SUPPORT SPACE 
SWING LAND TRAINER 

2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

-AIR FORCE 

PREWIRED WORKSTATIONS 
SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
UTIL/SITE IMPROV/PAVEMENTS/COMM SPRT 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (5%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

(computer generated) 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: A two-story facility with 
masonry walls, concrete foundation, steel joists, and lightweight concrete 
roof system. Includes classrooms, faculty offices, computer classrooms, 
computer laboratory, technical laboratories, swing landing trainer, 
prewired workstations, and all necessary support. 
Air Conditioning: 439 Tons. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 113,455 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SUBSTANDARD: 24,355 SF 
PROJECT: BC -- USAFSAM Academic Complex 
BOUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, beddown construction 
is required to support the relocation of the USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine (USAFSAM) to Wright-Patterson AFB. An adequate facility is 
required to provide space for 155 personnel: classrooms, administrative 
areas, conference rooms, laboratories, supply and storage areas. This 
project must be completed in conjunction with Projects ZHTV953361 and 
ZHTV953382 for USAFSAM. 
CURRENT SITUATIOR: The USAFSAM is currently located at Brooks AFB TX and 
will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. There are no suitable academic 
facilities at WPAFB available for this relocation. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: These missions will be unable to relocate, 
thereby jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 

E A 

LS 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

4. PROJECT TITLE 
BC-USAF SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE 
MEDICINE ACADEMIC FACILITY 

154 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 6. CATEGORY CODE 7. PROJECT NUMBER I 

3,550 

8. PROJECT COST($OOO) 

( 547) 
1,290 
(Lx!Q) 
10,021 
-2!u 
10,522 
631 
11,153 
11,200 



SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
PAVEMENTS 
COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORT 

SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

PEOUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, beddown construction 
is required to support the relocation of the USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine (USAFSAM) at Wright-Patterson AFB. A separate dormitory is 
required to house the USAFSAM enlisted students who are still in initial 
training status and must observe many of the rules of Basic Training. 
CURRENT SITUATIOR: The USAF School of Aerospace Medicine is currently 
located at Brooks AFB TX but will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the 
recommendations of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. There is 
no suitable existing dormitory which can meet the separation needs of 
pipeline students. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: The USAFSAM will be unable to relocate, thereby 
jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facililty Planning and Design Guide," 

li(l 
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2. DATE 

DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 
FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

(com~uter generated) 
3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OH 

4. PROJECT TITLE 
BC-USAFSAM OUTDOOR TRAINING 
AREA 

8. PROJECT COST($OOO) 

440 

5 .  PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 
9. COSY 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

442-758 
ESTIMATES 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953361 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: Concrete foundation and floor 
slabs, structural steel frame, masonry walls, and pitched roof. Building 
includes 200 SF office, bathrooms, warehouse, and covered training area. 
Facility to be located in a 21 acre fenced area. 
-Air conditioning: 6 Tons. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 3,000 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SUBSTANDARD: 0 
PROJECT: BC -- USAFSAM Outdoor Training Area 
PEOUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, beddown construction 
is required to support the relocation of the USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine (USAFSAM) Mishap Prevention and MASH Outdoor Training Areas. 
Included is a 21 acre fenced area to conduct training, a warehouse for 
storing training aids, an office, bathrooms, and covered training area. 
CURRENT SITUATIOI?: The USAFSAM Outdoor Training Areas are currently 
located at Brooks AFB TX will be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the 
recommendations of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. There are 
no suitable existing facilities large enough at WPAFB for this relocation. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: The USAFSAM will be unable to relocate, thereby 
jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide." 

UNIT 
COST 

70 
QUANTITY 
3,000 

ITEM 
BC-USAFSAM OUTDOOR TRAINING AREA 
SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
UTILITIES 
SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
PAVEMENTS 
CHAIN LINK FENCING/GATE 
ASPHALT PAD 
COVERED TRAINING AREA 
COMM SUPPORT 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY ( 5 % )  
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

COST 
($000) 

210 
180 

( 50) 
( 10) 
( 10) 
( 75) 
( 25) 
( 5) 
5 )  
390 
20 
410 
25 
435 
440 

U/M 
SF 

LS 
LS 
LS 
L S 
LS 
LS 
LS 
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2. DATE 1. COMPONENT 

AIR FORCE 

DD FORM 1391, DEC 76 Previous editions are obsolete. Page No 

FY 1995 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 
(computer generated) 

Y 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OH 

4. PROJECT TITLE 
BC-ALTER FACILITY FOR 
ACQUISITION SCHOOL 

8. PROJECT COST($OOO) 

560 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 

ZHTV953383 

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 

7.28.06 

6. CATEGORY CODE 

171-627 
9. COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM 
BC-ALTER FACILITY FOR ACQUISITION SCHOOL 
RENOVATION FACILITY 
PREWIRED WORKSTATIONS 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 
COMMUNICATIONS/FIBER OPTICS 
PREWIRE STUDENT COMPUTER WORKSTATIONS 
ASBESTOS/LEAD PAINT REMOVAL 

SUBTOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (10%) 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION AND OVERHEAD (6%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDED) 

10. Description of Proposed Construction: Alterations include asbestos 
and lead based paint removal, relocation of interior non-load bearing 
walls. interior finishes. and all necessarv support. 
11. REQUIREMENT: 15,400 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SUBSTANDARD: 15,400 SF 
PROJECI: BC -- ADAL Facility for Systems Acquisition School (SAS) 
BEOUIREMENT: Because of the closure of Brooks AFB, a suitable facility is 
required to support the relocation of the Systems Acquisition School to 
Wright-Patterson AFB. An adequate facility is required to provide space 
for 33 SAS personnel, classrooms, administrative areas, conference rooms, 
computer laboratories, supply and storage areas. 
CURRENT SITUATION: The SAS is currently located at Brooks AFB TX and will 
be relocated to WPAFB OH IAW the recommendations of the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission. There are no suitable academic facilities at 
WPAFB available for this relocation. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: The SAS will be unable to relocate, thereby - 
jeopardizing the closure of Brooks AFB. 
ADDITIONAL: Funding will be provided from the Base Closure Account. 
There is no criteria/scope for this project in Part I1 of the Military 
Handbook 1190, "Facility Planning and Design Guide". 

U/M 

SF 
E A 

SF 
E A 
SF 

UNIT 
COST 

15 
3,550 

2 
625 
17 

OUANTITY 

15,400 
33 

15,400 
32 

4,600 

COST 
($000) 

348 
(231) 
(117) 
130 

( 30) 
( 20) 
( a l l  
478 
48 
526 
2 
558 
560 



AIR NATIONAL GUARD BEDDOWN AT WPAFB 
BRAC SITE VISIT 

6 ,JUNE 1995 

LNBRIEF - BEDDOWN OVERVIEW (AREA C, BtDG 110, RM 109) 

TRAVEL TO FLIGHTLmE 
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6 JUNE 95 FACILITY REVIEW 
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LIST OF ATTENDEES 
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w 
ISSUE 

POINT PAPER 
ON 

BROOKS AFB, TEXAS 

The city of San Antonio, Texas has proposed cantonment of the mission activities at Brooks AFB 
in lieu of the AF/DoD recommended closure of the base. 

DISCUSSION 

The Air Force does not support the cantonment option because the proposed closure of the base 
with relocation of the preponderance of the mission activities to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio 
(WPAFB) has greater military value (based on the first four BRAC 95 selection criteria) Atch I 
shows WPAFB to be a Tier I base (best) and Brooks AFB to be a Tier III base (good)-- i.e. the 
AF had no deficient installations in this category. 

- Criteria 1 : "Current and future mission requirements as well as the impact on operational 
readiness of the DoD's total force" will be enhanced by assigning the Human Systems SPO to 
Aeronautical Systems Center (ASC) at WPAFB and establishing a Human Systems Institute, 
comprised of the Armstrong Lab (AL) and the School of Aerospace Medicine (USAFSAM) at 
WPAFB. 
- The Human Systems SPO was previously assigned to ASC. Further, previous SPO/other 

wu' q u a l e d  personnel remain assigned at ASC who could staff the SPO to mitigate against 
government personnel unwilling to transfer to WPAFB. 

- Relocation of AL to WPAFB would, for the most part, consolidate AL in one geographic 
location and continue its mission as an A ,  "super" lab. The A .  has been committed to this 
process of consolidation for many years (Atch 2) and has taken every opportunity inside and 
outside of BRAC to consolidate labs and collocate labs with their "parent" product centers. 
ASC is by far the largest "customer" of AL technology for human systems. 

- USAFSAM relies for approximately half of its instructors on AL. Conversely, AL relies on 
the faculty and staff of USAFAM to conduct and support the research mission of the 
laboratory. This mutually beneficial and highly synergistic xelationship would be preserved 
and continue at WPAFB since military instructors could be moved to WAFB as part of the 
normal permanent change of station (PCS) process. Further, this relationship can be enhanced 
since Wright State University (contiguous to WPAFB) is the only civilian degree granting 
institution for aerospace medicine in the country. Also, the planned reiocation of USAFSAM 
will draw heavily on shared use of facilities with the Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) 
located at WPAFB. 

- The San Antonio proposal lists San Antonio as a "one-of-a-kind biomedical community". 
Atch 3 shows that the Dayton region around WPAFB is also a "biomedicd center of 
excellence". 



- Criteria 2: The "availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace" shows that 
Brooks AFB has no useable runway or active duty forces based there. On the other hand, 

.I WPAFB is one of the Air Force premier operational bases and one of the very few proposed as a 
"receiving location" for additional operational forces in BRAC 95. 
- On base AF warfighting personnel will be invaluable to enhancing the ability of the HSI and 

H ~ m q  ~ ~ s ~ r n s  SPO to accomplish their mission. 
f i J ,  l- A 1od - hwdzabm of existing acquisition technical and educational facilities at W A F B  to host 

HSI and SPO activity greatly reduces the AF's excess capacity in these areas. This 
collocation further enhances WPAFB as the largest Research, Development and Acquisition 
(RD&A) complex in the free world. 

- Criteria 3: Brooks AFB has no ability to "accommodate contingency, mobilization and future 
total force requirements". However, WPAFB continues to be a principal part of these AF 
activities with considerable demonstrated potential to expand (i.e. every major class of AF 
aircraft has been operated from WPAFB at some time in the last 20 years-fighters, bombers, 
transports, tankers). 

- Criteria 4: The city has provided estimated "cost and manpower implications" for the 
cantonment. This data as well as the data for the proposed closure has been updated (Atch 4). 
This data shows that closure eliminates almost twice as many people--506 vs 266 and moves 
four times as many, 2876 vs 689. From a cost standpoint, it is elimination of positions which 
produce signrficant savings which more than offset one time moving costs. w - Criteria 5 is the first of the non-military value criteria and deals with "the extent and timing of 
potential costs and savings". 
-- Atch 4 shows that closure has a 431  greater net present value ($172M vs $120M) than 

cantonment. Thus, cantonment will cost the Air Force $52M more than closure in constant 
dollars. 

- Although the one time cost of closure is $21 1.5M vs 21.4M for cantonment, the cantonment 
cannot be viewed as a closure since most missions will remain (Atch 5). The one time costs of 
closure is much more than offset by the much higher annual savings $32.3M for closure vs 
$lO.SM for cantonment. Atch 4 shows that the site process has now ref?ned the AF estimate 
for return on investment to 6 years (very desirable in BRAC t m ) .  Note it will take at least 
two years for the cantonment (with its lower military value) to "pay back" vs the immediate 
payback asserted in the San Antonio proposal (Atch 4). 

- Criteria 6: The economic impact on the San Antonio area of closing Brooks AFB was 1.1 1 
in the AF analysis. No adverse economic impacts for WPAFB as a receiver site were identified. 



- Criteria 7: Both communities were deemed to have the communities with the "infrastructure to 
support forces, missions, and personnel." Brooks color coded green, and WPAFB color coded 
green in the AF analysis. 

- Criteria 8: No adverse environmental impacts were found for moving from Brooks AFB (coded 
red) to WPAFB (coded yellow). 

RECOMMENDATION : 
The high military value of WPAFB coupled with the high net present value and 200% greater 
annual savings of closing Brooks AFB (including the quick return or investment) very favorably 
supports the AF/DoD proposal to close Brooks AFB versus the community proposal to canton 
Brooks AFB.. 



actions could d t  in cost increases to other Fedcrai departments and agencies, DoD found 
that these costs in most cases analyzed would amount to a small fhction of BRAC savings - 

w less than 2 percent - and therefore would not be W y  to alter BRAC decisions. 

BRAC 95 Selection Criteria 

In selecting military installations for closure or rcalignrnent, the Department of 
Defense. giving priority consideration to milimy value (the first four criteria below), will 
consider 

1. The current and fimm mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of the Department of Defense's total f o a .  

2 The availability and condition of land, facilties and associated airspace at 
both the existing and potential rtceiving.iocations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, m o b W o n ,  and future totai force 
requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of 
years, beginning with the date of ampietion of the closure or realignment, for 
the savings to a d  thc costs. 

