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BRAC 95 

Joint Cross-Service Group on Test & Evaluation 

Tuesday, November 8,1994 

Minutes 

The BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group on Test and Evaluation convened at 1500. Mr. 
Nicholas Toomer and Mr. John Burt chaired the meeting. The list of attendees and handouts are 
attached. 

The subgroup began the meeting by discussing the plan for completing the JCSG process, 
what constitutes core activities, how excess capacity is defined and briefed alternatives 
developed for Military Departments consideration. 

The subgroup provided an overview of how the process will proceed based on current 
outlook of where they are now and if militiv value is released by the Military Departments in 
the future. 

The next topic discussed how core activities will be defined. The subgroup proposed to 
include an activity in core if it was assigned workload in the majority of the optimization model 
runs, complied with the policy imperatives, is required to maintain the integrity of the test 

qw process, and it is required in order to preserve the critical capability at an MRTFB. An activity 
will not be considered core if it was not assigned workload in any optimization runs, it did not 
comply with policy imperatives and its workload could be accomplished at a core activity. The 
subgroup then provided a flowchart that displayed the process for how activities will be 
considered for core site status. The subgroup, using this definition, then provided the JCSG a list 
of core sites by Service. The subgroup then applied these core sites to excess capacity. If the 
JCSG agrees to the core siting concept as proposed excess capacity reductions will not be 
optimal. In other words, there will be a trade off in capacity if workload is moved towards the 
core sites. 

The subgroup then presented how a roll up of the unconstrained alternatives by functional 
area would affect excess capacity. There was discussion whether to break up the Test Facility 
Category (TFC) to determine if further reductions in subcategories will reduce any more 
capacity. After discussing pros and cons of doing this, the Group decided to keep the TFC 
aggregated. 

The briefing then centered on how military value will be incorporated into the analysis. 
The Army and Navy stated they are ready to deliver military value and the Air Force stated they 
will deliver approximately Nov 9. The subgroup proposed that they will focus their analysis on 
core activities with low military value and non-core activities with high military value but not 



core sites with high military value or non-core activities with low military value. In these latter 
two cases, they will accept the optimization run output suggestions. Issues raised by doing this is 
at what level will analysis be completed: installation, activity or TFCIfacility level? Also, what 
other factors should be considered for core determination? A slide depicting the first issue 
explains that the more macro a level the more savings can be generated (i.e. alternatives 
recommending a closure of an installation derive more savings than an alternative recommending 
the closure of an activity). Currently, the T&E JCSG analysis focuses on the activities. 
Considerable discussion took place on which level the subgroup should concentrate on, but the 
Group did not make a decision at this time regarding this issue. 

The subgroup then discussed other factors for core determination. The first was the 
RTTC and the other was the Utah Test Range. Again, there was lengthy discussion as to whether 
these should be included as core sites, but no decisions rendered at this time. 

There being no other items for discussion, the meeting adjourned at 1630. 

Nicholas Toomer 
Acting Co-Chairman 

Attachments 

f'bkf ~ u r t  
Co-Chairman 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

W A S H I N G T O N .  D .C.  20350-1000 

MM-0440-F8 
B SATIMS 
14 November 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR CO-CHAIRS, AND EVALUATION JOINT CROSS-SERVICE 
GROUP 

SUBJECT: PROVISION OF CERTIFIED NAVY DATA TO BRAC 95 TEST AND 
EVALUATION JOINT CR.OSS-SERVICE GROUP 

In compliance with the Internal Control Plan for Managing the Identification of DoD 
Cross-Service Opportunities as Part of the DoD 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Process, 
dated 13 April 1994 and as authorized by the BRAC 95 Steering Group by memorandum 
dated 5 August 1994, I am forwarding the enclosed data and information to be used for 
analysis by the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group. This data was obtained by 
the Department of the Navy (DON) in response to the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service 
Group Guidance Package issued on 30 March 1994 and was certified in accordance with the 
DON BRAC 95 certification policy and procedure. 

The enclosed document is a certified true copy of revised data call responses received 
from the Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, China Lake. This revision provides 
new pages 49R, 51R, 53R, and 151R. These pages include figures that were included in the 
original response but inadvertently left out of previous revisions. The only changes 
authorized for the enclosed data call response will be any technical corrections made in 
response to errors identified by internal DON verification checks, or for any additional 
clarifying information requested by the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group. In 
either circumstance, another formal transmission will be made by DON for any such data 
submitted to the Test and Evaluation Joinl. Cross-Service Group. 

Vice   ha irk an 
Base Structure Evaluatio 

Enclosure 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  N A V Y  
OFFICE OF T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

W A S H I N G T O N .  D.C. 20350-1000 

MM-0378-F7 
B SATIMS 
7 October 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR CO-CHAIRS, TEST AND EVALUATION JOINT CROSS-SERVICE 
GROUP 

Subj: PROVISION OF CERTIFIED NAVY DATA TO BRAC 95 TEST AND 
EVALUATION JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

In compliance with the Internal Control Plan for Managing the Identification of DoD 
Cross-Service Opportunities as Part of the DoD 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Process, 
dated 13 April 1994 and as authorized by the BRAC 95 Steering Group by memorandum 
dated 5 August 1994, I am forwarding the enclosed data and information to be used for 
analysis by the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group. This data was obtained by 
the Department of the Navy (DON) in response to the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service 
Group Guidance Package issued on 31 March 1994 and was certified in accordance with the 
DON BRAC 95 certification policy and procedure. 

The documents enclosed consist of' a certified true copy of the revised data call 
response received from the activities listecl on the attachment. If further revisions are 
necessary another formal transmission will be made by DON. 

Base Structure Evaluation  ohmi it tee 
b 

Attachment 



1. Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapon$ Division, China Lake, CA 

QU Revised Determination of Unconstrained Capacity forms for: Explosive and Ordnance 
Modeling (17R), Missile Engagement Simulation Arena (MESA) (206R), Sensor & Targeting 
Technology Facility (260R), Weapons Signal Processing Design Complex (307R). 

2. Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head Division, Indian Head, MD 

Answers to RFC #AW-092 providing revised Historical Workload forms for: Non 
Destructive Test (NDT Facility (A-2R), Propulsion Component Test Facility (A- lOR), 
Envjronmental Test Facility (A-19R), Cartridge Actuated Devices (CAD Test Facility (A- 
26R), and Chemical/Physical Characterization Facility (A-33R). 

3. Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, Point Mugu, C:A 

Answer to RFC #AW-097 providing revised page 137R. 

Attachment 



NAWC WD 
CHINA LAKE, UIC 60530 
DATA CALL #13, REV. 9/28/94 

I certrti- ulat h e  m o m u o n  contvnea nerem is  accurate ma compiete to the besr of mv knowi&e ma 
3ei1ei. 

- 

NEST ECHELON LEVEL I ~i appi~caolen 

W. E. NEWMAN, RADM, USN 

NAME (Please type or pnnt) 

COMMANDER 

Title 
/ o  / 3 / L 7 ' % -  

Dare 

M V A L  AIR WARFARE CENTER 
hcavlry 

I cemfy thar the urfonnauon contamed herem IS accurau and cornpieu to the best of my bowledge and 
belief. 

YE-YT ECHELON LEVEL ( ~ f  appiicable) 

NAME (Please type or pnnt) 

Title Date 

I cemfy that the ~nfonnatlon contained herein is accwarc and complete to the best of my howlaig~ and 
belief. 

- MAJOR CLAIMANT LE*L 

W.C. BOWES, VADM USN 
" 

NAME (Please type or pmtl Signantre ' 
COMMANDER 

Title Datc 

NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND 

I ccfifj. that the inhmmon colltained hertin is accurate and camplae to the best of my lmowiedge and 
belief. 

DEPVIY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
D E P W  OF STAFF (INSI“I"IT0NS & LOGISTICS) - - r" 

NAME (Pi- type or print) 
-- /'?A 

Titk 



BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 
1 

Reference: SECNAV NOTE 11000 dtd 8 Dec 93 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary o f  the Navy, 
personnel o f  the Department o.f the Navy, Uniformed and c i v i l ian ,  
who provide information for use i n  the BRAC-95 process are 
required t o  provide a signed cer t i f i ca t ion  that s tates  " I  c e r t i f y  
that the information contained herein i s  accurate and complete t o  
the best o f  my know1 edge and b e l i e f .  " 

The signing o f  t h i s  cer t i f i ca t ion  constitutes a representation 
that the cer t i fy ing  o f f i c i a l  has reviewed the information and 
e i  ther ( 1 )  personally vouches for i t s  accuracy and completeness or 
( 2 )  has possession o f ,  and i s  relying upon, a cer t i f i ca t ion  
executed by a competent subordinate . 
Each individual i n  you ac t i v i t y  generating information for the 
BRAC-95 process must c e r t i f y  that information. Enclosure (1 ) i s  
provided for individual cert i f icat ions  and may be duplicated as 
necessary. You are directed t:o maintain those cer t i f i ca t ions  a t  
your a c t i v i t y  for a u d i t  purposes. For purposes o f  t h i s  
cer t i f i ca t ion  sheet, the commander o f  the ac t i v i t y  w i l l  begin the 
cer t i f i ca t ion  process and each reporting senior i n  the Chain o f  
Command reviewing the inform;ition w i l l  also sign t h i s  
cer t i f i ca t ion  sheet. This sheet must remain attached t o  t h i s  
package and be forwarded up the Chain o f  Command. Copies must be 
retained by each level  i n  the Chain o f  Command for a u d i t  purposes. 

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

ACTIVITY COMMAND- 

Roqer K .  Hull. CAPT. USN - 
Name (Please type or print) Signature 

Actina Commander - 
Title 

ZK%=?CI 
Date 

Naval Air Warfare Center WeaDons Division China Lake Site 
Activity 

Data Call #13 Revision of 28 September 1994 



POINT MUGU, U I C  63126 
DATA CALL #13,  REV. 9 / 2 8 / 9 4  

.- 

I certiir- vlar b e  mbrmtlon c o n w e a  herem IS accurate ma complete to the best of rnv howi&e ma 
beilei. 

V E S T  ECHELON LEVEL (,if applic~ole~ 7 
W. E. NEWMAN, RADM, USN 

- 

YAVE [Please ripe or prmtl 

COMMANDER 
Title 

I cem& ); the lnformanon conramed herem IS accurate and complete to the best of my larowiae and 
belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL ( ~ f  appiicable) 

Title Date 

I cemfy that the rnformarion contained herein is =rate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

W O R  CLAIMANT LEWL 

W.C. BOWES, VADM USN 

NAME (Please rypc or pnnr) Signarurc 

COMMANDER 

Title Date 

NAVAL A I R  SYSTEMS COMMAND 

~ c a a f ~ t h a t t k  ~ o n c a m a i n c d  herein is acauareand c a m p k t 0  the besf of my kumiedgeand 
belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) - - -- 

NAME (PI- type Or pmtt) S m  

L~/&/Y $" 
Titk Date 



BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAV NOTE 11.000 dtd 8 Dec 93 

In accordance with policy set  forth by the Secretary o f  the N a v y ,  
personnel o f  the Department o f  the N a v y ,  Uniformed and c i v i l ian ,  
who provide information for use i n  the BRAC-95 process are 
required t o  provide a signed cer t i f i ca t ion  that s tates  " I  c e r t i f y  
that the information contained herein i s  accurate and complete t o  
the best  o f  m y  knowledge and .bel ie f .  " 

The signing o f  t h i s  cer t i f i ca t ion  constitutes a representation 
that the cer t i fy ing  o f f i c i a l  .has reviewed the information and 
ei ther  (1) personally vouches for i t s  accuracy a.nd completeness or 
(21 has possession o f ,  and i s  relying upon, a cer t i f i ca t ion  
executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual i n  you a c t i v i t y  generating infornation for the 
BRAC-95 process must c e r t i f y  that information. Enclosure (1) i s  
provided for individual cer t i  f ications and may be duplicated as 
necessary. You are directed to  maintain those cer t i f i ca t ions  a t  
your a c t i v i t y  for a u d i t  purpo.ses. For purposes o f  t h i s  
cer t i f i ca t ion  sheet, the commander o f  the ac t i v i t y  w i l l  begin the 
cer t i f i ca t ion  process and each reporting senior i n  the Chain o f  
Command reviewing the information w i l l  also sign t h i s  
cer t i f i ca t ion  sheet. This sheet must remain attached t o  t h i s  
package and be forwarded up the Chain o f  Command. Copies must be 
retained by each level i n  the Chain o f  Command for a u d i t  purposes 

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

ACTIVITY COMMANDER 
-2, 

R o s e r  K .  Hull, CAPT. USN - 
Name (Please type or print) 

Actina Commander - 
Title Date 

Naval Air Warfare Center Wea~ons Division Point M u m  Site 
Activity 

Data Call #13 Revision of 28 September k 9 4  



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
BRAC 95 DATA CALL #13 T&E ACTIVITY UIC: 63 126 

- scenario would increase the number of simultaneous sources to greater than 30. A single missile 
AMRAAM launch a ainst a full-scale QF-4 requires a rrqnlmum of three ~nde  endent telemetry I P down-links. Using t. is AMRAAM scenario as  a "typical" operation, NA CWPNS could C accommodate four s~multaneous operations talung into account the normal requirement for 
redundant backup telemetry coverage. Under condit~ons that would impose the p-unlmum number 
of telemetry re ulrements per mission, the rnaxlmum number of simultaneous mssions that can be 
supported is I?. 

