
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

ITEMS FOR INCLUSION IN THE RECORD 

1. Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Robles that you would 
provide a list of those criteria used by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group to constrain the linear 
programming model from presenting nonsensical results. Please provide these criteria. 

3 . Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Cornella that Flight 
Screening was "basically" included as a matter of completeness. For the record, please respond 
to the following question: 

Why did you include Flight Screening, a function not now nor envisioned to be done at 
UPT bases, but did not include Introduction to Fighter Fundamental (IFF) training, a function 
that is done at UPT bases, in the scope of your analysis? 

3. General BlumeIMr. NemfakosIGeneral Shane, during your testimony, Commissioner 
Davis asked how much surge capacity exists in each service. Please respond to this question in 
terms of capacity to recover from temporary situations, such as a period of prolonged bad 
weather, and also in terms of capacity to accommodate an increase in the Pilot Training Rate in 
the event of a long-term increase in pilot requirements. 

4. General BlumeMr. NemfakosIGeneral Shane, during your testimony, Commissioner 
Robles requested that each Service provide data summarizing the costs to train pilots. Please 
include in this information the fixed costs for Base Operating Support (BOS), Real Property 
Management Account (RPMA), Overhead and Personnel at each UPT base, and the variable 
costs which vary by the number of students and flight hours/sorties flown. These costs should 
reflect only the portion attributable to UPT for the installations that also host other tenant units. 

5 .  Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated that in order to achieve uniformity when 
making comparisons between the services, the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group drafted rules used 
by the F M  to measure airfield operations capacity at each UPT base. Please provide the 
formula that the F M  uses and how these rules were applied by your group. 

6. General Blurne, during your testimony, you stated you would provide answers to several 
questions relating to weather. Please respond to the following questions: 

Why was the percent of time at which the ceiling and visibility are better than 1000 feet 
and 3 miles given any weight in the analysis when it is 1500 feet and 3 miles that represents a 
key weather decision factor in conducting Air Force flight training operations? 

In tracking weather attrition, factors such as actual attrition experience, cancellations due 
to forecast icing conditions, and the occurrence of crosswinds out of limits can be used. Why 
was so much weight placed on crosswinds rather than some of these other factors in the UPT- 
Joint Cross-Service Group functional value analysis? 
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The T-38 attrition rate planning factor at Reese is 28 percent compared to 17 percent for 
the T-1. Since the T-1 factor is currently in use at Reese, why did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service 
Group use the T-38 instead of the T-1 planning factor in its functional value analysis? 

7 .  Mr. Nemfakos, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Davis that you would 
provide for the record your analysis on Strike Pilot Training Rates. Please provide that general 
data along with your response to the following specific questions: 

Are the flight operations per strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) at NAS Meridian and NAS 
Kingsville used in your capacity analysis the same? Please explain any differences. 

What is the current operations per strike Pilot Training Rate at NAS Kingsville? How 
does this compare with the figure used to determine strike Pilot Training Rate capacity at NAS 
Kingsville? 

To what extent was the Navy's determination that a single intermediateladvanced strike 
UPT base containing sufficient capacity to conduct training to support the strike Pilot Training 
Rate (PTR) in the future and under surge operations based upon the availability of NAS Corpus 
Christi as an outlying field? 

What is the maximum strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) that NAS Kingsville could 
support with Orange Grove and NAS Corpus Christi available as outlying fields? 

To what extent would the strike training capacity of NAS Kingsville be impacted if NAS 
Corpus Christi was not available? 

8. Mr. Finch, your optimization analysis apparently placed primary emphasis on the 
installation military value data provided to you by the services, and less emphasis on the 
functional values developed by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. 

Please explain the reasoning for this approach? 

9. Mr. Finch, your Joint Cross-Service Group minutes of March 24, 1994, state that the UPT 
category is largely installation oriented. If the value of a UPT base is best reflected in its 
functional rather than military value, why didn't you base your alternatives on model output 
which maximized functional value unconstrained by installation military value? 

Since there is a direct correlation between the Joint Cross-Service Group's functional 
value rating and the Air Force's determination of military value, didn't the use of both functional 
and military value in the model simply increase the impact of functional value in the result? 

10. General Blume, since the Air Force relied so heavily on the results of the Joint Cross- 
Service Group's computer model, did you analyze the model for calculation errors? 



11. General BlumeIMr. Nemfakos, your Service recommendations used your own BRAC 
process as well as non-BRAC policy decisions to chose which UPT bases to close or realign. 
Why didn't your recommendations necessarily reflect the high functional value scores from the 
UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group? 

12. Gen Blume, the average functional value for each Air Force UPT base is shown (the 
Reese score is adjusted based on your recent memo to us). 
Columbus AFB 6.74 
Vance AFB 6.67 
Randolph AFB 6.53 
Laughlin AFB 6.50 
Reese AFB 6.22 

The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) apparently used the functional 
values from the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. These averages were used to find military 
value by performing a standard deviation analysis to assign a color "Stop Light" code to Criteria 
I, "Flying Mission Evaluation." All eight criteria were then considered to derive an overall Air 
Force ranking: the result was Tier I for Columbus, Laughlin, Randolph, and Vance, and Tier I11 
for Reese. 

Why didn't the Air Force simply use the functional value for the training that is actually 
accomplished at each specific UPT base to determine its score? Would the result have been 
different? 

13. Mr. Finch, did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group run any excursions using the Linear 
Programming Optimization Model, such as the ones shown on below: 

a. Examining only Air Force Bases 
b. Examining only Naval Air Stations 
c. Excluding flight screening 
d. Excluding Navy-unique functional areas 
e. Excluding Air Force-unique functional areas 
f. Changing the weights on various factors, such as airspace 

What would the results be if these excursions were run? 

14. Mr. Finch, what were the options you considered for measuring capacity, and why did 
you choose the methods you did? 

15. Mr. Finch, a separate functional value for the Air Force's post-UPT Introduction to 
Fighter Fundaments (IFF) training was not included among the 10 functional areas selected for 
assessing the overall functional value of each UPT-category base. 



Even though it is conducted after "Wings" are awarded, IFF is conducted at a UPT base, 
consumes capacity, and is similar in content to training events contained within the latter stages 
of the Navy's Strike Training syllabus. 

Why didn't the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group include IFF as an additional functional 
area? 

16. General Blume, did the Air Force consider transferring the Introduction to Fighter 
Fundamentals training from Columbus AFB to another location such as Luke AFB in order to 
increase the capacity to do other training at Columbus? 

17. Mr. Finch, in the consideration of training airspace for both capacity analysis and 
functional value, the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group methodology permitted a base to claim 
credit for large sectors of airspace so long as any portion of it was within 100 nautical miles of 
the base. For bases near the Gulf of Mexico, this meant credit for huge over-water sectors. 

Both Air Force and Navy UPT programs train predominantly over land. This is to permit 
such over-land flight training events as ground reference maneuvers and low level navigation. 
Over-water training is performed close to shore. Since actual UPT practice precludes the use of 
large blocks of over-water airspace, doesn't giving credit for such over-water airspace unfairly 
skew the results in favor of coastal bases? 

18. Mr. Finch, did either the Services or the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider the 
impact of contracting some UPT functional training areas to outside sources? 

19. General Blume, does closing Reese AFB leave sufficient capacity in the UPT area to 
provide for surge capability in pilot training? 

20. Mr. Finch, all of your alternatives move the Navy's helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 
There are several different ways to implement this alternative. For example, the Navy could 
retain their current helicopter training process and be collocated at Fort Rucker as an Army 
tenant; or the Navy's pilots could be integrated into the Army training through a consolidation. 
Did the Joint Cross Service Group consider the issue of consolidation vs. collocation when 
developing its alternatives? 

2 1. Mr. Finch, the Navy responded to your alternatives to close Whiting Field with COBRA 
analyses that showed a high cost of implementing the move of primary training to Naval Air 
Station Pensacola and helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 

Did the UPT-Joint Cross Service Group look at variations to this scenario, such as the 
relocation of helicopter training to Fort Rucker with primary training remaining at Whiting 
Field? 

22. Mr. Nemfakos, would moving helicopter training out of Whiting Field help the Navy 
meet its requirement for outlying fields for primary training? 



Does your answer change when considering the transition to any of the Joint Primary 
Aircraft Training System (JPATS) aircraft? 

23. Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) record states that 
the reason for rejecting the movement of helicopter training to Fort Rucker is the high one-time 
cost and long return on investment. 

Did operational concerns also enter into this decision or was it strictly an economic 
decision? 

24. General Blume, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Closure Executive 
Group (BCEG) choose Reese AFB to close? 

25. Mr. Nemfakos, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) choose NAS Meridian to close? 

26. Mr. Finch, please discuss the process used to analyze a potential NAS 
MeridiadColumbus AFB complex. 

What alternatives or "strawmen" did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider? 

What COBRA runs were performed to assess a potential NAS MeridiadColumbus AFB 
complex? 

What cost advantages were considered (for example, NAS Meridian and Columbus AFB 
using joint targets and outlying fields and sharing excess capacity during runway maintenance)? 

27. Mr. Nemfakos, if the redirect of mine warfare helicopter assets to NAS Corpus Christi is 
not approved, what impact would that have on the operations per day available for pilot training 
at Corpus Christi? 

How much do other flight operations at Corpus Christi reduce daily operations available 
for pilot training? 

28. Mr. Finch, will Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) increase or decrease the 
number of bases required for UPT training? 

29. Mr. Finch, what was the impact of Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS)- 
related issues on the group's assessment of functional value? 

What specific facility and airspace requirements were used to determine Joint Primary 
Aircraft Training System (JPATS) functional values? 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

Ouestions submitted bv Congressman Smith: 

I .  Since the Navy has recommended relocating the Naval Air Technical Training Center 
(NATTC) from Lakehurst, NJ, to Pensacola, do you envision recreating the Carrier Aircraft 
Launch and Recovery System (COLASSES) at Pensacola or do you expect to disassemble, 
package, ship and reinstall those devices that are critical to training pilots for flying off and onto 
aircraft carriers? 

2. At what cost do you envision recreating the unique aircraft flight training facility in 
Pensacola? 

3. Do facilities exist at Pensacola for the housing of the Lakehurst NATTC students? 

4. What type of delay or disruptions are anticipated or planned for in the training of these 
aircraft carrier student pilots while the training facility is disassembled, moved and recreated in 
Pensacola? 

Ouestions submitted by Senators Shelbv and Heflin and Conyressman Everett: 

1. In November of 1994, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training 
submitted three different alternatives for consideration by the military departments and Secretary 
Perry. According to documents submitted to the BRAC, each alternative reduced excess 
capacity while maintaining high military value. Each of the three alternatives consistently 
recommended consolidating all military undergraduate helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker. 

However, these recommendations were not adhered to in there entirety. Secretary Perry 
chose not to consolidate UHPT at Fort Rucker as recommended due to high MILCON costs 
associated with closing Whiting NAS. He then directed consolidating all Navy initial fixed wing 
training at Whiting NAS. 

a. Why is it that consolidation of UHPT at Rucker was not adopted? 

b. Since the Navy is moving all of its initial fixed wing training to Whiting NAS, wouldn't 
limited space be freed-up if UHPT was moved to Ft. Rucker? 

c. From an efficiency, doesn't it make sense to have all initial rotary wing training deducted 
at one location? 



2. On March 30, 1993 General Colin Powell stated at the House Armed Services Committee 
Army Posture Hearing the, "I believe the proper place to do the centralization (of UHPT) and 
where it can be done very well is at Fort Rucker, Alabama." He went on to say, "I am committed 
to push this as hard as possible because there are real savings here and this is where we ought to 
find the savings." 

The cost to transfer the UHPT operation at Whiting Field to Fort Rucker is less than $1 8 
million dollars. In 1992 the DoD IG reported that relocation of UHPT to Fort Rucker would 
save at least $79 million dollars over 5 years. 

a. Is this savings estimate still valid today? 

3. In a proposal to the Roles & Missions Commission, the Army has stated that by 
consolidating all primary DoD rotary wing training, integration and standardization among the 
services would be enhanced to truly support jointness. Each of the services would continue to 
provide advanced training for their own unique aspects of rotary wind aviation. 

The Army has the capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements 
without any need for expansion or new construction. 

a,. From an efficiency and interoperability standpoint, doesn't it make sense for all 
introductory helicopter pilot training to be conducted by the Army? 

4. During the BRAC 95 Navy hearing earlier this year, General Mundy commented that in 
the 1970's the Army was training Marine helicopter pilots, and that this arrangement worked 
very well. 
a. Is there any reason why the Marine Corps couldn't return to this arrangement? 

5. In 1992, the JCS report on Roles & Missions recommended consolidation of all primary 
helicopter training with the Army. A team led by the Navy was asked by Secretary of Defense 
Aspin to review this recommendation. Their findings concluded that consolidation would need 
to be put on hold until primary training for both fixed wing and rotary wing could be evaluated 
together, the service and operating costs of the new TH-67 trainer had been determined, and that 
the decision would be made with the context of a base closure round. 

a. Each of these points has been satisfied, yet DoD only adopted the fixed wing portion of 
the Cross-Service Group recommendation. Why was rotary wing training ignored? 

6.  Earlier this year, the Navy testified before the BRAC 95 commission that the 
consolidation of Navy helicopter training with the Army was not feasible because it was a 
"people" issue, or a quality of life issue and that Navy Pilots fly in more extreme weather 
conditions at sea than the Army does. If that in fact is the case, why does the Pentagon continue 
to request Army helicopters and pilots to support naval missions? 



A number of Army missions in support of Naval operations: 

98 : 3 Operation Urgent Fury 1 
*Shipboard operations involving the Army's 18th Airborne Corps: UH-60's. 

OH-58A/C's, AH-1 'S 

1987: Operation Prime Chance 
*Shipboard and overwater operations involving the Army's 4/17th CAV (now 4/2) with 

OH-58D's 
*valid CONOPS mission today 

1994: Operation Uphold Democracy - Haiti 
* 10th Mountain Division operated from the USS Eisenhower 
*OH-58D's had extensive missions prior to invasion 
*UH-60's, CH-47's' OH-58AIC's and AH-1's transported troops and equipment to the A 0  

for several days, followed by command & control missions 

Each Army Aviation unit has a task for shipboard operations incorporated in their 
mission essential list of tasks. The Army trains for shipboard operations and performs 
shipboard operations. 

7. In 1992, MGen. Dave Robbins, then-Commander of the Army Aviation Center, noted 
that one of the main reasons the Navy was opposed to consolidating this training with the Army 
was because the Navy used initial fixed-wing training as a "cutting" tool for students. 

a. Do you believe this to be the case, and is there any legitimate reason why the Navy needs 
this extra "cutting" tool? 

b. Could the Navy use the Army's training syllabus that places student pilots directly 
into the rotary wing pipeline? 

8. According to the DoD IG, "Relocating the Navy's primary helicopter training to Fort 
Rucker would relieve ground and air traffic congestion at Whiting Field NAS." 

a. Is there a problem with congestion at Whiting Field, both in the air and on the ground? If 
so, would relocation of the Navy's Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot Training program free up 
space at Whiting Field? 

b. How does Fort Rucker compare with Whiting with regard to available space? 

c. Since the Army already owns nearly 80% of all DoD helicopters, does Fort Rucker have 
the capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements? 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: April 8, 1995 

TO: Attendees at 8 April UPT Discussion 

FROM: Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 

RE: UPT Discussion Questions 

We have attached a list of questions which should be considered as a point of 
departure for today's discussion. The main thrust of the discussion, I would 
imagine, is to go over the Air Force input into the UPT JCSG and to cover the 
functional analysis factors1 weighting and use - not only by the JCSG but by the 
BCEG - and in particular if the method is sound from an Air Force perspective. 

The attached questions will more than likely be modified and used during the 17 
April Hearing. Additionally the DBCRC intends to do some independent analysis 
excursions and today's discussions should facilitate that effort. 



DRAFT 

AIR FORCE UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING OUESTIONS 

1. Please discuss the 10 Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) functional areas (flight screening, 
primary pilot, airliftttanker, advanced bomberlfighter, strikeladvanced E-2/C-2, advanced 
maritimelintermediate E-2lC-2, helicopter, primary and intermediate Naval Flight Officer 
(NFO), advanced NFO strike, and advanced NFO panel). How were they determined? How 
were they weighted? 

2. Did you agree fully with the Joint Cross-Service Group's (JCSG) selection of functional 
areas? If not, why not? 

3. How did the JCSG build and use these factors? 

4. How did the JCSG use the Linear Programming Optimization Model as a tool to limit the 
number of feasible base closure alternatives? 

5 .  In the JCSGAJPT Student Resource Calculation, the average functional value for the Air 
Force UPT bases resulted in the following tiering: 

Columbus AFB 6.65 
Vance AFB 6.50 
Randolph AFB 6.46 
Laughlin AFB 6.36 
Reese AFB 6.08 

The Air Force color coded Criteria I in its evaluation based on a standard deviation analysis 
of those averages. The Department of the Air Force's Analyses and Recommendations, Vol. 
V, on the other hand, ranks Columbus AFB, Laughlin AFB, Randolph AFB, and Vance 
AFB in Tier I. Do the functional scores represent your perception of the mission capability 
of the UPT bases? 

6 .  The functional average of the highest Air Force UPT base was equivalent to the lowest 
ranking Navy UPT base. What are the implications? 

7. What did the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (JCSGAJPT) do 
right? In your view, what, if anything, should the JCSGNPT have done differently? 

8.  What is your view of how the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) used the JCSG 
alternatives to develop its closure recommendations? 

9. To your knowledge, what did the Base Support Analysis Team (BSAT) do differently in its 
analysis compared with the Air Force's analysis? 

10. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission staff plans to conduct some 
excursions using the Linear Programming Optimization Model. Do you have any 
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DRAFT 

suggestions regarding what the Conlmission staff should esan~ine? What are your views on 
the following options: 

examining only Air Force bases; 
excluding flight screening; 
separating "flying training" factors fro111 other factors, such as a 300 foot-wide runway; 
and 
excluding Navy-unique functional areas? 

11. In our excursions, do you recommend that we consider any other factors or change the 
relative weights in a way that more accurately reflects Air Force requirements? 

13. In your view, how far should the Conlmission go in defining base closure and realignnlent 
options in terms of selecting bases for closure and realignment of base functions? 

13. The Lubbock, Texas, community offered to purchase and then lease back to the Air Force 
Reese AFB family housing as well as a 40,000 square foot hangar at Lubbock International 
Airport. What is the status of these offers? W T E :  The BCEG representative might want 
to discuss this issue.] 

14. The JCSGIUPT described UPT capacity in a certain way. Please compare the relative merits 
of various ways to describe the capacity of UPT bases. such as: 

operations per hour; 
the high-water peak pilot rraining rate (PTR): 
FAA-normalized operations (an FAA formula or procedure that measures airpor: 
capacity, taking into account such factors as weather conditions. runway configuratioc. 
traffic mix (takeoffsllandings versus touchlgo), and runn7ay availabilitj. (i.e., night/da~, 
runways); and 
differences in Navy versus Air Force operations. 

1 .  How can capacity analysis best account for factors that influence capacity historical data, but 
are not readily apparent, such as shortages in the following areas: 

aircraft maintenance; 
instructor pilots; 
primary student graduates feeding into the next level; and 
weather? 

How do you account for the operational sawy of one base's operations group commander 
versus another base's commander? 

16. Joint primary training is just a beginning in the process of "jointness." How far can the .Air 
Force and the other Services go in the following areas: 
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consolidating similar functions on one base or base complex, such as conducting strike 
and bomberlfighter training at Columbus AFB or a NAS Meridian/Columbus AFB 
complex; 
operating a Navy TA-4 squadron on an Air Force base; 
consolidating all joint primary training in such western bases as NAS Kingsville, 
Laughlin AFB, Reese AFB, and Vance AFB to exploit favorable weather and airspace; 
and 
consolidating all joint primary training in such eastern bases as at NAS Meridian, NAS 
Pensacola, NAS Whiting, and Columbus AFB to permit all helicopter training to be 
consolidated at Ft. Rucker, thus freeing up NAS Whiting to receive fixed-wing aircraft 
to exploit available auxiliary fields and airspace? 

17. It appears the actual UPT bases selected for realignment or closure were service-specific 
selections not related to joint training or syllabus. Please discuss this selection process. 

18. In your view, what is the best way to judge the quality of a base's airspace, for example: 

by functional area (primary versus strike and bomberlfighter); 
by use versus control; or 
by potential versus actual use? 

19. Other UPT bases own or control more airspace than Reese AFB. b r~ t  much of this airspace is 
unusable for UPT activities. Is Reese AFB down-graded because it  lacks actual ownership 
and control of required airspace--ever? thoug!~ access to the airspace i: uses for UPT iraiiliilg 
activities is unimpeded and despite of the lack of an encroachment probiem? 

20. If we find, after correcting for factual errors, that Reese AFB scores improve placing it into 
the yellowlgreen areas, then how would you recommend the Commission proceed in 
selecting a UPT base for closure? 

21. Is the Air Force ignoring a key quality of life indicator that (1) Reese AFB is the number one 
choice of assignment by student and instructor pilots in AETC, (2) Reese AFB's 
accessibility is enhanced by its proximity to a large international airport, and (3) Reese AFB 
offers clearly superior higher education opportunities? 