6. The economic impact an commmities. 

7. The ability of bgth the cxbtbg and pommal receiving ccmmdi ts '  
~ t o s a p p o r t f o r # s , m i s s i a n s a n d p e r s a n n t f .  

8. The * i q =  
I I 

'(I 3-2 



INDUSTRIALR'ECHNICAL SUPPORT - 
PRODUCT CENTERS and LABORATORIES Subcategory 

ANALYSIS RESULTS at TIERING (20 Oct) 
'I'l~c li)ll~)wit,g glaclcs and data reflect the information on which the BCEG members based their tiering determination. Information in this chart 
W:IS i~lwli~~etl ;is llie 'result of a number of factors between initial tiering and final recommendations. 

I IJNCLASSIFIED I 
Appendix 9 60 

VIII 
Red + 1 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Green - 
Yellow + 
Yellow - 

V 
10 
9 

- -  -- 

- llirsc Nnnic 
Ilrooks AFll --- 
l lr~r~scot~~ A Fll --- 

L5 
Yellow 
Green - 

I. 1 
Red 
Red 

VI 
7,723 (1.2%) 
18,769 (1.0%)* 

VII 
Green- 
Green - 

20,364 (8.0%) 
22,935 (0.6%)* 
10,93 1 (8.2%)* 
52,399 (1 1.9%) 

I1 
Green - 
Yellow + 

I(irl1;rntl Alrll - . - - -  
I ,os A 11- 4 PIl --.-- 
Itollrc l l~bl~ --- - - 
Wr!glrl-l'allcrsor~ APIl 

Green - 
Yellow 
Yellow + 
Green - 

- Green - 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Green - 

- Yellow + 
Red 
Red 
Yellow + 

I11 
Red + 
Red + 

- Yellow + 
Yellow 
Green - 
Yellow + 

IV 
246/-78 
4211-158 

- Yellow 
Red + 
Red + 
Green - 

4481-469 
45W-142 10 
1341 1 12 1W 
1,5671 834 49 



INDUSTRIALJTECHNICAL SUPPORT - 
IDRODUCT CENTERS and LABORATORIES Subcategory 

TIERING OF BASES 
As 1111 i~ilcr~~lcrliatc slcp in the Air Force Process, the BCEG members established the following tiering of bases based on the relative merit of 
I~ i~scs  w i l l ~ i ~ ~  ll~c sul)ci~(cgory as measured using the eight selection criteria. Tier I represents the highest relative merit, 

TIER I 
Hanscom .AFB 
Rome Lab 

Wright-Patterson AFE? 
TIER I1 

Kirtland AFB 
Los Angeles AFB 

TIER 111 

Appendix 9 61 

I UNCLASSIFlED I 



AF LAB CONSOLIDATIONS 

Rocket Propulsion Astronautics Lab 
Geophysics Lab 

PHILLIPS LAB 
Geophysics ------------------t 

Weapons Lab -1 990 
Weapons 

-1982 

Space Technology Ctr - 
Wright R&D Ctr 

I ,  

Avionics Lab 
Propulsion Lab 

+ 
WRIGHT LAB 

Flight Dynamics Lab -1 990 
Materials Lab 2 I 

Electronics Tech Lab 
-1988 

J 

i 
i. 

1972 

- 

AF Armament Lab 
_r 

Aeromedical Research L a b -  HSCllXA 
Human Resources L e b  Human ARMSTRONG 
Solid State Sciences Dir. Systems LAB4 990 

<Electromagne~w ~ i r .  -\ Div-I987 

* vionics ---+ 
Propulsion ----+c 
Flight Dynamics+ 

Rome Air 
Development Center ROME LAB 

4975 -.I 990 

AF Wright Aero Labs 
Avionics Lab 

Propulsion Lab 
Flight Dynamics Lab 

L 
3 A ARL- ~e;ospace Research ~ a b  & CRL- ~eseanh ~ a b  disestablished 
2 

19h 
I 

PRESENT 

Materials Materials Lab 
-3 975 

2 h 



BRAC '95 'I 

Dayton Region -- 
Biomedical Center of Excellence 

Academic I 
1 

- Wright State University -- Only Civilian School of Aerospace 
Medicine - Strong Medical Programs at Ohio State University and 
University of Cincinnati - Dayton Area Graduate Studies lnstitute (DAGSI) 

Private Sector I 
- Kettering Heart lnstitute - Hipple Cancer lnstitute 

' 

= Numerous Commercial Laboratories Specializing in R&D, 
Medical & Environmental Testing, and Biomedical Research 

f 



Dayton Region -- 
Biomedical Center of Excellence 

(Continued) 

Federal 

- Tri-Service Regional Medical Center 
(Covers 10 Surrounding States) - Wright Technology Network - Fitts Human Engineering Division, Armstrong Laboratories 
(Wright-Patterson AFB) - Regional Veterans Administration Medical Center 







Relocation of Brooks AFB ~ c t i r i t i e s  
to  W right-Patterson AFB 

We understand the BRAC Commission is deliberaring over the recommendation lo relocare 
Brooks AFB activities ro Wright-Parrerson AFB. The activities are the Human S y s m  
Center. ArmsUong Lab and  he ~ i h o o l  of Aerospace Medicine. We understand h a t  this is a 
sensitive issue. The San Antonio cornmuniry has proposed a Canronment option, an opuon 
that on paper appears to be economically amctive. Howcver. this option puts the 
Commission in a difficulr posirion in deciding what trim should be used in making thcfr 
recommendations. We understand the need to look closely at h s  issue. We believe iris 
most important to focus on thc f o 1 , ~ g  key decision criteria in rendering a final 
recommendarion. 

1. Military Value - from a military value perspective the consolidation of the 
human systcms and aerospace medicine functions a . ~  WPAFB capirallzev on the 
investment the Air Force has already made ro consolidate all aspects of aerospace 
technology at WPAFB, A major piece of Armsuong Labs is already locared there. 
WPAFB retains he largest concenuauon of aerospace engineering talent in rhe 
world and mainrains competencies in human factors research and aerosphce 
medicine. Reuniting rhese activiries adds tremendous Value to rhe Air Force 
aerospace research capabihies at WPAFB and is absolurely consis~nr wih rhe 
s o d s  of BRAC. 

2, Cammunity Impacts - any BRAC action is going to cause community 
impacts. People wifl be affected. The right decision for DaD is to reduce excess 
capacity and consolidate i& investments. Dayton is community rich in educzlrional 
and medical opportunities, with a skilled workforce and a wide range of 
community services. Brooks AFB transition to WPAFB is possible without 
disruption of the activities' current mission. The Dayton community welcomes th! 
Brooks AFB personnel w i b  open arms. 

3. Long Term Costs - Cobra Model assessments completed by the San Antonio 
community and the A~I  Force c o n f m  bat  annual recurring savings are greatest by 
locating at WPAFB. Therefore, the best economic decision is u, locate the Brooks 
acrivities at WPAFB. The iniual cosr for build out and transition of personnel is 
higher with that option, but on a year m year basis and over a twenty yeas period, 
it is more economjcal to consolidate the acdviues, operate hem at W p m ,  close 
down the base at Brooks, and take savings in overhead that are achievable by 
relocating at WPAFB. The ner present value savings by consolidating rhe activiries 
at WPM33 over rhe cantomenr option are in excess of $50 million dollars. In ~ 9 l :  
long m, it is clearly most economically advantageous to consolidare Brooks AFB 
acriviries at WPAFB. 

4, Infrastructure Reductions - a clear g o d  of BRAC is rhe reduction of 
overall excess capaciry wibin DoD while wing to retain the core excellence and 

- * 

k.  maintain rhe criucd mass m compe~ncies necessary to perform DoD missions. The 
Canronmen~ option does not accomplish this. The cantonment opuon claims close 
Brooks bur it only closes the excess land within b e  installauon. 85% of rbe 
infrasuucture (buildingand physical plant) is mainiained with that option. The Air 
Force has excess capaclty ar WPAFB and plans to beuer use rhat capacity by 
consolidating irs reseilrch acuvities rhere. 

long term cost savings and reduced infrslrucaue all suppon the 
f Brooks AFB activiues at WPAFI3. The DoD recommendairon mces  all 
for closure. This is a tough decision, but one that has to be made. 
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A L  Centrifuges at Brooks AFB and WI-ight-Patterson AFB: 
Recomnlendations fo1lowing BRAC Decision 

- Compariso~r of ccntrifr~ge capabilities 
-- Onset rate at BAFB is 6GIsec (n~atches current fighters); WPAFB rate is 

1 G/sec 
-- BAFB system has a single direction of G appl~ck~tion (sufficient for cul-rent 

aircraft); WPAFB system C; direction can be varied to some cstcrlt (a linlited 
potential for future agile aircrail) 

-- BMl3 goi~dola is smaller; WPAFB go~ldola is larger with greater volume 
permitting installatiol~ of a simple visual display systelil 

-- BAFB systern is relatively simple and inexpensive to operate/ll~aintain: 
WPAFB system is complex and more expensive lo operatelrnaintain 

-- Both spstcms employ old tec.t~nology 
--- Operations are manpower intensive 
--- Aging systems are more likely to have maintenance p~.oblttrns in thc fiiturc 
--- Fail to fillly exploit modcrn technology 

- Utilization of centrifuges 
-- DAFR centrifhge is approximately 130% utilized, i.e.. requests for ccntrih~gcs 

support exceeds tirnc available by 30% 

qw -- WPAFB centrifuge is not operating at capacity, but ifdocs share a portiori of 
t l ~ c  overall R&D load 
--- Closing RAFR cel~triftigt: \vithout rccstablishing an extttnded capability 

at WPAFB \vould deprive customers of support 
-- Maintaining high-G onset capability in IIXrL7 community i s  tnandatory lo 

ensure relevance of research; must match capabilities of Sront l ine fighters. 
This is particularly true with the impending closurc of tlie USN high-onsct 
centrifuge 

- Consolidated Operations at  I'VPAFB 
-- Recommend: 

--- Closure of the BAFH ccntrillge. No shipment to WPAFB will be 
required 

--- Maintain operation of WPAFB centrjfugc. As r t t q ~ i ~ e m r n ~ s  evolve, 
make decisioil to close or nlairltairl this liicilily. 

--- Co~lstruct a state-of-the-art centrifuge at WPAFB with increased 
capabilities and dccrcased operations and ~naintcnance cohts 



- Factors irnpacling consolitlatio~~ recon~niendation 
-- USAF nerds hvo R&D centrifi~gzs lo meet current demands  future 

sequiren~cnts arc unli~lcnvn 
-- Moving BAFB centrifi~ge to WPAFR and reconst~~~ct ing it on site ($3-4M) 

will be less expensive than constl-ucting a new centrifuge at WPAFB ($1 1- 
1 SM); however: 
--- Reconstructing old tecimolc?gy is not an effective use of h n d s  
--- M o d e ~ n  cen~rifi~ge technology i s  readily available sincc contraclors have 

recently or are in the process of constnlcting other centriluuges, i . ~ . ,  
minimuni developme~~t costs 

Advantages of collstnlction of a nciv ce~~trifuge 
--- Incolyoration of modem, efjicient d a ~  capture systems--improved 

quality of scicncc 
--- T~lcorporatiori of modem visual display systems; iniprovecl rclcvrrncr, and 

exploitation of initiatives in peri'onllance investigation 
--- Jncrcascd realism in flight profiles including hture  agile flight loads 
--- Cost avoidance in nlai~~tcnance 
--- Cost avoidance in manpower devoted to operations; more efiicient dcsign 

;ind synergy of combining two centrifuge teams 

- Recornmendation: Support constnlction of a new,centi&~ge at M7PAFB 

Col Hill/AL/CF/DSN 785-5227/3 Apr 95 
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FAX COVER SHEET 

To: Lester C. Fatrington 
(703) 696-0504 fax (703) 696-0550 

From: Herbert K lein 
(210) 545-3646 fax (210)545-3664 

Date: June 14, 1995 

Pages: two  ( 2 )  

Dear Mr. Farrington, 

On June 13. 1995 1 faxed you some co~nlnents regarding organizations that could 
rnove to Brooks AFB. The last paragraph o n  the fax cover sheet was not clearly 
stated, it should read as follows: 

"The Laboratory Joint Sel-vicc Group for Hurnan Systems and Manpower & 
Personnel reconlniended the Arn~strong Laboratory as a co-location/consoIi&tion 
site for Army and Navy functions for which the Air Force has capability that the 
Army and Navy does not have at their consolidatiorl receiving sites." 

Enclosed are the cotllnle~lts that you requested on the, relocation letter 

If you have any questions, please call me. 

Sincerely, 

HERBERT KLEIN 



From thc "Relocation of Brooks AFB Activities to Wright-Patterson AFB" letter, 
the the following paragraph is extracted. 