-3.2.C.7 What is the largest number of simultaneous test missions you have supported in your 
airspace? 

Up to twelve operations of varying complexity have been simultaneously supported. 

-3.2.C.8 Identi& the number, types, and owners of aircrafr at your installation. 

*Presently assigned aircraft. 
**TypelmodeVseries 
***It is planned by COMOPTEVFOR to consolidate the Operational Test & Evaluation Squadrons (VX-5 at China Lake and VX-4 at Point 
Mugu) into a single squadron (VX-9) headquartered at China Lake. On 29 April 1994 VX-9 officially stood up and VX-5 was disestablished. 
COMOPTEVFOR has proposed that VX-4 be disestablished as :I squadron in September 1994 and transition to an F-14 detachment of VX-9 at . . 

II 
Point Mugu. 

137R (28 September 1994) 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
com2lete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if -a~~licable) 

DR. IRA M. BLATSTEIN 
N m  (Please type of print 

TECHNICAL DIRECTOR 

Title 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 
Activity 

In certify that the information herein is accurate and complete 
to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

MAJOR C L A I W  LEVEL 

- 
N M E  (Please type or print Signature 

G .  R. STERNER 

Ti*%a 8 Systems Connand / Date ' 

Activity 

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

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICL. 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF 

NAME (Please type of print Signature 

Title 



Revision 
DC #13 

23 Sep 94 

BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Qw 
Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993 

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

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

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process must certify that 
information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as necessary. 
You are directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the certification process and each reporting 
senior in the Chain of Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This 
sheet must remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must 
be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

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

w 
ACTIVITY COMMANDER 

CAPT. W. J. NEWTON 
NAME (Please type or print) ~ i ~ n a t u r d  

COMMANDER 
Title 

I 

Date 

INDIAN HEAD DIVISION, NSWC 
Activity 

Pages A-2, A-10, A-19, A-26, and A-33: Per RFC # AW-092, changed ArrnamentYWeapons Test 
Hours for FYs 86-93 to show the hours the facility was in use or will be used, not total man-hours 
worked in the facility. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D . C .  20350-1000 

MM-0364-F7 
BSAT/MS 
4 October 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR CO-CHAIRS, TEST AND EVALUATION JOINT CROSS-SERVICE 
GROUP 

Subj: PROVISION OF CERTIFIED NAVY DATA TO BRAC 95 TEST AND 
EVALUATION JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

In compliance with the Internal Control Plan for Managing the Identification of DoD 
Cross-Service Opportunities as Part of the DoD 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Process, 
dated 13 April 1994 and as authorized by the BRAC 95 Steering Group by memorandum 
dated 5 August 1994, I am forwarding the enclosed data and information to be used for 
analysis by the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group. This data was obtained by 
the Department of the Navy (DON) in response to the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service 
Group Guidance Package issued on 31 March 1994 and was certified in accordance with the 
DON BRAC 95 certification policy and procedure. 

The documents enclosed consist of a certified true copy of the revised data call 
response received from the activities listed on the attachment. If further revisions are w necessary another formal transmission will be made by DON. 

Base Structure Evaluation C mmittee 1 
Attachment 



1. Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, IN 

w Answer to RFC #AW-089 

2. Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, MD 

Answers to RFC's #EC-035, AW-093, and AW-096. 
Revised pages: AI1 R, AI67 R, ,41110 R, A1143 R, AI144R,AI147 R, and MF63 R. 

Attachment 



DATA CALL #13 - RFC AW-093/AW-096 
BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

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

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL ( i f appl icabl e )A 

WILLIAM E. NEWMAN 
NAME (Please type or print) 

COMMANDER 
Title Date / 

9 /w /w 
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER 
Activity 

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

NEXT ECHE1,ON LEVEL ( if app1icabl.e) 

NAKE (Please type or print) 

Title 

Signature 

Date 

Activity 

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

MAJOR CLAIMANT TIE 

WILLIAM C. BOWES 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

COMMANDER 
Title 

U J w  7 v  
Date f l  

JVAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMMAND 
Activity 

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

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

NAME (Please type or print) 

Title 

Signature 

Date 



DATA CALL #13 - RFC AW-093/AW-096 
BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 8 December 1993 

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

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

Each individual in your activity generating information for 
the BRAC-95 Drocess must certify that informati.on. Enclosure (1) 
is provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as 
necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at 
your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the 
certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this 
certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this 
package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must be 
retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

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

ACTIVITY COMMANDER 

BARTON D. STRONG 
NAME (Please type or print) 

~77%4 I/ 
Signature 

c/ 

COMMANDER - 197 r 
Title Date 

PAVAT, AIR WARFARE CENTER AIRCRAFT DIVISION PATUXENT RIVER, MD 
Activity 



DATA CALL #13 - BSAT 
REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION CONTROL #EC-035 

BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

I certify that the informati.on contained herein is accurate and 

w complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
NEXT ECHELON LEVET, (if applicab1.e) ,q 

WILLIAM E. NEWMAN 
NAME (Please type or print) 

COMMANDER 
Title 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER 
Activity 

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

NEXT ECHET,ON LEVET, (if applicable) 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

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

WILLIAM C. BOWES - 
NAME (Please type or print) 

COMMANDER 
Title 

ZC Jy 4 .  
Date 

NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS C0-D 
Activity 

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

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NATJAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF ( INSTALLATIONS & LIOGISTICS) 

NAME (Please type or print) 

Title 

Signature. , 

,*o,/- @ y' 
Date 



DATA CALL #13 - BSAT 
REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION CONTROL #EC-035 

BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 8 December 1993 

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

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

Each individual in your. activity generating information for 
the BRAC-95 process must certify that information. Enclosure (1) 
is provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as 
necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at 
your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the 
certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this 
certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this 
package and be forwarded up t.he Chain of Command. Copies must be 
retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 

uv complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

ACTIVITY COMM 

CAPTAIN JOHN B. PATTERSON 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

ACTING COMMANDER - 
Title 

/ L C  qL/ 
Date / 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER AIRCRAFT DIVISION PATUXENT RIVER, MD 







EXCESS CAPACITY REDUCTION - MEASURE OF MERIT 

Proposed 

Potential 
Excess Reduct ion 

Capacity W I O  capability fit) 

Requirement 

No Change Alternative Maximum 

Reduction Index = Proposed Reduction 1 Potential Reduction I 





DRAFT AIR VEHICLE ALTERNATIVES 

Workload Realigned From: 
- ATTC Ft Rucker: Relocate OAR work to a core activity 
- Tyndall(476 WEG): Relocate HITL work to a core activity 
- C Warminster: Relocate DM&S work to a core activity 
- m: Relocate MF-Env work to a core activity 
- C Indian-: Relocate MF-Env work to a core activity 

Excess Capacity Reductions: Activities reduced fiom 16 to 10 

DM&S - 70% HITL- l . O " / . .  

IMF - 57% ISTF - /a% 
IL - 74% OAR- 69% 



b o r n +  O r *  



/I/ DRAFT ELECTRONIC COMBAT ALTERNATIVES ' 

Workload Realigned From: 
- AFDTC AFEWES : Collocate with ISTF at a core activity 

1 - A F D T C D C A P :  Collocate with ISTF at a core activity 
- C Crane: Relocate the Electronic Warfare Facility to another 

core activity that accomplishes MF-Env testing 

Excess Capacity Reductions: Activities reduced from 10 to 7 

HITL - 100% 

ISTF - 0% 
OAR - 0% 

DM&S - 0% 

MF- 46% 

IL - 0% 



Workload and Capacity - Armament / Weapons 

Potential 
Reduction 

I I (wlo capability fit) 

DM&S MF IL HITL ISTF OAR 

Test Facility Category 
- 



DRAFT ARMAMENT 

Workload Realigned From: 
- NSWC Crane: Relocate MF-Env & MF-GO work to a core activity 

- NSWC Dahlgm: Relocate MF-EM & MF-GO work to a core activity 
SWC Indian Head: Relocate MF-Env & MF-P work to a core activity 

work to a core activity 

Excess Capacity Reductions: Activities reduced from 13 to 9 

DM&S - O0/o HITL - 0% 

ISTF- 0% 

OAR- 3% 

- - --- - 



ARMY - Ready for Delivery 

NAVY - Ready for Delivery 

AIR FORCE - To be delivered 1 1/9/94 
(per feedback from Review Group meeting of 11/4/94) 



MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS FOCUS 

Do not focus on Non' 
............ -.. . .... . . . . . / Activities with low 

Do not focus on Core MILVAL 
Activities with 
high MILVAL 

I 

. . ..... ..... . .................. Do focus on Core 
Activities with low 

Z 
Do focus on Non-Core 

MILVAL Activities with high 
MILVAL 



ISSUES 

What Level of Analysis 
- Installation? 

- Activity? 

- TFC/Facility? 

Other Factors for Core Determination 



Other 
JCSG 
Inputs 

T&E 
JCSWG 
Analysis 

Issue: Level of Analysis Required 

Installation Analysis 

- - - - - - - - -  

Mission Areas 
Cross JCSG Analysis 
- - - - - - - - -  

Activity & 
Functional Area 

Analvsis 
d -  

T&E Functional Areas \ 4 

Focus 

I JSCWG - 

ISTF, HITL, IL, MF, D 





OTHER FACTORS - RTTC 

Preponderance of workload in areas outside purview of T&E JCSG analysis 

- Component Test - 7 1 % non-A/W T&E 

- Induced Environmental - 76% non-A/W T&E 
- NDT & Natural Environment - 78% non-AIW T&E 

- Small Missile Range - 9 1 % non-A/W T&E 

No identifiable savings from realigning small fraction of facility's workload 

Co-location with major customers (i.e., PMs, RD&E Center, Missile and 

Space Intelligence Center) provides synergy and efficiencies 

High reimbursement rate 

( Military Value? 