22. Please discuss, in detail, the process used to analyze a potential NAS Meridian~Columbus 
AFB complex. 

What alternatives or "strawmen" did the JCSG/UPT consider? 
What COBRA runs were performed to assess a potential NAS/Meridian/Columbus AFB 
complex? 
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What cost advantages, if any, were considered (fir example, NAS Meridian and 
Columbus AFB using joint targets and outlying fields and sharing excess capacity 
during runway maintenance)? 

23. Should the Air Force transfer Colun~bus AFB to the Navy and move the Introduction to 
Fighter Fundamentals (IFF) training to Luke AFB? 

24. Did the JCSGKJPT consider NAS Meridian a potential transfer to the Air Force, which 
would allow the Air Force to close another UPT base? 

25. If Reese AFB is closed, then where is the Air Force planning to transfer joint Air Force and 
Navy primary training? 

26. A lot has been learned about conducting joint primary training at Reese AFB. How was this 
experience factored, weighted, or considered in the analysis to close a UPT base? 

27. What was the impact, if any, on Criterion I grading of Joint Primary Aircraft Training 
System (JPATS)-related issues? 

Merrill Beyer and Mark Pross/Air Force Team and Jim Brubakermavy TeadApri l7,  1995 
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OFFICE O F  T H E  A S S I S T A N T  S E C R E T A R Y  OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -3300 

- 

xr. Frank Cirlllo 
A:= Force Team Lezder 
3e:encc Rase C l o s . ~ . : r e  a n d  R e a l  lr;?me.~. t , L ' o R u I L s S ~ ~ ~  
1 7 0 3  X .  Yocre St., S - i t e  1425 
>zlingza:, :!.a. 2 5 2 0 5  

Dear b I r  Cirillo: 

Atrachec a r c  r e s p o n s e s  f r o m  t h e  .Joint Crcss -Serv ice  G r o _ F  on 
Undergraduaci P i l o t  T r s ~ n i n g  regard ing  q-est~ons f o r  :hc r e c o r 3  
w h i c h  xere aubmizced t~ =he .A:r Force by s h e  C 3 . w . ~ s 3 i c n .  

I trtlst this i n f o r r x i t i c n  is u s e f u l .  

Sincerely, 

Directcr 
ease  C l o s u r e  



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. 0.C 20301.4000 

CCW5OMNEL A N D  
REAOINESS 

41EklORAIUDUM FOR DCRECTOR. BASE CLOSURE A N D  LTlL1ZATIC)N 

SUBJECT.  Commission Questions for t t>r  Kccord 

T h e  rcsponw to your rsquest for answers 10 rhz BR.4C Commission questions for t h c  
rccorc! rcgardirlg the Jo~nt Cross-Srrvicc Group'\ iunctionai analyses i.; ~ ~ r c ~ ~ i d c d  as Attxhmrnr 
One. 

L'ndergruduate k d ~ r a i n i n ~  Joint Cross-Servicc Croup 



I. QUESTION: In ckaludting thc airspace lrvarlablc at each Undergraduatt Trainills BASE'. did 
you iollcentmlc on ~ncssuring o d y  the volume of ampace  owned ar  coi\trolled by the base or dltl 
you rakc illlo c n l ~ s ~ d r r ~ t i o n  [he usability of all the auspacc abailablc to the ba.;c: for rrairllng.' 

.ANS\\'ER: The ~lnal?.;ts tlld nor rcstricr airspace crrdir lo the voluinc 4 b2.w owncd { j r  ~ c ~ t ~ ~ u l l c d .  > 
'2. Q(:F.S'I'IOU: Isn't usable r?r uqclul :lir>p;lcc .I inorc valid 1ncasLirc ha11 1u1a1 ~ ~ l \ y a c c ?  7 
ASSWEK: L'zablc nr usciul ~ ~ r s p x c e  ib  kc? inqed i r l~c  LO ths  training :nissltrn. Thc c.\rs~cricc o f  
other spe~,iol u.;c airspace cat1 aid tlexibiliy or thc 3bJity l o  ~ccntltmodatc e\cp;inbiot~ ur,d/or 

3. QL ESTION: Ihn't it true that In the Joint Cross -Seni i r  Group, thc Air Force ~ r g u c d  v.irh the 
Navy thal  heavily \vrigt~dng total ~v;lilable airspace was an inipsoper inrasure of i;lpac~ty'! 

ANSWER: Assigning wrights in the m d e l  \*ah one of  Lhr Groups biggest chal lc~~gss.  .*\I1 
~ n c t r ~ k r s  dgrerd tlla~ airspuct should be heavily u*eiph~sd. so the dis~ussion centered on what 
types of airspaw rc, credit. In the trtd. the Group rsachtd and unplerncntrd a consenbus. 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301.3300 

. . .. 

Mr. Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defence Base Closure and Realignment Conmiission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VP. 22209 

Dear Mr cirillo: I 

Attactled are responses from the Joint Cross-Service Group on 
Undergraduate Pilot Training regarding questions for ttle record 
which were submitted to the Air Force by t h e  Commission. 

I trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

-- 

Director 
Ease Closure 

Attachment 



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
dOOO DEFENSE P E N T A G O N  

W A S H I N G T O N .  0 . C  20301 -4000 

March 29. 1005 
PLRSONNEL A N D  

REAOfNESS 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR. RASE CLOSI!RE AND UI'II,I%ATION 

SUHJECI': Commissio~~ Questions fur tl,e Kacord 

7'tie response to your request for nnqwcrs to the RKAC Commission questions for thc 
rccord regarding the Jo~nt Cro~s-Srrvice Group'\ iiinc~ional a~lalyses i s  procidcd as Attachmrr~t 
Onc. - $@qf Chairman 

Undergraduate u 'I 'ra in ing  Joint Cross-Service Group 



I .  'QUESTION: In  cvalui~ting thc airspace available at each Undergraduate Traini~~g H~~sc.  (lid 
you cullcentrare on measuring orJy the volume of air5pac.e o\vnt.d or co~~trollcd by the hasc or (lid 
you takc into cor~sidt.ration the usability of all the airspncc available to t l~e Lusc for traitlirlg'! 

ANSWER: 'I'he a ~ ~ i i l ~ s i ~  (lid not rcxtric.1 airspace credit to the volutiic ,i b;~sc awncd o r  ~otitrullcd. 

ANSWER: Lls:~ble nr useful airspace is a kc! ingredierlr to tllr trailling rl~ission. Tht CS~SIL'IIC(: of 
other spe<.ii~l use airspace car1 ;liltl flexibility or the al~ility to ~ C G O ~ ~ I ~ O ~ ~ J I C  exp:l~ihioll ar~d/or 
111i.\siun changes. . - .  .. 

3. QUESTION: Ibn ' r  i t  true that. in Lhc Joint Cross-Service Group, the Air I:orce argucd v+ith the 
Navy  hat licavily \veiyhting totiil avsilablc airspace was an inlpropel. lnclisurc ofiapacity'! 

ANSWER: .4ssigning weights i n  the   nod el \4ah one of ~ h r  Groups biggest clisller~ges. All 
tntrnbrr~ ,igrced h a 1  i~irspace 4hould bc heavily weighted. so the discussion centered on what 
types of airsp;~ce to  credit. In the ettd. the Group rz:~chrrd and unplcmcntetl a consensus. 





- - - ~  - - -  

CONGRC SSt:AN C2113C-5 T 

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR AIR FORCE 
REGARDING REESE AFB 

0 GENERAL : 

o Why did tha Air Force use portions of the Joint Croes 

BLEG 
Service Group Functional Analyaie roeult8 for its 
Flying Training Missions evaluation and the Navy did 
it6 own oeparcte analyaia to determine military value 
and which Navy base to cloee? 

k 0  Ha8 the Air Pbroe scrubbed the Joint Cross Bervice 
Groupe D-PAD model for calculation errors? The BRAC 
commissioners and staff have been advised that there 
are instances of incorrect formulas and incorrect 
results being used in the ranking of bases. 

o MANAGED TRAINING AREAS: 

b. O Why did Reese AFB get a "Now answer on the Joint Cross 
Service Group Functional Analysis when asked if they 
had "Alert Airspace controlled/owned bv the 
installation that supports tra1ning?l1  his response 
cost than points in the evaluation of several 
functional areas. Reeea AFB doea own and control Alert 
Airspace which is used for training. 

o WEATHER : 

Why wae percent of time ceiling and visibility better @ than 1.000 ft. and ceiling of I miles given weight in 
addition to 1,500 ft. and 3 miles; isn't 1,500/3 the 
key weather faator for Air Force operations? Isn't the 
important factor for Air Force operations the 
meaeurement of cailinge and visibility greater than 
1,500/3 which is the key decision point in ~ i r  Force 
training operations? 

@ 
Why was so much weight placed on crostawinds in the 
Joint Cross Service Group Functional Analysis? Is it 
the largest cause of weather cancellation/reeche8uling? 
Aren't significant numbers of sorties lost due to 
f~reca6G icing ve. actual crosswinde? 

@ Why was so little weight put on actual attrition 
experience in the Joint Cross Service Group Functional 
Analysis and very heavy weight put on a single weather 
meneurement (crosswinde).and on planning factors which 
contain other non-weather related loss factore such as 
maintenance and operations losses? Isn't attrition 
experienced an overall measure of a baser8 performance? 



Why was t h e  T-38 planning factor used in lieu of t h e  
T-1 planning factor currently being ueed by Reese AFB 
in the Joint Cross Service Group Functional Analysis? 
Didn't thie unduly penalize Reeee AFB considering that 
their T-38 planning factor its 28% veraue a current 
planning factor for the T-1 of approximately 1721 

o AIRSPACE AND FLIGHT TRAINING AREAS: 

@ The BRAC Commissionere and staff were advimed during 
the site Visit that the Air Force found discrepancios 
in the airspace data for Reese AFB and Vance AFB. 
Since diecrepancies were found in airspaoe available 
for training for thesa2two bases, did the Air Force 
review the other ~ i r  Force UPT baeee? If they did, 
what were the rosulto? 

The BRAC  omm missioners and s t a f f  were also informed @ during the Site Visit that the Air Forfa found a 
diecrepancy with the count of Military Training Routee 
(MTRs) for Reeee AFB versus the count used in the 
functional analyeie (14 in latest review versus 9 
reported in the analysis). Has the Air Force reviewed 
the counts for the other baeee? If 80, what were t h e  

- r e s u l t s ?  

Why did the Air Force measure the distance to airspace 
available for trzining to the leaCing edge of the 
airspace instead of the geograptic center to better 
reflect the ~ c t u n l  flying distance required to reach 
working blocks cf airspace? 

Why did the Air Force place so much weight on the total 
number of MTRs? Wouldn't it cause problems for 

Q 
scheduling time on these training routee if there were 
lots of MTRs in the local area ueed by other bases 
(i-e., makes it more difficult to deconflict traffia)? 

Why if Vance AFB had 32 MTRs within 100 nm of it6 base 
did it find it neceseary to create 4 new routes to 
accommodate the T-l? 

0 AIRFIELDS: 

o Congrassman Combest has maintained all along that the 
Air Force did not give Raese AFB enough credit for tho 
availability and use of Lubbock International Airport 
(LIA). Why did Reeoe reaeive a "Now in t h e  Joint Crose 
Service Group Functional Analysis when asked if they 
have an outlying field with IFR capability, considering 
the proximity, availability and capability of LIA? 



o PROXIHITY TO OTHER SUPPORT FACILITIES: 

Why did Reeee AFB receive a ''No1* in the Joint Crose 
service Functional Analyeis for existence of "Two or 
norm othar airfields in the area that could eupport 
pilot training (primary, airlift/tanker, etc.)? With 
LIA and many other capable airfield nearby, such am 
Midland, Amarillo, Dyeue AFB, Cannon AFB, Shappard AFB, 
Altua AFB and Roswell, all of which are used as divert 
fields for T-376 and auxiliary fielde for T-38s and 
T-18. 

0 SERVICES : 

@ Why did the Joint Cross Service Group Functional 
Analymis only measure adequacy of housing and not 
whether it met Air Force "Whole House Standards" which 
would be a batter measure of its worth/condition and 
the requirement for additional expense to upgrade it? 

o Why were the tlNumber of children on the waiting list, 
and average wait for ahildren on the waiting listtt used 
am measuremonte of capability/capscity in the Joint 
Crosm Service Group Functional Analysis? Aren't those 

- factors greatly influenoad by local policy and 
employment conditions ( i . e . ,  some bases allow 
contraatore on base to use the facilities, some ~ l l o w  
individuals to place their name on the list as a place 
holder, and where employment is high, and where on- 
beme houeing occupancy is high these rates could be 
expected to be high)? 



LARRY COMBEST 
W T M  DUTnKT. T I M I  

CWRMAN 
PERMANENT #ELECT COMMilTEE 

ON IMELLIOENCE 

CONGRESStlAN Co t  1BEST 

April 7, 1995 

Liautenant Colonel Merrill L. Beyer I11 
Defenea Bas. Cloeure and Realignment 

Commimmion 
1700 N. Moors Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Daar Colonel Bmyar: 

I would like to forward the enclosed questions for your 
consideration regarding the Joint Croes service Working Group's 
Funational Analyois and its affect on Reese A i r  Force Base. 

I certainly appreciate your willingnesm and dedication to fully 
analyzo this very diffioult set of issues. Please oall on me or 
my staff if we can be of any f u r t h e r  assistance in this matter. 

LC/rBl 
Encloeure 



Document S eparator 
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LARRY COMBEST 
,nu o u r n ~ c ~ ,  n-a 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT B E L H n  COMMITTEE 

O N  INTELLIOENCE 

M M M l m E  ON AaRICULTURE Boude of Beptesentatibte 

April 7 ,  1995 
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Liautenant Colonel Merrill L. Beyer I11 
Defense Bame Closure and Realignment 

Cornmiamion 
1700 N. Moore Street, su i te  1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Colonel B8y.r: 

I would like to forward the enclosed gueetions for your 
conmidaration regarding the Joint Croes Service Working Groupte 
Funational Analymis and its affect on Reese A i r  Force Baae. 

I certainly appreciate your willingnesm and dedication to fully 
analyze thie very diffiault set of issues. Pleas. aall on me or 
my staff if we can be of any further assistance in this matter. 



ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR AIR FORCE 
REGARDING REESE AFB 

0 GENERAL: 

o Why did the Air Force uee portion6 of the ~ o i n t  Cross 
Service Group Functional Analysis results for its 
Flying Training ~issions evaluation and the Navy did 
its own separate analysio to determine military value 
and which Navy base to close? 

o Has the Air Force scrubbed the Joint Croas Service 
Groupe D-PAD model for calculation errors? The BRAC 
commissioners and staff have been advised that there 
are inetances of incorrect formulas and incorrect 
results being used in the ranking of bases. 

0 MANAGED TRAINING AREAS: 

o Why did Reese AFB get a tcNort answer on the Joint Cross 
Service Group ~unctional Analysis when asked if they 
had "Alert Airspace controlled/owned by the 
installation that supports training?'@ ~ h i a  response 
cost them points in tho evaluation of several 
functional areas. Reese AFB does own and control Alert 
Airspace which is uaed for training. 

o WEATHER : 

o Why was percent of time ceiling and visibility better 
than 1,000 ft. and ceiling of 3 miles given weight in 
addition to 1,500 ft. and 3 miles; isn't 1,500/3 the 
key weather faator for Air Force operations? Isn't the 
important factor for Air Force operations the 
meaeurement of ceilinge and visibility greater than 
1,500/3 which ie the key decision point in Air Force 
training operations? 

o Why was so much weight placed on crosswinds in the 
Joint Cross Service Group Functional Analysis? Is it 
tho largeet cause of weather cancellation/rescheduling? 
Aren't significant numbers of sortiebi lost due to 
forecasg icing vs. actual crosswinde? 

o Why was so little weight put on actual attrition 
experience in the Joint Cross Service Group Functional 
Analysis and very heavy weight put on a single weather 
meaeurement (crosswinde) and on planning factors which 
contain other non-weather related loas  factore euch as 
maintenance and operations losses? Isn't attrition 
experienced an overall measure of a base's performance? 



o Why was the T-38 planning factor used in lieu of the 
T-1 planning factor currently being used by Reese AFB 
in the ~ o i n t  Cross Service Group Functional Analysis? 
Didn't thia unduly penalize Reeee AFB considering that 
their T-38 planning factor ie 28% veroue a current 
planning factor for tho T-1 of approximately 1723 

0 AIRSPACE AND FLIGHT TRAINING AREAS: 

o The BRAC Comiesionere and staff were advised during 
the Site Visit that the Air Force found discrepancies 
in the airspace data for Reese AFB and Vance AFB. 
Since discrepancies were found in airspace available 
for training for thess2two bases, did the Air Force 
review the other Air Force UPT basae? If they did, 
what were the reeulto? 

o The BRAC Commieaioners and staff were also informed 
during the Site Visit that the Air Force found a 
diecrepancy with the count of Military Training Routes 
(MTRs) for Reeoe APB versus the count used in the 
functional analyeie (14 in latest review VersuB 9 
reported in the analysis). Has the Air Force reviewed 
the counts for the other baaee? If 60, what were the 
results? 

o Why did the Air Force meaeure the distance to afrepace 
available for training to the leading edge of the 
airspace instead of the geographic center to better 
reflect the actual flying distance required to reach 
working blocks of airspace? 

o Why did the Air FOX. place so much weight on the total 
number of MTRs? Wouldn't it cause problem6 for 
scheduling time on these training routee if there were 
lots of MTRs in the local area used by other bases 
(i.e., makes it more difficult to deconflict traffia)? 

o Why if Vance AFB had 32 MTRe within 100 nm of its base 
did it find it neceseary to create 4 new routee to 
accommodate the T-l? 

0 AIRFIELDS : 

o Congreesman combest has maintained all along that the 
Air Force did not give Reeee AFB enough credit for the 
availability and use of Lubbock International Airport 
(LIA). Why did Reese receive a "Nott in the Joint Croee 
Service Group Functional Analysis when asked if they 
have an outlying f i e l d  with IFR capability, considering 
the proximity, availability and capability of LIA? 



o PROXIMITY TO OTHER SUPPORT FACILITIES:  

o Why did Reeee AFB receive a "Now in the Joint Cross 
service Functional Analyeie for existence of nTwo or 
morm other airfields in the area that could aupport 
pilot training (primary, airliftltanker, etc.)? With 
LIA and many other capable airfield nearby, such as 
Midland, Amarillo, Dyeme AFB, Cannon AFB, Shrppard AFB, 
Altus AFB and Roewell, all o r  which are used as divert 
fialde for T-37s and auxiliary fields for T-38s and 
T-1s. 

0 SERVICES : 

o Why d i d  the  Joint Croee Service Group F'unctional 
Analysi~ only meaeure adequacy of houeing and not 
whether it met ~ i r  Force "Whale House Standardsvt which 
would be a better measure of its worth/condftion and 
the requirement for additional expense to upgrade it? 

o Why were the "Number of children on the waiting list, 
and average wait for ahildren on the waiting listw uaed 
as mrasuromente of capability/capacity in the ~ o i n t  
Cromc Service Group Functional Analysis? Aren't those 
factors greatly influenaed by local policy and 
employment conditions ( i . e . ,  some baeea allow 
contraatore on base to use the facilities, some allow 
individuals to place their name on the llot as a place 
holder, and where emploptent is high, and where on- 
barn8 housing occupancy is high these ratee could be 
expected to bo high)? 
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Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Rediznrnen~ Commissian 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington. Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chailmm: 

As you prepare for your Apiil 17h heruing o n  the Joint Cross-Service Working 
Groups' involvement in the Pentagon's base closure and realignment recom~nendations. we 
would be most appreciatlvc ~f you would raise a number of issues wit11 rcgud to the 
consolidation of undergrdduaie pilot o-dining. Enclosed are a number oi questions t h a ~  you 
and the commissioners nlay want to put before the witnesses. 

We applaud the addition of tht: joint cross-service working gl-oups into the base 
closure process. They pi-ovided a new and ilnportar~t analysis that considered joinmws and 
the consolidation of roles and missions. Unfortuna~ely, in the case oi' undel-griduae pilot 
training, the Pentagon acted on only half of' tilt: mission. While they agreed that 
introductory fixed wing training operations could bz consolidated between the Air Fotrz 
and rhe Navy, the Pentagon chose not to act on rile recommendation to cor~solidarz primary 
helicopter training between the Navy and cht: A~my.  We believc chat chis is a grave 
mistake, and a missed opportunity to provide h e  American taxpayer with signiticsnt cost 
savings. ,' 

Mr. C ~ M .  we can no longer sfford unnecessary duplications in  he military 
-when morr: e cient and equally effective training mangemznts are available. The 

co~lsolidation of primary helicopter wining is long ovcrdue. and wt: hope that you and tht: 
other commissioners will cousider this oppol-[unity during your dclibcl-arions of chc 1995 
base closure process. 

With best regat-ds. we are 

Sincerely yours. 



17 APRIL 1995 

111 November of 1994. Lbc Joint Cross-Servicx Group on Undcrgr3durltr Pilot Training submitted ~hrce  
different alternatives for considemtion by Ule u~lilary drpmlrncs and Sccrclrrry Perry. Accordilig 10 documents 
submittal to Lbe BRAC, tach alternative reduced excess capacity whilc ma1113in111g h~&h ~nil imy value. Fmcll of 
t h e  three alternatives cunslstently recommended consolidating all mllltary undergraduate 
hellcopter pilot trnining at Fort Rucker.  