" Int'rustructure Reductions - A clear goal of B R A C  is the 
reduction of overall excess capacity within DoD while trying to retain the 
core excellence and maintain the critical mass in competencies necessary to 
perforrn DoD missions. The Cantonment option does not accomplish this. 
The Cantonment option claims to close Brooks, but i t  actually only closes 
the excess land within the installation. 85% of the infrastnlctuse (building 
and physical plant) is maintained with that option. The Air Force has 
excess capacity at WPAFB and plans to better use that capacity by 
consolidating its research acrivities there. The right decision for DoD is to 
reduce excess laboratory capacity and consolidate its investments." 

Response: 
The statement of excess capacity does not track with the fact that the Air Force is 
proposing to construci over a  nill lion square feet of  newlrenovated facilities at 
Wright-Patterson AFB and Tyildal l AFB. 

New Milcon Renovation Total 
Wright-Patterson 661,000 SY f t  300,OOO+ sq ft 96 1,000+ sq f t  

Tyndal l 54,000 sy ft  - 54.000 sq ft 
1,015,000 sq ft 

note: The newly completd AFCEE facility at Brooks AFB contains 80.000 sq fi 

These new/renovated facilities will cost $1 15.5 million in military construction. 
The San Antonio proposal avoids this construction cost as well as the other up- 
front cost for a total up-front cost avoidance of $21 1 million. 

]in the San Antonio proposal 1,288,364 sq ft were identified as niission facilities at 
Brooks AFB (this includes three billeting facilities, a dining hall and a 
gymnasium). 

W e  have been told that the cost of relocating the AFCEE at Tyndall is $1.5 
inillionlyear additional in TDY expenses due to higher airline fares and an 
additional estimated productivity loss of 2,800 man days annually because of 
longer travel times. This information was briefed by AFCEE to a BRAC staffer 
on June 5, 1995. These cost are annually recurring cost and were a included in 
the DoD proposal. 

F'. 2 
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FAX COVER SHEET 

wv' 2-01 Lester C. Farrington 
(703) 696-0504 fax (703) 696-0550 

From: Herbert Klein 
(210) 545-3646 fax (210) 545-3664 

Date: June 13, 1995 

Pages: eleven ( 1 I ) 

Dear Mr. Farrington, 

Enclosed is a list of organizations (and the.ir manpower numbers) that could move 
to Brooks AFB. 

From Tyndall - Armstrong Lab's ( AL) elltire Environics Directorate 
(ALIEQ). The decision to move this organization to Brooks has been 
rnade, it's awaiting implernentation (d~cutn~ntation is included). 

From Wright-Patterson - Parts of the AL's Occupational and 
Environmental Health Directorate (ALIOE) [Toxicology and the veterinary 
medicine folks (Comparative Medicine)], also a small branch Noise Effects 
could be moved. The result would be that no personnel from the OE 
Directorate would remain at Wright-Patterson and that the animal 
related work would only be done at Brooks. 

From Wright-Patterson - Parts the AL's Human Resources Directorate - 
Logistics Research. 

The Laboratory Joint Service Group for Human Systems and Manpower & 
Personnel recomniended as a consolidation site for the Air. Force - Brooks AFB. 
They also recorntnended that the Air Force serve as the rece.iving site because the 
Amiy and Navy have no capabilities in  this area. 

Tf you have any questions. please call me. 

Sincerely, 

HERBERT KLElN 
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ENVlRON ICS DIRECTORATE (EQ) 
Tyndall AFB FL 

E~~vi ron ics  QuaIity (EQ) 
Environmental Research (EQC) 
Plans & Programs (EQP) 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Compl iance  (EQS) 
Site R e m e d i a t i o n  (EQW) 

Inanpower a u t h o r i z a t i o n  
Q E 2 m 
1 0 2 3 
3 
L. 1 2 2 2 5 
3 4 7 1 s  
3 
A 0 6 8 
7 0 6 

6 0 

OCCUPATIONAL and ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIRECTORATE (OE) 
Toxicology. Comparative Medicine and Noise Effects 

W r i g h t - P a t t e r s o n  

Q E - C 
Toxicology (OET) 8 (5 4 
Hazard Assessrnen t (OETA) 5 6 0 
Biochemical  Toxicology (OETB) 8 6 3 
Coniparative Medicine (OEVM) 1 0 5 

Noise Effects (OERN) 2 0 6 

HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTORATE (HR) 
Logistics Research 
W r i g h t - P a t t e r s o n  

Logistics Research (HRG) 
Acquisit ion Logistics ( H R G A )  
Opperational 1,opistics ( H R R O )  
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Conilucts research and devcl t~pment  and providcs guidance and assistance to the Air 
staff, Major C'ommancls, and bases in rnvironrnental quality iircbas which affect Air 
Force weapon systems and industrial complexes concerning site remediation, 
znviri)ntnental cn~npl iance ,  and treatment nnil/or elimination or  pollurion sources. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH (EQC) 

Formulates and conililcts fundamt.ntit1 and exploratory research a n 3  devclopment 
necessary t i )  provide a sound environmental quality research base that will ensure 
mission acc~omplishment while reducing t h r  cost o f  ownership o f  our Air Force h a s c s .  
Provides personnel, resources, and environment necessary to maximize c r e a  t i v i t y 
and productivity. Transitions environmental technoIr:rgy to advanced and engineering 
devclnpment progratns, without delay to user. Assures that technologies developed 
art! need-orientrd and that they can he cost-effectively integrated with e K i s t  i ng  
p r o g r a m s .  

PLANS & PROGRAMS (EQP') 

Provides the c.)verall planning. operation. and administrative support functions for 
the i r t r t  programs. manages the transition of environmental q u a  I i t y 
technology from the rcsearch phase to Engineering and Manufacturing Development or 
direct to the field. Provides the focal point for international coi)perative research 
projects and defense data exchange agreements. Provides program control and 
analysis,  financial mAnagemrnt.  administrat ion,  personnel administrat ion,  
r n a n a ~ e m e n t  of personnel training, con~munica t ions /c i )mpute r  support and support 
contractor managernen! for the Directorate activities.  Prijvides technical library, 
technical editing, publishing services, and scientific and technical i n f o r m a t i o n  
(STINFO) program management !(I the Directorate. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE (EQS) 

Develops, dzmonstrntes, and transitions technologies to maintain and proactively 
comply with Air Force, federal, state and local criteria for hazardous materials and 
a i r  quality. Develup technologies tu measure and minimize environmental impacts of 
volatile,  organic compounds and solvents, rocket propellants, aircraft fuels  and 
rmissiuns,  and weapon systems materials useil in Air Force operations. Document 
the amounts and effects of Air Fc~rce emissions and reduce them wherever pc;~ssiblr, 
both to prr:)tect the envirnnmenr and avoid fines and shutdowns that could impede 
missicun accomplishment. Integrate technologies with industrial hygiene and 
toxicology guidance. 
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SITE REMEDl ATlON (EQW) 

Develops, denl i~nstrates ,  and transitic~ns tr.chn(:)logirs which will provide const- 
effectivr cleanup of' contaminated Air Forc.r sires. Whenever  possible, ch~osc :  a 
technology that  offers a permanent and less expens ive  s o l u t i i ~ n  which is 
environmentally acceptable hoth  f o r  tht. present and t'or the future. Develop better 
onsi te  and IOng-lerm monitoring devices that will hoth assess tht: type and degree of 
contaminatiun and choose  the best method f o r  site remediation. Reduce the total 
CVSI of renlediation hy 50 percent hy the year 2000. 
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TOXICOLOGY (OET) 

Prc8vides s t ruc tu re  a n d  suppor t  necessary  to  f ac i l i t a t e  c-allocation a n d  co l l abora t ion  
o f  Air  Force.  Navy and Army ic,xirulopy pnlgrarns which conduct  i n - h u e  and 
contrac tual  tirxicoloyy research.  Provides  the  t'rarnework through which e a c h  s e r v i c e  
cart be respc~nsihle  for  t.he czperativnal toxiculrrgy suppor t  cnf its o w n  s e r v i c e  nrission 
whi l e  ef f ic ient ly  s h a r i n g  r e sc~urces / f ac i l i t i e s  a n d  a v o i d i n g  d u p l i c a t i o n  o f  e f fo r t .  
P rov ides  fo r  a  rescburce/facility sha r ing  approach  to toxicology research where  the  
government  o w n e d  con t rac to r  opera ted  Tox ic  Hazards  Research Unit  ( T H R U ) ,  
pa tho logy  s e r v i c e s ,  vete.rinary se rv ices ,  a n d  ex i s t ing  o f f i ce  l abora to ry  fac i l i t ies  a r c  
equi tably  shared and  ~ o f o u n d e d  research providing Memoranda  o f  U n d c r s t a n d  i n g  
between the  services.  Conduc t s  in-house  and  c c ~ n t r a c t u a l  r e s e a r c h  p r o v i d i n g  
opera t ional  suppor t  to a s s u r e  t h e  c:rccupational and e n v i r o n n ~ e n l a l  s a f e  u s e  of Air 
Force  chemica l s  and  materials .  D e t e r m i n e s  h a z a r d o u s  h u m a n  e f f e c t s ,  t ox ico log ica l  
machan i sms ,  fate.  and  dis t r ibut ion of Air  Force  chemica l s  a n d  mater ia ls .  Tox ico logy  
re sea rch  r equ i re s  labora tory  an ima l  research.  research wi th  ist) lated t i s sues  o r  c e l 1 s  
a n d  s t a t e -o f - the -a r t  m o d e l i n g  to under s t and  and  predict  toxic: heal th  ef fec ts .  
Deve lops  me thods  f o r  ex t rapo la t ing  toxicity data  from laboratory  an ima l s  to man  and  
prepares  chemical  heal th  r i sk  assessments .  A c t s  a s  pr incipal  consu l t an t  to t h e  A i r  
F u r c e  f o r  occupa t iona l  a n d  env i ronmenta l  toxicology re sea rch .  

U AZARD ASSESSMENT (OFTA)  

Cr,nducts toxicology research on mater ia ls ,  propel lants ,  a n d  chemica l s  used by A i r  
F o r c e  personnel  u t i l iz ing kinr. t ic approaches  to es tabl ish  s a f e  h u m a n  e x p o s u r e  
cr i ter ia  and  def ine  toxic i ty  t a s t ing  r equ i remen t s .  D e v e l o p s  m e t h o d s  f o r  a s sessmen t  
o f  environmenta l  s t resses  o n  var ious  spec ies  d u e  to exis t ing  o r  proposed Air Force  
ac t iv i t i e s .  D e v e l o p s  c o m p u t e r  ha rdware / s t r f tware  resa:rurcru fo r  t o x i c o k i n e t i c  
s tud ies  and tcr inxplement k ine t i c  s t r a t eg ies  f o r  u s e  in  haza rd  a s sessmen t  dec i s ion  
making.  Examines  inhalation,  dermal  and ora l  routes of entry a n d  i n v e s t i g a t e s  
b io logical  mon i to r ing  techniques .  P rov ides  analyt ica l  chemis t ry  s u p p o r t  for o t h e r  
b r a n c h e s .  

BIOCHEMICAL. TOXICOLOGY (OETR) 

Pe r fo rms  rcsearch o n  b iochemica l  a n d  phys io log ica l  mechan i sms  o f  toxicity o f  
mate r i a l s ,  p rope l l an t s ,  a n d  chemicals  used by Air Force  personnel.  Develops  
phys io log ica l  tox icok ine t i c  theory  f o r  ex t rapo la t ing  toxicity d a t a  f rom an ima l s  to 
m a n  and  predict  human  risk ar is ing f rom realist ic environmenta l  o r  o c c u p a t i o n a l  
exposures .  Examines  a l ternat ive  kinetic based  mrthodc,Ingies f o r  improv ing  r i sk  
a s s e s s m e n t  f o r  exposure  t o  mixtures  uf  chrmic:tls and  t o  chemica l s  with ep igcne t i c  
m e c h a n i s m s  o f  carcinc)gencsis.  Inves t igates  hicrchetnical m e c h a n i s m s  o f  toxic i ty  o f 
s e l ec ted  Air  Force  chemica l  a t  t he  molecular  and cel lu lar  levels.  

COMPARATIVE MEDIC'TNE (OEVM) 

Conduc t s  rescarc:h (->I> the reproductive e f fec t s  crf mater ia ls ,  fue ls ,  lubricants ancl 
c h a n ~ i c a l s  unique to Air Force  czperatiuns. Conduc t  studies: in hahavor i a l  toxicology 
to de tec t  s u h t l e  neurcttorici ty associa ted  with Air  F o r c e  chemica l s .  P rov ides  
Iahora tnry  aninla1 itnd veter inary  medical  suppor t  tor all research an ima l s  used 
t h roughou t  Wr igh t -Pa t t e r son  AFB.  Ensures that  A A A L A C  s tandards  fcrr animal ca re  
and use  a r e  exceeded  a n d  that sc ient i f ic  s taf f  are consu l t ed  o n  techniques  a n 3  
research des ign  for  e th ica l  a n d  h u m a n e  use o f  research an ima l s .  