.3ATA S,&L 1'113 
NAWCWPNS, CHINA LAKE 
NAWC HQ SUBMISSION 

6 
I certify t!W the information contained herein is ~cauae and complett to tbc kst of my knowledge and 
belief. Qv NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (ff appUcable) 

NAME (Please type a print) Signature 

Activity 

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

NEXT ECHaON LEVa (if applicable) 

NAME (Please type or pqa) 

Dau 

-- -- - -- - 

Activity 

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

W O R  CLAIMANT LEV& 

W.C. BOWES, VADM USN 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

ER 

NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND 
Activity 

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

DEPUTY CHEF OF NAVAL OPERAnONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLAnONS & LOG1 

J. B. GRERNFZ .TR 

NAME (Please t~)e or print) 

ACTING 
ntle Date 



DATA CALL i l l3 
nawcwpns 
china lake 

BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 1 1000 of 08 December 1993 

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

The sigmng of th~s  certification constitutes a representation that the certifjmg official has 
reviewed the information and either ( I )  personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or (2) has 
possession of, and is relying upon, a cemfication executed by a competent suborhate. 

Each individual in your activity generating ~nformation for the BRAC-95 process must certify 
that mformation. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual cedications and may be duplicated as 
necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for audit purposes. For 
purposes of this cerhfication sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the certification process 
and each reporting senior in the Chain of Command reviewing the information will also sign this 
certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of 
Command. Copies must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certifj, that the mformation contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 

ACTIVITY COMMANDER 
.r) 

W. F. NET*TMAN-• USN 
NAME (Please type or pnnt) Signature 

Title 

&iVAT. ATRE W A R E  CENTER 
Activity 

/c?/7/4$ f 
Date / / 



BMC-95 CERTIFICATION 

I c e r t i f y  that  the i n f o h a t i o n  contained herein i s  accurate and 
complete t o  the  best  o f  my knowledge and be 

/lg43 LES L t C  
NAME (Please type or  p r i n t )  ~ i 5 a t u r e  

A/wc ,JQ 4Qc4,' k c - .  
Title 

/o /7 h4 
Date 

Divis ion 

Department 

Enclosure (1) 



OTHER FACTORS - UTTR 

Previously agreed to treat TMD and Cruise Missiles (CM) during capability fit phase 
of analysis 

- TMD and CM requirements not included in Functional Value analysis 

UTTR currently supports 10-1 2 FOT&E CM tests per year, plus some 
developmental tests 

- Location driven by Terrain Following technology and impact area requirements 

, Collocated with major customers (Training and Depot) 

Need to take into consideration hture requirements for UTTR during development 
of final alternatives 

i - Preserve critical airllandlsea space 
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DRAFT 
BRAC 95 T&E JOINT ANALYSIS ALTERNATIVE 

DOCUMENTATION 

I. a. Control Number: EC-001 
b. Short Title: Electronic Combat 
c Date: 1 1/4/94 
d. Joint Group: Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group 
e. Background: A summary of the Electronic Combat sitedactivities that were included in the 

optimization run is provided at enclosure (1). The capacities utilized for each Test Facilities Category 
(TFC) and sub-category at each activity are provided as well as an indication if workload waslwas not 
assigned to each activity by the optimization model. The following table displays the workload 
requirements that were provided as inputs to the optimization model. 

I Measurement Facilities 
I I 

I CommunicationslAntenna I 298 I 
- - 

1 Environmental 2174 
( Electro-Magnetic Environmental Effects 4929 
1 Guidance 1728 

t 
Radar Cross-Section 
Signature 

6674 
826 

Integration Laboratories 

Hardware-In-The-Loop 

I I 

Open Air Ranges 1 None I 277 1 I 

None 

Installed Systems Test Facility I 
I 

None 
I 

2. Scenario Description: Close the HITL facility at  JJ and stop accomplishing EC T&E at  AA 

5317 

None 

3604 

a. Qmxpt of - Disestablish the Hardwan-in-the-Loop (HITL) EC test 
facility located at JJ and reassign the workload to DD and GG. Additionally, this scenario suggests that the 
T&E workload currently being performed at AA could be reassigned to DD, FF, HH and 11. This action 
would affect the following facilities at AA: ... 

2833 

3. Installations in the Scenario 

a. The table below provides a tabular list of the sites that were not assigned Electronic Combat 
workload and where the workload was assigned. 

Page EC-00 1 - 1 



4. Rationale for Realignment 

a. Measues of M&: Disestablishing the JJ facility and realigning EC T&E workload from AA 
reduces the number of activities involved in accomplishing EC testing h m  ten to eight, thus saving 
improvement and modernization (I&M) and Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funds. The average EC 
T&E functional value increases fiom 40 to 42 as the result of these consolidations, and excess capacity for 
EC testing reduces from 7089 to 3246 hodyear  for RCS measurement facilities, from 3 1 17 to 659 
hourdyear for integration laboratories, from 7757 to 671 7 houdyear for hardware-in-the-loop test 
facilities, and from 2408 to 587 hourdyear for open air ranges. 

- Resulting T&E Average Functional Value: Increase to 42 h m  40 
- Excess Capacity Reductions (test hourdyear): 

RCS Measurement Facilities: Reduces from 7089 to 3246 
Integration Laboratories: Reduces from 31 17 to 659 
Hardware-in-the-Loop Facilities: Reduces h m  7757 to 671 7 
Open Air Ranges: Reduces fiom 2408 to 587. 

f+C,c1' LL~LI, (W~YYS 
b. p: Disestablishing the EC HITL at .JJ and the EC facilities at 

AA will reduce unnecessary duplication of EC test resources, save scarce T&E resources, and enhance 
implementation of the DoD EW Test Process by collocating synergistic test capabilities. 

Page EC-00 1-2 



c. c: This alternative satisfies all of the policy imperatives 

w establish in the T&E JCSG Analysis Plan. 

d. Flt/ODerational- 
. .  . . . .  

: This alternative meets all capability requirements 
and appears to operationally feasible except for the areas identitied in the table below: 

5. Remarks 

a Cost Drivers: The major cost associated with disestablishing JJ involves the relocation 
of test capabilities not already existing elsewhere. JJ capabilities that are moveable and are generally 
limited to recently acquired and documented assets such as the ABC simulator and the EFD capability. 
Disestablishment of the RCS facility at AA would incur no major costs, assuming the range would not have 
to be relocated (mothballing is an option). Realignment of integration laboratory workload should not 
require significant expense, while some OAR threat simulators not duplicated on other EC OAR'S would 
have to be relocated. MILCON may be required for relocation of JJ capabilities, depending upon the 
gaining location. 

b. as so^: Customer requirements can generally be met at other existing EC test 
facilities. However, all of the EC facilities at AA perform workload outside the T&E mission area. Thus, 
other mission and functional areas will be impacted by realignment of EC T&E work from AA. 

- .  
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Enclosure (1) 

- 
CC 

DD 

EE 

FF 

GG 

HH 

I1 

JJ 

A -1- ------- 
Page EC-00 14 

CC 

DD 

EE 

FF 

GG 

HH 

I1 

JJ 

MF-C 
ISTF 

MF-S 
IL 
HITL 

DM&S 
MF-C 
MF-E 
MF-EM 
OAR 

MF-E 
MF-S 
ISTF 
OAR 

HITL 

IL 
OAR 

MF-G 
MF-R 

HITL 

218 
4550 

788 
850 
420 

1010 
1008 
775 
1626 
86 1 

4656 
728 

2202 
1978 

9130 

5126 
1200 

2400 
9920 

1040 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 

NO 



SEA SPACE I I 
- At least one sea range and at least one land range I Satisfied 1 

- Climatology: tropic, arctic, and temperate ( Satisfied 
2. RETAIN BACKUP CAPABILITY TO AVOID 1 ?? 

- - ,  

SINGLE NODE FAILURE WHERE COST I I 

- Topography: mountains, forested or jungle, 
cultivated lowland. and desert 

Satisfied 

EFFECTIVE, AND TO MITIGATE RISK 
3. REALIGNICONSOLIDATE INTO EXISTING 
MRTFB's THAT HAVE OPEN AIR RANGES, 

* -1- v- - ---- --- -_ ._ - 
Page EC-001-5 1 113/94,9:42 PM 

Satisfied ??(China Lake OAR?) 

WHERE COST EFFECTIVE 
4. RETAIN THE CAPABILITY TO SATISFY 
REQUIREMENTS M EACH TEST FACILITY 
CATEGORY (TFC) FOR EACH FUNCTIONAL 
AREA TO PRESERVE THE TEST PROCESS 

Sat isfd 



L=====-=== 

CORE ACTIVITY DEFINITION 

Activity included in core if: 
- It was assigned workload in the majority of the optimization model 

runs, complied with policy imperatives, and is required to maintain 
the integrity of the test process 

- It is required in order to preserve the critical capability at an 
MRTFB 

AEDC Arnold (Propulsion), WSMR (TMD & Surface-to-Surface missiles), 

NAWC WSMR (Standard missile), Yuma Proving Ground (Air Armament 

Range) 

Activity not included in core if: 
- It was not assigned workload in any optimization model run 
- It did not comply with the policy imperatives 

- Its workload could be accomplished at a core activity 
L 
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Air Vehicles 

1. a. Control Number: AV-001 
b. Short Title: Air Vehicles 
c. Date: 11/8/94 
d. Joint Group: Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) 

2. Baseline for Air Vehicles T&E 

A summary of the Air Vehicles activities that were included in the analysis is provided at 
enclosure (1). The capacities for each Test Facility Category (TFC) and sub-category at each activity are 
provided as well as the TFC and sub-category projected workload requirements. The T&E facilities which 
were included in the analysis, the support facilities, and facilities which were excluded fkom analysis based 
on workload percentage, test hours, and service unique determination are summarized in Attachment (1) to 
the cover memorandum. Table 1 displays the summary level workload and capacity requirements which 
were provided as inputs to the optimization model and used by the JCSG to insure capabilitylcapacity fit. 

Table 1. AIR VEHICLES PROJECTED WORKLOAD & CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS 

- --- -------- 
Page AV-OD 1 - 1 

Hardware-In-The-Loop 

Installed Systems Test Facility 

Open Air Ranges None 

None 

None 

114,171 

9,674 

166,054 

16,087 



3. Scenario Description: ' 
The following sixteen (16) AV T&E activities were evaluated by the T&E JCSG. The Major 

Range and Test Facility Bases (MRTFBs) are noted. 

Table 2. ACTIVITIES IN THE AIR VEHICLES ANALYSIS 

Policy imperatives were applied to the outputs from the optimization model runs to determine core 
Air Vehicles T&E activities. Therefore, the scenario for Air Vehicles T&E consists of the following nine 
(9) activities: 

ARMY 

NAVY 

AIR FORCE 

ARMY: Electronic Proving Ground-Ft. Huachuca 
Yurna Proving Ground 

NAVY: NA WC-China Lake 
NA WC-Patwent River 
NAWC-Point Mugu 

Yurna Proving Ground 
Electronic Proving Ground-Ft. Huachuca 
ATTC-Ft. Rucker 
AlTC-Edwards AFB 

NAWCAD-Indianapolis 
NAWCAD-Patuxent River 
NAWCWPN-China Lake 
NAWCWPN-Pt. Mugu 
NS WC-Dahlgren 
NS WC- Wanninster 

AEDC-Arnold AFB 
AFDTC-Eglin AFB 
AFFTC-Edwards AFB 
AFDTC-Holloman AFB 
Utah Test and Training Range 
476 WEG-Tyndall AFB 

AIR FORCE: AFDTC-Eglin AFB 
AFFTC-Edwards AFB 
AFDTC-Holloman AFB 
AEDC-Arnold 

YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

1 Alternatives are possible only if the sites have Military Value of Band I1 or 111. 
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--- - ---  --- -- ,-- 

TABLE 3. RESULTING DOD T&E INFRASTRUCTURE FOR AIR VEHICLES T&E 

Simulation I I I I 
- 

Measurement 
Avionics 
CommINavigation 
Environmental 

Edwards. EPG. Pax River 
Pax River I 2,091 I 1,136 
Edwards, EPG, AFDTC, / 28,420 23,158 

EM Vulnerability 
Guidance 

125,269 
6.155 

I 

Propulsion ( AEDC, Pax River 
Sled Track 1 Holloman 

1 Hardware-in-the-Loop 1 Pax River 
I I 

I 163,371 I 114,171 

Pt. Mugu, China Lake 
Dahlgren 
AFDTC, Holloman, 
China Lake, Pax River 

Integration Labs 

37,155 
614 

3,347 
47,487 

25,854 
170 

Edwards, Pax River 

Installed Systems Test 
Facility 

4. Installations in the Scenario 

943 
30,7 19 

For Military Department considerations, Table 4 lists the losing and gaining activities, the type of 
work which could be relocated, the amount of work at the losing activity, and the capacity which could be 
deleted. The potential gaining activities are listed in alphbetical order. 