However. these recommendatio~ls were not adhered to in there entirety. Secrcwy Perry chose not to 
consolid;lte LJHPT at Fort Ruckrr s recouunended due to high MKCON coht.; associaied r v ~ t l r  c los~~lg Whiting 
NAS. Hc then directed consolidsting all Navy initial fixed wing training at W hiiirrg N A S .  

'Why IS 11 Ulst consolidation of UI-IPT at Rucker wiu not adi~pud" 
Since the Navy is moving dl of 16 1n1bd fmcd wmg rrani~ig to Whiting NAS, wouldn't Iim~tcJ \pice be 

freed-up if LJHPT was moved k> Ft. Ruckcr? 
From an efficiency. doesn't it makc bcnse to have 311 inrual rotary wing mining J d u c t d  ai OIK I~~aho l l "  

On M,mh 30. 1993 General Colin Powell \latzd 3t Ule ILouse Armed Services C'ornrnitlcc A m y  I'r~s~urz 
H w n g  that. "I believe Ux proper place to do the centralization (of LJHPT) ;md wllr're ~t cat k done very well IS ac 
Fon Ruckrr. Ahbma".  I-Ie went on to c i y ,  "I am committed to push t h ~ \  a< llard as posslhle because there x r  reiil 
savulgs here and fhis s where we ought to find tile mvings." 

The cost to mlsfer che UI-IPT operation at Whit~ng Field to Fort Ruckrr 1s less ha1 Sl8 million dollars. 
In 1997, Ihc DoD IG rzprred rlut relmauoii of UI IP'C to FOIT Rucker would slvc ;a Ick\t $79 1n~l11on dollars over 5 
Y-* 

' Ls this savings eshls te  sull valid t o d i y ?  

In a proposal w the Rolrs & Missloi~s Commission. Ule Army has sfi~ted that by coa.solidah~lg dl pnl1m-y 
DoD rotary wing raining. integration ,and srm&udizauon mong  012 scrvlccs would be cnhAnced ro tnlly .;uppon 
.joinmess. Each of h e  services wvulJ conrinuc to provide ~clvzi~illced mining for meu own unlilue i15pcctb uC roLuy 
wing aviation. 

The h y  has the capacity to triun ;ill of DoD's p r i ~ m y  lillclicoptrr pilot requu-ements without any need for 
expansion or new consuuction. 

From cui efficiency and inuropel-ability smdpoin~. dorsn'~ it m:kc .bcrlsc Tor nll inur?ilucro~y helicopter 
pilot mining to be coriducled by uie Anny'? 

During the BRAC 95 Navy hriiring earlier Ui~s ycu ,  Ciclreral Mundy coliln~rnted dlat in die IC)71)'s Lllc 
Anny was mining Marine helicopter pilots, and hat this rurmvlgcmzlrr worked very well. 

' Is there any reason why tJl(: Miui~ie Co~ps couldti'c return u, Ulis man~ernent? 

In 1991. the JCS rcpon on Rolb tk MISS~OJ~S recoui~~lellded consolid~tion of all prirnirry hcliulplcr vairii~lg 
with the A m y .  A team led by the Navy was ~iskcil by Sccrcmy of Defense Aspin to review this recummenckitiorl. 
Their findings concluded h t  consolidation would need 10 be pi11 on hold until prunaiy training for both fixed wing 
and rotuy wing could bz cvduutzd togcdter. the jervicr nrrd operating cosls of thc ncw TH-67 wincr llsd k e ~ ~  
determineb and that the decision would be made w i h  the conlcxt i~ i  a h % e  closure round. 

' Each of these points has been satisfied, yet DoD only adup& h e  fixed wlng portii)~ill ol tile Cross-Service 
Group recommend3tioo. Why wns rotvy wing training ignnrcd'? 



Earlrer &is year. h e  Navy testified belore ~ l ~ c  B R A C  95 commission thi~t Lht: cu~\s~lidstion of Navy 
helicopter wining with the Army w s  not feasible bzcnuse ii was a "people" I ~ J C .  or 3 q d i t y  of life issue :tnd thnt 
Navy Pilots fly in morc csmme wr3tller conditions at Scii diiu1 tJlc Anny does. If that in facf is the case, why JIXS 

 he Penlagon continue to request Army helicopters and pilots to support naval mtssions? 

A nrrmber of . A m y  r~~isstons in supporr of Naval apcrrurions: 

" Shipboard opemions involving rhe .by's 18Lh h b m e  Corps; UN-60's. OH-SPNC's. 
iU.1- 1's 

" Shipbwd md ovenvalet opzraljons involving the hmly's 4117Ul C A V  (now 1E) with 
OH-58D'~ 

" valid CONOPS missio11 tohy 
- - . .  

1994: ( - 7 p ~ o n  I l-~emocr;lcv - Hiriri 
" lOLh Mounhlr Dlvuron operated from the LISS Eisrnhower 
" OH-58D's llsd extensive rnissiuns privr r c ~  Illvaslon 
" UI-I-60's, CH-47'5. OH-58AIC'z 3nd Al-1-1's uansported trcwps ;c~d ryulpmen[ to che A 0  for 
several 61ys. followed by cumrur~md & corrtrol missions 

Each Army .4viation uni~ has a ruskfor drlpboartl operarions ~ncorponrrcd I I I  lllelr ~IIISSIOII rssenrr~l list c( 
rash. Tlie An11 y rruins for shipboard oprrario~fs nnd petfuntu sh~phoard operations. 

In 1992. MGen. Dave Robh1113, ~l~c.n-Co~nn~andzr ol' die : h y  ~\\ , I ; ILIOII  Center, nored hat one of the rnilrn 
rtasons the Nnvy wras opposed 10 C U I I ~ ~ > ~ I J ~ I J I I ~  UIIS ~ ~ I I I I I F ,  w i h  h e  Army wa\ hc'cnusz Ule Navy used in~tlal fixed- 
wing mining as 3 ''cuuttlng" wol lor sludenrs. 

' Do you bdieve Uis to be U l e  case. nnd is thrre m y  Icg1llrn3rz reason why the Navy need-5 tllis e x m  
"cutting" tool? 

' Could the Navy use the Army's training syllabus lllat places student pilots clircctly inlo  he m w y  wing 
pipeline? 

According to me DoD IG, "Relocating die Nnvv's primary ltelicopter mining to Fon Rtlcker would relieve 
ground and air traffic coi\gesuon at Whiting Field NAS." 

Is tbere a problem with cvngution at Whiting Field. both in the air and on che groulrcl? If so. would 
relocation of ~ l l c  Navy's lJndergradus[e I-[elicopter Pilvt T r - n ~ n g  p r o g m  fire up space at Whiting 
Eeld? 

How does Fort Rucker compa-e WIUI Wlliung with regard ro iivi~il~blc hpxe'? 

' Since the Atmy Umdy owns nearly 60% of dI DoD helic~~picrs. does Fort Rucker have rht: capiicity w 
uain all of DoD's pnlllary brlicoptrr pilot requirernenls'? 
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Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Redisnmzn~ Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chai~mm: 

As you prepare for your Aplil 171.h heuing o n  the Joint Cross-Service Working 
Groups' involvement in the Pentagon's base closure and ~wlignrnznt recom~nendations. we 
would be niost appreciative if you would raise a number of issues with r.egud to the 
consolidation of undergmduaie pilot u-dining. Enclosed are a number oTquestions Lha~ you 
and the commissioners niay want to put before the wirnesscs. 

We applaud  he addition nT:he joint cross-szl-vice working groups into the base 
closure process. They provided a new and imporunt analysis that considered jouiu~zss and 
the consolidation of roles and missions. Unf01-tunately, in h e  case of undel-graduart: pililt 
raining. the Pentagon a c e d  cn only half of thc  mission. While t!ey agreed ihai 
inuoductory fxed wing trsning operations could be consolidated behvzzn the , h r  Forcc 
and rhe Navy, die Penmgon chose not to act on die. recommendation ro consoiidarz p m x y  
helicopter training between the Navy and tht: Army. We bclicvc that h s  is a ')rave 
mistake. and a missed opponuniry ro provide the American taxpayer with signific~tnr cusi 
savings. ,' 

an, we can co longer alford unnecessary duplications in Lhe military 
and equally effective training anngements  are available. The 

co~lsolidation of primary helicopter u a i n i n g  ih long isvcrduc, and wc: hopz ihat you and ~ l i c  
other commissioners will ccnsider this oppol-runitv du~ii lg your delibcnrions a i  rhc 1995 
base closurt., process. 

With best regards. we are 

Sincerely yours. 



Proposed Quest1011s 
Qs -I nb' JnlbT CRn-VICE uC()MMFhVATlr)Ks 

UNDEIZGII.4DUA'E PLOT TR4.bWG 

17 APRIL 1995 

I11 November of 1994, h e  Joint Crosh-Service Group on Undcrgr3duate Pilot Training submitted hree 
different aJtem3tives for cons~demhon by ulililary d z p m ~ z n t s  and Sccrc~luy l'rrry. According lo documents 
submittcj LO the BRAC, each alremative reduced excess cnpnciry whilc rnairrlairrlr~g high ~ n i l i m y  value. of 
the three alternatives conslstcntly recornmerlde-d consolidating all mllltary underg1-aduate 
helicopter pilot trnining at  Fort Rucker .  

However. these recommendatior~s were not adhered to in there entirely. Secrc~riry Perry chose nor LO 

consolidate LJHPT at Fnrt Ruckrr s recouunendrd due lo high MILCON COSL'; ~ S S W ~ I L C L I  r v ~ U h  C ~ O S I I I ~  Wliicing 
NAS. Hc then direced consoLid3bng all Nnvy initial fixed wing mining at Whiling N.4S. 

' Why w I C  Us1 consohdat~on of UI-lFT at Rucker was not adopkd') 
Since the Navy 1s movlng dl of I &  1nlba.I Cmcd wli~g f.ra1111ig to Whmng NXS, wouldn't Ilrni~cd \pace be 

freed-up if LJHW wab movcd U> Ft Ruckcr') 
From an effic~ency. dwsn t ~t makc sense LO have all  111rual r o q  wrng waning deduct4  at one Iixtibo~l' 

On Miuch 30. 1993 General Colin Powell s13red 31 Ule I[ouse Armed Services Cvrnrniucc r u ~ y  Po~ture 
I-icaining lhak "I believe. lllc proper place to do cbe cenualizntion (of LJHt-7) ;\nd wlrcre 11 car k done very well is a( 
Fon Rucku. Ahbama". I4e went on to uy, "I am committed to push r h ~ s  a5 11ard zq possible because mere are real 
mvurgs here and Lbis is where we oughr LO find the =vines." 

Tbe cost to m l s f e r  rhe UI-IPT operation at Whiting Field ru Fon Rucker 1s l e i s  chai $18 million dollars. 
In 1992 thc DoD IG reprred rhut rtlocauon of UI.IY'T to For[ Rucker wur~ld si~vc at I ~ L s ~  $74 ~ n ~ l l ~ o n  dollars over 5 
years. 

' Is &us savings cslinlsre suli valid roday7 

In a propos3J to L ~ c  Roltb SI Miss10113 Comm~sslor.. the .Lmv has st;itt.cI t+at by cr>rl>olid:i~il)g dl p n ~ ~ i s y  
DoD r a w  wing rrxnlng. inre_rrar!on nnc s r n n ~ ~ d i z ~ u o n  amt)ng XIZ  S Z ~ V I C I S  ~ 3 ~ 1 6  5:: znhnncrd ro rn~iy .;upper, 
!oinrness. Each of b e  senrlces uuul t l  conlin~ie !I) p-ovril: sdv2ncrd u2lnlng :'or theu own unlquc ;15pcc'1 UI' r t l ~ v y  
wing aviation. 

The .&my h s  tie c3pac;y !: ::an ; ; I ;  :IF DoD'k ?r,rra;. Ilc!~coorrr pilar re~uil-emsntj wiffloui .my nrrci far 
exps.sioo or new consmcuor. 

- - !-mrn an efficiz~icy and incrcprrril~uity s'mnapc~nt. aorsn'r it n : kc  .\crlsc inr zl1 ~nuoducto~y hehcoprer 
pilot m r n n g  lo or cand~cred by Ulr .9nnyT 

During the B R A C  95 9 a v y  hr;irin~ eari~rr  this year, i i c l l c r ~  b l u n d y  co~nlnzntzd rliar I r :  h e  1970'5 Ulc 
. b y  was mining ili'uine he l i cop~r  pilats. and bar  this n m $ r n e ~ I t  worked very wel l .  

' Is Lhere any reason why 1 1 1 ~  M;mne Co~ps  c'ould~l't retuni 10 Ul~s arrangement? 

In 1991, the JCS rcport un Rolcs 8 M~hs~ons  recommended consolid~tion of all primiq  hclicr~pucr m i n i n g  
with the A m y .  A learn led by the Navy was l~skcil by S C C ~ C ~  ot Defense Aspin to review chis recommenck~tior). 
Their findings concluded rh3t consolidnuon would need to bt: p111 on hold urrtil prun3ry mining for both fixed wing 
and rot:uy wins could be cvduatzcl togclJ1er. 1l1c brrvrce nlld operating costs of rhc ncw TH-67 u i n c r  h:td k e ~ ,  
defermined and @at rhe decision would be made wi[h the conlcxt or u base closure round. 

' Escb of tllese polnis har been ssusfied. :Jet DoD only adopted rile hxcd wing poruon 01 che Cross-Selvicc 
Group recouunendwolr. Why was r o t v j  wing mining ignored'? 



Earlier Ulis year, Ihr Nsvy testified before the BI?AC 95 commission ~ ; I L  the c'ur\wlidation of Navy 
helicopter wainins wirh the Army was not feasible because i t  was a "people" ISSUC, or 3 q d i t y  of life issue :tnd that 
Navy Pilots fly in morc csucme weaU~er conditions ;I[ sen (h~111 thc Anny does. If  that in fact is thr c;tbr. why does 
the Pentagon continue to request Army llelicoprcrs and pilots lo suppor[ 113vaI I I I I S S ~ O ~ S ' ?  

A nrtmber of Army rnisrrons in supporr ofNaval opcrruf io~ .  

" Shipboard o p s ~ o a s  involving the A r m y ' s  18th h f b o n l e  Corps: U1-l-bO's. OH-58AiC'b. 
AI-I- 1's 

J987: OD- 
" Shipbwd md ovenv3ter operations involving the . b \ y ' s  4117th C.4V (now 1i2) with 

OH-58D'~ 
" vdid CONOPS mlsslolr ro&y 

1994: Onerntion -acv - H;~iti  
" l O ~ h  Mountaiairr Division operated from the USS Ei~cahowzr 
" OH-58D's hsd extensive missions priur LO il~vasion 
" UI-1-60's. CH47's. OH-58AiC'i acid Al-1-1's vansported ncwps iilld cqulprnent to  he .40 for 
several days. followed by cr>rmnand & co~wol missions 

Each Arrny .4viarion ltnir has a 1askJor .rhlpboard operarrorrs ~ncorportrrrd ir l  ftlerr rtlrSStorI essenrrnl 11x1 (,j 
rash. nre Anr~y trairujior' s/~rpt,oard o~~rratior~s nnd perfunru. si~rpbourd operarrons. 

In 1392, MGcn. Dilvc Robbt~ls. Illrn-(:or~ln~ar~dcr ot' che .my Xvi;~rtoii Crnrrr., noted r l n t  one of the rnntn 
reasons the Navy w , ~  oppc~sed Lo col~soliclaul~g his uaitlulg with the Army wa.\ hccause Ule Navy used initial fixed- 
wing training as a "cutting" Loo1 for students. 

' Do you bdreve Uus to be the case, and IS there ruly Icg~runxr rzasoll why h e  Nilvy nwdh Uliz 2 x m  
"curtu~g" tooi7 

' Could a e  Navy use the Army's minin:: svllabul; Lh3~ pL3cts s[udenr pilots (iirectiv lnLo ~Llr rotary wl~lg 
pipeliw? 

.4ccording.[o the DoD IG, "Relocating thc Navv's p r i r n q  l~el~copcer waning  to Fnn Ruckcr would re l i eve  
ground and air traffic cor~gestion at Whiring Field NAS." 

' Is there R problem with cungcxuon at Whititrg Field. both in the air and on ale groulrd? If so, would 
relocation of h c  Navy's Llnderg~adunte I-Ielicopcer Pilot Trarting program free up spat: nt Whiting 
Field? 

' How does Fort Ruckrr cornpart: will] Wliiung wirh regard ro itvi~ilahlc: spxr'? 

Since the . U n y  ctlrmdy owns nearly 80% oi all DoD helicvptcrs, does Fort Rucker have rhe capxcity u) 
min all of Doll's p n m a y  Llrlicoprer pilot requiremcncs'! 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 

March 30, 1995 REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable William "Mac" Thornberry WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Thornbeny: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
to examine the model the Air Force used in making its recommendation for closure of Reese Air 
Force Base. I appreciate your strong interest in the Commission and its process. 

You may be certain that the Commission staff is actively reviewing the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendation for Reese as well as its analysis of Undergraduate Pilot Training 
(UPT) bases. The Commission intends to hold a hearing on April 17, 1995, in Room 216 of the 
Hart Senate Office Building which will examine the Joint Cross Service Group's analysis of UPT 
bases. The UPT portion of the hearing will begin at 1 P.M. 

You can be assured that the information you have shared with the Commission will be 
utilized during the review and analysis process. 

Again, thank you for your letter. Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission 
whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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JOE SCARBOROUGH 
TST C ~ S T ~ T T .  FLORIDA 

NATIONAL SECURITY 
COMMIlTEE 

GOVERNMENT REFORM AND 
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

WASWINGTON OFFICE: 

1523 L o ~ o w o r l w  H o u w  OrrtcE BUILDING 
WASMUGTON. DC 20515 

,202) 2254136  
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April 17, 1995 : --  .. . - ; .,$ ,-b,-cG j 

. . . --*4?5!!&2/ 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

- - 
1733 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The attached information is in response to the questions you asked Department of Defense 
officials at the April 17, 1995 Joint Cross-Service Group hearing on Undergraduate Pilot 
Training. This information should be submitted for the official record. I hope this sheds some 
additional light on the issue of consolidation of helicopter training. 

Sincerely, 

d ? & & ~ -  Mem r of Congre 

DqlNTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



THX CAOP FOR USING 1'IXfP-WINO AIRCRAPT JN ROTARY-WXNO 
PILOT TRACX BLLtlCTION AND TRAININO 

CORM issuao raiatod to aviation iaf zas tr~ctcrs  r ~ q ~ i r ~  
another ravfew of the iusuri iutrounding halicoptrr p i l o t  
t r a i n i n g  and ths Navy pract ice of uring i n i t i a l  fixed-wing 
training t o  aelect and t ra in all atvdent naval rviatorn, 
includinq thaae that eventually aelect for rotary-wing ~ipelinea, 
~lthouqh a number of attempts have been made, by both servfcse, 
to eonrolidato holicoptar truisinq, a recent j o i n t  N a v y / m  
a tudy d e t e = i t l ~ d  thst ths c~z:fr-t mgzs~m -C-A--~ m a o t m  bapartmaac 
of tha ~ a v y  .andas requirammt aad i s  pranuatly tha 1ma.t aastly 
i g ~ r o & U &  to produafsq N & v y  hmJaooptmr ~flot., a 

In determining training tequirementa, tho Navy f irr t 
dotennines whht the mirnion requirunmts &re for a grrduato. 
ultimately a graduate muat be rand for a miarioa, or the nrxt K phsso of training, t B e  f irst  t i m e  s/uhe r o t s  f oo t  in thm 
aircraft. The Navy/Marine CO-P undergraduate halicoptar pilot 
trsinfnq ( V H P T )  progrka is banad on the requirmentr for r f l ee t  
naval aviutor , 

Tne Department of the Navy has long believed that providing 
c m o n  primary fixed-wing f l i  A t  training t o  a l l  Navy and W i n e  I Corps pi lo tr  provides a benef t that afgnificantly excemds tha 
coat. Thia belief wae validated by a Center For N8val Anslyrsa 
(cNA) study puSlf ahsd in January, 1 9 9 4 .  The CNA 8 tudy conoluded 
that * x i  pf&aZina &rsigpmont. aru mado wiUout u a h g  prfaaxy 
i l i q h t  8aor.n, then qu82ity di#tributiona in t h m  ffxd- a d  
rotary-wiaq pipelinma rill 8hiitm and wdplicciaq thr, aurrrrrf Raw 
p#Amaxy in to  tww n-ra te trrpka, sotazy pri- and fiwal-rrirrg 
psiwry, aould i n a m r e  rttritfon i f  ouzruat #turd@& are 
amfataiaul. A t t r i t i o n  would be hfqhor In a@& traak tbUl $n tha 
gr~rene-unirisd g r i ~ r y  and thu. would bm hi  #her ewzal2. l%fa 
Fncrearad attrition muec bii iiccc'~r;teU Eor i r 7  the N s - i  rref~ling 
flight hour budget, Zncreasing attrition wiii incrrase the cart  
of traiaicg and require incrrasod 8ecasofona. I n  addition, the 
study f orwardo the following trsf ning aonoidrrati on8 : 

WTha motor #k i fJ r  rad l a a r ~ r d  LY#mza#8n needad t o  f J y  
half oo~eara #nd f i n d - + f a r  8irpl.a.8 i a  forwrrd fliqht un 
aZaw8~ u u a g l y  tho #ma. . . Qarra 8killr 8- trua8iarabl8. a 

~ l y i a g  half coptax. i s  hums mods i a  d f i f a r a t  $ram f2ydng 
tbua is f o m r d  f l lvht  w d s .  Pros a training rtra&oint, i t  
fa  8 a d b i o  t o  f frae  tedcb rotam-wfaq plZots f o r n r d  C l i ~ b t  
fa fixad-wing ~ r a f a u .  8tud.rrt  pi lot .  aaa thm m o w  t o  
hazfoogtua whet. they ao~ufra  spaufa1Zised fJiqht rkf218.m 



r8cmr i l f  ght training,  partf g v l a r l y  nrvf q a t f  on m d  
ia.trunat f lying,  inwl-r rkllla that rrs not a$acliic to 
r part iuular  type oC af rcraf t " 

The A i r  Porco alno supports the concept of underpradua:o, 
2rimary fixad-wino training for its helicopter pilot8. In 
Doc.mbor 1992 the Aesintant Secratary of the Air Force atated,  

, . fix&- w i n g  trafnlnq bafors rotary-uiaq training produeoa a 
bottmr trainad h a l i c o p t u  pilot f o r  ZaJa money. Though the A i r  
Force previou8ly has n o t  affordad early-on tlxed-win t r a in ing  to P their hallcoptar pilots. leaving that option t o  ~ f o v  do Air Force 
helicopter p i l o t 8  that t r a i n i n g  latar a t  ita fixed-wing 
t r a m i t i o n  school et Vance AFB, Oklahoma, tho A i r  ?or06 ha. now 
decided t o  provide the trainin u~ f r o n t  with tire i ~ i r m s n i a t i o n  
of Specialired Undorgraduats ? P l o t  Tra in iw (BUPT) program. EUPT 
a l so  provides the A i r  Porca a t o o l  for krack clas~ification in a 
system identical t o  the Navy'a current praatios.  