NOISE EFFECTS ( O E B N )  



Performs analytical and exper imental  research in the areas of' physical ,?nd 
psychophysical ircoustics. Develops e n g i n e e r i n g  proct .dures ,  ins t rurnc?n(at ic~n,  
analytical models,  software,  and data bases that are  required to define ancl predict 
the human respnnst! tc) annoying or  potentially injurious acoust ic  environments  
associated with aerospacr  vehicles and other  Air Force systems. Evaluatrs crew 
safety  and performance capabili ty during exposure  acoustic s t ress ,  and provides  
methods to conduct mandatory Department of Defense env i ronmenta l  qua l i ty  
assessmenr that are required 1.0 develop and maintain Ai r  Force flight and grounil 
o p e r a t i o n s .  



LOGISTICS RE.SEARCH (HKG) 

Conducts research and development focused on technnlogy for improving the 
performance of integrated systenls of people, informativn, and equipment doing 
essential acquisition and logistics support functions in peacetime and war. 
Logistics R & D  includes developing maintenance aids and diagnostics prvcrsses, 
techniques f considering lugistics throughout systern design, integrated product 
development design tools that allow considerarion o f  weapon sys t em suppor tab i l i ty  
from design inception, acquisition methods for forecasting logistics r e s o u r c e  
requirements, and techniques I :  assessing combat maintenance readiness and 
capability of integrated lvgisti~.s systems.  

ACQIJISlTION LOGISTICS (HRGA)  

Performs research and develops technc:,logies to create, facilitate,  field 
demonstrate, and transition advanced methods, processes, ant1 tools to improve 
logistics supportahility o f  weapon systems as early as  possible in the weapon 
system acquisitiiln prucess and throughout their life cycle. This will result in 
enhanced quality, impruved sustainability, increased affordability. reduced s u p p o r t  
requirements, enhanced combat  capability, and new industrial competitiveness. 

OPERATIONAL LOGISTICS (HRCO) 

Conducts research and develclpment tv improve the comhat capithility of hase level 
logistics functions by developing technology to aid main tenance  per formance .  
develirping methodology. techniques. processes, and procedures to assess cilpahility, 
measure actual performance, and improve personnel and organizat ional  
effect iveness,  overall  system performance, and mission succzss at hase or depot 
level. Products will hzIp ensure that the logistics system is capahle of meeting 
m i s s i o n  requi rements .  
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W R z L  STRATEGY TO CObPLY \ t ITH CSAF .. DIRECTION 

The directed 50% reduction in authorizations will be taken primarily by giving up slots 
previously identifled for DMX cuts and by giving up unencumbered civilian slots. Beyond 
these reductions, an additional 10 encumbered slots must be cut. With only one 
exception, all cncumbarcd slots baing eliminated arc in the support fbnctions, EQP and 
EQ-CCQ. The philosophy is that functions such as orderly room, personnel, supply, 
financial management, and plans are available at Blooks AFB. However, the unique 
expertise of our in-house research staff and our project managers is not available at 
Brooks AFB. Therefore, the in-house research and projen management positions have 
been protected. However, it must 3190 be pointed out that term civilian employees will not 
be moved to Brooks M B ,  and some of our term employees are in-house researchers or 
projcct managers. Thus, even given our cut philosophy, there will be adverse impacts O ~ I  
in-house research and projec.t management. Attachment 3 shows the ALJEQ organization 
and personnel after the 50% reduction and loss of non-permanent personnel. We aro 
working closely with civilian personnel offices at both Tyndall AFB and Brooks AFB to 
impltrnenr appropriate incentives to avoid a reduction in force (RE). The total of 14 term 
employees, many of whom have bccn EQ R&D assets for over 6 years, must be 
considered in the ovarall move impact. 

Following the 5076 reduction, our plan is to move the remaining ptrsonnel, etluipmcnt, 
and support contractors to a suitable facility at Brooks AFB. For the most pan, the 
current and planned Environics Directorate program, both in-house and out-sourced, will 
continue as previously planned, except for expected delays duc to closing the operation at 
Tyndall AFB, moving, and then reestablishing at Brooks AFB. In-house projects may be 

J delayed by as much as 6 months to 1 year, or potentially longer if the facility at Brooks 
AFB is less than adequate Throughout the move, the integrity of the Environics program 
must be maintained; those individuals moving will stay together organizationally and 
physically. Further expansion of the program in the areas of atmospheric chemistry, 
sensor, and chemical reactor technologies is anticipated with the out-years funding 
increase. 

OUIREJWWS F O W O V E  TQ BROOKS AFR 

FACILITIES 

Current: 

The Environics Laboratory was designed a r ~ d  built in 1986 as a special, one-of-a-kind, 
laboratory to support the full range of environrncntal rcsearch to clean-up past waste 
disposal sites and comply \ w t h  current and h t t l r c  cnvironmtntal regulations This facility 
was specifically designed and constructed to provide the necessary room, clearances, and 
accesses to house the wide range of equipment required to conduct research. Safety and 
occupational health considerations make the laboratory facility design and layout 



especially critical The significant research currently underway could not be conducted 
unless the provisions to ensure the protection of the researchers were addressed in the 

w facility design. making this facility a critical asset in the overall research effort. 

The main laboratory is a 20,750 sq ft facility of unique, highly specialized research 
equipment including a 20 foot high bay "pilot plant" for design. construction and 
operation of large-scale experiments. The high-bay area is especially critical in support of 
scale-up operations where equipment used for laboratory-scale experirnenb is expanded to 
a larger scale necessary for transition to actual delnonstrations in the field. Other areas of 
the laboratory have unique experimental chambers for both atmospheric reaction studies 
and groundwater soil-contamination interaction experiments. Therc is also a specialized 
glass and fabrication shop where glassware and equipment needed to conduct 
environmental research are fabricated to suppon laboratory operations. 

The Directorate has a separate Enetgttics Research Laboratory facitjty located at a remote 
area. This t'acility is a 1,280 sq A environmental biotechnology laboratory. It provides 
unique capability for conducting scientific study and experimentation for Air Force needs 
in thc area of energetic materials. It has both wet lab and analytical instrunlentation 
capabilities. Equipment includes an atomic absorption spectrophotometer. gas 
chromatograph, a high-pressuro liquid chromatograph, and assorted field equipment. The 
building is securable and capable o f  supporting numerous Air Force and DOD activities, 
both c.lassified and unclassified, 

Additionally, the Directorate has 17,000 sq A of administrative space for the Director, 
Chief Scientist. Program Managers. Programs ~ n d  Plans Division, Technical Information 
Center, Orderly Room Administration, and Engineering Contractor Suppon. 

Required: 

Approximate space requirements at Brooks AFB for administrative and laboratory areas 
are listed below. Since most of our authorization reductions are being taken in our 
suppon staff. space requirements for the ~cirhinistrative areas a r t  much reduced compared 
to current AL/EQ ndminirtrntive areas at Tyndall AFB. 

l&ahhm %uwabm w 
Administrative areas. 

Programmatic support - 2,800 

Contractor, admin duties 
and storage 

SUBTOTAL 
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Laboratory areas: 

Subsurface Fate & 
f ransport 

Analytical Chem 3,300 1,580 
. Note: includes spacing for in-house JP-8 &el studies 

Atmospheric Chem 900 5 8 0  1,480 

Environmental Sensors 600 400 1,000 

Hazardous Waste Tech 4,600 800 
Note: a minimum of 20 feet ceiling space i s  required. 

Dense Particle Test 18G - 180 

Enerpetics Research 1,444 - 1,444 

Contractor Support 3.000 3,000 

SUBTOTAL 1 9.792 9,440 29.232 

TOTAL 14,792 13,740 33,532 

Minimum laboratorq. requirements to support current and planned research efforts grow to 
over 29,000 square feet This increase o\.er current space rcquirements is due to the  
expansion of in-house atmospheric chemistrq. and hazardous waste treatment technologies. 
In addition, during F\'95 a supercr~tical renctor. which represents a $7,003,000 
investment, will be returned by the  contractor to the labcrratoq. This reactor will serve as 
the basio for the hazardous waste  technologies research program and represents a major 
Air Force and DOD investment 

Total electrical power requirements for the research facility are estimated to be 3200-3900 
amps with both single and 3-phase circuits. Ventilation and dual air conditioning systems 
are  needed to accomrnodate equipment, maintenance, and repair activities. 

-/EQ PROGF~AMMING PLAN Pagr 0-1 

ANNEX G - C I V I L  ENGINEERING 

1. OBJECTIVE: To ensure adequate Civll Engineering Support 1. provided 
before. during, and a f t e r  AL/EQ move to B z o o k s  AFB. 

2 -  ASSUMPTIONS: 

a. A.X./EQ will be able  to m o v e  into existing facilities at Bcoeks AFB and 
cont inua  with i t s  existing mission. 

b. A n e w  f a c i l i t y  designed s p e c i f i c a l l y  for tho AL/EQ mission will be 
requested tntough M I L C O N .  When approved t h i s  n e w  f a o i l i t y  will br t h e  
permanent home for the AL/EQ directorate. 
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. - 3 .  CONCEPT OF OPEPATIONS: AL/EQ will move i n t o  exlstlng r a c l ~ l c ~ s ~  p L  ULVV,.. ,  

AFB . l 

6 .  'Shes* facilities inc lude  B u l l d l n g  17SE ( w r t h  the exoeptlon of the 
sxpanded secure area) and a poztion of b u i l d i n g  125 Weat wing to house our 
laboratory facilities. Building 175E will house t h e  snvironmentai 
biotrchnology, environmantal f a t e  and transport ,  And a n a l y t i c 4 1  ch*rnistry 
elamenta of the baaic research  laboratory. Building 125 West Wing will house  1 the atmaspheric chemistry and  sensor technology areas .  

b. In additlan, administrative space  in building# 125, 130, 160 or 170 
w i l l  be made available a s  needed to accornodata AL/EQ adminimtrativ. needs, 

c .  TWO minor construction projects will a180 be accomplished. One project 
Ls a h i g h  ceiling laboratory with an open end weathex shelter to houce pilot 
p l a n t  and large b i o r e a t o r .  The second p r o j e c t  will "Zrl l  in"  t h e  breezeway 
between east and w e s t  portions of building 175 to provide additional 
a h i n i s t r h t i v e  s u p p o r t  space. 

4 .  ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES; 

a. AL/EQ will peepare the AF Form 813, Request for Environmsntal Impact 
Analysis. AP Form 8'3 w i l l  br foswrrd4d to 3 2 5  CES/CEV for envtronrnental 
d e t e r m i n a t i o n .  AL/EQ will provide additional assistance as required. 

b. 70 CES will prepare t h e  AF Form 813, Request for Environmental Impact 
Analyris. AF Form 813 wiLl ba foruarded to H$C/EM f o r  rnv i ronrnrn t&l  
determination. 70 CE9 will prcvide additional assistance a3 required. 

5 . S P E C I F I C  GUIDANCE: See AppcndFxe~ 1 - 5 .  

6 .  RESPONSIBILITY: OPR f o r  this annex 1s Kip Assenheirnor, 70th CES/CERR, 
Brooks AFB TX DSN 2 4 0 - 2 6 5 4 .  U / E Q  POC i~ Lt Col Harvey A d m ,  DSN 523-6008. 

TOTCIL F ' ,  OS 
- .- .- - - - .  



June 9, 1995 

B&E ~ G N M E N T  AND CLOSURE TASK FORCE 

Mr. Lester C. Farrington 
Senior Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Farrington: 

Enclosed are the comments to Congressman Pete Peterson's letter. 

The substantive comments to the Dayton community paper have been adequately addressed in 
Congressman Tejeda's letter (dated June 5, 1995). 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Project Director 
Mayor's BRAC '95 Task Force 

BRAC '95 
P.O. BOX 1628 

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78232 FAX: 210-229-1600 



basic letter 
paragraph 2 

Comments on the 
May 26, 1995 letter and attachments 

f rom 
Congressman Pete Peterson 

Congressman Peterson states in the second paragraph of 
his letter: "...a proposal to cordon off 15% of Brooks AFB 
into a cantonment area with support coming from Kelly 
or Lac kland. " 

response: "The San Antonio community briefing stated: ..." This map 
shows how the cantonment area might look ...--- that's 
about 15% of the present base ... I want to emphasize, at 
this point, that this map is only a draft to demonstrate 
feasibi l i ty."  

a t t achment  
I st bullet 

O School of Aerospace Medicine 

- Proposal is not specific as to whether the cantonment 
area will include the New School of Aerospace Medicine 
facility or if it will be set off by itself. In either case 
there appears to be no consideration given to housing and 
feeding the approximately 5000 students each year. Are 
the students to be housed and fed at Kelly/Lackland and 
be transported each day to Brooks? 

response: The New School of Aerospace Medicine is included in the 
cantonment area as are three transient quarters, a 
dining hall and the base gymnasium. 



2nd bullet 
O Increased cost due to inefficiencies caused by protracted 
support from fourteen (14) miles away is not considered. 

- Host base services of finance, facility operations and 
maintenance, personnel. housing. procurement food 
service travel security fire protection etc. would cost 
more. 

- Brooks' occupants would suffer loss of productive time 
due to travel between Brooks and host base. 