133,925 

Edwards, Pax River 

27,578 

TABLE 4. LOSING AND GAINING ACTIVITIES 

81,806 

38,115 Open Air Range 

I 5 I WARMINISTER I NAWC P.4TUXENTRIVER 1 DM&S I I 

16,087 

Edwards, EPG, W'G, Pax 
River, Pt. Mugu 

- --- -------- --- -- .-- 
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Table 5. lists the T&E facilities under consideration for realignment at the losing activities. 

TABLE 5. T&E FACILITIES AT LOSING ACTIVITIES 

6 

7 

TOTAL 

ATTC FT.RUCKER OAR 

AQTD EDWARDS OAR 

NAWCAD INDIANAPOLIS MF-E +IL 

NSWC DAHLGREN MFE 

NSWC WARMINISTER DM&S 

UTTR OAR 

476 WEG TYNDALL AFB HITL 

5. Rationale for Realignments 

a. Measures of Merit. 

UTI-R 

476 WEG TYNDALL 
AFB 

(1) Number of T&E Activities. 

Realigning Air Vehicles T&E reduces the number of activities involved in testing from sixteen 
(16) to nine (9), thus saving Operations and Maintenance (O&M) and Investment and Modernization 
(I&M) funds. 

A F R C  EDWARDS 

PAX ACETRF OR 
EDWARD'S IFAST-OR 

DEPOTS 
OT&E DECISION 

(2) Excess Capacity Reductions. (see Table 4) 

OAR 

HITL 

Table 4. EXCESS CAPACITY REDUCTIONS BY TEST FACILITY CATEGORY. 

I I 
Measurement Facilities 47,600 

I I 
I I t Integration Laboratories 56,300 I 4,200 
I 
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I Installed System Test Facilities 1 6,400 I None I 
I I 

Open Air Ranges I 26,200 15,400 
I 
I 

TOTAL I 190,500 I 29,200 I 

1 V l .  v-----  
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b. Compliance with Policy Imperatives: This alternative satisfies all of the policy imperatives 
establish in the T&E JCSG Analysis Plan. 

(1) Retain Irreplaceable AirLandISea Space. By focusing the Air Vehicles T&E at 
the core activities, two sea ranges (NAWC-Patuxent River MD, and NAWC-Pt Mugu CA) and three land 
ranges (AFFTC at Edwards AFB CA, Electronic Proving Ground AZ, and Yuma Proving Ground AZ) are 
retained. Together these activities provide the full spectrum of diversity in both topography and climate. 

(2) Retain Back-up Capability to Avoid Single Node Failure. Each test facility 
category workload requirement is met using more than one activity. Therefore, back-up capability is 
maintained. 

(3) Retain Capability to Satisfy Tri-Department Air Vehicles T&E Requirements. 
The nine (9) activity scenario for Air Vehicles T&E meets the Tri-Department requirements. No pervasive 
rationale exists to maintain the T&E facilities under consideration UlTR, Tyndall, NAWC-Indianapolis, 
NAWC-Warminster, and ATTC-Ft. Rucker. 

(4) RealignIConsolidate into Existing MRTFBs with Open Air Ranges. MRTFB 
activities are maintained in this scenario; whereas, non-MRTFB activities are not maintained. The 
workload associated with U'ITR, Tyndall, NAWC-Indianapolis, NAWC-Warminster, AQTD-Edwards and 
A'ITC-Ft. Rucker can be consolidated into the existing MRTFB activities. 

c. Capability Fit/Operational Feasibility Check: This alternative meets all capability 
requirements and appears to be operationally feasible. 

6. Remarks 

a. Major Cost Drivers: 

(1) Potential MILCON 
(2) Equipment moving cost 
(3) Support Facility Requiremnets 

b. Impacts associated with realignments: 

Note: The following Data to be put in above format: 

a. Relocate the OAR at ATTC-Ft. Rucker to YPG. 

(1) Ma-ior Cost Drivers: The replacement value for the facility is $3 1 M. Estimated 
moving costs are approximately $100 K. 

(2) Associated Impacts: Increases efficiency of Army rotary wing testing. 

b. Relocate the OAR at AQTD-Edwards to YPG. 

(1) Major Cost Drivers: Data not available. 

(2) Associated Im~acts: Increases efficiency of Army rotary wing testing. 
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V c Relocate the OAR testing at UTTR to Edwards. 

(1) cost m: UTI'R facility and equipment cost data is not available. 

(2) -: None. 

d. Relocate the HITL at the 476 WEG to another existing activity in government-owned space. 

(1) m r  Cost Drivm: The replacement value for the facility and equipment is $95 M. 
Estimated moving costs are not available. 

(2) -: None 

e. Relocate the DM&S facility at Warminster to Pax River. 

(1) m i o r  Cost Drivers: Total replacement value of the facility is $1 8.4 M; $10 M for 
the structure and $8.4 M for equipment The estimated moving cost would be 
approximately $3-4 M. 

(2) m a t e d  I-: None f. Relocate the MFE facility at Dahlgren to Pax River. 

(1) &ior Cost Drivers: Relocation might require moving at least some of the 
equipment and the possible construction of some facilities. Replacement value is $20.6 
M for equipment and $2 M to move equipment. 

(2) Associated I-: This facility currently performs substantial work for the Army. 

f. Relocate the MFE at Dahlgren to Pax River. 

(1) Major Cost Drivers: Relocation might require moving at leasyt some of the 
equipment and thepossible construction of some facilities. Replacement value is $20.6 M for equipment 
and $2m to move 

(2) Associated Impacts: Both IL facilities perform only 10% (TACAIR POD) and 18% Intergrated 
Avionics Lab work in T&E. 

g. Relocate the MF-E and two IL facilities at Indianapolis to Pax River. 

(1) W r  Cost Drivers: Relocation of the Product Quality Assurance and Evaluation 
facility would require moving part of the facility equipment to Pax river. Replacement 
value is $14 M and $2 M to move the equipment. Replacement value for the Integrated 
Avionics Lab and TACAIR Pod Lab is $3.2 M and $0.6 M, respectively. The total 
estimated cost to move both facilities is, as well as other support facilities, is 
approximately $16 M. 

(2) Associated Impacts: Both IL facilities perform only 10% (TACAIR Pod) and 18% 
Integrated Avionics Lab) of their work in T&E. 

--- - 
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DOCIJMENTATION 

Electronic Combat 

1. a. Control Number: EC-00 1 
b. Short Title: Electronic Combat 
c Date: 11/4/94 
d. Joint Group: Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group 

2. Baseline for Electronic Combat (EC) T&E 

A summary of the Electronic Combat activities that were included in the analysis is provided at 
enclosure (1). The capacities for each Test Facility Category (TFC) and sub-category at each activity are 
provided as well as the TFC and sub-category projected workload requirements. The T&E facilities which 
were included in the analysis, the support facilities, and facilities which were excluded from analysis based 
on workload percentage, test hours, and service unique determination are summarized in Attachment (1) to 
the cover memorandum. Table 1 displays the summary level projected workload and capacity 
requirements which were provided as inputs to the optimization model and used by the JCSG to insure 
capability/capacity fit. 

TABLE 1. ELECTRONIC COMBAT PROJECTED WORKLOAD REQUDREMENTS & 
CAPACITY 

- ---- A- c- -. 
Page EC-00 1 - 1 1 1/8/94, 12:47 PM 

Digital Models & Simulation 
(DM&S) 

Measurement Facilities 

Integration Laboratories 

Hardware-In-The-Loop 

Installed Systems Test Facility 

Open Air Ranges 

None 

Communications/Antenna 
Environmental 
Electro-Magnetic Environmental Effects 
Guidance 
Radar Cross-Section 
Signature 

None 

None 

None 

None 

246 

298 
2174 
4929 
1728 
6674 
826 

5317 

2833 

3604 

277 1 

1010 

1226 
543 1 

7927 
2400 
13763 
1516 

8434 

10590 

6752 

5860 



3. Scenario Description 

The following ten (10) EC T&E activities were evaluated by the T&E JCSG. Major Range and 
Test Facility Bases (MRTFB's) are noted. 

TABLE 2. ACTIVITIES IN THE ELECTRONIC COMBAT ANALYSIS 

Policy imperatives were applied to the outputs from the optimization model runs to determine core 
Electronic Combat T&E activities. Therefore, the scenario for Electronic Combat T&E consists of the 
following seven (7) activities: 

Army: Electronic Proving Ground, Ft Huachuca 

YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 

- 

ARMY 
- 

NAVY 

AIR FORCE 

Navy: NAWC China Lake 
NAWC Patuxent River 
NAWC Point Mugu 

- 

Electronic Proving Ground, Ft ~uachuca 

NAWC China Lake 
NSWC Crane 
NAWC Patuxent River 
NAWC Point Mugu 

AFFTC Edwards AFB 
AFDTC Eglin AFB 
AFDTC Buffalo (REDCAP) 
AFDTC Ft Worth (AFEWES) 
AFDTC Holloman AFB 

Air Force: AFDTC Eglin AFB 
AFFTC Edwards AFB 
AFDTC Holloman AFB 

These seven (7) activities meet the policy imperatives and operational feasibility requirements as 
shown in Enclosure (2). A summary of the resulting DoD T&E capabilities for Electronic Combat is 
shown in Table 3 below with activities listed in alphabetical order within each TFC. 

- --- - - - - -  
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TABLE 3. RESULTING DoD T&E CAPABILITIES FOR ELECTRONIC COMBAT 

Electronic Proving Ground, Ft Huachuca MF-Communications 
NA WC Patuxent River 

I 
Electronic Proving Ground, Ft Huachuca ( MF-Electromagetic 
NS 

AFDTC Eglin AFB 
Electronic Proving Ground, Ft Huachuca 

WC Crane I I 

AFDTC Holloman AFB MF-Guidance 

MF-Environmental 4656 
775 

5431 

AFDTC Holloman AFB 
NAWC China Lake 

AFFTC Edwards AFB 
NAWC China Lake 
NAWC Point Mugu 

8434 5317 

2174 

AFDTC Eglin AFB I MF-Signature 
NAWC Point Mugu 

AFDTC Buffalo (REDCAP) llITL 
AFDTC Ft Worth (AFEWES) 
NAWC Point Mugu 

MF-Radar Cross Section 

728 
788 

1 

AFDTC Eglin AFB ISTF 
NA WC Patuxent River 

6752 3604 

9920 
3843 
13763 

- - -  . 
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6674 

t 
AFFTC Edwards AFB 
AFDTC Eglin AFB 
Electronic Proving Ground, Ft Huachuca 
NA WC China Lake 

OAR 1200 
1978 
86 1 
182 1 
5860 277 1 



4. Installations in the Scenario 

For Military Department consideration, Table 4 lists in alphabetical order the losing and gaining 
activities, the type of work which could be relocated, the amount of work at the losing activity, and the 
capacity which could be deleted. The potential gaining activities are listed in alphabetical order. 