Looking t o  tha fu ture ,  the liaes between flxed and rotary- 
w i n g  aircraft begin t o  blur.  The DON plm8 to raglace muoh of 
i t a  Marins Corpr a - 4 6  Fleet with tho V-12 tilt-rotor airoraft. 
Thia vehiclo i n  unique in t h ~ t  it combiner flight characreriati 
of f ixed and rotary-winq aizcraf t. A Wlrine C o l ~ o  atud ha8 

through 6 hybfid of fixed and rotary-wing training. 
r shown that the m o a t  affective mom8 of training V - 2 2  p i  eta i 8  

I n  addition, combat hrlicoptcr delign im now inoorporating 
perfomnco cp&litiss eassntial for modsn warfare harstofora 
only witnessed i n  fighter o r  attack aircraf t .  AE theas d e s i m  
bqc3me mere advanced, and helicoptars are mployed i n  d a a i o n a  
auch aa a i r  to-air combat the proper three-dissnaional 
situational awaransaa trairrinp, curtantly provided only by fLxoQ- 
wing t r a iner  aircr.ft, m a t  be afforded these crowan.IF$ora. (liven 
prsaent trainar aircraft limltntionr, and the path by which horn 
trainsr aircraft procuramentr .re prooarding, only fully 
acrobatic trainere mch 8 a  the Joint  Prinaw Aircraft Training 
SYH:EI (JPAT9) or T-34C will be capable of intaqratlna thmaa 
skill6. N8i1-h.r tho Na TH-5'; nor the Army Tii-67 i s  ub1s $3 "r accolapli~~h t h i s  degrae o maneuvering. hr8hinp this traininp t o  
a later goint  i n  the training pipe l ine ,  using. odvmced 
halicopt~rn. would incrraae the coat t o  train since opmrating 
costs for more advanced helicopter8 are 3 to 4 t a . 8  more thm 
the T-34C or JPAT3. ~ddftion~lly, the attrition rate n o m l l  
aw.rl@nced during Lhe a~robatic ~ h a a e  o f  training muld now %a 
~ e r i o n c e d  af tar  a greater anount of tima urd money ha8 b8ea 
inveatod in thm atudent. 

C s a t  o i  training i a  always an i#*uo t o  be weighad againat 
requiromeats. ~ h m  Navy T-34C Is tho least costly tltqht trainar 
in DOD mcl i t s  uee resu l t s  in the Navy having a lorat Cur~intl~m 
f l i g h t  training comt than othcr n e ~ i c s 8 .  The i8tpact 05 
oparating coat8 f o r  JPATS rumin8 to be dot8nnin.d following 
source aslsction asd t~sting. 



Pixrd-wing prima t ra in ing  r m i n r  a valuable a m o d i t y  in 
under~r&duato nav.1 av Y ation training, aad in m y  ca8ed ii  
critically noceraary, ~ h i b  ~ r a c t i a a  f o r  Navy, Mdrinr Corpr, hir 
Force and Corrt Guard primary t raining was urdorrod by CJCB in 
the February, 1993 "wort on Rola6 and M i s r i ~ n a , ~  Currently, 
tho T-34C i r  the l m r r t  cort ly trainfi i ,  including helicopters, to 
operate. However, once a JPATB candidate has been ralactod and 
ryatem toatfng refines currant preliminary JPATS operating cont 
eat inaten,  tha isaue will need t o  be reviaitrci to detmminr what 
amount of fixed-wing instruotion ehould continue within the 
N a v l r  rotary-wing training pipeline. Thr insue h# amrous 
optaonr including retaining 1-34C a8scte for a portion of Naw 
9rims-q 5ll;rht t ~ ~ l ~ i ~ q .  



1. The lMnrine COTS strvngly supports prcsming ,Vaval.4 liarion Hcfizopter Training at 
L W S  Whiting. 

The .&my will nor be ab!e 10 train Naval Senicc %tar?( Wing pilcrs to the nandards rh3t rhe 
3-aval Scnices have come to cxlect .  The bottom line on this plan is, if rhc Naval Services 
lose cognizance over their undergraduate hdicopter  pilot training philosophy and tlnique 
infrastructure at S.AS Whiting, it *onid have ro recunstrilct them in their Fleer: 
Replacement Squadrons (FRS) a t  much higher costs to  train . The A i  plan does not 
address quality of tninin_c and is simpl'j asserrirr~ dtar, because che ozms the na.jonry of the 

Narion's helicopt~r assets, it should control then dl. 

2 .  The ~Uuri~ze Corps does nor suppun moving nnjf iVnvrrl Srrvice Under,ararlun.t~! Hklicapfcr 
Pilot Train-in.g ro Fnri Auckcr, A?. 

To understand wllat this proposd would do for the '?;.val Service Rarary Wing ~ i . a i o i n ~ ,  or,e must 
look ax the Atmy's tr;ilxing philosophy. .%-my training is designed TO produce a l u g c  aumher of 
pilots in rhe  shorzcst ~ossible time. The Warrant Officer Triiuing Csurse Iasrr about nine weeks, 
consistins of basic avizrion ground school ma bzsic miiitnry skills. Leadershp min ing  is not 
ernphosiz=d. &my wanan t c f i cer  pilots are skilled technicians, not comnlissioned oi5cer Icaders. 
The Army produces what the Navd Sewiccs would consider candinonally q~rwlified pilots 
with minfmum flight time aad very bnric skins. Xcwly designated pilots are expected to  
perfom orJy as co~iiots  under :he supervision of a senior warrant offics for :A= rlexr t'cw yezis. 
This rr&ing phiio.;apity n a y  work wcl! for the .*my, bur is conuzy to Xival Servict 
requirz~ents  that herve junior oficers ope:atins wirh rzpidly increasing levels afrespcnsibi1i~- ns 

of s ~ z I I  detachments at sea. 

a. Other cf cancern with 

- Army h s I ~ r n e n t  t l i ~ h t  training is directed Lo 111: F z U  minimunr of 5 0  hours 2nd .L-m>l 
o3or.s art  no1 50,=1!j. CX;=IC~ 50 ~ t ~ ,  : $ ~ ~ d ! y  dy ;rK Srdrd P k a i  AGi,arc:s Sy o v s  7 4C) - 
hours of IFR in boih rhc aircizft znd s ~ ~ ~ ~ J ~ . s c o I -  ( 80 hr simularor/GO hr ir, AjC). To ttnnsfer 
rraining fro811 flight school to the FRS would increase cosr by about 400% per 1lou1-. 

- Other costs ;hi? t o  the F-XS to compenc2te ;br reduced :light ;rainins. -Amy pilots g s  
wi~lgs wid1 about 150 ill ~ n f s  wld 30 sirnulttor hours vice Xa~al.4viarors 203 Right hours and  80 
simuIatar hcurs. Thir rrainiag <:!:a wculd have TO be cornperlsared somtwhcrc in Yaval Senpice 
rraining. 

- .4viators si.;?u2;ing fium ;i;-mjr flies rr&iny wculd have to receive si~nificant training 
in thc .FRS (vmre ccs: shining t z  FRS) on the  "s~I-vice unique missions" ?hat the A r q  would nos 
teach ar Forr Ruckcr 

- Facilities a: Fort Rncker are no t  rhc quality of  XAS W'hitirrg. C e ~ i r ~ ?  ::CJ the Xrny . . 
staremen:.s, sigrtiE:tzt 4TiTCON wiii be needed ro cor,sciida:z rhc :r;ln)r,g (eg., movzrnel7r 3i 



sirnulalor's and hclicoprers). .gso, rhc qualiry and capaciry ofRuckcr r'smiIy houshs is of 
concen. 

2.  The Army plan nmirs rhc mwlurianary emergurcr ofthe V-22 and tilrrotor kchnoloq.  

.a slated bel'orc, the h n y  has no interes~ in duotor avicrion, the fururc o f  Marine medium lift 
aviation a d  the Ccrps' largest venical lift requirenent. The Army sees aviation fu'u~urc in 
helicoplel'~ only. The lead on all aspects of tiItroror maintenance, training, and doctrine lies with 
the :Marine Corps. 

a. .4spectzi of the Tiltrclror Trc,hologica~ RevoIution 

- hiV-22 ~raininQ/ccnversion. Tlte . m y  instirutional focus is helicoprer only. From the 
m y ' s  point of vim, only hclicoprers can scrve die !my' s  rqu i remcn~s ,  The Marine  Carps 
anticipates no assisrance/proponcncy 5nm the to  a~sist in bPP-23. requirements. 

. .- - I ~lrrotor technolohg itself will force helicoptcr users CDaD and ci:il) to reevduarc the 
*say helicup~rvs u c  uscd and which aircnfi suit ihc v e n i a l  assault miision.' *,the tiltroror is in x 
~osicion TO replace all hc1icc~ter Cunctions in all buc the "heavy lie'' (m-1) .rissiori. 

. - The size of t l ~ e  iaitial buy, indudbig rhe Sa?. ,GI- Farce, and M'arine Corps, forces the 
Don to re-zluate flight trainins for this A/C (wha, how, whcre, and why), Again, thc Marine 
Corps his the l a d .  

- Tiitroror is able t o  i&e on the  iighr arrack helicopter m d  aerial o'uservarior. rnissicjn wit11 
a s i n ~ l e  airframe. Tilrroror could cvcuti:rIly 31 all Mz+ne C o n s  Sdicoprer nissicns, excep 
H k i .  This could make moct the Armj;': f l i ~ h t  training, vi:-a-vis ;he Xzvd Servicr;. 

4 .  Thz Marinc Cnrp-f, feels rhnr servicr? rcquirenrents slzould {/rive rkir disrussion~ rn7he.r thar, 

prospecrive ccunor~ric savings. 

Marinc Corps is uequivocal in its po~itioc on 1kd3 '~ccic. Cansalidaiion mzy benefit ;he 
Arln~,  bur i~ would $really ic?utc ;he quality of xaining for the Yavd Services, eftecii~~g borh 
opzrationd readiness and sd:ty. 



Train Like You Fight! 

The United States militarj must concentrate on how to train the best capable pilot predicated on 
mission requirements and economics, but never solely on economics. 

The United States Army ar;d Navy each conduct their own respective helicopter flight training 
programs for a very good reason ... the ultimate combat eilvironment that each serviczs noorates -r-.-- 

in is inherently diiferent, demanding an emphasis cn different aviation skills appropriately learned 
in their respective aviation programs. 'Train Like You Fight", is a reality based on 85 years of 
flisht training experience. What differentiates Army and Navy Heiicopter Flight Training is not the 
quality of the st~dent, instructors or aircrait but the ultimate combat environment that each serrice 
operates in and the respective missions that its aviators are expected to accomplish. 

The Army Helicopter pilot is trained to support the Army mission on land. i.e. "in the field". 
Cansequently, their training programs logically emphasize the daylnight contact (with visual 
reference to the horizon) flying under VMC (Visual Meteorological Conditions) rules, ground 
contact environment in which they operate. Their training necessarily emphasizes low-level 
tactical flyinglnavigation. slope and confined area landingsltakeoffs, tactical formation flying and 
night vision goggle training. Their instrument flying qualification is consequently designed to meet 
only minimum FAA requirements. Upon graduation, the Army helicoptei' pilot has accumulated 

. 157 hours of actual flight time plus an additicnai 30 hours in flight simulators. 

The Navy Helicopter Flight Training Program is conducted first in a fixed-wing T-34C then in the 
TH-57 helicopter. Both syllabuses are instrument intensive, emphasizing daylnight Instrument 
Meteorological Condition CIMC rules), reflecting the capn'cl;ous all weather environment in which 
Nsvy ships with :heir assigned aircraft operate. The Primary fixed-wing phase enables the Navy 
to accelerate the student pilcts adaptation to an instrument environment by teaching unusual 
attitudes, out-of-control flight and acrobatic flight thus facilitating ccnsequent three-dimensional 
situation awareness that can only be achieved by training in a fully acrobatic fixed-wing aircraft. 
Also compelling is the fact that future military aircraft combine the flight characteristics of fixed- 
wing and rotary-wing aircraft as in the V-22 Osprey and the AVSB Harrier. " 

Obviousiy, Navy piicts fly at sea. In order to assurs the ultimate accomplishment of their 
helicopter missions and because they often operate in areas of the world that do not have 
navigation aides, Navy ships create and maintain their own Instrument Air Traffic Control System 
comprised of shipborne TACANS, RADAR and Aircraft C~ntrollers aboard every ship in the fleet 
at sea. Ships in Navy Battle Groups are tactically widely dispersed at sea often experiencing 
diverse weather phenomena at the sans time. Consequently, Navy Hefos frequently fly IFR while 
conducting their daily routine missions whatever the tactical environment. 

Upon graduation, the Navy Helicopter Pilot will have accumulated a total oi208.4 hours of actual 
flight time plus an additional 80.1 hours in flight simulators. Of the total 208.4 actual flight hours, 
87.5 actual flight hours (42%) are instrument flight hours. Additionally 50% of the academic 
syllabus (191 hours) is devcted to instrcnent :raining. 

Thus the Navy truly fulfills the ideal ... TWIN LIKE YOU FIGh'Ti ... thereby producing a superbly 
'rained helicopter pilot able tc acc~r;7piish the mission. 
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COP6MENTS ON PROPOBED QUEBTIONS FOR 
BRAC 95 HXARINO ON JOINT CROSS-SERVICE RECOMMENDATIONB 

UNDERORRDUATE PILOT TRAINING 

Comment: In November of 1994, the Joint Cross-Service Group on 
Undergraduate Pilot Training submitted three different 
alternatives for consideration by the military departments and 
Secretary Perry. According to documents submitted to the BRAC, 
each alternative reduced excess capacity while maintaining high 
military value. Each of the threo alternatives consistently 
recommended consolidating all military undergraduate helicopter 

--. - 
pilot training (UHPT)  at Ft Rucker. 

However, theae recornendations were not adhered to in their 
entirety. Secretary Perry chose not to consolidate UHPT at ~t 
Rucker aa recommended due to high MILCON costs associated with 
closing Whiting NAS. He then directed coneolidating all Navy 
initial fixed-wing training at Whiting NAS. 

Responee: The recommendation from the Joint Cross Service Group 
was to c o - m a t s  training, not consolidate. Co-location was 
chosen due to significant differences between services in 
training requirements. 

Question: Why is it that consolidation of UHPT at Rucker was not 
adopted? 

Response: The recommendation was to co-locate training at Ft 
Rucker. A move to co-locate results in re-creating NAS Whiting 
Field at Ft Rucker. The large cost to move to Ft Rucker, with 
little savings, is not fiscally prudent. 

Question: Since the Navy is moving all of its initial fixed-wing 
training to Whiting NAS, wouldn't limited space be freed-up if 
UHPT was moved to Ft Rucker. 

Rasponee: While it is true that space is "freed-up" any time 
something is moved from a location, one must look further to 
determine if there is any gain from this "freed" space. In the 
case of NAS Whiting, the current mix of rotary and fixed-wing 
aircraft optimize space utilization since they have requirements 
that c a w e  them to operate in different areas on the ground as 
well as in the air. Consequently, the "freed u p t  space would not 
be usable for the fixed-wing aircraft operating from NAS Whiting 
and therefore there is no gain. In contraat, co-locating similar 
helicopters at Ft Rucker would add to congestion at that field 
and in the training areas. This position was acknowledged in the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel) 
comments on a DoD IG audit dated March 27, 1992. 

Qusation: From an efficiency, doesn't it make sense to have all 
initial rotary-wing training conducted at one location? 

'RAFT 
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Reaponee: Two separate sets of validated requirements drive the 
two training programs, the location for this training, and 
efficiencies derived. The Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard 
training requirements include fixed-wing training for all 
students, emphasis on basic and radio instrument training, 
situational awareness/unusual attitudelaerobatic training and 
shipboard landing training. A t  this time, it is most cost 
effective for the Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard to continue 
with their consolidated training at NAS Whiting. ~ r m y  
requirements are different and training is oriented towards the 
day/night VMC, ground contact environment that supports the ~ r m y  
mission in the field. Different requirements produce 
efficiencies unique to the specific training program at each 
b a ~ e .  . . 

Comment: On March 30, 1993 General Colin Powell stated at the 
House Armed Services Committee Army Posture Hearing that, "1 
believe the proper place to do the centralization (of UHPT) and 
where it can be done very well is at Ft Rucker, Alabama." He 
went on to say, "I am committed to gush this as hard as possible 
because there are real savings here and this is where we ought to 
find the savings." 

The cost to transfer the UHPT operation at Whiting Field to 
Ft Rucker is less than $18 million dollars. In 1992 the DoD IG 
reported that relocation of UHPT to Ft Rucker would save at least 
$79 million dollars over 5 years. 

Responae: The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management 
and Personnel) and the Navy nonconcurred with this portion of the 
DoD IG audit report. The Assistant Secretary believed that the 
audit analysis attempted to compare dissimilar programs and also 
questioned the estimated monetary benefits from relocation. 

Question: Is this savings estimate still valid today? 

Responae: NO. A joint Navy, Marine Corps, Army, Air Force and 
Coast Guard working group recommended, in a 1993 study, 
ZP 

n r e t a i n i n g  a x i s t i n g  Navy h e l i c o p t e r  t r a i n i n g  a t  W h i  tinq F i e l d  and 
con t inu ing  u#e of the T - 3 4 C  . . . T h i n  proven t r a i n i n g  format meets 
Department of the Navy servioe requirmant and i a  p r e s e n t l y  the 
l eant  costly approach to producing Navy helicopter pilots. This 
comment was supported by an analysis of 5 options which each 
included alternative siting at NAS Whiting and Ft Rucker. In 
each case, the cost to consolidate at Ft Rucker was more 
expensive than remaining at NAS Whiting. Cost increases ranged 
from t65.8M to $131M over 20 years. These costs included $19.3M 
in up front coets for MILCON and moving of training facilities. 

In a letter dated November 6, 1993, General Peay, U.S. ~ r m y  
Vice Chief of Staff, stated that "the ~ r m y  support8 the  analysis 
and recommendation8 included i n  the  UHPT s t u d y .  

Comment: In a proposal to the Roles & Missions Commission, the 
Army has stated that by consolidating all primary DoD rotary-wing 
training, integration and standardization among the services 
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would be enhanced to truly support jointness. Each of the 
services would continue to provide advanced training for their 
own unique aspects of rotary-wing aviation. 

The A m y  has the capacity to train all of DoD's primary 
helicopter pilot requirements without any need for expansion or 
new construction. 

Ranponsa: The proposal delivered to the Roles & Missions 
Commission contained no analyses to support its conclusions and 
attempted to shift more advanced training later into the traini 
track. While it may be true that connolidated training would 
help enhance jointnesa, it is unknown to what degree the 
enhancement would take place. 

The position that no expansion or new construction is 
required contrasts with the joint UHPT study conclusion that 
616.5M in MILCON was required in order to absorb the Navy, Mari 
Corps and Coast Guard. 

Queetion: From an efficiency and interoperability standpoint, 
doesn't it make sense for all introductory helicopter pilot 
training to be conducted by the Army? 

Rsspon8a: No. Each service i a  already conducting training in 
most efficient and effective manner. Co-locating at Ft Rucke 
or NAS Whiting, only adds cost without increasing training 
efficiency or effectiveness. 