- These additional costs would be ongoing. 

response:  The DoD proposal moves the entire Human Systems 
Center (HSC) to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. This 
relocated unit is planned to be bedded down in area B. 
Area B is geographically separated from the main base 
(Area A) by approximately 8 miles. The support services 
are primarily located in Area A and only a few services 
are available in Area B. These services consist of a 
gymnasium, a cafeteria, a small Base Exchange and a 
SAT0 travel office. It seems that all the current units 
located in Area B (Wright-Patterson) operate with the 
"inefficienciesn stated above. 
Also, Maxwell AFB and Gunter AFS (Air Force Station) are 
geographically separated by approximately 15 miles, and 
they utilize a single Base Operating Support organization 
located at Maxwell AFB. 



3rd bullet 
o Operating a cantonment area with protracted support 

functions located miles away is not practical. 

- Historically, users will demand and the support base 
will agree to provide satellite facilities on site to be 
more responsive to the service required. 

- In time, the base will return to almost its original 
configuration, which defeats the base closure notion. 

- In BRAC '93 Rome Laboratory in New York was placed in 
a cantonment area at Griffiss AFB; in BRAC '95 the 
Secretary recommended the cantonment close and the 
lab relocate to Hanscom AFB, MA. 

response: The San Antonio proposal basically changes HSC from 
being a landlord to being a tenant. This basic change 
dramatically effects the authorized manpower for the 
support functions and is where the overall savings for 
the San Antonio proposal are accrued. 
As stated above it works for Wright-Patterson because 
the support is only a few miles away. It will work for 
Brooks because the support is only a few miles away. 
The support configuration will not alter over time, 
because the manpower authorization are tied to the 
landlord not the tenant. 
The comparison to Rome lab is not relevant because the 
lab became an isolated unit with no support for several 
hundred miles. 



4th bullet 
0 Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence 

- Proposal is not specific as to what will be done with 
the nearly completed $7.5 million AFCEE facility an the 
east end of Brooks. 

- Although a single cantonment was presented. will there 
be a second cantonment or will there have to be another 
$7.5 million facility built within the proposed 
cantonment?  

response: The San Antonio proposal does  n o t include the nearly 
completed AFCEE facility inside the cantonment area. 
The building will be a stand alone office building, similar 
to other federal office buildings in San Antonio. The 
AFCEE mission does not require the office building to be 
located inside a military installation. The final 
configuration of the cantonment will be dependent upon 
how the U F o r c e  decides to implement this plan. 
The DoD proposal does  include the construction cost of a 
new facility at Tyndall AFB. 
Walking away from a new, soon to be occupied, $7.5 
million facility would not make good economic sense. 

5th bullet 
o Proposal shows $6 million construction; $5 million at 

Brooks and $1 million at Kelly. 

- The construction cost appears too low to attain the one 
cantonment area proposed. 

response: The primary changes are minor; fencing, utility meters, 
gate house, and minor building modifications. 



6th bullet 

w o The proposal implies that all functions of Armstrong 

Laboratory (AL) and Human Systems Center (HSC) mission 
presented are physically located at Brooks AFB. 

- Tyndall Environics Division currently performs all 
functions presented on one chart and referred to in their 
testimony (page 59, line 1-17) "... the development and 
implementation for new techniques for cleaning up 
environmental waste ..., use of micro-organisms to 
enhance waste cleanup" 

- Armstrong Laboratory contingent (300+ people) 
currently at Wright-Patterson AFB is performing most of 
the functions that are claimed to be performed at Brooks 
(aircrew systems, toxicology, and logistics support) 

- Nuclear/biological/chemical defense which are 
performed at Aberdeen, MD 

- Aircrew training which is performed at Mesa, AZ 

response: This entire portion of the briefing was under the section 
"MISSIONS AND PRODUCTSw. The Human Systems Center 
and the Armstrong Laboratory are located at Brooks AFB 
and they are responsible for these and many other 
missions (including one located in Okinawa, Japan). The 
briefing clearly stated this fact. 
Within the Armstrong Laboratory, they operate a number 
of integrated research programs that cross the spectrum 
of these diverse Directorates. AL has integrated teams 
working specific research using the strength of the 
organization regardless of the geographic location. 
Examples are: Pilot fatigue studies; Situational 
Awareness; Cockpit Display Development; Environmental 
Research and Air Force field unit support for 
environmental issues. The chemical defense laboratory 
research is conducted by Armstrong personnel located at 
Aberdeen, but the development of aircrew equipment 
coming out of this research is the responsibility of the 
Human Systems Program Office located at Brooks - using 
integrated product teams they address these Air Force 
chemical defense issues. 



The Air Force has made the decision to move the 
Environics Directorate from Tyndall AFB to Brooks AFB. 
The San Antonio proposal will free up the needed facility 
space to accommodate this move. 

7th bullet 
0 No credit was given for reducing the overhead cost due to 

the synergism of collocating AFCEE with AFCESA at 
Tyndall or Armstrong Laboratory and HSC with Wright 
Laboratory and Aeronautical Systems Center (ASC), or 
Armstrong Laboratory's other divisions at Wright- 
Patterson AFB. 

response: We have been told, that the cost of locating the AFCEE at 
Tyndall is $1.5 million/year additional in TDY expenses 
due to higher airline fares and an additional estimated 
productivity loss of 2,800 man days annually because of 
longer travel times. This information was briefed by 
AFCEE to a BRAC staffer on June 5, 1995. These cost are 
annually recurring cost and were not included in the DoD 
proposal. 
Discussions with senior AFCEE personnel indicate that 
there is n o s  yn erg i s m between AFCEE and AFCESA. 
The reduced overhead cost of locating the Human 
Systems Center at Wright-Patterson w e r e  included in the 
DoD proposal. 

8th bullet 
o The survey of affected people referred to in their 

testimony appears to be biased when they said "... more 
than 50% won't move." ... more than 50% won't move." 
There probably will be some loss, but it should not 
approach 50%. 

response: The survey indicated that that at least 50% won't move. 
In some organizations, 75% indicated that they won't 
move. Because San Antonio has a large biomedical 
community, the potential employment opportunities 
strongly influenced this survey. 
We would hope that if the DoD proposal were to be 
implemented, that the survey would turn out to be wrong 
- siace this would be in the best interest of the Air 
Force. 



9th bullet 
o A significant portion of the savings and reduced costs 

claimed in the San Antonio COBRA model comes from 
implementing the San Antonio proposal in two (2) years 
instead of six (6) years in the Air Force proposal. 

response: The 6 year period in the DoD proposal includes over 
$200+ million in moving and military construction costs. 
The San Antonio proposal avoids this huge up front cost 
for the construction of facilities and the movement of 
personnel and equipment. 
Because people are not moving, and it does not require a 
huge construction effort, such as at Wright-Patterson 
and Tyndall AFB's - the San Antonio proposal can easily 
be accomplished in two years. We agree, it would take 
the Air Force six years to implement the DoD proposal. 



PETE PETERSON 
, 20 D~srcltcr. FLORIDA 

COMMllTEE 
ON 

APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEES. 

ENERGY AND WATER 
RESOURCES 

DEVELOPMENT 

C o n g r e s s  o f  t j je  Ein i tcb  S t a t e s '  
p)ousr of firprtrjcntatibrs 

EfIa6fiington, D41: 20515-0902 
May 26, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

W A S N l l G l W  O f l U l  

1 2 6  Cammom B u u n ~ m c  
W r r m b w . m m  DC 205 15-0902 

(202) 225-5235 

DISl*ICl O l f I C t  s 

9 3 0  T m o u r s v ~ r u  ROAD Sullr 101 
T A L L A ~ A ~ S ~ I  F L  32303 

(9041 561-3979 

3 0  W r s r  G O V ~ R N M ~ N T  S T R E E T  
ROOM 203 

P ~ H ~ M A  C11'1. f L  32401 
(9041 785-08 1 2  

I respectfully request that you consider the am :hed information regarding the 
recommended move of the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) 
from Brooks AFB to Tyndall AFB. These facts should give you a better uaderstanding 
of why this transfer should take place. 

As you know, the City of San Antonio recently made a presentation to the BRAC 
Commission at the Regional Hearing in Dallas, Texas. Among their recommendations 
to the Commission was a proposal to cordon off 15 % of Brooks AFB into a cantonment 

w area with support con~ine from either Kelly AFB or Lackland AFB. 

Although I was not personally in attendance at the hearing, I have received 
information on some very serious concerns with the cantonment proposal. The 
attachments to this letter go into further detail of these potential problems. As a 
reminder, h4ajor General IYlcCarthy, the Air Force Civil Engineer, strongly supports the 
original plan to ::love AFCEE from Brooks to Tyndall. 

Thank you in advance for your careful consideration of this matter, and best of 
luck with the challenges you face in the coming months. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me or my staff assistant, Mr. Andy Ball, at (202) 225-5235, should you need 
additional infomlation. 

Pete Peterson, M.C. 

PRINTED ON CECYCLED PAPER 



Billy E. Welch, PhD 
122 Encino Blanco 

San Antonio, TX, 78232 

June 4, 1995 
13enator Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
f i e  Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 Norlh Moore Street Suite 1425 
4rlingtoq VA, 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I reluctantly write this letter regardmg the Air Force proposal to close Brooks AFB and' 
move most of the elements to Wnght-Patterson AFB . Reluctantly, since I spent 35 years workmg 
for the Air Force and regret having to disagree publicly with the decision. Yet I must, since I 
isincerely believe their argument is not persuasive. The savings will turn out to be miniscule if they 
indeed re-create the organization and provide adequate facilities at Wright-Patterson. There will be 
I s@cant detrimental effect upon the teaching and research programs and the overall impact 
upon the Air Force will be strongly negative. 

You have received fiom the Air Force a great &at of data purportmg to show how cost 
effective their proposal to move really is. Unfortunately, these data seem to be changing with 
I-egulanty and raise the question of what the numbers really are. On the other hand, we know 
what the facilities at Brooks are, we know one can develop more efficient ways of operating the 
installation, and we know that the proposal submitted by the City of San Antonio will produce 
savings about twice as large as the Air Force proposal. This alternative proposal can be 
Implemented without abandoning quality facilities, without spendmg some $21 1M up front for 
new construction'rehab, moving and re-location, and without disruption of the on-going programs. 
n short, the alternative proposal, which was & o m  studied by the Air Force, achieve 
the goal of saving resources without a large up-front investment. Basically, the proposal would 
l-lose Srooks ,=B and make the resulting cantonment a tenant of either Lackland or Kelly 
WB. %We tlus is not the noim, it certamly is not unique. 

As the past Director of the Rrmstrong Laboratory, I admit to some bias. I hasten to add, 
Ilowever, that my experience with the people and the programs provide me a unique opportunity to 
comment fiom a perspective of knowing the programs and the value they provide to the Air Force. 
rf I felt the move were positive, that the programs would have a real chance to compete for future 
resources, that proper facilities would indeed be provided, and that the Air Force would really 
benefit fiom such a move, I believe I could be objective and support such a decision. However, 
lor the reasons noted in this letter, I do not feel that closure and move is the best and most cost- 
effective solution. I strongly endorse the cantonment proposal as one that is better for the Air 
Force and this nation. 

Thank you for your consideration. You have a difficult, but important task. 

Sincerely, 

W 9ttch: Comments 



COMMENTS ON THE CLOSURE OF BROOKS AFB 

Moving the operations from Brooks to Wright-Patterson carries a great risk for the future 
of human systems research, training, and education. The Human Systems Center at Brooks 
manages the only integrated human systems research effort in the DoD. The Center has 
cu~ces~fi+&ly developed a strong &er&cipKnay goup of physicia.nz, socia.; hiol~gical, an!! 
physical scientists and cngincm all facuscd on tht: human in the weapon system and how to 
extend human capabilities and enhance performance. This approach as the independent advocate 
for the human assures at least one voice for those who must operate the weapons and upon whom 
we rely for much of our national security. In my opinion, this move wiU spell the demise of this 
independence. This will not occur immediately, but within the next 5 years, I predict a 
management decision to "save overhead" by eliminating the Human Systems Center entirely, 
combining the Armstrong Laboratory with the Wright Laboratory, and merging the School of 
4erospace Medicine with either AFlT or the Wright State 'IJniversity Medical School. This would 
be a tremendous setback for the Air Force and would cost us dearly in terms of efficiency of 
operations, cost of training, and crew pedormance enhancements in new weapon systems. 