TABLE 4. LOSING AND GAINING ACTIVITIES 

(REDCAP) 

I 1 I I I 

3 I NSWC Crane 1 MF-EM I 4344 I 6301 

AFFTC Edwards AFB 
NAWC Point Mugu 

2 AFDTC Ft Worth 
(AFEWES) 

C 

Table 5 lists the T&E facilities under consideration for realignment at the losing activities. 

EPG, Ft Huachuca 
NAWC Patuxent River 

I I I I I 

TABLE 5. T&E FACILITIES AT LOSING ACTIVITIES 

AFFTC Edwards AFB 
NAWC Point Mugu 

TOTAL I I 6954 16471 

5. Rationale for Realignment 

HITL 

AFDTC Buffalo (REDCAP) REDCAP 

a. Measures of Merit: Relocating REDCAP, AFEWES, and NSWC Crane's Electronic Warfare 
Facility reduces the number of activities involved in accomplishing testing from ten (10) to seven (7), 
potentially saving Operations & Maintenance (O&M) and Investment & Moderni~ation ( E M )  funds. The 
average Electronic Combat functional value increases from 40 to 50 as a result of this consolidation 
scenario. Table 6 below provides excess capacity reductions for Electronic Combat testing as well as what 
percentage of the maximum achievable reductions are realized with this scenario. 

AFDTC Ft Worth (AFEWES) 

NSWC Crane 
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2524 9130 

HITI, 

MF-Environmental 

AFEWES 

Electronic Warfare Facility 



I - -  

TABLE 6. EXCESS CAPACITY REDUCTIONS FOR ELECTRONIC COMBAT 

I Measurement Facilities I Communications/Antenna I I I 

I ( 
Signature I ! I 

Electro-Magnetic Environmental Effects 
Guidance 
Radar Cross-Section 

I 
Integration Laboratories None 

I 

2998 46% 

Hardware-In-The-Loop 

I I I 

6. Remarks 

None 

Installed Systems Test Facility I None 

I I I 

a. Cost Drivers: 

I 

1460 I 100% 

I 

Open Air Ranges I None 

(1) Potential MILCON - Approximately 25% of the EW Facilities MF-EM T&E could 
be moved to EPG with no MILCON. MILCON may be required for relocation of REDCAP and AFEWES 
capabilities, depending upon the gaining location. NAWC Patuxent River already accomplishes 
electromagnetic environmental effects T&E within the ACETEF, but may have to invest in expanding that 
capability in order to absorb the work from NS\YC Crane 

I I I 
I 

(2) auipment  moving costs .. The major cost associated with disestablishing REDCAP 
and AFEWES involves the relocation of test capabilities not already existing elsewhere. Most unique 
REDCAP capabilities are moveable; these are generally the recently acquired and documented assets such 
as the SUAWACS simulator and the Battle Management Command and Control capability. AFEWES 
hybrid threat simulators having high utilization rates could be collocated with an EC ISTF. A cost savings 
could occur as many simulators already exist at core ISTF activities. AFEWES assets with low utilization 
rates should not be relocated as these capabilities exist elsewhere. Moving MF-EM workload to EPG, 
which matches current technical capability, would require no equipment moving costs. 

I 
* See Enclosure (3) for maximum achievable reductions 

(3) Support Facility Requirements - Gaining activities appear to have sufficient support 
facilities. 

b. Impacts Associated with realignments: Impacts will occur to the S&T, Development 
Engineering (DE) , and In-service Engineering (IE) activities which are customers of the T&E facilities. 
Increased TDY cost maybe incurred to witness testing, and the need to transport test articles/items may 
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increase transportation costs. The relative percentage of facility use for Electronic Combat follows for 
each activity: 

TABLE 7. RELATIVE PERCENTAGE OF USE OF LOSING FACILITIES 

AFDTC Buffalo REDCAP 1 OO?h 
AFDTC Ft Worth AFEWES 100% 
NSWC Crane EW Facility 70% 5% 15% 10% 

Page EC-00 1-6 



2458 YES 
1821 YES 

I 

NSWC Crane NSWC Crane MF-EM 630 1 NO 

1 

NAWC Patuxent River 

NAWC Point Mugu 

NAWC Patuxent River 

Fort Huachuca 

I 

NAWC Point Mugu 

1 

ISTF 
MF-C 

Electronic Proving Ground 

Eglin AFB 

MF-S 
IL 
HITL 

MF-E 
MF-EM 
OAR 

Fort Worth, TX 

4550 
218 

420 YES 

DM&S 
MF-C 

AFDTC 

Edwards AFB 

1 I I I I 

Buffalo, NY I AFDTC (REDCAP) ] HITL 1040 NO I 
I 

YES i 
YES i 

775 
1626 
86 1 

1 
AFDTC (AFEWES) I HITL 

I 

Holloman AFB AFDTC 

Enclosure (1) 

1010 
1008 

i 
YES I 
YES 

I 

YES 
! 

I 

MF-E 
MF-S 
ISTF 
OAR 

AFFTC 
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I 
YES ! 

YES 

2202 YES 
1978 YES 

9130 

MF-G 
MF-R 

NO 

IL 
OAR 

2400 
9920 

5 126 
1200 

YES 
I 

YES I 

i 

YES 
YES 

I 



DRAFT 
BRAC 95 T&E JOINT ANAlXSS ~ ~ ~ ~ R N A T I ~  

DOCUMENTATION 

1. a. Control Number: AIW-001 
b. Short Title: ArmamentJWeapons T&E 
c. Date: 8 November 1994 
d. Joint Group: Test & Evaluation Joint Cross Service Group 

2. Baseline for Armament~Weapons T&E 

A summary of the ArmamentrWeapons activities which were included in the analysis is provided at 
Enclosure (1). The capacities for each Test Facility Category (TFC) and sub-category at each activity are 
provided as well as the TFC and sub-category projected workload requirements. The TE facilities which 
were included in the analysis, the support facilities, and the facilities which were excluded from analysis 
based on workload percentage, test hours, and service unique determination are summarized in Attachment 
(1) to the cover memorandum. Table 1 displays the summary level projected workload and capacity 
requirements which were provided as inputs to the optimization model and used by the JCSG to insure 
capabilitylcapacity fit. 

TABLE 1. ARMAMENTIWEAPONS PROJECTED WORKLOAD REQUIREMENT & CAPACITY 

Measurement Facilities 
Electromagnetic 
Guidance 44,228 86,726 
Guns/Ordnance 14.296 27.344 

1 Propulsion 
I Sled Tracks 

1 

Integration Laboratories 1 None 

6,801 
2.608 

I I I 

I 

Open Air Ranges None I 3 1,742 71 

17,3 12 
5.944 

13,368 

Hardware-in-the-Loop 

I 
Installed System Test Facilities I None 

I 

26,854 

1,374 

I I 
None I 52,667 

I I I 

76,680 

TOTAL 280,032 1,101,188 



3. Scenario Description 

The following thirteen (13) ArmamentlWeapons T&E activities were evaluated by the T&E JCSG. 
Major Range and Test Facility Bases (MRTFB's) are noted. 

TABLE 2. ACTIVITIES IN THE ARMAMENTIWEAPONS T&E ANALYSIS 

Policy imperatives were applied to the outputs from the optimization model runs to determine core 
ArmamenWeapons T&E activities. The scenario for ArmamenWeapons T&E consists of the following 
nine (9) activities: 

ARMY: White Sands Missile Range, NM 
Yuma Proving Ground, AZ 

NAVY: NAWC-China Lake, CA 
NAWC-Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC-R. Mugu, CA 
NA WC-WSMR, NM 

AIR FORCE: AEDC, Arnold AFB, TN 
AFDTC, Eglin AFB, FL 
AFDTC, Holloman AFB NM 

These nine (9) activities meet the policy imperatives and operational feasibility requirements as 
shown in Enclosure (2). A summary of the resulting DOD T&E capabilities for ArmamentIWeapons T&E 
is shown in Table 3 below with installations listed in alphabetical order within each TFC. 



TABLE 3. RESULTING DOD T&E CAPABILITIES FOR ARMAMENTIWEAPONS 

NAWC: China I.ake I MF-Environment 1 35.419 
NAWC r r .  ~vlugu 1 1 
W S m   whit^ Sands NM 18 300 

'L'"J= ; 
r 

NAWC Pt. Mugu 8 ; 0 8 2 7 1  
93.574 55305 

1,700 
915 

NAWC Pt. Mugu 

AFDTC Eglin AFB 
AFDTC Holloman AFB 
NAWC China Lake 

MF-Electromag. 

I 

NAWC Pt Mugu 

WSMR White Sands NM I 

MF-Guidance 

1,652 
56,007 44,228 

1 AFDTC Enlin AFB 
I I I 

AFDTC Eglin AFB MF-Sled Tracks I 
AFDTC Holloman AFB 1 

3'764 _t___i 787 

14,045 
23,000 
17.3 10 

MF-Guns/Ordnance - 
NA WC China Lake 

12.870 

AFDTC Eglin AFB 
NAWC China Lake 

12,254 
25.124 

NAWC China Lake 

NAWC Pt. Mugu = f = G s q q q  

14.296 

1,393 
5,944 

1 

J 

2,608 



-- 

NA WC Patuxent River 93 1 
1,374 792 

I 
I I 

AFDTC Eelin AFB OAR 16.036 7 1  

4. Installations in the Scenario 

For Military Department consideration, Table 4 lists the losing and gaining activities, the 
type of work which could be relocated, the amount of work at the losing activity, and the capacity which 
could be deleted. The potential gaining activities are listed in alphabetical order. 

TABLE 4. LOSING AND GAINING SITESIACTWITIES 

I I I I 

! 4 1 NSWC Dahlgren 1 I MF-EM I 684 i 1,0111 
I NAWC Pt. Mugu I 

1 I W S M R  White Snds 1 &-1 



Head 
AEDC Arnold AFB 
NAWC China lake 

RTTC OAR 786 1,188 
I Redstone 

Arsenal 

u p  I AFDTC Eglin AFB ( I I 
I NAWC China Lake I 

1 :Zone 
1 Arsenal 

1 

I 

NAWC Pt. Mugu 
WSMR White Snds 
NAWC White Snds 

AFDTC Eglin AFB 
AFDTC Holloman 
NAWC China Lake 
NAWC Pt. Mugu 

AFDTC Eglin AFB 
NAWC China Lake 

AFDTC Eglin AFB 
NAWC China Lake 

6 

7 

9 I 1 I I YPG Yuma AZ 1 
I 

NSWC Crane 

NS WC 
Dahlgren 

MF-G 

MF-GO 

MF-GO 

Table 5 lists the T&E facilities under consideration for realignment at the losing activities. 

5. T&E FACILITIES AT LOSING ACTIVITIES. 

1 I 

1 MF-GundOrdnance ( Ordnance Test Area 
1 MF-GunsIOrdnance I Transient Velocity Windstream Avvaratus 

20,540 

989 

270 

TOTAL 1 

Propulsion Component Test 

JU,I IY 

1,680 

540 

I 35.167 

NSWC Dahlgren 

RTTC Redstone Arsenal 

MF-Electromagnetic 
MF-GundOrdnance 

Electromagnetic Vulnerability 
Ex~losive Exverimental Area 

A/W-5 

MF-Environmental 
MF-Environmental 
MF-Guidance 
Open Air Ranges 

Non-Destructive and Natural Environment 
Induced Environmental 
Component Test 
Small Missile Range 



5. Rationale for Realignment 

a. Measures of Merit: Realigning ArmamentlWeapons T&E reduces the number of activities 
involved in accomplishing testing from thirteen (13) to nine (9), potentially saving Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) and Investment and Modernization (I&M) funds. The average ArmamentIWeapons 
T&E functional value increases from 38 to 47 as the result of this consolidation scenario. Table 6 below 
provides excess capacity reductions for ArmamentlWeapons testing as well as what percentage of the 
reduction potential (without regard to capability fit) are realized with this scenario. 