It is uncertain how interoperability would be affected by 
W P T  CO-location. In fact, co-location may cause confusion 
concerning service regulations. For example, a Navy student 
trained in the Naval  viat ti on Training 6 Operating Procedures 
Standardization (NATOPS) program throughout his flight traini 
This program is the foundation for all of Naval Aviation whil 
the Army trains and operates under different regulations and 

the 

procedures. 
The value of increasing interoperability through co-located 

primary training is questionable since the student aviator's 
attention is focused on developing the physical and cognitive 
skills necessary to safely, and effectively, operate his type 
aircraft in his service's normal operating environment. 

Comment: During the BRAC 95 Navy hearing earlier this year, 
General Mundy commented that in the 1970's the Army w a s  training 
Marine helicopter pilots and that this arrangement worked very 
well. 

ReeQonse: In the late 1960s the Marine Corps experienced a severe 
shortage of pilots and helicopter pilots in particular. 
Following the direction of the Secretary of Defense, the Marine 
Corps accepted helicopter pilots who had been trained by the 
Army. Although their training wae complete by A m y  requirements, 
evaluation of these pilots indicated that additional 70 to 75 
houre of flight training was required to meet Marine Corps 
requirements. This additional training was provided in Marine 
Corps helicopter training groups. 

DRAFT 
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Quertion: Is there any reason why the Marine Corps couldn't 
return to this arrangement? 

Response: The Navy and Marine Corps are opposed to co-location 
of training at Ft Rucker for a number of reasons. First, 
Navy/Maxine Corps requirements are different from Army 
requirements. This situation was proven by the need to provide 
additional training to Marine Corps pilots who had receivod 
training from the Army. Second, there is no savings from 
proposed co-location. Third, grade inversion between students 
and instructors under Army training is an area of potential 
problems. 

Comment: In 1992, the JCS report on Roles & Misslons recommended 
consolidation of all primary helicopter training with the Army. 
A team led by the Navy was tasked by Secretary of Defense Aspin 
to review this recommendation. Their findings concluded that 
consolidation would need to be gut on hold until primary traininq 
for both f ixed-wing could be evaluated together, the service and* 
operating costs of the new TH-67 trainer had been determined, and 
that the decision would be made with the context of a base 
closure round. 

Rarponae: Although there are valid points raised in the previous 
comment, it is important that we clear the record concerning what 
truly was in the report. This report, signed by General Colin 
Powell in February 1993, did not recommend consolidation of 
primary helicopter training. Instead, it stated "xi it i #  c o s t  
eff e a t i v a ,  Navy, Marine Corps and Coas t  Guard h e l i o o p t e r  t r a i n i n g  
w i l l  be moved from Pensaaola t o  F t  Rucker." A joint working 
group, led by the Navy with assistance from the Army, recommended 
" r e t a i n i n g  e x i s t i n g  Navy h e l i o o p t e r  t r a i n i n g  a t  W h i  t i n q  F i e 1  d and 
c o n t i n u i n g  use  o f  t h e  T-34C f o r  pr imary  t r a i n i n g  and t r a c k  
# e l e c t i o n  a t  l e a s t  through JPATS i n t r o d u c t i o n .  T h i s  provan 
t r a i n i n g  format  i s  p r e s e n t l y  tha  l e a 6 t  o o s t l y  approach t o  
groduuinq  Navy h e l l  copter p i  l o t #  t h a t  meet a e r v i c e  r e q u i r a m e n t # .  
The study further recommended that " ~ 1 1  s e r v i u s s  reeve1 uace each 
of  the o p t i o n s  premsnted i n  this s t u d y  s h o r t l y  a f t e r  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  events ooour: JPATB aource  d a l a c t l o n  i r  c o n u ~ l e t s  and 
a c q u i a i  t i o n / o p e r a t i n g  a o a t s  are i d a n t i f i s d .  Final  force l e v e l s  
are  e s t ~ b l i  shed and t h u ~  f l f  ght t r a i n i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s  d e t e r m i n e d .  
~ r m y  r e a e i v e s  T H - 6 7  d e l i v s r i a r r  and autue l  i n v a n t o r y  and o p e r a t i n g  
aosts a r e  i d e n t i f i e d .  " The study was forwarded wi th concurrence 
from the Army. 

Quoation: Each of these points has been satisfied yet DoD only 
adopted the fixed-wing portion of the Cross-Service Group 
recommendation. Why waa rotary-wing training ignored? 

Reapone.: Rotary-wing training was not ignored. At this time, 
co-location is not prudent. The present decision should be 
reevaluated, as recommended by the joint UHPT study, when JPATS 
source selection is complete and acguisition/operating costs are 
identified, final force levels are established, and the Army 
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receives TH-67 deliveries and its actual operating, training, and 
inventory costs are verified. 

Comment: Earlier this year, the Navy testified before the BRAC 95 
commission that the consolidation of Navy helicopter training 
with the Army was not feasible because it was a "people" issue 
and that Navy gilots fly in more extreme weather conditions at 
sea than the Army does. If that in fact is the case, why does 
the Pentagon continue to request Army helicopters and pilots to 
support naval missions? . 
Reeponae: The Army does operate helicopters from Navy ships on 
certain occasions and under favorable weather conditions as 
directed by senior Defense Department officials. Army pilots are 
not trained for, and do not operate duxing, degraded weather 
conditions over the water. In the cases mentioned, Army 
helicopters were required due to unique mission circumstances. 

comment: In 1992, MGen Dave Robbins, then-Commander of the Army 
Aviation Center, noted that one of the main reasons the Navy was 
oppoaed to consolidating this training with the Army was because 
the Navy used initial fixed-wing training as a 'cutting1 tool for 
students. 

Quaation: Do you believe this to be the cage, and is there any 
legitimate reason why the Navy needs this extra cutting tool? 

Rasponea: The Navy practice of using fixed-wing aircraft in 
rotary-wing pilot track selection and training was validated by a 
1994 Center for Naval Analyses study which concluded that 
" 8 p l i  t t i n g  the c u r r e n t  Navy p r i m a r y  i n  t o  t w o  s e p a r a t a  t r n c k ~ ,  
r o t a r y  p r i m a r y  and f i x e d - w i n g  p r i m a r y ,  c o u l d  i n c r e a s e  a t  tri t i on  
if c u r r a n t  s t a n d a r d s  a r e  m a i n t a i n e d .  A& tri t ion  w o u l d  b e  h i g h e r  
i n  each t r a c k  t h a n  i n  the p r s a a n t  unified p r i m a r y  and t h u s  w o u l d  
be h i g h e r  o v e r a l l . "  Increasing attrition will increase the cost 
of training and require increased accessions. In addition, the 
study forwards the following training considerations: 

"The m o t o r  s k i l l e  and l e a r n e d  responses n e e d e d  t o  fly '-- 
h e l i c o p t e r s  and f i x e d  - w i n q  a i r p l a n e s  i n  f o r w a r d  flight a r e  a l m o s t  
e x a c t l y  the s a m e .  . . T h e s e  f l k i l l8  sr8 t r a n s f  errable. 

" P l y i n g  h o l i c o p t e r a  i n  hover mode  i s  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  f l y ing  thun 
i n  f o r w a r d  f l i g h t  m o d e .  Prom a t r a i n i n g  s t a n d p o i n t ,  i t  is 
s e n s i b l a  t o  f i r a t  t a a c h  r o t a r y - w i n g  p i l o t a  f o r w a r d  f l i g h t  i n  a 
f i x e d - w i n g  t ra iner .  S r u f f e n t  p i l o t s  c a n  than move t o  h e l i c o p t e r s  
where they a c q u i r e  s p e a i a l i e e d  f l i g h t  s k i l l e .  

"Same f l i g h t  t r a i n i n q ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  n a v i g a t i o n  a n d  i n s t r u m a n t  
f l y i n g ,  i n v o l v a s  s k i l l #  t h a t  a r e  not s p e c i f i a  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
typm of a i r c r a f t . "  

The Air Force a180 supports the concept of undergraduate, 
primary fixed-wing training for its helicopter gilots. I n  
December 1992 the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force stated 



X > 'u 
a i: z 3 

0 
aJ k 
.c b 
c, 

W 
0 > 
G a 

-rl -1 
LJ 4 
a 3 
U k 
0 
-I a 
ffl ri 
c% 3 = o =  
5 - 

b -4 
c 3 w  

- 1  8 3 
9 s  a c  

-r( . w.4 
I % x u  
h  0.4 c 

G W O  
0 U 

b E t 3  
(: C d  
-4 9 .rl ,-I 
b Pl a-.- 

$Y" ;u x - 
1 4 0 S Q l  
a 0  dc, 
O k a z o  
h a d  

4 . l - 4  aJ -4 
a O W L :  ch 
k-talJJ 
0 - M C  m : 4aJ a @-.-I -c, 
4rc C 

0 c-.-iw 
b u a , ~ o  
9  4> .4  

. 1 O O ( d r l  
G U k h . - I  
-4.H au rd 
B -i 
4 0 0 1 L ' k  
a 4 S  0 0 

JJ .4 44 
b -4 
r= 0lua.~ 
' M 9 0  AJ 
3 Dcd 
' B Q C a  
'u h S - 4  
0 U D 3  b 
Y a d 1  c 
-I .I 4 h-cc 
W *  k E  

u C r b - 4  
U H 3 l d  
- 0  O h  
= 4  k d  

.da k r n ~  
d o -  0 ga, kcn 

. . 
c ~ O  

ha, QU 
a-d O d  





PFT Guidance L,etter 
I -f-- i- 

Page 1 Attacl i i i~t ! r~t  1 



AFJXOOT PFT Guidance Letter 

Page 1 Altact~rnerit 1 



f 
I 

Staff f~nalvsis IV 

i 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

WEIGHT 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 0 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 0 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 0 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 0 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - - -  0 

%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 85 

%TIME WTHER > 300/1 45 

% TIME CROSWND c15KT 10 

% TIME CROSWND >25KT 15 

% SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 85 

SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 60 

WEATHER - - -  300 

0-6, 6 HI 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

80-95%, 80 LO 

95-100%,100% HI 

%MIN-M, MAX HI 

%MIN-M, MIN HI 

10-25%, 10% HI 

15-30%, 15% HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 

AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 

# MTR'S AVAIL 

NEAREST RNGE<50MI? 

%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 

CMERC HUB W/IN lOOMI 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA 

0-60K, 60K HI 

MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-20, 20 HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(O) /N(10) 

0-30, 0 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST <= MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y (10) /N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-Hi 

Y (10) /N(O) 

5-10K RW,lOK HI 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 

CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 5 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 14 

26652- 0-loOK, lOOK HI 

86.00% %O 100, 100 HI 

75207.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

Page 10, Sat Jun 17 07:33:12 1995, C:\DPAD\PRI~.DPW 



Staff Analysis IV 

REESE 

WEIGHT 

CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 5 100.005; 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8 51572.0 

CONDITION OTHR FAC 4 99.00% 

GRNFTRNGFAC - - -  50 7.9 

LVL MAINT OPS 60 D+ 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 2 8 147685.0 

COND OF HANGARS 12 54.00% 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 7.4 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 

2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 

1 FLD e30MILES 

2+ FLDS e 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 

%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 

%INCOMPAT APZI 

5;INCOMPAT APZII 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 

%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 

CONDITION HSE % ADQ 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 

COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

100.00% $0-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

7.8 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

I LVL MAINT 

156858.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

64.00% $0-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(~o)/N(o) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

20-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y (10) /N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

a-0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MIN HI 

0-MAX, MIN HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 
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Staff Analysis I11 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 

%TIME WTHER > 300/1 

% TIME CROSWND <ISKT 

% TIME CROSWND >25KT 

FRZNG PRECP DAYS 

ICING IN AREAS DAYS 

% SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 

SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 

WE1 GHT 

0 

0 

0 

0 
- - 0 

85 

45 

10 

15 

15 

15 

85 

3 0 
- - 300 

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 

AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 

# MTR'S AVAIL 

NEAREST RNGEcSOMI? 

%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 

CMERC HUB W/IN lOOMI 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST <= MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COW 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

0-6, 6 HI 

Y (10) /N (0) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

80-95%, 80 LO 

95-loo%, 100% HI 

%MIN-M, MAX HI 

%MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-20, 0 HI 

0-100, 0 HI 

10-25%, 10% HI 

15-30%, 15% HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-60K, 60K HI 

MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-20, 20 HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(O)/N(10) 

0-30, 0 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-Hi 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

5-10K RW,lOK HI 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100. 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 
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Staff Analysis I11 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

WEIGHT 

CONDITION W Q  CLAS 5 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 14 

CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 5 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8 

CONDITION OTHR FAC 4 

GRNF TRNG FAC - - -  50 

86.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

75207.0 O-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 O-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

7.8 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

LVL MAINT OPS 60 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 28 

COND OF HANGARS 12 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 

I LVL MAINT 

156858.0 O-MAX, MAX HI 

64.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 0 

2 +  OTR PRI PILOT FLD 0 

1 FLD e30MILES 0 

2+  FLDS e 30MILES 0 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - - -  0 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 0 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 0 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 0 

AIR QUALITY - - -  0 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 90 

%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 0 

%INCOMPAT APZI 50 

%INCOMPAT APZII 40 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 20 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 0 

ENCROACHMENT - - -  200 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

%O-MAX, MIN HI 

%O-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 

%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 

CONDITION HSE % ADQ 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

100 HI 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

MIN HI 

MIN HI 
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;Staff Analysis I1 
I 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS 

%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 

%TIME WTHER > 300/1 

% TIME CROSWND c15KT 

% TIME CROSWND s25KT 

FRZNG PRECP DAYS 

ICING IN AREAS DAYS 

% SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 

SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER 

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 

AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 

# MTR'S AVAIL 

NEAREST RNGE<50MI? 

%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 

CMERC HUB W/IN lOOMI 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST <= MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS 

WEIGHT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- - -  0 

85 

45 

10 

15 

15 

15 

85 

3 0 

- - -  300 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE 

1.0 

Y 

Y 

Y 

? 

89.40% 

97.90% 

97.80% 

0.20% 

19- 

8 0 

23.3%-- 

22.3% 

4.3 

27945 

12.3++ 

32+ 

N- 

o. 00% 

NO 

20- 

5.7 

1.0 

0.0 

Y 

2 6 

Y 

9200 

F+ 

100.00% 

88.00%+ 

97.00% 

56.00% 

9.2 

26652- 

RATING SCALE 

0-6, 6 HI 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

80-952, 80 LO 

95-loo%, 100% HI 

%MIN-M, MAX HI 

%MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-20, 0 HI 

0-100, 0 HI 

10-25%, 10% HI 

15-30%, 15% HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-60K, 60K HI 

MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-20, 20 HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(O)/N(10) 

0-30, 0 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-Hi 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

5-10K RW,lOK HI 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 
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Staff Analysis I1 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

WEIGHT 

CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 5 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 14 

CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 5 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8 

CONDITION OTHR FAC 4 

GRNFTRNGFAC - - -  50 

86.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

75207.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

7.8 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

LVL MAINT OPS 6 0 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 28 

COND OF HANGARS 12 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 

I LVL MAINT 

156858.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

64.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 

2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 

1 FLD c30MILES 

2+ FLDS < 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 

%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 

%INCOMPAT APZI 

%INCOMPAT APZII 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

Y (10) /N(o) 

Y (10) /N(o) 

Y (10) /N(o) 

Y (10) /N(o) 
GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(IO)/N(O) 

Y (10) /N(o) 

Y (IO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(IO)/N(O) 

50-MAX, MIN HI 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 

%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 

CONDITION HSE % ADQ 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

100 HI 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

MIX HI 

MIN HI 
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Staff An, is I1 2 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS 

%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 

%TIME WTHER s 300/1 

% TIME CROSWND cl5KT 

% TIME CROSWND >25KT 

FRZNG PRECP DAYS 

ICING IN AREAS DAYS 

% SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 

SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER 

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 

AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 

# MTR'S AVAIL 

NEAREST RNGEcSOMI? 

%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 

CMERC HUB W/IN lOOMI 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA 

REESE 

WEIGHT 

0 1.0 

0 Y 

0 Y 

0 Y 

- - - 0 ? 

85 91.50%+ 

45 98.40% 

10 93.20%- 

15 1.40%- 

15 * / a  
1s F 30 
85 19.8% 

3 0 27.0%- 

- - -  300 4.7 

C D ' k f r % ~ ~ ~ , >  t;k: 
100 14,r4\  --/ 

4 o 3q.k H-J 

2 0 14 

20 N- 

o 0.00% 

0 NO 

2 0 12 

- - - 200 4.3 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST c= MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

ZOTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 59469 

COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

1.0 0-6, 6 HI 

Y Y(IO)/N(O) 

Y Y (10) /N(O) 

Y Y (10) /N(O) 

? GROUP SUBTOTAL 

89.40% 80-95%, 80 LO 

97.90% 95-100%,100% HI 

97.80% %MIN-M, MAX HI 

0.20% %MIN-M, MIN HI 

pe /q 0-20, 0 HI 

pa 77 0-100, 0 HI 

23.3%-- 10-25%, 10% HI 

22.3% 15-30%, 15% HI 

4.3 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

2 LI ,102 
-4  0-60K, 60K HI 

6 .9  -'=I MIN-M, MIN HI 

32+ 0-20, 20 HI 

N- Y(lO)/N(O) 

0.00% %0-MAX, MIN HI 

NO Y (0) /N(10) 

20- 0-30, 0 HI 

5.7 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-Hi 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

5-10K RW,lOK HI 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 
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Staff An, is I1 2 
REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

WEIGHT 

CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 5 

PlMT ADQ TRAINERS 14 

CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 5 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8 

CONDITION OTHR FAC 4 

GRNF TRNG FAC - - -  50 

86.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

75207.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

7.8 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

LVL MAINT OPS 6 0 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 28 

COND OF HANGARS 12 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 

I LVL MAINT 

156858.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

64.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 0 

2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 0 

1 FLD c30MILES 0 

2+ FLDS c 30MILES 0 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - - -  0 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 0 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 0 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 0 

AIR QUALITY - - -  0 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 90 

%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 0 

%INCOMPAT APZI 50 

%INCOMPAT APZII 4 0 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 20 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 0 

ENCROACHMENT - - -  200 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y (10) /N (0) 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (10) /N(O) 

%O-MAX, MIN HI 

%O-MAX, MIN HI 

50-MAX, MIN HI 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 

%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 

CONDITION HSE % ADQ 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0 -VPX,  MIL: HI 

0-MAX, MIN HI 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

1 5 JUN 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFJRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to 14 Jun 95 Questions for the Record 
' Attached is the Air Force response to your 14 Jun 95 Questions for the Record request. 

We have provided answers to all the questions, with the exception of those relating to Brooks 
AFB, which we intend to forward to you Friday, 16 Jun. I trust you will find this information 
useful. 

. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

A ttachrnent 
Ques tionsResponses 



1. The FAA has projections of future trends in airline hiring. What airline hiring 
figures did the Air Force use in computing its future pilot training requirements? 

ANSWER: The Air Force uses a variety of sources to estimate the impact of airline 
hiring on future pilot retention. Projected retention estimates are then used to determine 
necessary pilot training production for force sustainment. Air Force airline hiring 
projections primarily rely on estimates generated by the Federal Aviation Administration. 
In particular, current estimates are based in part on the forecasts produced in the FAA's 
August 1993 Blue Ribbon Panel report, Pilots and Aviation Maintenance Technicians for 
the Twenty-First Century: An Assessment of Availability and Quality and the March 
1995 FAA Aviation Forecasts: Fiscal Years 1995-2006. The Air Force estimates 
primarily focus on projections for the major air carriers, as they constitute the primary 
draw on military pilots. The Air Force also uses comrnercially-generated estimates to 
help validate Air Force forecasts. 

la. What are your projections of Air Force pilot training requirement. beyond the 
FYDP, and what is your uncertainty level with these projections? 

ANSWER: See attached 13 Jun 95 AFJRT Letter (Atch 1) 

2. In the event a jet instead of a turbo-prop aircraft is chosen for the JPATS, the 
Navy is likely to lose primary capacity a t  Whiting Field. If the Air Force intends to 
use its joint training program with the Navy as a relief valve for future increases in 
its pilot training requirements, how will this loss of training capacity a t  Whiting 
affect the Navy's ability to absorb Air Force requirements (assuming one Air Force 
UPT base is closed)? 

ANSWER: Even with one base closed, the Air Force has retained sufficient 
infrastructure to accomplish its proportional share of currently forecast primary pilot 
training. The Air Force is not relying on Navy capacity to complete its requirements. 

2a. If future increases in the Navy's Pilot Training Requirements force them to rely 
on Air Force training capacity, how will the closure of one Air Force UPT base 
affect your ability to absorb Navy requirements.? 

ANSWER: If one Air Force UPT base is closed, the Air Force will be operating at close 
to full capacity. We would have very little ability to absorb additional requirements, 
whether from the Navy or any other source. - 



2b. Would the Air Force benefit from the retention of Meridian whether or not one 
Air Force UPT base is closed? 

ANSWER: The Air Force has limited confidence in the ability to expand the training 
C 

mission at Meridian. Air Force UPT bases have three parallel runways and are optimized 
for volume training with multiple aircraft types. Meridian's dual offset runway 
configuration may affect its capability to accommodate more than one aircraft type for 
intensive training. Mcridian also h& lower total capacity than Air Force UPT bases. 

3. As the Commission prepares for its final deliberations, it would be helpful if we 
could have your views on Homestead Air Reserve Base's military value. Please 
comment on its value as a staging/divert base for Caribbean operations and as a 
peacetime training location as well as any other activities you believe to be militarily 
significant. 