The Human Systems Center carries out its programs through three organizations: 1) the 
k s t r o n g  Laboratory; 2) the Human Systems Program Office; and 3) the USAF School of 
9erospace Medicine. All three are outstanding in their respective fields. The Armstrong 
Laboratory is internationally recognized as one of the four Air Force "Super Labs". The 
relevance of its efforts regularly rates in the top half of all the laboratories as judged by Air Force 
users. The Air Force major commands regularly refer to the laboratory as a partner or as "my 

(Ir lab". The dollar impact to the Air Force is substantial in such areas as reducing the cost of 
training, enhancing the capability of aircraft maintainers, medically qual@ing grounded pilots to 
return to the cockpit, and providing physiological standards and protection from a broad spectrum 
of Air Force environments. The quality of the work as assessed by the Air Force's Scientific 
.idvisory Board is tops among the laboratories. The DoD Joint Laboratory Cross-Service 
1Yorking Group judged it to be a place for the other services to co-locate. Indeed, both the Army 
'and the Navy have already co-located portions of their human systems R&D effoi-ts with those of 
fhe Armstrong Laboratory. About half of the labs staff are scientists or engineers, with some 33% 
of these holdmg doctorate degrees and 65% holding advanced degrees in their field. This 
percentage with doctorates is the highest of the four Air Force Laboratories. Additionally, 
frequent visitors from the academic community regularly comment most favorably on the scientitic 
programs at the Armstrong Laboratory. A notable example occurred this spring when a 
tlistinguished member of the Defense Science Board and a Nobel Laureate, concluded after his 
cecond visit to the Laboratory that "disruption of these programs by moving would be a folly". 

The Human Systems Program Ofilce provides the HSC with the means to transition 
technology and science into systems. This was the first program office to be c e f i e d  in the 
Integrated Weapon System Management concept, which is the benchmark for Air Force 
;~cyuiqition. It ha5 twice been selected by the Air Force Materiel Command as the outstandmg 
$mall program office of the year, the most recent being 1993. The Human Systems Program 
Office was also selected as the winner of the Department of Defense Superior Management 
.\ward in 1994. 'The common theme of all the engineering development programs is protection 
; nd enhancement of human capabilities--the reason for the Human Systems Center. 



The USAF School of Aerospace Medicine (SAM) has been, and is today, noted 
internationally as the premier center of aerospace medical training. Approximately 5,000 
peoplelyear are trained at SAM. AU entry level aesomedicaI specialities receive their training here. w Additionally, specialized training (usually at the graduate level) is provided for environmental 
health officers? bioenvironmental engineers, aerospace physiologists, flight nurses, and fkght 
wrgeons. In this latter course, leading to certification by the American Board of Preventive 
Medicine. all of the Air Force fight surgeons and many of those in the Army receive their training. 
This residency is the largest in the world and is the cornerstone of this specialty so critical to Air 
Force operations. The SAlI also conducts an extended aght surgeon program for physicians 
Csom nus allies. These physicians typically are the best from these foreign nations and normally 
frnd thci tvay into leadershy soles in their respective armed forces. This has a positive, enduring 
impact on our ability to operate in the international arena and contributes sigmficantly to 
international standardi7ation of aeromedical criteria. 

The Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) was not accidently 
located at Brooks; Air Force Base and in close proximity to the Human Systems Center and it's 
organizations. Indeed, a signrficant part of the AFCEE's initial cadre of bioenvironrnental 
,mgineers came from the Human Systems Center. This was a result of an orderly hand-off of a 
program that had reached a level of maturity that required the full-time attention of a separate 
organization. The Human Systems Center has and does support the AFCEE with research, 
zcquisition: and training. The continued close location of these entities will greatly facilitate the 
iuccessful completion of the important endeavors in the AFCEE. 

I%& internal synergy between the organizations at Brooks AFB is sgmficantly enhanced by the 
proximity to other military installations (customers) in the area and by the presence in San Antonio 
7f  a large, vibrant research community coupled with growing academic institutions. This has and 
wiU continue to provide interactions and joint ventures that have been and will be of significant 
benefit to the Air Force. 



Point Paper 
On 

Bn~oks AFB 
MILCON COBRA 

- The infonnatiori pri~videcl will be in Then Year dollars 
-- All MltCON 1s to be accomplished in 1998 and 1999 
-- The numbeis provided will bc higher thm Ihe COBRA numbers duc to applying flit? inflation factor 
which is how the MAJCOM briefed (COBRA MILCON cost was $1 15.7M) 
-- Abbreviations are: SAM - School of Aerospace Medicine; HSC - Human System Ccntcr 

AL - Amlstrong Labjratory; School of System Acquisition (SAS) 
AFCEE - AF Center for Envim~~tnentd Excellerlce 
AFMOA - A .  Medical Operations Agcncy 
AFMSA - AF Medical Support Agency 

- Wright-Patterson MLCON ($1 1 ?.OM (TY)) 
-- SAM (New): $13.0M 
-- SAM Bldg 821 (Renovation): $1.6M 
-- SAM Dormitory (Ncw): $7.OM 
-- SAM Outdoor Training Area (Retiovatition): $0 5M 
-- SAS (Renuvation): $0.7M 
-- HSCIAL Libr'uy (Renovation): $2.2M 
-- AL Centrifuge (ADAL): $3.5M 
-- AL FacilityILasser Lab (New): $26.1M 

u' -- AL Vivarium Facility (ADAL): $16.4M 
-- AL Staff Facility (Renovation): $1 .OM 
-- HSC SPO (Renc~vaticzn): $1  1 .OM 
-- Aerospace MeclicineDirector (Renovation): $7,1).4M 
-- "Fair Share" for Dining Hall (ADAL): $0.3M 
-- Plannning & Dcsign (9.0%): $9.3M 

- Other MILCON at Kelly/Lacklxl4Tyr1ddl ($23.2M (TY)) 
-- AFMSA/AFMOA/AF Drug Testing Lab mcnovation): $1.7M (w/P&D) 
-- 68U1 Intel Sqd/ Hype&aric Chamber Renovation): SX.5M (w/P&D) 
-- AJ?CEE (New): $ I3.0M (wP&D) 

u 
Maj Michael Wallace/AF/RTR/54578/26 May 95 
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MIAMI VALLEY 

Economic 
Development 
Coalition 
Courthouse Plaza, NE, 22nd Floor 
Dayton, Ohio 45463 
(513) 495-3177 Fax: (513) 495-3161 

WPAFB Task Force 

Meeting with BRAC '95 Commission Staff 
Washington, DC 

Tuesday, June 13, 1995,9 a.m. 

Community Representatives 

Allen M. Hill, President and CEO Dayton Power and Light Company 

Ronald F. Budzik, Vice President 
Inernational & Public Affairs Mead Corporation 

David Milam, President & CEO Wright Technology Network 

w Dr. Stanley Mohler, Chair Wright State University, 
School of Aerospace Medicine 

Ronald D. Wine, Vice President Miami Valley Economic 
Development Coalition 

TaskForce Support 

Mary Ann Gilleece, Partner 

Elizabeth Lavach, Contracts Assistant 

Rand Blazer, Partner 

Gadsby & Hannah 

Gadsby & Hannah 

KPMG Peat Manvick 
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Air Force 
By Tom Price 
WASHINGTON BUREAU 

WASHINGTON - The Air 
Force has confirmed its support 
for plans to move some 2,500 jobs 
from Texas to Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. 

In documents ,filed with the 
independent Defense Base Clo- 
sure and Realignment Commis- 
sion, the Air Force rejected a 
Texas proposal to  continue many 
Brooks Air Force Base operations 
on current base property after 
the base near San Antonio is 
closed. 

Brooks' closure is part of the 
1995 round of base closings pro- 
posed by the Defense Depart- 
ment. The Human Systems Cen- 
ter, the School of Aerospace 
M e d i c i n e  a n d  A r m s t r o n g  

backs job 
'The process is a crap 

shoot in that there are a 
lot of factors in play. The 

commissioners are 
dealing with a lot of 
information in a very 

short time.' 
Ron Wine 

Laboratory would move from 
Brooks to Wright-Patterson, 

Many of the jobs associated 
with the proposed move belong 
to scientists, engineers, techni- 
cians and medical personnel 
whose presence in the Miami Val- 
ley would boost efforts t o  expand 
the area's high-tech economy. 

shift from Texas to 
In a financial analysis prepared 

a t  the base closure commission's 
request, the Air Force admitted 
the Texas proposal would have 
much lower up-front costs and 
would pay for itself in two years. 

However, moving the opera- 
tions to Wright-Pat would save 
more money in the long run and 
w o u l d  m e e t  t h e  D e f e n s e  
Department's goal of closing 
unneeded facilities, the Air Force 
said. 

The move to Wright-Patterson 
would cost an estimated $212 mil- 
lion, with the payback to  begin in 
2007 for a 20-year saving of $172 
million. Staying at  Brooks would 
cost $31 million, the payback 
would begin in 2000 and the 20- 
year saving would be $1 19 million. 

"The Air Force rontinues to 
believe the (Texas) community's 

proposal  would no t  achieve 
needed savings and reductions of 
infrastructure," Maj. Gen. Jay 
Bloom Jr. wrote to the commis- 
sion. "The Air Force would not 
favor this alternative." 

Dayton area leaders expressed 
concern last month that  the Air 
Force had not responded effec- 
tively to the Texas proposal. They 
worried tha t  the  commission 
would decide t o  reject  t h e  
p l a n n e d  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  a t  
Wright-Pat. 

The latest Air Force response 
to the commission is "helpful to 
our case," Miami Valley Eco- 
nomic Development Coalition 
Vice President Ron Wine said. 

"We're hopefiil the Air Force is 
going to provide additional offi- 
cial responses to the questions of 
( the)  military value" of the  

WPAFB i 
proposed consolidation a t  wright,; 
Pat. Wine said. ;1 

Dayton-area leaders remai$ 
"very much concerned" about t h q  
prospects for the consolidatiod,; 
he said. 

d* 

"The (base-closure) process id: 
a crap shoot in that there are 4 
lot of factors in play," Wine said* 
"The commissioners are dealing? 
with a lot of information in a verg 
short time." 4- 

The commission is to wrap ufj' 
its hearings next week, taking; 
testimony from members of Con- 
gress Monday and Tuesday and 
from military officials Wednesday. 

Commissioners plan to begin 
voting on the Defense Depart+ 
ment recommendations the ne& , 
week and to make their recom* 
mendations to the president b? 
July 1. 
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POINT PAPER 
ON 

BROOKS AFB, TEXAS 

The city of San Anronio, Texas has proposed cantonment of the mission activities at Brooks AFB 
in lieu of the AFtDoD recornmended closure of the base. 

DISCUSSION 

The Air Force does not support b e  cantonment option because the proposed closure of the base 
with relocation of the preponderance of the mission activities to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio 
(WPAFB) has greater rmlitary value (based on the M'E four BRAC 95 seiaction crib) Atch 1 
shows WPAFB to be a Tier I base (best) and Brooks AFB to b e  a Tia III base (good)- ie. the 
AF had no deficient installations in t!lis category. 

- Criteria 1 : "Current and future mission requiremats as well as the impact on operational 
readiness of the DoD's totaI fo re"  will be enhanced by assigning the Human Systems SPO to 
Aeronautical S ys terns Center (ASC) at WPAFB and establishing a Human Systems Institute, 
comprised of the Armsmng Lab (AL) and d ~ c  School of Aerospace Medicine (USAFSAM) at 
WPAFB. 
- The Human Systems SPO was previously assigned to ASC Further, previous SPO/otha 

qualified persomei remain assigned at ASC who could &the SPO to mitigate against 
iov&nt personnel m a g  to -er m WPAFB. - Relaaricn of AL to WPAFB would, for the most part, consolidate AL in one gagraphic 
loation and continue inr rrrission as an AF "super" lab. The AF has becn commirtcd to this 
process of consoiidation for many yean (Atch 2) and has taken every oppmturiity inside and 
outside of BRAC to consolidate Iabs and coilocafc labs with their 'parent" product ccmms. 
ASC is by far the largest "cxscumei' of AL technology for human systems. 

- USAFSAM d i e s  for approximately half of its instructors on At. Conversely, AL relies on 
the faculty and staff of USAFAM to conduct and support the research mission of the 
labcnacory. This m d y  kcficial axxi highly synergistic relationship would k pnsmved 
and continue; at WPAFJ3 since military imtcucbrs could be moved to WPAFB as part of the 
n d  permanent change of station (PCS) process Further, this relationship can be enhanced 
since Wright Sate University (wntigaons w WPAFB) is the only civilian degree granting 
institmion for aerospace medicine in the country. Also, the planned relocarion of USAFSAM 
will draw heavily on sham3 use of facilities with the Air Force Institute of Technology ( A m  
located at WPAFB. 

- The Sari Antonio proposal lists San Antonio as a "one-of-a-kind b i o r n a  community". 
Atch 3 shows that the Dayton region around WAFB is also a "biorncdicd il~ of 
excellence". 



- Criteria 2 The "availability aad condition of lard, fadties and assochd airspace" shows that 
Brooks AFB has no useablc runway or active duty forces tmsed there. On the other hand, 
WPAFB is one of the Air Force premier operational bases and one of the very fkw proposed as a 

"cllr "receiving location" for additional operational farces in BRAC 95. 
- On base AF warfighting personnel wiU be invaluable to dancing the ability of the HSI and 
Human Systems SPO to accomplish their mission 

-- Revitali-latim of existing acquisition mhnical and educational facilities at WPAFB to host 
HSI and SPO activity greatly reduces the AF's excess capacity in these areas. This 
collocaion firrther enhances WPAFB as the hugest Research, DeveIopment and Acquisition 
(RD&A) complex in the fice world ' 

- Criteria 3: Brooks AFB has no ability to "accommodate contingency, mobilization and future 
to& -force requirements". However. WPAFB continues ro be a principal part of these AF 
activities with considaable demonstrated potential to expand (i-e. every rnajor class of AF 
aircraft has been operated h WPAFB at somc time in the last 20 years-fighters, bombers, 
transports, tankers). 