TABLE 6. EXCESS CAPACITY REDUCTIONS FOR ARMAMENTIWEAPONS T&E. 

I 
Measurement Facilities 

Sled Tracks 
TOTAL MF 

I I I 

Installed System Test Facilities I None 
I 

Environmental 
Electromagnetic 
Guidance 
GunsIOrdnance 

None 

Integration Laboratories None None 

w Hardware-in-the-Loop 

1 

Open Air Ranges 1 None 

16,330 
1,011 

30,719 
2,220 

1 Pro~ulsion 

37% 

0% 

2.000 

None 

6. Remarks 

None 

I I I 

a. Cost Drivers: 

TOTAL I 

(1) Potential MILCON: Gaining activities appear to have sufficent capability 
and work areas to add the realigned workload without a requirement for MILCON. However, a more 
detailed evaluation of the electromagnetic capabilities is required. 

53,468 I 22% 

(2) Equipment Transportation: Moving equipment, such as robotic 
pyrotechnic loading devices, air flow devices, and electrostatic discharge (ESD) equipment, may be 
required. Selection of receiving activity(ies) will determine the amount of equipment which needs to be 
moved. 

* See Enclosure (3) for reduction potentials in test hours. 

(3) Support Facility Requirements: Gaining activities appear to have 
sufficient support facilities. 



b. Impacts Associated with Realignments: Impacts will occur to the S&T, Development 
Engineering WE), and In-service Engineering (IE) activities which are customers of the T&E facilities. 
Increased TDY costs will be incurred to witness testing, and the need to transport test articleslitems may 
increase transportation costs. The relative percentage of facility use for ArmamentlWeapons follows for 
each activity: 

(1) NSWC-Crane: 

Automated IR Test 80% 2% 18% 
Ordnance Test 80% 5% 10% 5% 
Transient Velocity Windstream Avvaratus 50% 10% 40% 

I Explosive Experimental Area 
I , I t 

1 15% 1 50% 1 30% / I 5% 1 

(3) NSWC-Indian Head: 

Environmental Test 
Pro~ulsion Com~onent Test 1 50% 1 

(4) Redstone Technical Test Center: 

Induced Environments 1 23.6% 1 
Non-Destructive & Natural Environment 1 1 1.5% 1 

1 

Component Test 29.4% 1.3% 
Small Missile Range 8.8% 0.7% 0.5% 

7. Additional Consolidation Opportunities for Military Department Consideration 

The nine (9) activity scenario described in Sections 1 through 6 above focuses on activity 
consolidation. If an activity is maintained in the scenario, then all of the activity's T&E facilities are 
maintained. This leads to the following Armament/Weapons T&E locations which are listed in alphabetical 
order in Table 7 below: 



TABLE 7. LOCATION OF ARMAMENT/WEAPONS T&E CAPABILITIES 

I I I I I 
AEDC. Arnold 1 x 1  
AFDTC, Eglin 
AFDTC. Holloman 

x I x I  l x l x l x  
1 x 1  I 

I I I I 8 

YPG, Yuma AZ ( x i  I I ( x 

I 

- 
NAWC at WSMR 
WSMR White Sands NM 

Additional consolidation opportunities exist at the TFC level, because each TFC is supported by 
more than one activity and further reductions of excess capacity can be identified. The following additional 
option for ArmamentMreapons T&E consolidation warrants consideration by the Military Departments. 

X 

X  

NAWC, China Lake 
NAWC, Patuxent River 
NAWC. Pt. MUEU 

a. Reduce the number of Open Air Ranges which provide ArmamentlWeapons T&E. 

X 

X  

X  

b. Consolidate DMS, MF, IL,, HITL, and ISTF facilities to the maximum extent possible 
and cost effective into the remaining MRTFB activities. 

X  

X  

X 

c. To the maximum extent possible and cost effective, realign workload out of activities 
which support only one TFC. 

X  

X  
X 

X 

X 



BASELINE FOR ARMAMENT~WEAPONS 

Pt. Mugu Pt. Mugu 54,902 

China Lake 
Eglin AFB 
Pt. Mugu 

Eglin AFB AFDTC ISTF u I I I 1 

Pax River I Pax River 931 1 

China Lake 
AFDTC 
Pt. Mugu 

China Lake China Lake MF-Environment 
( Crane ( Crane 1 1 360 1 I 

DMS 

Indian Hd ( Indian Hd 1 1,600 1 I 

27,672 
57,820 

8,082 
93,574 55,305 

Pt. Mugu 
Redstone 
White Sands 

I I I I 

Dahlgren / Dahlgren / MF-Electromag. I 1,011 1 

Yuma 

Pt. Mugu Pt. Mugu 
White Sands WSMR 

Pt. Mugu 
RTTC 
WSMR 
YPG 

China Lake China Lake 

1 8.300 

I 

Eglin AFB I AFDTC 1 1 4 1 0 4 5  i I 
Holloman AFDTC, 46TG 23,000 
Pt. Mugu Pt. Mugu 
Redstone R'ITC 30.719 

Page 1 



BASELINE FOR ARMAMENTIWEAPONS 

I China Lake 
I 

I China Lake 1 MF-GunsIOrdn I 12,254 1 I 
I Crane 1 Crane 1 1 1,680 1 I 
I Dahlgren I Dahlgren 1 540 1 I 
I Eglin AFB I AFDTC I I 12,870 1 I 

I I 

Arnold AFB 1 AEDC I MT-Propulsion 1 9.266 1 I 

1 I 
China Lake I China Lake I MF-Sled Tracks I 1.393 1 1 

China Lake 
Indian Hd 

Eglin AFB 
Holloman AFDTC, 46TG 

5,944 2,608 

China Lake 
Indian Hd 

I China Lake 
I I I 

1 China Lake 
I 

OAR 3.986 1 I 

Page 2 

16,036 
1 1,609 

1,188 
28,116 
3,925 
3,997 

68,857 

AFDTC 
Pt. Mugu 
RTTC 
WSMR 
NAWC 
YPG 

Eglin AFB 

3 1,742 

w Pt. Mugu 
Redstone 
White Sands 
White Sands 
Yurna 





BRAC 95 

Joint Cross-Service Group on Test & Evaluation 

Wednesday, November 16,1994 

Minutes 

The BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group on Test and Evaluation convened at 1000. Mr. 
Philip Coyle and Mr. John Burt chaired the meeting. The list of attendees and handouts are 
attached. 

The meeting began with a report from the IG representative on the audit being performed 
at five sites on the documentation to support the request for clarifications (RFCs) provided 
during the process. He stated that 4 of 5 teams are complete and no problems were encountered. 
The fifth site, however, had problems with supporting documentation when respondents used 
military judgment to answer RFCs. Although this is not indicative that responses are invalid, the 
respondent should have documented the use of military judgment. The final team report should 
be complete by the end of the week. 

The subgroup then briefed the status of the constrained optimization model run using 
military value. They stated the Military Departments released military value today and they will 
run the model using a weight on military value equal to 95. They said there an issue with the 
assignment of military value for tenants and T&E activities at non-government locations that 
needs a JCSG decision. After a discussion of where this issue applies, the Group decided that 
tenant units/organizations will use the military value assigned to the host command at the 
installation or of the parent organizationlbase if it is an activity not collocated with their higher 
headquarters. For activities on non-government locations the military value assigned will be the 
lowest value. 

The subgroup then presented a summary of alternatives showing which activities fall into 
the "core" sites and which activities by functional area are affected. The discussion then turned 
to overall impact (i.e. how much capacity has been reduced). The results showed that 
considerable excess capacity will remain in each functional area. 

The subgroup then discussed their plan for archiving records in the TEC Facility. The 
subgroup asked that OSD representatives make themselves available in the next few weeks as the 
workload diminishes so they can complete archiving. 

Discussion then turned to a crosswalk of alternatives between the Laboratory JCSG and 
the T&E JCSG. The main question was who in this group would perform the interaction. After 
discussing the pros and cons (which centered on availability of personnel) the Group decided that 
the JCSG functionals, not the subgroup, will perform this function. The Chairs stated that they 



will determine who will consult with the Lab JCSG. This crosswalk i.s scheduled to be 
completed by Nov 18. 

The final subgroup topic centered on future support. The completion of the constrained 
run will be the final task for most members of the subgroup. Only a few will stay around to 
finalize any differences between the constrained and unconstrained alternatives, although none 
are expected. The remaining members will be released to their Services and requests for 
manpower assistance will be channeled through the appropriate JCSG Service principal. 

The next was presented by Mr. Boyles on the functional value scoring process. The 
JCSG methodology for determining functional value based scoring on the certified data and 
output of the DPAD model. At issue here is how activities claimed and certified airspace and 
subsequently how the JCSG scored the data. Because the Services defined airspace differently, 
their functional value outcome had the appearance of discrimination of how airspace was 
handled. The Chairs directed a sensitivity analysis called the "Reasonable Man" Approach to 
determine if there were any inconsistencies that result in significant differences in functional 
value. Mr. Boyles stated that the initial approach taken was to do a "quick look estimate of 
restricted airspace and then to manually calculate the functional value. The initial look showed 
no significant difference to the original functional value scores. This was subsequently verified 
using the DPAD model and the "Reasonable Man" airspace measures. The team determined 
airspace using 150 nautical miles radius for the AV and AW areas and 200 nautical miles for EC. 
The team then used FAA Order 7400.8B for determining special use airspace and NOAA maps 
for references. The accompanying slides further defines how these were applied to measuring the 
airspace. The data was then input into the DPAD model and resulted in generally the same 
functional values as the manual calculations. The DoDIG representatives then replicated the 
procedure and validated the results. 

The Navy representatives pointed ou that although the limited application of this 
"Reasonable Man" approach did not change the functional value order, it did show movement in 
the direction of results that meet a true test of reasonableness. The Navy further pointed out that 
if the "Reasonable Man" approach were applied to all the scoring areas that would actually be 
affected (i.e. topography, amount of supersonic airspace, altitude, straightline segments, etc.) 
then there would be significant changes in the functional value results. The Navy voiced their 
objection to using the functional values as currently scored, but stated that they would abide by 
the decision of the Co-Chairs on how to proceed, regardless of their decision. 

The final discussion centered on of final alternatives once the constrained run 
is complete. Once the subgroup completes the comparison of the unconstrained and constrained 
runs, they will report changes to the JCSG. If there are no differences in the optimization output, 



the completed alternatives will be coordinated with JCSG principals and then signed out to the 
Military Departments by the Chairs. 

There being no other items for discussion, the meeting adjourned at 1130. 

Approved: 
Philip Coyle 
Co-Chairman / 

do-chairman 

Attachments 



BRAC 95 

Joint Cross-Sewice Group on Test & Evaluation 

November 16,1994 

List of Attendees 

Mr. Philip Coyle, Co-Chair 
Mr. John Burt, Co-Chair 
Mr. Nick Toomer, Co-Study Team Leader 
Mr. John Bolino, Co-Study Team Leader 
LTG (Ret) Howard Leaf, Air Force 
Dr. Dan Stewart, &r Force 
Mr. Parker Horner, Air Force 
Mr. Doug Nation, Air Force 
Lt Col George London, Air Force 
Mr. John Gelmg, Army 
Mr. Gary Holloway, Army 
CAPT Dave Rose, Navy 
CDR Mark Samuels, Navy 
Mr. Don DeYoung, Navy w Mr. Mike McAndrew, ODASD(1) BCU 
Mr. Irv Boyles, OSD DTSE&E 
Mr. Joe Moore, DOT&E 
MAJ Rob Pope, DDR&E(LM) 
Mr. David Vincent, DoD IG 
Ms. Barbara Moody, DoDIG 
Mr. Dave Hennessey, OUSD(C) 





~ S G  MEETING AGENDA 
16 NOVEMBER 1994 . ., . - 

Ir,. 