If the Commission were to close Homestead, would the Air Force lose its 
access to supersonic airspace presently used for training Homestead? 

ANSWER: Homestead's geographic location makes it a militarily strategic asset even 
while its facilities and infrastructure are still being restored for the Air Reserve 
Component missions there. This reconstruction and base operation system is designed to 
support training for our Air Force Reserve units and provides support for the Air National 
Guard air defense alert. In addition to on-base billeting and messing capacity, the base 
has access to off base contract services. Bivouac areas are also available within the 
cantonment. An example of this potential: in preparation for the possible Haiti invasion, 
the base hosted 11 Air Force KC-135s with crews and maintenance personnel, an Army 
aviation support group, and a helicopter assault group. 

In regards to your airspace question. There is limited special use airspace and any 
loss can not readily be recovered due to airspace crowding and environmental concerns. 
Closure of Homestead does not preclude the use of this airspace; however, the distance 
the fighters would have to travel to get to supersonic airspace would make usage of this 
airspace less than optimal. 

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 loss of 
laboratory personnel if Brooks AFB closes? 

ANSWER: Will be forwarded to Commission NLT 1000,16 Jun 



4a. Setting aside COBRA standard 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: Will be forwarded to Commission NLT 1000,16 Jun 

5: In 1994, the Air Force Space Command, Air Force Material Command, and 
classified tenants at Onizuka Air Station conducted a study entitled "Single Node 
Operations Study" to assess the impact of closing the facility. The RDT&E Budget 
Item Justification Sheet shows an estimated cost of about $788 million between fiscal 
years 1994 and 2001 for development of new satellite control network capabilities. 
Please describe this RDT&E effort and how it pertains to Onizuka AS. 
ANSWERS: Note: The Single Node study performed by units at Onizuka AS is not 
connected to the RDT&E efSort to upgrade the Air Force Satellite Control 
Nebvork(AFSCN). The RDT&E effort (atch 2) of the AFSCN funds the development, 
acquisition and engineering needed to continue the evolution of this highly reliable 
national satellite tracking, telemetry, commanding and data relay capability to meet the 
requirements of the operational and developmental DoD, National, Civil, and Allied 
satellite systems. The AFSCN is a global network of control centers, remote tracking 
stations and communications links which provide the earth-to-space connection required 
for operation of military satellite. Onizuka AS is part of the AFSCN infrastructure. 
Funds in this RTD&E package will be used at Onizuka AS for engineering to insure 
maintainability and operational support based on user needs. 
5a. What is the status of the RDT&E budget effort? 

ANSWER: The status of this RDT&E budget effort (0305 110F) is fully funded. The 
current program cost are identified at Atch 2. These are the most current numbers. The 
upgrade of the AFSCN was not derived as a result of the proposed realignment of 
Onizuka AS. The upgrade of the AFSCN is required with or without the realignment of 
Onizuka AS to reduce the cost of satellite operations. The cost of the upgrade includes 
Onizuka AS as an integral part of the global network. The proposed realignment of 
Onizuka AS does not increase the cost of this RTD&E effort to upgrade the AFSCN. 

5b. What is the current cost estimate for developing and implementing this 
capability? 

ANSWER: The current program costs are identified at attachment one. These are the 
most current numbers. 



5c. Relate this expense to the Air Force recommendation for Onizuka AFB? 

ANSWER: The upgrade of the AFSCN is required with or without the Onizuka 
realignment. The cost of the upgrade includes Onizuka AS as an integral part of the 
global network. The proposed realignment of Onizuka AS does not increase the cost of 
this RTD&E effort. 

5d. Is it the Air Force's position that two fully functional satellite control nodes (that 
is, at Onizuka AS and Falcon AFB) are no longer required ? 

ANSWER: Yes 

5e. Can that capability be provided by other means? If so, how? 

ANSWER: Redundancy will be provided through a distributed architecture that in an 
integral part of the AFSCN upgrade. 

5f. When will the Air Force have a satellite control network communication 
architecture in place to provide redundancy ? 

ANSWER: 2001 

5g. Will the proposed BRAC 95 action to realign Onizuka Air Station in any way 
increase the risk associated with satellite control or reduce redundancy ? 

ANSWER: No increased risk is expected with the realignment of Onizuka. The present 
"node" as it exists today will remain in place until the programmed upgrade to the 
AFSCN is complete. 
6. As you know, the Hill community has suggested the tactical missile workload 
could be transferred from Letterkenny Army Depot to Hill AFB. Community 
officials have indicated shortage facilities, repair facilities, personnel and equipment 
are available to accommodate this workload at little or no cost. They believe this is 
a more attractive option than DoD's proposal, which move the workload from 
Letterkenny to Tobyhanna Army Depot, Does the Air Force endorse transfer of this 
workload to Hill AFB? 

ANSWER: The Air Force is not seeking any tactical missile workload from 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) and supports the Department of Defense 
BRAC submission related to tactical missile consolidation 

6a. Do the missile storage facilities need to be located adjacent to the depot? 

ANSWER: There is adequate tactical missile storage at Hill AFB to meet the 
maintenance and repair workload requirements. The Air Force does not 



understand or support the requirement to collocate all the DoD tactical missile 
storage with the depot maintenance and repair function. Collocation of tactical 
missile storage with the maintenance and repair function is not consistent with 
present DoD storage requirements and procedures. The storage requirements 
and number of locations is a function of vulnerability assessments and 
operational requirements; each tactical missile program manger in conjunction 
with the Services owning the storage facilities determines the storage 
requirements and locations. 
6b. Can all or some portion of the missiles be absorbed by Hill AFB? At what cost? 

ANSWER: It is our understanding that the Hill community has two proposals to 
consolidate the tactical missile work at Hill AFB. One proposal consolidates all 
the tactical missile work at Hill AFB and the other proposal consolidates only the 
Air Force and Navy Maverick and Sidewinder guidance and control section 
workloads. 

The Air Force BRAC office has not conducted any COBRA analysis on the 
consolidation of DoD tactical missile workload at Hill AFB; therefore, we can 
only comment in general terms. At the direction of the Commission Staff, the 
Anny was tasked on April 26,1995, to examine a BRAC 93 re-direct proposal to 
realign the tactical missile workload (including missile disassembly, storage, and 
maintenance of guidance and control systems) from Letterkenny Army Depot to 
Hill AFB. Representatives from the Army and Air Force conducted a quick 
study in the first week of May 1995, to comply with the Commission's tasking. 
Based on that study, it was determined that Hill AFB has the facilities to support 
the DoD tactical missile workload with some additional MILCON ($O.7M-Air 
Force estimate to $5.2M-Army estimate for the Patriot and ATACMS). In 
support of the Commission tasking, Hill AFl3 estimated the total cost to 
consolidate the tactical missile work at Hill AFB would be $27.7M. This cost 
estimate pertains to the gaining site only; losing site costs were not included but 
should be similar in nature. The Hill cost estimate for the gaining site includes 
the costs for MILCON, equipment transfer, inventory transfer, first article test, 
training, facility modifications, equipment purchase, and interim contractor 
support. The Army BRAC office reviewed the Hill AFB cost estimate and 
increased Hill's proposal by $13.7M. 

In our response, dated 20 Jan 1995, to a tasking from the Joint Cross- 
Service Group for Depot Maintenance our preliminary analysis indicated that 
Hill AFB has both the facilities required and the workforce capability to accept 
the entire workload within their current infrastructure. At that time, we stated 
that approximately $8-10 million of Letterkenny cost avoidance could be 
achieved by adopting Hill AFB as the single DoD consolidation site for this 
workload. 



We have not seen the cost analysis provided by the Hill community that 
consolidates only the Air Force and Navy Maverick and Sidewinder guidance 
and control section workloads, therefore, we can not comment. The Navy and 
Air Force Maverick and Sidewinder guidance and control work is currently 
being supported at Hill AFB. If this work were to remain at Hill AFB, there 
would be no costs associated with facilities or transferring equipment. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

'1 JUH 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cillo) 

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

SUBJECT Response To Request for Analysis of Air Force UPT Requirements For The Long- 
Tern 

Per your 2 June, 1995 request, AFKO and AFIDP analyzed Air Force UPT requirements 
for the long-tenn. This analysis was conducted for the years beyond the BRAC "time-line" 
capacity ~ a l y s i s  of ~ ~ 0 1  . i l i s  1 -term AFJXO a n d ~ p  analysis supports the original analysis 
that the Air Force has enough excess capacity to close a single UPT base. 

The problem with conducting a capacity analysis for the long-term is that it is impossible 
to quantify the requirements for pilot production that many years in the future. The Air Force is 
a w k  of several potential incre&es h requirements. <A% Reserve Component (ARC) hiring 
pool may shrink bekinning in FY02 as small UPT year groups produced during the active duty - 
drawdown reach the end of their Active Duty Service Commitment. The conversion to the Joint "- 

Primary - Aircraft Training System will reduce capacity during the transition from the T-37, 
currently projected to begin in PfO2. In addition, downturns in retention and force structure 
adjustments could also kquire changes in production rates. However, the Air Force can respond 
t o 6 s s i b l e  out-year capacity problems with programs to increase capacity, production, and - - ~ 

en t ion .  None of these measures are considered extreme, as the Air Force has historically and 
successfully responded to fluctuations in pilot requirements since its conception. 

The Air Force stands by its analysis that if i$ must close a UPT base, Reese AFB is the 
right choice. - Closing one base would leave a kdnab le  margin for uncertaixity in out-year 
requirements, including surges. The XO and DP analysis determined that closing two bases, 
however, would clearly leave a gap in production capacity even before acknowledging the 
possibility of increased requirements. I hope this information proves helpful. 

/@ . BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
Special Assistant to Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt Col Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

Congressman Larry Combest is concerned that the Air Force will not retain sufficient UPT 
capacity for the long-term ifa UPT base is closed in this round. 

Our own review of your requirements indicates that if 1,078 SUPT equivalents remains 
the Air Force steady state requirement, a comfortable excess of UPT capacity will remain. 
However, if future requirements increase, all Air Force UPT bases will need to hnction at a high 
operations tempo to provide hll capacity. 

Please provide the Commission with an analysis by AFIXO and AF/DP of Air Force UPT 
requirements for the long-term. It would be helpful if they would address the factors and 
assumptions that drive the requirements, e.g., pilot retention rates, Reserve Component and 
International requirements, force structure changes, etc., and the affect of changes to these 
assumptions on the result. To be usefbl prior to the final deliberations of the Commission, request 
your analysis by June 14, 1 995. 

If your stafFhas any questions about this request, they should contact Lt Col Memll Beyer 
(USAF) of the Commission staff. 

~ r d c i s  A. Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

'1 JUW 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFfRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Response To Request for Analysis of Air Force UPT Requirements For The Long- 
Term 

Per your 2 June, 1995 request, AFIXO and AFJDP analyzed Air Force UPT requirements 
for the long-term. This analysis was conducted for the years beyond the BRAC "time-line" 
capacity analysis of FYO1. This long-term AF/XO and DP analysis supports the original analysis 
that the Air Force has enough excess capacity to close a single UPT base. 

The problem with conducting a capacity analysis for the long-term is that it is impossible 
to quantify the requirements for pilot production that many years in the future. The Air Force is 
aware of several potential increases in requirements. The Air Reserve Component (ARC) hiring 
pool may shrink beginning in FY02 as small U P '  year groups produced during the active duty 
drawdown reach the end of their Active Duty Service Commitment. The conversion to the Joint 
Primary Aircraft Training System will reduce capacity during the transition from the T-37, 
currently projected to begin in FY02. In addition, downturns in retention and force structure 
adjustments could also require changes in production rates. However, the Air Force can respond 
to these possible out-year capacity problems with programs to increase capacity, production, and 
retention. None of these measures are considered extreme, as the Air Force has historically and 
successfully responded to fluctuations in pilot requirements since its conception. 

The Air Force stands by its analysis that if it must close a UPT base, Reese AFB is the 
right choice. Closing one base would leave a reasonable margin for uncertainty in out-year 
requirements, including surges. The XO and DP analysis determined that closing two bases, 
however, would clearly leave a gap in production capacity even before acknowledging the 
possibility of increased requirements. I hope this information proves helpful. 

/J@. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
/ special Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Response to Inquiry on the Impact of Icing on UFT Operations 

Attached is the Air Force response to a Commission request for the impact of icing on 
UFT operations. 

The attached information is certified true and correct to the best of our ability. If you 
have any questions concerning this issue our POC is Maj Malcomb, est 695-4667. 

UME JR, Major General, USAF 
to Ckief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Worksheet on Icing In~pacts on UFT 



WORKSHEET 
HQ USAFIRTR 

PURPOSE: To answer a question posed by the BRAC Commission staff member, 
Lt Col Beyer. 

QUESTION: Calculate the number of training days per year when icing impacts operations at 
each UFT base. 

SOURCE: USAFETAUDS-86/001, Climatic Atlas of Icing Potential Over North 
America, January 1986, on file at USAF Environmental Technical Application 
Center (ETAC). The study was based on data from 1977 to 1980. 

METHOD: Extracted from graphs the percentage of time when meteorological conditions 
required for trace to light icing were present. Multiply these monthly 
percentages by the number of training days for each month. Add the monthly 
totals to calculate the number of days per year when these conditions existed. 

CONCLUSION There is no direct data base which depicts the frequency of atmospheric icing. 
The source document provides a graphic presentation of icing potential, based 
on the frequency of occurrence of the meteorological conditions required for 
icing to be present. Therefore, this data provides a picture of the maximum 
number of days (worst case) a weather flight could forecast trace or light icing 
for each base. The data is for three altitude blocks: surface to 5,000 feet. 5,000 
to 10,000 feet and 10,000 to 15,000 feet. The data for each level applies only 
to that level. Data c'an not be added or averaged between levels. Although the 
data below is for the entire year, the primary threat of icing at UFT bases 
occurs from October to March. Although the data was gathered between 1977 
and 1980, it provides a representative picture because of the large number of 
observations in the data base. 

ANNUAL TRAINING DAYS WITH POTENTIAL FOR TRACE OR LIGHT ICING 
Level 

Surface to 5,000' 
5,000' to 10,000' 
10,000' to 15,000' 

Columbus 
8.1 

32.0 
42.3 

Laughlin 
1.4 

25.0 
27.1 

Randolph 
1.4 

19.1 
29.0 

Reese 
10.0 
31.0 
29.7 

Vance 
13.0 
35.3 
39.2 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) June 1, 19% MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

1 7/ 
p m  re& lo ttrie iurrbef 

Headquarters USAF I;!M - G ~ @  - 1 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

We request you conduct updates to the Level Playing Field COBRAs for Columbus AFB, 
Laughlin AFB, and Vance AFB. These focused COBRAs should be done with the same 
assumptions and updated personnel numbers as was done for the recently completed Reese AFB 
site survey COBRA. 

These updated COBRA runs are needed to provide an apples-to-apples comparison 
between Reese AFB and the three bases added &om the UPT category at the 10 May Adds 
Hearing. If these runs are not received we will be forced to use the Level Playing Field COBRA 
runs for all four UPT bases at the Final D e h i o n s  Hearing. We would much prefer to use 
focused COBRA runs since these would more accurately reflect the Return on Investment to the 
Air Force for closing a UPT base. 

In order to assist the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided 
no later than June 12, 1995. My point of contact for this request is Lt Col Beyer. Thank you for 
your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

1 2 JUN ?ads 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
.4rlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo 

This is in response to your letter of June 1, 1995, (Commission number: 950601- 1) 
requesting focused COBRA runs for ;m;a&*md ir A*- ,yr -. x -.* % &. 4 

e accomplished using t h e w  
However, 

based on table top estimates and do not 
conducted. 

We trust this information is useful for your analysis. 

Sincerely - 

special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
UPT COBRA'S 



OFFICE OF THE ASSiSTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 1 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -3300 

2 F, MAY 1995; 
rOMlC SECURITY 

Honorable .Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 32209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your April 37, 1995, letter requesting that the Department of 
Defense provide responses to questions for the record resulting from the April 17, 1995 
hearing. On ,May 9, 1995, we forwarded an interim response to these questions. Enclosed 
is the final set of answers. 

I trust this information will be helpful, please let me know if there is anything else 
we can provide. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Base Closure 

;- 
Enclosure 

cc: Senate and House Reading Rooms 

, 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

ITEMS FOR INCLUSION IN THE RECORD 

1. Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Robles that you would 
provide a list of those criteria used by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group to constrain the linear 
programming model from presenting nonsensical results. Please provide these criteria. 

ANSWER: In addition to the "SiteFunction Constraint Matrix" which limited potential 
sitelfunctions combinations from the outset of the modeling process, constraints were imposed as 
the JCSG proceeded with its Optimization Model process. These constraints which were applied 
in an additive manner are as follows: 

1. Flight screening would not be performed/collocated with any other function - based on 
JCSG military judgment. 

2.  Primary and advanced NAVNFO, advanced NFO Strike, and advanced NFO Panel 
functions would be joint and single-sited - based on DEPSECDEF memo of 
October 24, 1994. 

3. No function would be "spread" or fractionalized smaller than a "notionalized" or 
smallest squadron (approximately 100 annual production) - JCSG military judgment. 

3. Flight screening function limited to the Air Force Academy and Hondo, TX sites - 
JCSG military judgment. 

5.  Primary function limited to four sites - JCSG military judgment. (This constraint was 
later dropped.) 

6. Three site closure results (&IN PRElvIE model run) used as baseline for follow-on 
Optimization Model runs. 

7. Air space and outlying airfield operations capacity from sites closed in MIN PRIME 
model run were transferred to remaining sites in close proximity for all additional 
modeling efforts. 

2. Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Cornella that Flight 
Screening was "basically" included as a matter of completeness. For the record, please respond 
to the following question: 

Why did you include Flight Screening, a function not now nor envisioned to be done at UPT 
bases, but did not include Introduction to Fighter Fundamental (IFF) training, a function that is 
done at UPT bases, in the scope of your analysis? 

ANSWER: The JCSG defined its category scope to include: DoD flight programs which 
support and facilitate selection and training of pilots, naval flight officers, and navigators to the 
point of awarding "Wings." Post-"Wings'' flying missions such a IFF. the Blue Angels, and a 
large number of graduate rotary-wing courses were excluded from direct analysis. Non-flying 
missions at the bases (such as technical training at Sheppard AFB and NAS Meridian) were also 
excluded. When forwarding alternatives for consideration, the JCSG asked the military 
departments to quantify any such missions that impacted their capacity. 



3. General Blume/Mr. NemfakoslGeneral Shane, during your testimony, Commissioner Davis 
asked how much surge capacity exists in each service. Please respond to this question in terms 
of capacity to recover from temporary situations, such as a period of prolonged bad weather, and 
also in terms of capacity to accommodate an increase in the Pilot Training Rate in the event of a 
long-term increase in pilot requirements. 

ANSWER: Mai Gen Blurne. If Reese AFB closes as recommended by DoD, the Air Force will 
retain approximately 13, percent surge capacity to recover from temporary situations at the 
Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training bases. In addition, bases will have the capability to 
respond to temporary requirements by lengthening the duty day, increasing sortie density, flying 
on the weekend, etc. Increases such as these are not sustainable over a sufficient period of time 
to generate net increases in production. For extended operations such as an increase in the pilot 
training rate, the Air Force will retain between 7 and 12 percent surge capacity. 

Mr. Nernfakos. To ensure the DON has capacity to support future unforeseen increases in 
pilotLNF0 training rates, as part of its configuration analysis the BSEC looked at scenarios 
where all the FY 2001 pilot and NFO training rates were increased by 10 and 20 percent. (This 
includes increases in the Air Force training scheduled for Naval air stations.) The results showed 
that even with the its closure recommendations, the DON could support a 20 percent increase in 
PTR requirements and still have some excess capacity. 

In addition, the capacity analysis was based on a 237-day work year and accounted for down 
time due to bad weather. If need be, training capacity could be increased at each air station by 
increasing the operating schedule (e.g., pilots could train on weekends to make up for lost flying 
time during the week days). 

Brie Gen Shane. The ability to recover from temporary situations, such as a period of prolonged 
bad weather is excellent. Because our flight training facilities are underutilized, our capability to 
surge is only constrained on the availability of instructor pilots, aircraft, and OMA funding. 
USAAVNC has the capability to support long term training increases. According to the 
Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group certified data, the Pilot Training Rate 
could be increased to 2,056 annually with no additional MILCON. 

4. General BlumeMr. NemfakosIGeneral Shane, during your testimony, Commissioner Robles 
requested that each Service provide data summarizing the costs to train pilots. Please include in 
this information the fixed costs for Base Operating Support (BOS), Real Property Management 
Account (RPMA), Overhead and Personnel at each I;PT base, and the variable costs which vary 
by the number of students and flight hourslsorties flown. These costs should reflect only the 
portion attributable to UPT for the installations that also host other tenant units. 



ANSWER: Mai Gen Blume. 

COST ESTIMATE BASED ON FY94 DATA 
Mission RPM BOS Medical* Total SUPT 
Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed Variable 
Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs Cost Per 
(in $&I) (in $kl) (in SM) (in $&I) (in $M) Graduate 

Columbus $33.5 $4.9 $27.9 $8.5 $74.8 $237,507 
Laughlin $35.3 $5.7 $32.2 $11.0 $84.2 $245,039 
Reese $32.1 $5.5 $3 1.0 $9.9 $78.5 $244,619 
Vance $33.8 $5.7 $25.4 $4.9 $69.8 $232,394 

'* Although not specifically asked for, medical fixed costs are also provided. These costs are not 
included in any other of the fixed costs provided. 