- Gitcria 4: The city has provided e s b a k d  "cost and manpower implications" for the 
cantonrnenL This data as well as the dafa for the pposcd closure has been updated (Atch 4). 
This data shows that closure elimiaates almost twice as many pcopIe506 vs 266 and moves 
four times as many, 2876 vs 689. From a cost sandpoint, it is elimination of positions which 
produce significant savings which more than offset one time moving costs 

- Criteria 5 is rhe first of the non-mili.tary value criaria and deals with "the extent and timing of 
potentiaI costs and savings". 
- Atch 4 shows that dosure has a 43% greater net present value (S172M vs SlZOM) than 

canmnmtnt. Thus, cantonment will cost thc Air F m  %52M more than closure in constant 
dollars. 

- Although the one rime cost of closure is $21 1 3 4  vs 21.4M for czultonment the canmnmcnt 
cannot be viewed as a closure since most missions will remain (Atch 5). The m e  timt costs of 
closu~e is much more chan offset by the much tugher annual savings %323M for closurc vs 
S10.5M for cantonment Atch 4 shows that the site process has now refined the AF estimate 
for r c m  on invatmmt to 6 years (vay desirable in BRAC ~~TITE). Note it will Fake at least 
two years for the cantonment (with ik lower military value) to "pay back' vs the ~mmtdiate 
payback asserted in the San Antonio propod (Atch 4). 

- Criteria 6: The economic impact on the San Antonio area of closing BrouLs AFB was 1 .I% 
in the AF analysis. No advtrse economic impacts for WPAFB as a receiver site were identified 



- Criteria 7: Both communities were deemad to have the communities with the "infrasrructtlre ta 
suppon forces, missions and perromel." Brooks color coded p n .  and WPAFB color coded 
green in the AF analysis. w 

- Criteria 8: No adverse environmental impacts were found for moving h m  Brooks AFB (coded 
rtd) to WPAFB (coded yeilow). 

RECOMMENDATION : 
The high milirary value of WPAFB coupled with the high net present value and 200% greater 
annual savings of closing Brooks AFB (imcluding the quick recum or investment) v n y  favorably 
supports the AF/DoD proposal to close Brooks AFB versus the community proposal to canton 
Brooks AFB.. 



a a i o z s  could hsult in cost increases to akr FedPa dcparrmats and ageadts, DoD found 
th thest costs in most cases and* would amount to a small fraction of BRAC savings - 
less than 2 pcrccnt - and thntforc would not be M y  to alter BRAC decisions. 

B U C  95 Selection Criteria 

In selecting rniIim M o l t s  for dosure ot d g n m m f  the I)eplVtmQIt of 
D t f w  giving priority consideration to ditpry.value (the fim four u i W a  below), will 
amidst: 

1. Tbe a a r r ~ t  and funm mission rquirantnts and tht impact an apcrational 
r c a d i n # s u f t h t ~ o f D e f i n s c ' s t o t a l ~  

2. The availability and condition oflid, f ' u  d associafed aiKpacc n 
both the exbfiag apdpoceatialreviag.l-* 

3. The ability to rtccoramodatt cahgeaq ,  ~lrokdkti~a, and total fc~rce 
r e q ~ t ~ a t b o t h t h e c x i s t i o g d p o o t s l t i a l ~ v i n g l o e a t i o n s .  



INDUSTRIAIJIECHNICAL SUPPORT - 
PRODUCT CENTERS and LABORATORIES Subcategory 

ANALYSIS RESULTS at TIERING (20 Oct) 

'Iltc f~~ l l t )wl i ) f i  y,atlcs and da(a reflect rhc information on which the BCEO mbm baaed thcir ticring delermination. Information in h i s  chart 
whn cil~tl~l(ed na ~ l t c  k u l l  of a number o f  factom bclwccn ioitial liering and final recommendations. 
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INDUSTRIAL/TECHNLCAL SUPPORT - 
PRODUCT CENTERS and LABORATORIES Subcategory 

TIERING OF BASES 
Ax 1111 ~ I ~ ~ C I I I ~ E ( J ~ U ~ C  ~ l c p  111 ihC Air Fame Procw, tho BCEO membwp established the following tiering of ham based on the relative mwit of 

' 

1);lse.u wlillir lllc ~ ~ l l ~ i i ~ c g a r ~  as masurd uaing tllc eight selection criteria. Ticr I repnaents tl lc  highest relarive merit, 

TIER I 
Hanscorn APB 

Rome Lab 
W right-Patterson AFB 

TIER Xi 
Kidand AFB 

* 

Lo8 Angeles APB 
TIER ,111 

Brooks AFB 
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Dayton Region -- 
BRAC '95 (Continued) 

- Tri-Service Reglonal Medilcal Center 
(Covers 10 Surrounding States) 

- Wright Technology Network - Fitts Human Engineering Division, Armstrong Laboratories 
(Wright-Patterson AFB) - Regional Veterans Administration Medical Center 
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TONY P. HALL 
TnmD u s ~ n c r .  ao 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON RULES 

SUMOMMllTEE ON RULES Of Ongreee of thc 'United Statee 

June 6, 1995 

Hon. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
~rlington, virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

As you know, the Department of Defense selection criteria 
for closing and realigning military installations inside the 
united States, as published in the Federal Resister on December 
9, gives priority consideration to military value. 

I am forwarding to you a series of questions aimed at 
building the record on the relative military values of the 
Department of Defense's recommendation to close Brooks Air Force w Base and the San Antonio comrnunityls alternative to maintain the 
functions of Brooks in a cantonment area. 

I would appreciate it if the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission could pose these questions to the Air 
Force so that the response may become part of the record. 

Ton 
~ e m b e r a  congress 

TPH : mdg 
cc: Air Force Legislative Liaison 

Enclosure 

PRINTED ON RECYCLE0 PAPER 
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Question for  Air Force 
Brooks A i r  Force Base 

1. Please address the military value of the closure of Brooks 
Air Force Base versus the cantonment option presented by the 
City of San Antonio. Include information related to the 
following topics: 

a) Reuniting Armstrong Laboratory versus maintaining two 
separate locations for the laboratory. 

b) Collocating Armstrong Laboratory with Wright Laboratory 
versus maintaining the laboratories in two separate 
locations. 

c) Collocating the Human Systems Program Office acquisition 
work with Aeronautical Systems Center acquisition work 
versus maintaining two separate acquisition functions. 

d) Other factors related to the relative military value of 
the two options. 

2. Please address concerns raised by the City of San ~ntonio 
that critical expertise would be lost by moving functions at 
Brooks AFB to Wright-Patterson AFB. 



Why Armstrong Laboratory, Human Systems Center, School of Aerospace Medicine, 
and the Systems Acquisition School 

Should be Consolidated 
at.Wright-Patterson AFB 

INTRODUCTION 

The future of human flight in high performance aircraft will require a shortened acquisition 
process, an increased need for cross servicing capability and a total integrated focus on the human 
and machine interface. 

t 

Consolidating the Armstrong Laboratory, Human Systems Center, the School of Aerospace 
Medicine, and the Systems Acquisition School with Wright-Patterson's premier research and 
development activities makes good economic sense. This BRAC action will also maximize military 
value and reduce excess laboratory capacity within the Department of Defense. 

Military Value - Provides the enhanced man-machine integration requlred for new and evolving 
weapon systems. 

Economics - Makes the best business case in terms of annualized savings and long term payback. 
--. -- - _ _.---- 

Reduces ~ x c e s s  Capac~ty - It offers the only option under consideration that reduces excess AF 
laboratory capac~ty while prov~ding the best long term value for the DoD. \ 

2 

MILITARY VALUE 

Realignment and consolidation at  WPAFB maximizes military value by enhancing man-machine 
integration. 

The Human Systems Center currently at Brooks AFB is composed of three key elements: 

Human Systems Program Office (HSPO) - an acquisition management and sustainment 
organization with projects centered on the health, safety and efficiency of the human weapon 
system operator. 

Armstrong Laboratory (AL) - a research and development laboratory focused on the basic and 
applied core technologies associated with human aspects of weapon system performance. 

Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine (AFSAM) - a medical education institution providing a 
flight surgeon residency program and training programs for medical technicians. 



Consolidation of these elements at Wright-Patterson AFB would provide military benefit through the 
synergy resulting from having both the basic research and the development/acquisition of huinan centered 

u technologies/equipment and the aeronautical weapon systems at one location. 

I 

Aeronautical Systems Center (ASC) at Wright-Patterson has the mission of acquiring all b 

aeronautical weapon svstems (i.e., F-16, F- 15, F-22, B-2, C- 17, F- 1 17, etc.) and associated training 
and support equipment. Human centered considerations are inextricable from the design and 
development of such systems. Additionally, man-machine interface issues are more efficiently 
resolved during the early stages (i.e. research, development, acquisition) of weapon systems 
management life cycle. Until 1989, the HSPO was located at Wright-Patterson with the weapon 
system program offices it served. 

Wright Laboratory (WL), the Air Forces largest 'super lab', is located at WPAFB. Its core 
technologies are flight dynamics, avionics, propulsion, and materials which are the leading edge 
technologies upon which advanced weapon systems are based. WL works closely with the AL 
divisions currently located at WPAFB in the joint cockpit office. It would forge stronger bonds 
with the remaining AL divisions, once collocated. There is a 50 year tradition of physiological 
research at WPAFB which started with the Aeromedical Research Lab which is the genesis of the 
current AL and the roots of the divisions of AL currently at WPAFB. 

The AFSAM would be sustained and enhanced within the WPAFB community. The local 
universities provide a wealth of education in the field of medicine. The region has a total of over 
1600 full-time faculty, 1 I00 part-time faculty and 1800 full-time medical students. Wright State 

1 University School of Medicine, which is contiguous to WPAFB, has the only civilian school of 
aerospace medicine in the United States. Additionally, the AF's second largest medical center is 
located at WPAFB and currently services tri-service medical needs across a 10 state region. It 
provides direct access to clinical resources to complement the AFSAM curriculum. Moreover, 
there is a full complement of private medical facilities and biomedical research institutions in 
proximity of WPAFB. 

Brooks AFB has no ability to ''accommodate contingency, mobilization and future total force 
requirements." However, WPAFB continues to be a principal part of these AF activities with 
considerable demonstrated potential to expand (i.e. every major class of AF aircraft has been 
operated from WPAFB at some time in the last 20 years-fighters, bombers, transports, tankers). 

The military value of locating the HSC elements currently at Brooks AFB at WPAFB are derived from 
the synergistic benefit of co-locating the basic and applied research, as well as the development and 
acquisition, of both the weapon systems and the human centered technologies, upon which they rely. The 
AF can no longer afford the inefficiencies of maintaining separate infrastructures for these two 
inextr~cable facets of military capability -- the weapon systems and the humans which fly them. 



ECONOMICS 

Cost of relocation of Brooks AFB activities would save money with payback in six years. 

This is driven by the lower cost of operations at Wright-Patterson AFB. All COBRA analysis 
studies run by the Air Force and the San Antonio community agree that more efficient operations 
of facilities would be at Wright-Patterson AFB. 

The one time cost of closure of Brooks AFB is $2 1 1.5M vs $42.4M for cantonment. However, the 
cantonment should not be viewed as a true closure since most missions and facilities will remain. 
The one time costs of closure is offset by the higher annual savings of $32.3M vs $10.5M for 
cantonment. The site survey process has now refined the Air Force estimate for return on 
investment to 6 years (very desirable in BRAC terms). Note: It will take at least two years for the 
cantonment (with its lower military value) to "pay back" vs the immediate payback asserted in the 
San Antonio proposal. 

Consolation at WPAFB will save significant dollars by reducing base support management, 
oversight and Headquarters support hnctions now duplicated between Brooks and Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Bases. 

The cantonment alternative proposed by the San Antonio community understates the true cost of 
that option. 

The proposed cost of other cantonment operations across DoD have been historically understated 
(Kirtland AFB and Rome AFB are examples). 

The Brooks cantonment plan closes no facilities or infrastructure as represented by that option (it 
sells land, but does not close physical plant). 

The city of San Antonio has provided estimated "cost and manpower implications" for the 
cantonment. This data as well as the data for the proposed closure has been updated. This data 
shows that closure eliminates almost twice as many people -- 506 vs 266 and moves four times as 
many, 2876 vs 689. From a cost standpoint, it is the elimination of positions which produce 
significant savings which more than offset one time moving costs. 

The updated Air Force COBRA analysis of the Brooks closure delineates "the extent and timing of 
potential costs and savings." Closure has a 43% greater net present value ($172. I M vs $1 19.7M) 
than cantonment. Thus, cantonment would cost the Air Force at least $52M more than closure in 
constant dollars. 

The cantonment option does not result in like consolidations of laboratory functions. The 
cantonment option also fails to reduce DoD infrastructure which is a primary consideration of the 
BRAC process. 