' 

.w .$ 

FUNCTIONAL VALUE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OSD 
DoD Ic FIELD AUDIT (RFCs) RESULTS DoD IG 
JCSWG STATUS JCSWG 
- CONSTRAINED MODEL RUN 
- -ALT&RNATFVES (AV, RC, N W )  

. ; k0R-E ACTMTIES 
i EXCESB CAPACITY 

- ANALYSIS PLAN EXECUTION - - DATA ARCHIVES 



t 
FOR OFFIClhu USE ONLY 

- 

MILITARY VALUES PROVIDED 16 NOV 94 

RUN MODEL WITH W=95 
ISSUE WITH ASSIGNMENT OF MV FOR TENANTS 
AND T&E ACTIVITIES AT NON-GOVERNMENT 
LOCATIONS 
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FOR OFFILIAL USE ONLY 

OPTIONS 

TENANTS 

1 Use MV of Host for Tenant 

- Inconsistent with Navy's Input 

- Satisfactory with Army and AF 

2. Use MV of Parent Organization/Base 

- Consistent with Navy's Input and Preferred by Navy 

- Inconsistent with "Base Focus" of BRAC (AF and Army) 

OVERNMENT INSTALLATIONS 

1. Assign MV=O 

- MV Not Relevant to Non-Government Installations 

2. Assign MV=1 

- Acknowledge Relevance, but assigns Low Value 
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T&E JCSG ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 



FOR OPFIC~~IL USE ONLY 

AV ALTERNATIVE 
I 

AIR FORCE: 476 WEG Tyndall AFB, FL 

I 

ARMY: Electronic Proving Ground, Ft. Huachuca, AZ 
Yuma Proving Ground, AZ 

NAVY: NAWC China Lake, CA 
NAWC Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC Pt. Mugu, CA 

AIR FORCE: AFDTC Eglin AFB, FL 
AFFTC Edwards AFB, CA 
AFDTC Holloman AFB, NM 
AEDC Arnold AFB, TN 
Utah Test and Training Range, UT 

REGLIGNMENTS 
A M Y :  AQTD Edwards AFB, FL 

ATTC Ft. Rucker, AL 

NAVY: NSWC Dahlgren, VA 
NAWC Indianapolis, IN 
NSWC Warmister, PA 

I I 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

EC ALTERNATIVE 

ARMY: Electronic Proving Ground, Ft. Huachuca, AZ 

NAVY: NAWC China Lake, CA 
NAWC Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC Pt. Mugu, CA 

AIR FORCE: AFDTC Eglin AFB, FL 
AFFTC Edwards AFB, CA 
AFDTC Holloman AFB, N M  - 

ARMY: None 

NAVY: NSWC Crane, IN 

AIR FORCE: AFDTC Buffalo (REDCAP), NY 
AFDTC Ft. Worth (AFEWES), TX 



E C  TABLE 4. LOSING AND GAINING ACTMTIES 

TE-2(EC) AFDTC Ft Worth 
(AFEWES) 

AFFTC Edwards AFBO 
NAWC Point Mugu 

NAWC Patuxent River 

TE-3 (EC) 

TOTAL 

I -- 
EPG, Ft Huachuca 

NAWC Patuxent River@ 

NSWC Crane 

HITL 

MF-EM 

2524 9130 

4344 

6954 

6301 

16471 



- 

FOR OFFIClriL USE ONLY 

A N  ALTERNATIVE 
I 

I 

ARMY: White Sands Missile Range, NM 
Yuma Proving Ground, AZ 

NAVY: NAWC China Lake, CA 
NAWC Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC Pt. Mugu, CA 
NAWC WSMR, NM 

AIR FORCE: AEDC Arnold AFB, TN 
AFDTC Eglin AFB, FL 
AFDTC Holloman AFB, NM 

LIGNMENTS 

ARMY: RTTC Redstone Arsenal, AL 

NAVY: NSWC Crane, IN 
NSWC Dahlgren, VA 
NSWC Indian Head, MD 

I 

AIR FORCE: None 



A/LJ TABLE 4. LOSING AND GAINING ACTIVITIES 



fi/v TABLE I. LOSING AND GAINING ACTIVITIES (Cont'd) 



EXCESS CAPACITY - AIR VEHICLES 

Existing capacity at core activities less than projected workload requirement; alternatives based on increasing capacity at core sites to 
accommodate total workload within this category. 

Test Facility Category 
DM&S 

MF- A 

MF-C 

MF-E 

MF-EM 

MF-G 

MF-P 

MF-ST 

IL 

HIT!! 

ISTF 

OAR 

Workload 
(test hours) 

1,273 

2,63 1 

1,136 

23,! 58 

943 

30,719 

25,854 

170 

81,806 

!!4,!7! 

9,674 

27,578 

Existing Capacity 
(test 

All 
- activities 

3,380 

6,155 

2,091 

35,?!4 

3,347 

47,487 

37,155 

614 

138,167 

!55,054 

16,087 

53,761 

Excess Capacity Excess Capacity 
hours) 

Care 
activities 

1,987 

6,155 

2,091 

12,096 

0 

47,487 

37,155 

614 

123,879 

!43,37! 

16,087 

39,085 

(test 
All 

Activities 
2,107 

3,524 

955 

12,: 56 

2,404 

16,768 

11,301 

444 

56,36 1 

5 1,583 

6,4 13 

26,183 

bouts) Reductions (test hours) 

714 

3,524 

955 

-i i,062* 

-943 * 

16,768 

11,301 

444 

42,073 

49,200 

6,413 

1 1,507 

1,987 

3,3 83 

880 

12,096 

0 

5,287 

4,815 

0 

28,167 

28,496 

1,968 

26,137 

0 
- 

0 

0 

6,894 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,242 

2,683 

0 

14,676 







Phases: I: UNCONSTRAINED 
11: MV CONSTRAINED 

- ANALYSIS TO BE DEFERRED TO MILDEPS 

a 
Y 

Attachment 2 

\ 

JOINT ANALYSIS PROCESS 
7 

f 

L 
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ANALYSIS PLAN EXECUTION 
r I 

ANALYSIS TO BE DEFERRED TO MILDEPS 
- COST EFFECTIVENESSIROI (COBRA) 
- COMPREHENSIVE OPERATIONAL FEASIBILITY 

ANALYSIS 
CAPABILITY SHORTFALLS 
CONCEPTS OF OPERATION 
MILCON 
PERSONNEL MOVEMENTS 
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T&E JCSG DATA ARCHIVES 

Data Calls (Initial and Supplemental) 

Certified Data Call Responses (Basic changes, and 
RFC's, Phone logs, MFRs, etc.) 

Analysis Plan 

Activitiy and Facility Exclusions (Memorandum) 

Functional Area Scoring Books (Working Papers) 

JCSWG Working Files 

Functional Area Scoring Books and Procedures 

Functional Value Computations (Spreadsheets and D- 
PAD) 

Optimization Model Run Requests (Including input data) 

Optimization Model Outputs 4 X In Work 

Alternatives X In Work 

DESTROY AFTER 
DELIVERY OF 

ALTERNATIVES TO 
MILDEPs 

X 

X 

STATUS 
OF DOCUMENTATION 

Complete 

Complete 

Complete 

Complete 

Complete 

In Work 

In Work 

Complete 

In Work 

RECOMMENDED RETENTION 

TEMPORARY 

X 

% 

PERMANENT 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 





i 
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/ MILDEP ACCESS TO T&E JCSG DATA 3 
AUTHORIZATION LIST PROVIDED BY MILDEP 
BRAC OFFICES 

ALL DATA IN T&E JCSG ARCHIVES (TEMPORARY 
OR PERMANENT) AVAILABLE 
USE PROCEDURES SIMILAR TO LJCSG FOR 
COPYING AND LOGGING OF MILDEP ACCESS 
INCLUDE PROCEDURES IN TRANSMITTAL LETTER 

DATA TO MILDEP BRAC PERSONNEL ON 

FOR ALTERNATIVES 

I 
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COMPARISON OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES 

I 

SITE 

AFFTC-ED WARDS AFB 

NAWCAD-PATUXENT 

NAWCWPNS-PT MUGU 

AFDTC-EGLIN AFB 

476 WEG-TY NDALL AFB 

ATTC-EDWARDS 

UTTR 

USA EPG 

NAWCWPNS-CHINA LAKE 

USA YPG 

ATTC-FORT RUCKER 

HOLLOMAN AFB 

NSWC-DAHLGREN 

NAWCAD-INDIANAPOLIS 

AEDC-ARNOLD AFB 

NAWCAD-WARMINSTER 
i 

- HOLLOMAN VS FT. RUCKER: REVERSED POSlTION 
- SPREAD NARROWED AMONG TOP 13 

I 

ORIG 
FV SCORE 

85 

8 1 

69 

56 -- 
49 

\\46/ 

44 

43 

35 

34 

33 

25 

19 

18 

14 

INTERIM 
SCORE 

8 1 

78 

70 

53 

50 

AIR VEHICLES 
RM* 

FV SCORE 

80 

77 

69 

52 

49 

I 

CHANGES: 

I 

* "Reasonable-man" 

45 

45 

45 

37 

31 

36 

3 1 

19 

18 

14 

- UTTR DROPPED FROM 6TH (TIE) TO 7TH (TIE) 

47 

y 4 4 \  

43 

37 

30 
- - - -  

19 

18 

14 



K 
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- 

COMPARISON OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES> 
ARMAMENT WEAPONS 

* "Reasonable-man" 

CHANGES: 
**Not Calculated 

- CHINA LAKE VS PATUXENT - CHANGED POSITIONS 

Pax score dropped 12% 
- REDSTONE VS DAHLGREN - CHANGED POSITIONS 

Dahlgren score up: +30% 
- REMAINDER - SAME ORDER, SOME NARROWING OF SPREAD 

- 
SITE 

AFDTC-EGLIN AFB 

NAWCWPNS-PT MUGU 

ORIG 
FV SCORE 

82 

77 

NAWCAD-PATUXENT 52- 

INTERIM 
SCORE 

81 

75 

NAWCWPNS-CHINA LAKE 

WSMR 

HOLLOMAN AFB 
I 

USA YPG 

NAWCWPNS-CHINA LAKE 

RTTC-REDSTONE ARSENAL 

RM* 
FV SCORE 

79 

74 

57 

50 

30 
I 

29 

25 

2 1 

NSWC-DAHLGREN 19 
4 

- 
58 

AEDC-ARNOLD AFB 

NSWC-INDIAN HEAD 

NSWCCD-CRANE 
---- 

49 

32 

31 

27 

48 

31 

30 

25 

16 

I4 

13 

* 

16 

* 

13 

16 

14 

13 
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ORIG INTERIM RM* 
SITE FV SCORE SCORE FV SCORE 

AFDTC-EGLIN 65 63 62 

NAWCWPNS-PT MUGU 58 59 57 

NAWCAD-PATUXENT 53 54 50 - 
AFFTC-EDWARDS AFB /52\ I 50 

NAWC-CHINA LAKE & WSM 50 

USA EPG 4? 37 411 

HOLLOMAN AFB 29 30 30 

AFEWES-EGLIN AFB 17 17 17 

NSWCCD-CRANE 17 17 17 

RDCAP-EGLIN 15 15 15 

CHANGES: 

- AFFTC AND CHINA LAKE NOW TIED 
- NARROWED SPREAD AMONG TOP SIX 
- DID NOT OTHERWISE CHANGE POSITIONS 

Largest Change, original to final "RM": -6% (Pax) 

Largest Change, interim to final "RM": -8% (Pax) 
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Functional Value Methodologies (Cont) 

Original Methodology 
- Scoring Based On: 

Field Certified Data 

Decision-PAD (D-PAD) 
nl i n n  

- issue - uaimeu b~ ~ert i f ied Airspace 
Services interpreted differently 

Appeared to cause significant discrimination based on FV 

- Action - Directed to Perform Sensitivity Analysis Using 
"Reasonable-man" Approach 



Functional Value Methodologies (Cont) 

Interim Approach 
- Scoring Based On: 

"Reasonable-man" Quick-Look Estimate of Restricted Airspace 

Manual Calculation of FV 
- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i +  - wr, Q;-,*C;,,-+ ~:cc,,~,,,,-. A- EX r 

I k b 3 U l L  1 Y  V L3lfjlllll~all~ Yllltl CllLGS L U  r V 

Verified Using D-PAD w1"Reasonable-man" Airspace Measures 
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aReasonable-manv Airspace Calculation 

Method 
- Selected Candidate Radii 

150 nautical mile radius for AW & AV 

200 nautical mile radius for EC 

- Reference Data 
NOAA Maps: IFR Enroute High Altitude - U.S. 