Definitions: 

Mission Fixed Costs: Open-the-door costs to enter one student. Includes Instructors, school 
overhead, and maintenance. 

RPM Fixed Costs: The upkeep on the facilities that is required whether or not you have students in 
training (e.g., utilities). 

BOS Fixed Costs: Base operating support costs that are required to support the fixed personnel (e.g., 
transportation, supply, grounds maintenance, chaplains, comptroller). 

Medical Fixed Costs: Open-the-door costs to enter one student (e.g., supplies, and equipment to 
support fixed population). 

Variable Cost Per Graduate: The cost of sending one additional student through SUPT. It does not 
include any fixed costs. 

Mr. Nemfakos. The Navy has issued a data call to collect these data. We will forward a 
response as soon as possible. 

B r i ~  Gen Shane. 

Estimated costs for Under~raduate Pilot Training 
Undergraduate Pilot Training fixed-cost: $45.61 1,784 
Undergraduate Pilot Training variable-cost: $30.599 per student 
Undergraduate Pilot Training flying hour variable-cost: $323 per flying hour 
Undergraduate Pilot Training actual total cost: $1 14,745,433 (FY 94) 
Undergraduate Pilot Training actual civilian salary proportion: $9,150,860 (8.0%) 



Estimated costs for Undergraduate Pilot Training Share of Base Operations 
Base Operations fixed cost for Undergraduate Pilot Training: $2,926,,412 
Base Operations fixed variable for Undergraduate Pilot Training: $1,009 per student 
Base Operations total cost for Undergraduate Pilot Training: $4,985,370 
[Base Operations civilian salary proportion: $3,300,3 15 (66.2%)] 
Note: RPMA, overhead and personnel are included in above calculations. 

5. ,Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated that in order to achieve uniformity when 
making comparisons between the services. the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group drafted rules used 
by the FAA to measure airfield operations capacity at each UPT base. Please provide the 
formula that the FAA uses and how these rules were applied by your group. 

ANSWER: In collecting runway capacity data, the JCSG data call asked for the sustainable 
capacity of the air station's main field and each outlying field in terms of the number of flight 
operations per hour each runway complex can support. To ensure consistency in the responses, 
the question instructed the air stations to base their capacity calculations on the methodology in 
the FAA Advisory Circular 15015060-5 entitled "Airport Capacity and Delay." This 
methodology accounts for the type and mix of aircraft, the runway and taxiway configurations, 
and reductions in operations due to weather and times the airfield is closed to flying operations 
for other reasons. The attached pages at TAB 5 excerpted from the Circular describe the 
procedure for determining the weighted hourly capacity for each runway. 

6. General Blume, during your testimony, you stated you would provide answers to several 
questions relating to weather. Please respond to the following questions: 

ANSWER: These questions pertain to Joint Cross-Service Group analysis and data and should 
therefore be directed to the Joint Cross-Service Group. 

Why was the percent of time at which the ceiling and visibility are better than 1000 feet and 
3 miles given any weight in the analysis when it is 1500 feet and 3 miles that represents a key 
weather decision factor in conducting Air Force flight training operations? 

Mr. Finch: The measures and criterion reflected the JCSG developed consensus decision. The 
100013 ceiling visibility cutoff represents a key Navy decision factor. Missions were analyzed 
based on the users. For example, both Military Departments will conduct primary training, so 
both 100013 and 150013 were used. In Air Force unique bomber-fighter training, on the other 
hand, 150013 was used while 100013 was not. 

In tracking weather attrition, factors such as actual attrition experience, cancellations due to 
forecast icing conditions, and the occurrence of crosswinds out of limits can be used. Why was 
so much weight placed on crosswinds rather than some of these other factors in the UP'-Joint 
Cross-Service Group functional value anaiysis'! 



Mr. Finch: All weather factors (icing, crosswinds, etc.) were captured by weather attrition -- 
inputs. The extra weight given to crosswinds represents a measurement of the frequency of 
crosswinds, not a measure of "lost sorties." While some crosswind exposure is useful, frequent 
crosswinds complicate the learning process and can cause last-minute scheduling changes. 

The T-38 attrition rate planning factor at Reese is 28 percent compared to 17 percent for the 
T- 1. Since the T- 1 factor is currently in use at Reese, why did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service 
Group use the T-38 instead of the T- 1 planning factor in its functional value analysis? 

Mr. Finch: In computing the T-1 attrition planning factors, the JCSG used the reported value 
for Reese AFl3 and a surrogate, based on existing aircraft, for the other sites. In the final 
analysis, no Air Force site received points for the T- 1 planning factor in the JCSG model. Based 
on T-37R-38 attrition planning factor comparisons across sites, there is no reason to believe that 
Reese AFEI would gain an advantage from a T-1 planning factor comparison. 

7. Mr. Nemfakos, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Davis that you would 
provide for the record your analysis on Stnke Pilot Training Rates. Please provide that general 
data along with your response to the following specific questions: 

Are the flight operations per strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) at NAS Meridian and NAS 
Kingsville used in your capacity analysis the same? Please explain any differences. 

ANSWER: Yes, the analysis used 151 1 daylight flight operations per Strike PTR 

What is the current operations per strike Pilot Training Rate at NAS Kingsville? How does 
this compare with the figure used to determine strike Pilot Training Rate capacity at NAS 
Kingsville? 

ANSWER: NAS Kingsville's data call reported a daylight flight operations requirement for an 
all T-45 syllabus of 1393 ops. The 15 11 ops used in the analysis was derived as follows. Because 
in FY 2001 not all strike training will be done in T-45 aircraft, we assumed 50 percent of the 
Strike pilots would go through an all T-45 syllabus and 50 percent would go through a split 
syllabus consisting of an Intermediate phase in the T-2 aircraft and an Advanced phase in the T- 
45 aircraft. Based on certified data, the flight ops requirement for this split syllabus was 
calculated as follows: 

Intermediate Phase in T-2 -- 741 (from NAS Meridian' data call) 
Advanced Phase in T-45 -- 888 (from NAS Kingsville's data call) 

Total: 1,629 

T'akins ;I weighted average, this gives 

( 1393 x .5 ) + ( 1629 x .5) = 151 1 daylight flight ops per Strlke PTR 



To what extent was the Navy's determination that a single intermediateladvanced strike 
UPT base containing sufficient capacity to conduct training to support the strike Pilot Training 
Rate (PTR) in the future and under surge operations based upon the availability of NAS Corpus 
Christi as an outlying field? 

ANSWER: Under the recommended scenario, the main airfield at NAS Corpus Christi is 
needed to support the single-siting of Strike training at NAS Kingsville. 

What is the maximum strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) that NAS Kingsville could support 
with Orange Grove and NAS Corpus Christi available as outlying fields? 

ANSWER: Because daylight runway operations is the capacity limiter at training air station, we 
will show the capacity of this complex to support Strike training in these terms. As explained in 
response question 6b, the certified data showed that the daylight runway operations per pilot 
training rate (PTR) for Strike training is 15 11 operations. The capacity at NAS Kingsville, OLF 
Orange Grove, and NAS Corpus Christi (after the proposed runway extensions) is as follows: 

NAS Kingsville ------- 237 days x 12.1 hrslday x 80 o p s h  = 229,416 annual flight ops 
OLF Orange Grove -- 237 days x 11.6 hrslday x 54 o p s h  =148,457 annual flight ops 
NAS Corpus Christi -- 237 days x 11.6 hrslday x SO ops/hr = 219,936 annual flight ops 

Total: 597,806 annual flight ops 

Dividing the total annual flight ops by the flight ops required per PTR gives a strike PTR 
capacity of 

597,806115 1 1 = 396 PTR 

The FY 2001 pilot training rate for Strike is 336 pilots. Thus, the recommended scenario 
provides an excess capacity of 

396 - 336 = 60 PTR 

which equates to about an 18% surge capability under planned and budgeted operations. 
Note that the Strike training capacity at this complex will increase as the Navy completes its 
transition to an all T-45 training syllabus. Once this transition is completed, the capacity at this 
complex will be 

597,80611393 = 427 PTR 

which increases the surge capability to about 28% 

To what extent would the strike training capacity of XAS Kingsville be impacted if NAS 
Corpus C h s t i  was not available'? 

ANSWER: Without the use of NAS Corpus Christi. NAS Kingsville would need another 
outlying field to support all Strike training. 



8. Mr. Finch, your optimization analysis apparently placed primary emphasis on the installation 
military value data provided to you by the services, and less emphasis on the functional values 
developed by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. 

Please explain the reasoning for this approach? 

ANSWER: Sites have value both with respect to their ability to accommodate activities 
involving specific functions (e.g., those associated with flight training) and the more general 
military missions of the Military Departments. For the former, the initial means of representing 
value for flight training functions was to consider the capacity of sites collectively to carry out all 
the functions associated with flight training. This was done by introducing a set of constraints 
that ensured that there was sufficient capacity in the collection of sites that remained open to 
handle all flight training functions. 

Beyond ensuring there was sufficient capacity to perform flight training functions, the 
Group's methods next considered military value, maximizing the inherent military value of all 
sites that remained open to carry out general military missions of the Military Departments. 

Finally, the Group's method considered the value of sites that remained open to perform 
flight training functions. Since functional value was already considered implicitly by setting 
constraints that guaranteed sufficient capacity to carry out all functions, this additional 
consideration of functional value was given lower priority. 

To allow functional value to drive the model is relevant only if we assume functions can 
be easily moved and are completely interoperable. In practice, thls led to nonsensical results 
during the early, "unconstrained" model runs. For example, Navy Strike training with its 
attendant costly T-45 infrastructure was spread to four sites. Other functions were swapped 
between Air Force and Navy sites. Site functional value was also a more narrow look at 
installation value, as it did not consider collateral missions such as technical training. The 
Military Departments' inputs encompassed all functions and potential alternative uses of the 
installation. 

9. Mr. Finch, your Joint Cross-Service Group minutes of March 24, 1994, state that the UPT 
category is largely installation oriented. If the value of a UPT base is best reflected in its 
functional rather than military value, why didn't you base your alternatives on model output 
which maximized functional value unconstrained by installation military value? 

Since there is a direct correlation between the Joint Cross-Service Group's functional value 
rating and the Air Force's determination of military value, didn't the use of both functional and 
rnilitarv value In the model simply increase the impact of functional vaiue in the result? 

ANSWER: Functional and military values are not independent. SECDEF guidelines define the 
first four BRAC criteria as military value. Criterion one is "mission requirements." This 
indicates functional value is a significant element of military value. There is also no single 



functional value for each base. The JCSG generally analyzed each site for all UPT missions, 
regardless of whether the site currently supported those missions. The JCSG did not analyze 
non-UPT missions. Functional value is only a subset of military value. 

10. General Blume, since the Air Force relied so heavily on the results of the Joint Cross- 
Service Group's computer model, did you analyze the model for calculation errors? 

ANSWER: The Air Force had representatives on the Joint Cross-Service Group and its Study 
Team to continuously monitor the process and its output. The Base Closure Executive Group 
also did an independent capacity analysis to conilrm the required infrastructure level. 

1 1. General Blume/Mr. Nemfakos, your Service recommendations used your own BRAC 
process as well as non-BRAC policy decisions to choose which UPT bases to close or realign. 
Why didn't your recommendations necessarily reflect the high functional value scores from the 
UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group? 

ANSWER: n4ai Gen Blume. The Air Force recommendations do reflect the hlgh functional 
value scores. The recommendation to close Reese AFB is consistent with the fact Reese had the 
lowest average functional value. 

Mr. Nemfakos: The DON'S process did not consider functional value. It used its own 
documented method for evaluating the military value of its installations. 

12. Gen Blume, the average functional value for each Air Force UPT base is shown (the Reese 
score is adjusted based on your recent memo to us). 
Columbus AFB 6.74 
Vance AFB 6.67 
Randolph AFB 6.53 
Laughlin AFB 6.50 
Reese AFB 6.22 

The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) apparently used the functional values 
from the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. These averages were used to find military value by 
performing a standard deviation analysis to assign a color "Stop Light" code to Criteria I, "Flying 
Mission Evaluation." All eight criteria were then considered to derive an overall Air Force 
ranking: the result was Tier I for Columbus, Laughlin, Randolph, and Vance, and Tier III for 
Reese. 

Why didn't the Air Force simply use the functional value for the training that is actually 
accomplished at each specific UPT base to determine its score? Would the result have been 
different? 

ANSWER: Functional value is an important part of military value, but is not necessarily the 
only indicator. For example, Randolph AFB houses a Major Command Headquarters, a 
Numbered Air Force Headquarters, and the Air Force Military Personnel Center besides having a 



flying mission. In the case of UPT bases, average functional value scores, the BCEG "Stop 
Light" analysis, and professional judgment all indicated Reese AFB is the correct base to close. 
The Air Force does not believe the results would have been different if functional value were 
used as an exclusive measure. However, using only functional value would be a narrow analysis 
and would not comply with Secretary of Defense guidelines. In addition, the Air Force made a 
conscious effort to fully integrate, where possible, the Joint Group process into its entire 1995 
BRAC analysis. For the Laboratory, Test and Evaluation, and Depot subcategories, the Air Force 
used Joint Group data, the same methodology and, with few exceptions, the same measures of 
merit to produce the functional portion of the Criterion I grade for those installations. For the 
Undergraduate Flying Training category, the Air Force used the Joint Group functional values as 
the basis for its Criterion I grade. These steps ensured that the Air Force analysis was consistent, 
to the maximum extent possible, with the Joint Group direction on analysis of these functions. 

It should be noted that the average functional values were not used to find "military 
value," but were instead used to determine the Criterion I grade. Military value, under the 
criteria, consists of the first four criteria. 

Finally, the BCEG examined the functional values derived by JCSG-UPT. After 
discussion, the BCEG agreed to include all activities pertaining to Air Force operations as the 
basis for the average functional value. Including all potential flying training activities rather than 
the training actually accomplished provides a better analysis of both current and potential training 
value. 

13. Mr. Finch, did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group run any excursions using the Linear 
Programming Optimization Model, such as the ones shown on below: 

a. Examining only Air Force Bases 
b. Examining only Naval Air Stations 
c. Excluding flight screening 
d. Excluding Navy-unique functional areas 
e. Excluding Air Force-unique functional areas 
f. Changing the weights on various factors, such as airspace. 

ANSWER: The Group was sensitive to the potential issue of adjusting the model after the data 
had been collected. Excursions to evaluate the sensitivity of the model to movement of new 
functions to new sites given differing minimum site levels was performed. Service specific 
excursions were not performed, given the joint perspective of the Group's efforts. 

What would the results be if these excursions were run? 

ANSWER: It would be inappropriate to speculate as to potential results without running the 
modei. 



14. Mr. Finch, what were the options you considered for measuring capacity, and why did you 
choose the methods you did? 

ANSWER: Factors of capacity and the methods to measure them were developed over time by 
the JCSG. The process started with development of the Data Call followed by construction of 
the Capacity Analysis Matrix and the questions utilized in point distribution for the Measures of 
Merit. As the process evolved, the JCSG refined its methods of measurement in the framework 
of sound operational experience and military judgment. 

15. Mr. Finch, a separate functional value for the Air Force's post-UPT Introduction to Fighter 
Fundaments (IFF) training was not included among the 10 functional areas selected for assessing 
the overall functional value of each UPT-category base. 

Even though it is conducted after "Wings" are awarded, IFF is conducted at a UPT base, 
consumes capacity, and is similar in content to training events contained within the latter stages 
of the Navy's Strike Training syllabus. 

Why didn't the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group include IFF as an additional functional 
area? 

AiiSWER: Post-"Wing" flying missions such as IFF, the Blue Angels, and a large number of 
graduate rotary-wing courses were excluded from direct JCSG analysis. Non-flying missions 
collocated at the UPT sites (such a technical training a Sheppard AFB and NAS Meridian) were 
also excluded. When forwarding alternatives for consideration, the JCSG asked the military 
departments to quantify any such missions that impacted their capacity. 

16. General Blume, did the Air Force consider transferring the Introduction to Fighter 
Fundamentals training from Columbus AFB to another location such as Luke AFB in order to 
increase the capacity to do other training at Columbus? 

ANSWER: No. The Air Force collocated Introduction to Fighter Fundamentals (IFF) training 
on the UPT bases in 1993 when it stood up PLlr Education and Training Command during a major 
reorganization. This allowed a more seamless training continuum for fighter-bound students, 
particularly as the Air Force converted from generalized UPT to specialized UP'. Luke AFB 
also does not have the capacity to absorb this training. Even if Luke could absorb IFF, this 
would require an additional move for many fighter-bound students whose final formal training 
units were located elsewhere. To return to a different basing structure would be expensive and 
counterproductive. 

17. Mr. Finch, in the consideration of training airspace for both capacity analysis and functional 
value, the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group methodology permitted a base to claim credit for large 
sectors of airspace so long as any portion of it was withln 100 nautical miles of the base. For 
bases near the Gulf of AMexico, this meant credit for huge over-water sectors. 



Both Air Force and Navy UPT programs train predominantly over land. This is to permit 
such over-land flight training events as ground reference maneuvers and low-level navigation. 
Over-water training is performed close to shore. Since actual UP' practice precludes the use of 
large blocks of over-water airspace, doesn't giving credit for such over-water airspace unfairly 
skew the results in favor of coastal bases? 

ANSWER: Over-water airspace has intrinsic value to the Navy and the consensus of the JCSG 
was to consider it equally with over-land airspace. 

18. Mr. Finch, did either the Services or the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider the impact 
of contracting some UPT functional training areas to outside sources? 

ANSWER: No. The JCSG charter was to help size infrastructure, not to make policy decisions. 

19. General Blume, does closing Reese AFI3 leave sufficient capacity in the UPT area to provide 
for surge capability in pilot training? 

ANSWER: Yes. The closure of one Air Force UPT base leaves sufficient capacity to provide 
for surge capability. However, there is not enough excess capacity to close more than one Air 
Force UPT base. 

20. Mr. Finch, all of your alternatives move the Navy's helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 
There are several different ways to implement this alternative. For example, the Navy could 
retain their current helicopter training process and be collocated at Fort Rucker as an Army 
tenant; or the Navy's pilots could be integrated into the Army training through a consolidation. 
Did the Joint Cross Service Group consider the issue of consolidation vs. collocation when 
developing its alternatives? 

ANSWER: No. The JCSG was not established to consider policy issues related to 
undergraduate pilot training. Therefore, its approach was to use existing policies that were 
applicable to the various functions considered by the Group. In the case of helicopter training, 
existing policy was, and is, not to consolidate such training for the Army and Navy. Therefore, 
only alternatives that involved collocating or not collocating this function were considered. 

2 1. Mr. Finch, the Navy responded to your alternatives to close Whiting Field with COBRA 
analyses that showed a high cost of implementing the move of primary training to Naval Air 
Station Pensacola and helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 

Did the UPT-Joint Cross Service Group look at variations to this scenario, such as the 
relocation of helicopter training to Fort Rucker with primary training remaining at Whiting 
Field? 

ANSWER: Given the resource requirements, site capacities and functional values, and site 
military values, the Optimization Model consistently moved the helicopter function to Fort 
Rucker and closed NAS Whiting Field. The Group did not look at additional variations. 



22. Mr. Nemfakos, would moving helicopter training out of Whiting Field help the Navy meet 
its requirement for outlying fields for primary training? 

Does your answer change when considering the transition to any of the Joint Primary 
Aircraft Training System (JPATS) aircraft? 

ANSWER: No, the OLFs used for helicopter training are not configured to support fixed-wing 
training. JPATS does not chanze this situation. 

23. Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) record states that 
the reason for rejecting the movement of helicopter training to Fort Rucker is the high one-time 
cost and long return on investment. 

Did operational concerns also enter into ths  decision or was it strictly an economic 
decision? 

ANSWER: The decision not to co-locate helicopter training at Fort Rucker was strictly an 
economic decision -- high one-time costs and a poor return on investment. Operational 
considerations, however, lead the DON to evaluate a co-location scenario as opposed to a 
consolidation scenario. 

24. General Blume, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Closure Executive Group 
(BCEG) choose Reese AFB to close? 

AiiSWER: When all eight criteria were applied to the bases in the UFT category, Reese AFB 
ranked lowest relative to the other bases in the Undergraduate Flying Training category. In 
addition, Reese AFB was recommended for closure in each alternative recommended by the DoD 
Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT. 

25. Mr. Nemfakos, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) chose NAS Meridian to close? 

ANSWER: First, the current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in the PTR 
(particularly in the decline from 11 to 10 carrier air wings) so that Navy strike training could be 
handled by a single full-strike training base. Second, the consolidation of strike training that 
follows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit of the policy of the Secretary of Defense that 
functional pilot training be consolidated. The training conducted at NAS Meridian is similar to 
that conducted at NAS Kingsville, which has a higher military value, presently houses T-45 
assets (the Department of the Navy's new primary strike training aircraft) and its supporting 
infrastructure. and has ready access to larger amounts of air space, including over-water air space 
if such is required. Lastly, the net of all costs and savings associated with thls recommendation 
is a savings of $158.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $33.4 million 
with an immediate return on investment expected. 