CONSOLIDATION 

Realignment of Brooks AFB activities to Wright-Patterson AFB significantly contributes to 
accomplishment of DoDIAir Force goals for laboratory cotlsolidation. 

Wright-Patterson has the highest concentration and diversity of research and development 
activities and is ranked as a Category one ( I )  Air Force Product Center (Best) by the DoD Joint 
Cross Service Group and the Air Force. 

Brooks AFB ranked lowest of nine (9) Air Force Product CenterLaboratories by the DoD Joint 
Cross Service Group and has no excess capacity to accomplish additional future taskings. 

Consolidation also supports joint facility use, reduces infrastructure and overhead. 

There are highly effective and efficient support activities at Wright-Patterson AFB, i.e. a regional 
military housing and other necessary base operating support infrastructure. 

Collocation reduces infrastructure for base and headquarters support with 506 positions 
eliminated. 

Availability, affordability and quality of housing and educational opportunities, both on an off 
base are available at Wright-Patterson AFB and Dayton, Ohio. 

Movement of Brooks AFB activities to Wright-Patterson AFB provides synergistic effects with the 
collocation of similar and mutually dependent activities. 

WPAFB has available laboratory and office space capacity to support a critical mass of the 
transferring activities' needs. 

Complements research, development, education, and acquisition skill base readily available at 
Wright-Patterson AFB. 

A significant skill base for aerospace medicine and human factors engineering is also resident at 
Wright-Patterson AFB and the surrounding area. 



SUMMARY 

Cantonment 
Consolidation of Laboratories 

to WPAFB 

Military Value 

Savings in Annual 

Operations Costs 

Initial Investment Cost 

Long Term Savings 

Consolidation/Reduction 
of Excess Laboratory Capacity 

Consolidation of Brooks activities to Wright-Patterson is the right answer. It meets aJ relevant 
BRAC criteria. 

Relocation to Wright-Patterson is the right answer when viewed from three perspectives: 

Military Value - Provides total man-machine integration for all USAF weapon system 
management. 

Economics - Provides for best business case. The up front cost pays back in only six years. 

Reduction of Excess Capacity - Provides for reduction of excess capacities and promotes cross - 
senicing in weapon system man-machine endeavors. 

- 5 -  



RELOCATION OF BROOKS AFB ACTIVITIES 
TO WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 

The BRAC '95 Commission is deliberating over the recommendation to relocate Brooks AFB activities to 
Wright-Patterson AFB. These activities include the Human Systems Center, Armstrong Lab and the School of 
4erospace Medicine. We understand that this is a sensitive issue. The San Antonio community has proposed a 
Cantonment option that on paper appears to be economically attractive. However, this option saves less money 
long-term and does not reduce excess capacity and infrastructure. We understand the need to look closely at 
ttus issue. We believe it is most important to focus on the following key decision criteria in rendering a final 
recommendation. 

1. Military Value - from a military value perspective the consolidation of the human systems and 
aerospace medicine functions at WPAFB capitalizes on the investment the Au- Force has already 
made to consolidate all aspects of aerospace technology at WPAFB. A major h c t i o n  of 
Armstrong Lab is already located there. WPAFB retains the largest concentration of aerospace 
engineering talent in the world and maintains competencies in human factors research and 
aerospace medicine. Dayton is a community rich in educational and medical opportunities, with a 
skilled workforce and a wide range of community services. Brooks AFB transition to WPAFB is 
possible without disruption of the activities' current mission. Reuniting these activities adds 
tremendous value to the Air Force aerospace research capabilities at WPAFB and is absolutely 
consistent with the goals of BRAC. 

2. Long Term Costs - Recent COBRA model assessments completed by the Air Force confirm that 
annual recurring savings are greatest by locating at WPAFB. Although the initial cost for build out 
and transition of personnel is higher with that option, it is more economical to consolidate the 
activities, operate them at WPAFB, close down the base at Brooks, and take the significant savings 
in overhead. The net present value savings by consolidating the activities at WPAFB over the 
Cantonment option are in excess of $50 million dollars. The annual recurring savings of closure 
over cantonment is in excess of $20 million. The closure option pays back in 6 years. 

3. Infrastructure Reductions - A clear goal of BRAC is the reduction of overall excess capacity 
within DoD while trying to retain the core excellence and maintain the critical mass in 
competencies n e c e s s q  to perform DoD missions. The Cantonment option does not accomplish 
this. The Cantonment option claims to close Brooks, but it actually only closes the excess land 
within the installation. 85% of the infrastructure (building and physical plant) is maintained with 
that option. The Air Force has excess capacity at WPAFB and plans to better use that capacity by 
consolidating its research activities there. The right decision for DoD is to reduce excess 
laboratory capacity and consolidate its investments. 

kfilitary value, long term cost savings and reduced infrastructure all support the consolidation of Brooks AFB 
activities at WPAFB. The DoD recommendation meets all BRAC criteria for closure. This is a tough decision, 
but one that should be made. 



Positions Eliminated 
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Relocation of Brooks AFB Activities 
t o  Wright -Patferson AFB 

We understand rhe BRAC Commission is deliberating over the recommendation ro relocate 
Brooks AFB acuvities to Wright-Pauerson AFB. The activities are the Human S y s m  
Cenrer, Armstrang Lab and rhe SChool of Aerospace Medicine. We understand rhat rhis is a 
sensitive issue. The San Antonio communiry has proposed a Cantonmcnr option, an opuon 
that on paper appears to be econornkally amactive. However. this option puts the 
Commission in a difficul~ position in deciding what criteria should be used in making thch 
recommendarions. We understand the need to look closely ar thrs issue. We believe ir is 
most important to focus on thc following key decision criteria ia rendering a t i d  
recommendauon. 

1. MiMary Value - from n military value perspective tbe consolidation of the 
human syatcrns and aerospace medicine functions ar WPAFB capirallzes on the 
investment the Air Force has already made ro consolidate all aspects of aerospace 
technology at WPAFB, A major piece of Armslrong Labs is already locared there. 
WPAFB rebnins xhe largest concentmion of aerospace engineering talent in rhe 
world and mainrains competencies in human factors research and aerospace 
medicine. Reuniting rhese activiries adds tremendous value ro rhe Air Force 
aerospace research capabili~ies at WPAFB and is absalulely c o n s i s ~ n ~  wih rhe 
goals of BRAC. 

2, CommuMy Impacts - any BRAC action is going to cause community 
impacts. People will be affected. The right decision for DaD is to reduce excess 
capanry and consolidate iu investments. Dayton is community rich in educarional 
and medical opportunities, with a skilled workforce and a wide range of 
community services. Brooks AFB ransition to WPAFB is possible wirhout 
dmuption of the activities' cmnr mission. The Dayton community welcomes h e  
Brooks AFB personnel wirh open arms. 

3. Long Term Costs - Cobra Model assessments completed by the San Antonio 
community and the Air Force confm that annual recurring savings are greatest b 

activities ar WPAFB. The initial cost for build out and transition of personnel is 
Z locating at WPAFB. Therefore, the best economic decision is to locate the Broo s 

higher with that option, but on a year ro year basis and over a twenty yea peliod, 
it is more economical to consolidate the acdviues, operate hem at W p m ,  close 
down the base at Brooks, and take chc savings in overhead bar arc achievable by 
relocating at W P m .  The net present value swings by consolidating h e  acrivitics 
at WPAFB over rhe cantonment option are in excess of $50 million dollars. In rhe 
long term, it is clearly most economically advantageow to consolidare Brooks AFB 
activities at WPAFB. 

4. Inhstructure Reductions - a clear goal of BRAC is the reduction of 
overad excess capaciry within DoD while uying to retain the core excellence md 
maintain rhe criucal mass in competencies necessary to perfarm DoD mksions. 'Ihe 
Canronmenr option does not accomplish thb. The cantonment opuon claims to close 
Brooks hut it only closes the excess land within the installarion. 85% ofthe 
infraWwture (building and physical plant) is rnainlaincd tvirh thar option. The Air 
Force has excess capacity ar WPAFB and plans to beUer use rhat capacity by 
consolidating irs research aaivities &re. 

Mi3itary value. long term cost savings and reduced infr~~tNcrure dl 6 U p p  the 
consoli~rion of Brooks AFB activjues at WPAF;B. The DoD recommendation meets all 
BRAC criteria for closure. This is a tough decision, but one that has to be made. 



4. If Brooks AFB closes, a large number of highly-skilled laboratory personnel may not 
relocate to Wright-Patterson AFB. 

Is the Air Force concerned about the loss of laboratory personnel if Brooks AFB 
closes? 

ANSWER: The Air Force is concerned with retention of skilled personnel from the closure 
of Brooks AFB or any other recommendation. We have carefully weighed the benefits and risks 
associated with the closure of Brooks AFB. The Air Force firmly believes this action is an 
operationally sound closure. We simply cannot afford to retain our current laboratory 
infrastructure and expect the same quality of service from our Research, Development, and 
Acquisition (RD&A) people while their personnel base diminishes from previous and continuing 
RD&A force reductions. In the larger perspective, since 1988 the Air Force has experienced 
constant laboratory personnel disruptions as part of the DoD drawdown. The Air Force has 
successfully managed this situation with minimal impact to the laboratory's mission. While this 
closure will cause some significant disruptions, our past experience indicates that we are confident 
about successfully executing it and maintaining our "world class" lab capabilities. 

Setting aside COBRA factors, what is the Air Force's Brooks AFB specific estimate 
of the percentage of laboratory personnel which would relocate to Wright-Patterson 
AFB, if Brooks closes? 

ANSWER: We estimate 12-20% of Armstrong Lab total personnel will not relocafe, of 
which approximately half are those who choose not to relocate, and half are normal attrition. This 
is a manageable number, especially in light of our past and continuing laboratory personnel force 
structure reductions. We are confident this estimate is reasonable given our previous experience 
with skilled personnel in closing Air Force bases within BRAC and relocation of labs occurring 
outside BRAC. The numbers for not relocating typically comprises normal retirements, standard 
civilian turnover, early retirement, and those not willing to relocate. It is difficult to predict how 
many people will be willing to move in any closure situation. There are those who express an 
unwillingness to move today who will nevertheless choose to move later because of career, 
professional, or financial considerations. 

We have scheduled six years for the closure of Brooks AFB, recognizing its complexities 
and other constraints. Because of this, normal attrition over that time will account for a number of 
the losses. We must also note that the San Antonio and Dayton areas have a well-established 
military heritage and similar economical and cultural environments for family living. Additionally, 
we have subelements of two major Armstrong Lab divisions already at Wright-Patterson AFB with 
associated personnel interchanges. It should be noted as well, that Armstrong Lab has a high 
rniljtary/civilian mixture (FY97/4) in the order of 60140. Thus, it is less dependent on civilian 
workers than other labs. 

We are confident that the Air Force can manage this move in a way that maintains quality 
wsonnel and work in the resultant setting. As a final observation, the DoD and government wide 

-d to cocsolidate technical facilities is a great one. Meeting this challenge will necessarily 
've disruption, in personnel, programs, and funding. It is nonetheless necessary and worth the 
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MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

SUBJECT: Response to 14 Jun 95 Questions for the Record 

Attached is the completion of the Air Force response to your 14 Jun 95 Questions for the 
Record request. I trust you will frnd this informatior useful. 

/ J@. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
Special Assistant to Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 
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Memorandum 

DATE: June 13, 1995 

TO: Air Force Team 

FROM: Dave Henry 

RE: Economic Impact 

The BRAC95 Economic Impact of an installation is defined as the direct and 
indirect job loss resulting from a realignment or closure as a percent of the employment 
base within its economic area. The Cumulative Economic Impact of an installation is 
defined as the direct and indirect job loss as a percent of the employment base resulting 
from the current BRAC action, other current BRAC actions across all Services within the 
same economic area, and prior BRAC actions, across all Services within the same 
economic area, if the personnel losses occur in 1994 or after. 

Economic impacts for prior BRAC actions where personnel losses occur before 
1994 are not calculated. Rather, historical economic data are provided to give a "picture" 
of the actual economic activity that occurred during the closure or realignment (prior to 
1994). Economic areas for each installation were assigned by the Services and consist 
of either a county, multiple counties, or metropolitan statistical areas. These areas more- 
or-less represent personnel commuting patterns and common components of supply and 
demand. 

Final economic impacts have been calculated and are consistent with the latest 
revised COBRAS. If you don't have them already, they are included in the book on my 
desk called "Economic Impact Data, May 30 Revisions includes New COBRAS for Air 
Force and Army." Please copy what you need and return the sheets to the book. . 

Charts were developed to show historical trends of economic activity by 
installation. These could be used as backup charts during the hearings if there is an issue 
of the impact of past BRAC actions, if the personnel losses occur prior to 1994. These 
are also on my desk in a folder titled "Economic Data: 1984-93 Employment, Per Capita 
Personal Income, and Unemployment Rates for All Installations." Take what you want. 

This memo was meant to simplify economic terms used in the BRAC process. If 
it didn't work, please feel free to talk to me or Bob Wilson. 