- Scale: - 1 :500,000 
- 1 inch equals 30 nm (projection corrected for latitude) 

- Calculated using 7.5x7.5 nm grid 

DoTRAA Order 7400.8B - Special Use Airspace 

- Location Coordinates 

- Altitudes 

A - Controlling & Using Agency(s) 
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aReasonable-man" Airspace Calculation 

Method (Continued) Ill 
- Measured Restricted Area within 150 and 200 nm radius of 

Center-point 
Set atlnear center of installation 

Ft. Rucker & White Sands located using coordinates in FAA Order 7400.8B 
and DoD 3200.1 1D 

- v 

- used acetate overlays with 114 inch grids (56.25 sq nm) or 
multiples (225 or 900 sq nm) 

- Counted squares to determine areas 
At boundaries counted only if more than half included 

- Validation 
DoD IG personnel replicated process - results reconciled 
Calculated area of R 2508 geometrically using range coordinates - results 
within 5% 
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BRIEFING OUTLINE 

Review of T&E Infrastructure 

T&E Joint Cross Service Group 

Process and Analyses 
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a 
I 
,I 

DoD T&E INFRASTRUCTURE 

21 major activities constitute the Major Range 
and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) 
- T&E activities managed and operated under 

uniform guidelines 
I 1  h - - Sized 9 nnerated -r and maintained to support all uou 

users: cross-Service utilization 
- Available to non-DoD users with testing 

requirements 

Testing capabilities also exist at other bases 
- Non-core T&E sites 
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Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) 
WEAPONS AND 

TACTICS CENTER UTAH TEST AND TRAINING RANGE 

DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE 
CENTER WEAPONS Dl 

CHINA LAKE A/% 

30TH SPA ,CE WIN 
NAVAL AIR WARFARE 

CENTER, AIRCRAFT DIV., 
TRENTON-CLOSING 

ABERDEEN 
PROVING GROUND 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE 
ENTER, AIRCRAFT DIV., 

PAX RIVER 

-RNOLD ENGINEERING , 1 --?-I \ DEVELOPMENTCENTER 

A TESTCENTER 
YUMA PROV!NG 

PROVING GROUND 
ATLANTIC UNDERSEA 

TEST AND EVALUATION 
CENTER 

U.S. ARMY 

TESTCENTER 

KWAJALEIN ATOLL 
46TH TEST GROUP 

ATLANTIC FLEET WEAPONS-@ 
TRAINING FACILITY 
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DoD TRENDS IN T&E AND RDT&E BUDGETS 
SINCE FYI980 

MRTFB Workload 
, +44% in97 , 

1985 Fiscal Year 1990 
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1996 COST OF T&E INFRASTRUCTURE 

T&E RDT&E lnfrastructure costs $ 1 . I billion 
per year 
- About 10 % of Acquisition lnfrastructure 

Acquisition lnfrastructure costs $ 1 1.5 billion 
- About 11 % of DoD lnfrastructure 

T&E lnfrastructure cost is I % of DoD 
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Non-Core T&E Facilities 
(in Three Functional Areas within Scope of T&E JCSG Analysis) 

I ARMY TECHNICAL TEST CENTER 
AFDTC - AFEWES FORT RUCKER 
FT WORTH 
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I 
T&E JOINT CROSS SERVICE 

GROUP 

Provide guidance to Military Services and 
n A ,,,,:,A +L, vv" ~ Y G I  I L I ~ ~  IUI 11 ~e conduct of 

BRAC 95 T&E Cross-Service Analysis 
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MEMBERSHIP 
Co-Chairmen: DOT&E 

OUSD(A&T), DTSE&E 
Team Leaders: DOT&E 

OUSD(A&T), DTSE&E 

Army Navy 
Air Force DNA 
BMDO Dl SA 
PA&E, OSD OSD BRAC 

DoD Comptroller 
DoD IG 
Lab Joint Cross Service Group 
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ANALYSIS TERMINOLOGY 

acity - the peak annual workload (in test hours) that I 

the test site experienced during the period FY86-FY93 
Workload - the projected workload for FY99-FY01 using 
outlay rates in FY95 PB (Resulted in 0.72 times average 
workload in FY92 and FY93) 
Excess Capacity - the ca~acitv --I- minus projected workload -J 

Functional Value 
- Physical Value - Value of the site considering air, land, sea 

space as well as varied topography and climates as related 
to T&E in real-world environments under realistic conditions 

- Technical Value - Value of the site considering man-made 
assets in terms of their capability to support T&E of current 
and future weapon systems 
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DATA ANALYSIS 
Workload and Capacity in Test Hours 

Den Air Ran~es 
A I Core and Non-Core Sites 

Electronic- ----- 
- 

f 

3-I-,-742- 
i Weapons I 

Total 

t 

Slide 18 - 3/20/95 





t 
I * a  

For Official Use Only - BRAC Sensitive 

a 
1 

DATA ANALYSIS 
Workload and Capacity in Test Hours 

n-Core Sttes Onlv 

i 

I . - - "  

Electronic Combat I ! I 

1 
Weapons 

I 
I_-  - - -  - -  -- ------- 
Total 

k 
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JCSG ALTERNATIVES - NON-CORE 

Close, realign, or mothball the T&E facilities at 
the following non-core locations: 
- Army - Fort Rucker, Redstone, AQTD Edwards 
- Navy - Indianapolis, Dahlgren, Crane, Indian Head, 

\ A l m ~ m i n - + f i v  v v a 1  I I 111 ~ a i t ; ~  

- Air Force - Tyndall AFB, REDCAP (Buffalo, NY), 
AFEWES (Fort Worth, TX) 

Full enactment of this proposal 
- Open air range excess capacity from 52 % to 45 % 
- All facilities excess capacity from 44 % to 37 % 
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SERVICE RESPONSES 
CORE ALTERNATIVES 

No cross-Sep,,ice Results/Outcom,es 
From Services 

(Eglin EC mission move was intra-Service) 
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BRAC 95 T&E JOINT 
CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

BRIEFING FOR BRAG rnhAhAlSQION U-WIVIIVII u 

JOHN V. BOLINO 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

TEST FACILITIES AND RESOURCES 



OVERVIEW 
T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

T&E MISSION 

BACKGROUND 

PROCESS/APPROACH 

PRODUCT (GUIDANCE TO SERVICES) 



T&E MISSION 

TEST 

A PROGRAM, PROCEDURE, OR PROCESS TO OBTAIN, 
VERIFY, OR PROVIDE DATA FOR DETERMINING THE 
DEGREE TO WHICH A SYSTEM MEETS, EXCEEDS, OR 
FAILS TO MEET ITS STATED OBJECTIVES. 

EVALUATION 

THE REVIEW, ANALYSIS, AND ASSESSMENT OF DATA 
OBTAINED FROM TESTING OR OTHER SOURCES. 





DoD T&E INFRASTRUCTURE 

21 major T&E activities constitute the Major Range 
and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) 

- A broad base of T&E activities managed and 
operated under uniform guidelines 

- Sized, operated and maintained to support all 
DoD users 

' f l a p ' -  

Testing capabilities also exist at other bases 0' ;Y 
- For example: laboratories, depots BAR 

Q'" P 



e a 
MAJOR RANGE AND TEST FACILITY BASE 

DUGWAY PROVING GROUND UTAH TEST AND TRAINING RANGE 

WEAPONS AND 
TACTICS CENTER , / 

JOINT INTER~PERABILITY 6!%snl TEST GROUP 
TEST CENTER ATLANTIC FLEET WEAPONS 

TRAlNlNO FACILITY 



T&E INFRASTRUCTURE 

CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLE 

Large in Land, Sea, and Air 
Space 

7 million land acres (over 50 
percent of total DoD land area) 

Replacement cost of $25 
Billion 

Active 
Sites for several thousand test 

projects each year 

Activity not driven by force 
structure 

T&E Infrastructure budget 
declined during period of 
increased DoD budgets 



e a 
DoD TRENDS IN T&E AND RDT&E BUDGETS 



1995 COST OF .T&E 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

T&E lnfrastructure costs $ 1.7 billion 
- About 15 percent of Acquisition lnfrastructure 

+ A ~ / ~ i m i ~ ' + ; h m  ImL--L-..-L.m fi A n n I .mrm r \ b y u l a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  I 11 III a311 U G L U ~ ~  costs 3 I L.L m111on 
- About 10.8 % of DoD lnfrastructure cost 

I \ 

T&E lnfrastructure cost is 1.5 % of DoD 
lnfrastructure cost 

L I 





MISSION 
T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

I PROVIDE GUIDANCE TO MILITARY SERVICES I 
I AND DoD AGENCIES FOR THE CONDUCT OF I BRAC 95 T8E CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSIS I 



MEMBERSHIP 

INCLUDED ALL ORGANIZATIONS WITH POTENTIAL FOR 
THE CROSS-SERVICE SAVINGS: 

CO-CHAIRMEN: DOT&E 
DT&E, OUSD/A 

TEAM LEADERS: DOT&E 
DT&E, OUSD/A 

0. MEMBERS: ARMY 
NAVY 
AIR FORCE 
DNA 
BMDO 
DlSA 
PA&E, OSD 
OSD BRAC 

OBSERVERS: DoD COMPTROLLER 
DoD IG 
LAB JOINT C-S GROUP 



PROCESS/APPROACH 
T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

ESTABLISHED TRI-SERVICE WORKING GROUP 

DEVELOPED CRITICAL MILESTONES, ASSIGNED TASKERS 

ESTABLISHED GUIDELINES/SCOPE OF EFFORT 

RECEIVED WEEKLY PROGRESS REPORTS FROM 
WORKING GROUP 

SOUGHT CONSENSUS 



PRODUCT 
(GUIDANCE TO SERVICES) 



GUIDANCE, STANDARDS, AND ASSUMPTIONS 

INCLUDE ALL FACILITIES PERFORMING OR WHO 
HAVE PERFORMED T&E 

FACILITIES FROM ALL FUNDING SOURCES 

T&E WORKLOAD IS NOT A DIRECT FUNCTION OF 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

THE FYDP IS CONSIDERED CERTIFIED DATA 

INFORMATION FROM NON-DoD ACTIVITIES CANNOT 
BE CERTIFIED AND WILL NOT BE USED AS A BASIS 
FOR ANALYSES 





CAPABILITY 

FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

AIR VEHICLES 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT 

ARMAMENTWWEAPONS 

FACILITY TYPES 

MODEL/SIMULATION 

MEASUREMENT FACILITIES 

INTEGRATION LABS 

HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP 

INSTALLED SYSTEMS 

OPEN AIR RANGES 



MEASURES OF MERITS 
FOR EACH FUNCTIONAL AREA 

OVERARCHING MEASURES: 

I ENVIRONMENTAL I I ENCROACHMENT I 

I SPECIALIZED SUPPORT I 
I -A All  #-.-A .-A AAC-A I 
( FHbILI I I t 3 /  IHHUt 13 I 

I AVAILABLE AIR, LAND[ 

I UNIQUENESS 

PARTICULAR MEASURES FOR EACH FUNCTIONAL AREA 