26. Mr. Finch, please discuss the process used to analyze a potential NAS Meridian/Columbus 
AFB complex. 

What alternatives or "strawmen" did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider? 

ANSWER: The Group evaluated three alternatives for the NAS iMeridian/Columbus AFB 
complex: 1) A JPATS Primary "Master" site, 2 )  a Strikemomber-Fighter complex with Strike at 
NAS Meridian and Bomber-Fighter at Columbus AFB, and 3) moving Maritime and 
Primaryflntermediate NFO/NAV to NAS Meridian to allow creation of a JPATS Primary 
"Master" site at NAS Pensacola and NAS Whiting Field. The first alternative's up-front costs - 
building five outlying fields and relocating Columbus AFB's Bomber Fighter function to 
Laughlin AFB were considered excessive. The second alternative was dropped because it did not 
result in the net increase of a "base complex," would waste significant investment in the T-45 
training system at NAS Kingsville, and it would also require high, up-front cost at NAS 
Meridian. The third alternative, while not as costly to implement as alternative one, was 
discounted as the Maritime and PrimaryIIntermediate NFONAV functions could be readily 
accommodated by those flight training bases not recommended for closure. (JCSG Meeting 
Minutes of February 23, 1995). 

What COBRA runs were performed to assess a potential NAS Meridian/Columbus AFB 
complex? 

ANSWER: None. 

What cost advantages were considered (for example, NAS Meridian and Columbus AFB 
using joint targets and outlying fields and sharing excess capacity during runway maintenance)? 

ANSWER: The JCSG considered potential savings in shared or combined facilities from a 
JPATS site consolidation or formation of a PATS base complex, but found they could not 
readily be identified. The Group also agreed that savings, if any, would be well in the future. In 
reviewing the base complex issue, the Group found no clear or compelling rationale to change 
the Military Departments' recommendations. 

27. Mr. Nemfakos, if the redirect of mine warfare helicopter assets to NAS Corpus Christi is not 
approved, what impact would that have on the operations per day available for pilot training at 
Corpus Christi? 

How much do other flight operations at Corpus Christi reduce daily operations available for 
pilot training? 

ANSWER:-Operating mine warfare helicopters out of NAS Corpus Christi would have a 
negligible effect on the runway operations available for pilot training. All other flight operations 
at NAS Corpus Christi, to include the proposed mine warfare helicopter operations, require less 
than 5 percent of NAS Corpus Christi's pilot training capacity. 



28. Mr. Finch, will Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) increase or decrease the 
number of bases required for UPT training? 

ANSWER: The answer will depend on the aircraft selected and the evolution of the P A T S  
training syllabus. For example, some contenders may require longer runways than others. On 
the other hand, these same aircraft may be able to absorb some flying time from the more costly 
and more infrastructure-intensive advanced training tracks (i.e., T-35 Strike training). 

29. Mr. Finch, what was the impact of Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS)-related 
issues on the group's assessment of functional value? 

What specific facility and airspace requirements were used to determine Joint Primary 
Aircraft Training System (JPATS) functional values? 

ANSWER: For purposes of the analyses, the Measures of ,Merit utilized the maximum 
requirements identified in the source selection process for JPATS (i.e., 5,000 ft runway). 

CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

Ouestions submitted bv Congressman Smith: 

1. Since the Navy has recommended relocating the Naval Air Technical Training Center 
(NATTC) from Lakehurst, NJ, to Pensacola, do you envision recreating the Carrier Aircraft 
Launch and Recovery System (COLASSES) at Pensacola or do you expect to disassemble, 
package, ship and reinstall those devices that are critical to training pilots for flying off and onto 
aircraft carriers? 

ANSWER: The mission of NATTC Lakehurst Detachment does not include training pilots for 
flying off and onto aircraft carriers. The NATTC Lakehurst Detachment personnel and 
equipment support training requirements specific to operations and maintenance of aircraft 
carrier catapult, launch, and recovery equipment systems. The personnel and equipment 
necessary to continue supporting this training will be relocated to NAS Pensacola. 

2.  At what cost do you envision recreating the unique aircraft flight training facility in 
Pensacola? 

ANSWER: NATTC Lakehurst Detachment is not a unique aircraft flight training facility and 
therefore will not be recreated as such. However. all appropriate costs to relocate NATTC 
Lakehurst Detachment necessary personnel and equipment that support training requirements 
specific to operations and maintenance of aircraft carrier catapult, launch, and recovery 
equipment systems were included in the COBRA analysis for Lakehurst. These costs are 
calculated automatically by COBRA algorithms from various input data and appear as part of the 



aggregate one-time costs for NAWC AC Lakehurst, NJ plus the one-time costs for NAS 
Pensacola, FL. The exact cost will be determined as part of the implementation planning and 
budgeting process; however, it would be expected that the final cost would be of a similar 
magnitude. 

3. Do facilities exist at Pensacola for the housing of the Lakehurst NATTC students? 

ANSWER: Yes. BRAC 93 moved average onboard of 5004 students to NAS Pensacola. 
BRAC 95 adds the relocation of aviation students from both NTTC Meridian and Lakehurst, a 
total of 162 additional students. Barracks space was sized under BRAC 93 to accommodate the 
planned force structure through the end of the century. The FY 2001 average onboard for 
aviation students, including Meridian and Lakehurst, is 4226. The Navy is under contract to 
build BEQ space for 4924 beds. This number includes planned onboard, transient students and a 
surge capability. In view of this, the BSEC made a determination that no additional BEQ 
construction was required. 

4. What type of delay or disruptions are anticipated or planned for in the training of these 
aircraft carrier student pilots while the training facility is disassembled, moved and recreated in 
Pensacola? 

ANSWER: NATTC Lakehurst Detachment does not train aircraft carrier student pilots. 

Ouestions submitted by Senators Shelbv and Heflin and Congressman Everett: 

1. In November of 1994, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training 
submitted three different alternatives for consideration by the military departments and Secretary 
Perry. According to documents submitted to the BRAC, each alternative reduced excess capacity 
while maintaining high military value. Each of the three alternatives consistently recommended 
consolidating all military undergraduate helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker. 

However, these recommendations were not adhered to in there entirety. Secretary Perry 
chose not to consolidate UHPT at Fort Rucker as recommended due to high MILCON costs 
associated with closing Whlting NAS. He then directed consolidating all Navy initial fixed-wing 
training at Whiting NAS. 

a. Why is it that consolidation of UHPT at Ft. Rucker was not adopted? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. While the recommendations forwarded by the UPT Joint Cross- 
Service Group called for movin,o the DON'S Advanced Helicopter training to Fort Rucker, they 
said nothing about consolidating LHPT. Because of operational differences in training Navy and 
Army helicopter pilots, in <valuating these proposals, the DON oniy considered the co-location 
of UHPT. 



b. Since the Navy is moving all of its initial fixed-wing training to Whiting NAS, wouldn't 
limited space be freed-up if UHPT was moved to Ft. Rucker? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. Moving the DON'S Advanced Helicopter training to Fort Rucker 
would free-up space at NAS Whiting Field for fixed-wing training. However, because there is no 
issue of limited space at NAS Whiting Field for fixed-wing training, this additional space would 
be of little value. 

c. From an efficiency standpoint. doesn't it make sense to have all initial rotary-wing training 
dedicated at one location? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. It would make sense to have all initial rotary wing training at one 
location if both the Navy and Army had the same training syllabi, same trainers, and identical 
aircraft. They do not. The DON has unique training requirements which are driven by its 
operational missions (i.e., a sea-based environment). Because of this, a consolidation of UHPT 
training would still require separate training tracks for Navy and Army pilots, and therefore, only 
create costs. 

2.  On March 30, 1993 General Colin Powell stated at the House Armed Services Committee 
Army Posture Hearing that, "I believe the proper place to do the centralization (of UHPT) and 
where it can be done very well is at Fort Rucker, Alabama." He went on to say, "I am committed 
to push this as hard as possible because there are real savings here and this is where we ought to 
find the savings." 

The cost to transfer the UHPT operation at Whiting Field to Fort Rucker is less than $18 
million dollars. In 1992 the DoD IG reported that relocation of UHPT to Fort Rucker would save 
at least $79 million dollars over 5 years. 

a. Is this savings estimate still valid today? 

ANSWJ3R: Mr. Nemfakos. It should be noted that the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force 
Management and Personnel) and the Department of the Navy nonconcurred with the portion of 
the 1992 DoD IG audit report in which were presented the savings estimate cited above, 
believing that the audit analysis attempted to compare dissimilar programs and also questioning 
the estimated monetary benefits from relocation. 

In considering the UPT JCSG alternatives during the 1995 base realignment and closure 
process, the BSEC used only data, certified to be accurate and complete, contained in our 1995 
Base Structure Data Base, and information provided and verified by the other ~ W t a r y  
Departments. Based on our analysis of this certified data, the total estimated one-time cost to 
implement the "non-JPATS' alternative is $155.7 million with an annual recurring savings after 
implementation of $13 million and a return on investment expected in 14 years. The net present 
value of the costs and savings over 20 years for this scenario is a savings of $9 million. The total 
estimated one-time cost to implement the "JPATS' alternative is $159 million with an annual 
recurring savings after implementation of $13 million and a return on investment expected in 15 



years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years for this scenario is a savings 
of $7 million. 

3. In a proposal to the Roles & Missions Commission, the Army has stated that by 
consolidating all primary DoD rotary-wing training, integration and standardization among the 
services would be enhanced to truly support jointness. Each of the services would continue to 
provide advanced training for their own unique aspects of rotary-wing aviation. 

The Army has the capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements 
without any need for expansion or new construction. 

a. From an efficiency and interoperability standpoint, doesn't it make sense for all introductory 
helicopter pilot training to be conducted by the Army? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. There is a fundamental difference in how the Army and the naval 
services desire to train their pilots from an operational perspective; each has its own set of 
validated requirements that drive its training program, the location for the training, and 
efficiencies derived. The Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard training requirements include 
fixed-wing training for all students, emphasis on basic and radio instrument training, situational 
awarenesslunusual attitudelaerobatic training and shipboard landing training. We use aircraft 
systems as well as simulators and ground support systems that are different from those used by 
the Army in support of this specialized training. Then too, we believe that the operational 
environment in which our helicopter pilots will eventually be required to fly validates and 
mandates our current approach to UHPT. For example, the absolute necessity for aviator 
competence in over water flight, where aircraft performance and navigational techniques 
employed differ significantly from those over land, carries unique training demands. And, 
especially for Marine helicopter pilots, replacement of the aging CH-46 fleet with V-22 aircraft 
that feature in-flight transitions between rotary and fixed-wing modes will spawn a completely 
different dynamic for which they must be trained. In contrast, Army requirements and training 
are oriented toward the daylnight VMC, ground contact environment that supports the Army 
mission in the field. 

What makes the most sense for all the Services is to adhere to training programs that best 
prepare pilots to function in the respective operational environments in whlch they will be 
employed. Different requirements produce efficiencies unique to the specific training program at 
each base (NAS Whiting Field and Fort Rucker). It should be noted that intent of the Secretary 
of Defense in establishing a JCSG for UPT was not for it to examine the UPT programs of the 
Services with an eye toward consolidation, but to assist the ,Military Departments in identifying 
asset sharing opportunities. To what extent "jointness" is served by consolidation of UHPT, 
whether it should be, and which Service ought to conduct consolidated UHPT for all are issues 
more appropriately addressed outside the base realignment and closure process. 

4. During the BRAC 95 Navy hearing earlier this year. General lMundy commented that in the 
1970's the h y  was training -Marine helicopter pilots. and that this arrangement worked very 
well. 



a. Is there any reason why the Marine Corps couldn't return to this arrangement? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. The Department of the Navy does not endorse Army UHPT for 
Marine pilots, because it does not meet the training requirements for service with the Fleet and 
Fleet ,Marine Forces. During the Vietnam War, the Marine Corps experienced a severe shortage 
of pilots, and following the direction of the Secretary of Defense, accepted helicopter pilots who 
had been trained by the Army. To meet Marine Corps requirements those Army-trained pilots, 
whose training was complete by Army requirements, required an additional 70 to 75 hours of 
flight training that was provided in ,Marine Corps helicopter training groups. General Mundy's 
comment during the Commission's hearing on March 6, 1995, did not indicate his willingness to 
change the training syllabus for Marine Corps helicopter pilots, but was offered in rebuttal to 
suggestions that our current resistance to UHPT consolidation is fueled in whole or in part by 
interservice rivalry. 

5. In 1992, the JCS report on Roles & Missions recommended consolidation of all primary 
helicopter training with the Army. A team led by the Navy was tasked by Secretary of Defense 
Aspin to review this recommendation. Their findings concluded that consolidation would need 
to be put on hold until primary training for both fixed wing and rotary wing could be evaluated 
together. the service and operating costs of the new TH-67 trainer had been determined, and that 
the decision would be made with the context of a base closure round. 

a. Each of these points has been satisfied, yet DoD only adopted the fixed-wing portion of the 
Cross-Service Group recommendation. Why was rotary-wing training ignored? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. The 1992 JCS Report on Roles & Missions, signed by General 
Colin Powell in February 1993, did not recommend consolidation of primary helicopter training. 
Instead, j t stated "If it is cost efective, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard helicopter training 
will be moved from Pensacola to Ft Rucker. " A joint working group, led by the Navy with 
assistance from the Army, recommended "retaining existing Navy helicopter training at Whiting 
Field and continuing use of the T-34C for primary training and track selection at least through 
JPATS introduction. This proven training format is presently the least costly approach to 
producing Navy helicopter pilots that meet service requirements. " The study further 
recommended that "All services reevaluate each of the options presented in this study shortly 
afer  theufollowing events occur: JPATS source selection is complete and acquisitionloperating 
costs are identified. Final force levels are established and this flight training requirements 
determined. Army receives TH-67 deliveries and actual inventory and operating costs are 
identified. " The study was forwarded with concurrence from the Army. 

Rotary-wing training was considered on an equal basis with all other types of UPT in both 
the Department of the Wavy's analysis and that conducted by the UPT JCSG. The rationale for 
the Department of the Navy's rejection of the UPT JCSG alternative to close NAS Whiting Field 
is explained in response to question 1. 



6.  Earlier this year, the Navy testified before the BRAC 95 commission that the consolidation 
of Navy helicopter training with the Army was not feasible because it was a "people" issue, or a 
quality of life issue and that Navy Pilots fly in more extreme weather conditions at sea than the 
Army does. If that in fact is the case, why does the Pentagon continue to request Army 
helicopters and pilots to support naval missions? 

A number of Army missions in support of Naval operations: 

1983: Operation Urgent Furv 
"Shipboard operations involving the Army's 18th Airborne Corps: UH-60's, 
OH-58NC's, AH- 1's 

1987: Operation Prime Chance 
"Shipboard and overwater operations involving the Army's 4117th CAV (now 412) with 
OH-58D's 

*valid CONOPS mission today 

1994: O~eration Uphold Democracv - Haiti 
* 10th Mountain Division operated from the USS Eisenhower 
*OH-58D's had extensive missions prior to invasion 
*UH-60's, CH-47's' OH-58A/C7s and AH-1's transported troops and equipment to the A 0  
for several days, followed by command & control missions 

Each Army Aviation unit has a task for shipboard operations incorporated in their mission 
essential list of tasks. The Army trains for shipboard operations and performs shipboard 
operations. 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. As mentioned in response to question 1, training for Army 
helicopter pilots and naval aviators is designed to prepare them for two significantly different 
operational environments. The record of employment of Army helicopters shows that the Army 
does operate from Navy ships on certain occasions and under visual meteorological (VMC) 
weather conditions. However, Army helicopter pilots are not trained for, and do not operate 
during, degraded weather conditions. In contrast, every Navy pilot is trained to operate from 
large and small deck ships under all weather conditions. In each of the cases cited above, Army 
helicopters were required due to unique mission circumstances and operated under favorable 
weather conditions as directed by senior Defense Department officials. 

7.  In 1992, ,MGen. Dave Robbins, then-Commander of the Army Aviation Center, noted that 
one of the main reasons the Navy was opposed to consolidating this training with the Army was 
because the Navy used initial fixed-wing training as a "cutting" tool for students. 

a. Do you believe this to be the case. and is there any legitimate reason why the Navy needs 
this extra "cutting" tool? 



b. Could the Navy use the Army's training syllabus that places student pilots directly into the 
rotary wing pipeline? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. The Navy practice of using fixed-wing aircraft in rotary-wing pilot 
track selection and training was validated by a 1994 Center for Naval Analysis study which 
concluded that "Splitting the current Navy primary into two separate tracks, rotary primary and 
fuced-bving primary, could increase attrition if current standards are maintained. Attrition would 
be higher in each truck thun in the present unified primary and thus would be higher overall." 
Increasing attrition will increase the cost of training and require increased accessions. In 
addition, the study forwards the following training considerations: 

"The motor skills and learned responses needed to fly helicopters and fixed-wing 
airplanes in forwardflight are almost exactly the same. .. These skills are transferable." 

"Flying helicopters in hover mode is different from flying them in forwardflight mode. 
From a training standpoint, it is sensible to first teach rotary-wing pilots forwardflight in a 
fured-wing trainer. Student pilots can then move to helicopters where they acquire specialized 
flight skills. " 

"Some flight training, particulnrly navigation and instrument flying, involves skills that 
are not specific to a particular type of aircraft. '" 

The Air Force also supports the concept of undergraduate, primary fixed-wing training for 
its helicopter pilots. In December 1992 the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force stated "...m ed- 
wing training before rotary-wing training produces a better trained helicopter pilot for less 
money. " 

Based on the benefits of fixed-wing primary training, using the Arrny's curriculum would 
not meet Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard requirements. 

8. According to the DoD IG, "Relocating the Navy's primary helicopter training to Fort Rucker 
would relieve ground and air traffic congestion at Whiting Field NAS." 

a. Is there a problem with congestion at Whiting Field, both in the air and on the ground? If 
so, would relocation of the Navy's Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot Training program free-up 
space at Whiting Field? 

b. How does Fort Rucker compare with Whiting with regard to available space? 

c. Since the Army already owns nearly 80% of all DoD helicopters, does Fort Rucker have the 
capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements'? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. There is no ground or air congestion at NAS m t i n g  Field. As 
previously stated, fixed wing (T-34C) aircraft normally conduct training operations at altitudes 
above 1300 feet and rotary wing (TH-57B/C) training aircraft operate in the airspace structure 



below 1500 feet. Commercial airliners overfly training airspace at altitudes above 24,000 feet. 
Navy fixed-wing aircraft conduct landing operations at exclusive fixed-wing airfields, which are 
specifically designed to train naval aviators to land day or night, in fair or foul weather, and 
aboard the confined landing areas of our ships at sea. These airfields are located within ten miles 
of home field, enhancing training efficiency and lowering cost per completed student sortie. 
NAS Whiting, in effect. is two airfields for the price of one. There are no course rule conflicts 
between fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft operating at these two fields. Operations in joint- 
use areas are normally conducted using air traffic control procedures and/or radar monitoring. 
Additionally, helicopters. by design. can operate at very slow airspeeds. As a result. near mid-air 
collisions involving Navy helicopters are virtually non-existent. Ln contrast, increased congestion 
at Fort Rucker would result from consolidating training there. 

Fort Rucker is larger than NAS Whiting Field. However, NAS Whiting Field meets all 
present and future Navy requirements for primary and helicopter training and includes sufficient 
maritime operating areas for the Helicopter Landing Trainer ship. Additionally, the area around 
Fort Rucker has a much greater concentration of noise sensitive areas than does NAS Whiting 
Field. 

Fort Rucker requires significant facilities MILCON, extensive rehabilitation and upgrade 
of existing structures and, equally important, extensive quality of life improvements to support 
consolidated training. Facilities meeting the Navy's requirements for both mission and quality of 
life are currently available and in use at NAS Whiting Field. 

Brig Gen Shane. Yes. According to Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross- Service Group 
certified data, the total DoD throughput in the near future is 1,48 1. This training rate would only 
engage 72% of Fort Rucker's present capacity for undergraduate helicopter pilot training. 





UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

ITEMS FOR INCLUSION IN THE RECORD 

1. Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Robles that you would 
provide a list of those criteria used by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group to constrain the linear 
programming model from presenting nonsensical results. Please provide these criteria. 

ANSWER: In addition to the "Site/Function Constraint Matrix" which limited potential 
sitelfunctions combinations from the outset of the modeling process, constraints were imposed as 
the JCSG proceeded with its Optimization Model process. These constraints which were applied 
in an gdditive manner are as follows: 

1. Flight screening would not be performed/collocated with any other function - based on 
JCSG military judgment. 

2. Primary and advanced NAV/NFO, advanced NFO Strike, and advanced NFO Panel 
functions would be joint and single-sited - based on DEPSECDEF memo of 
October 24, 1994. 

3. No function would be "spread" or fractionalized smaller than a "notionalized" or 
smallest squadron (approximately 100 annual production) - JCSG military judgment. 

4. Flight screening function limited to the Air Force Academy and Hondo, TX sites - 
JCSG military judgment. 

5. Primary function limited to four sites - JCSG military judgment. (This constraint was 
later dropped.) 

6 .  Three site closure results (MJN PRIME model run) used as baseline for follow-on 
Optimization Model runs. 

7. Air space and outlying airfield operations capacity from sites closed in MIN PRIME 
model run were transferred to remaining sites in close proximity for all additional 
modeling efforts. 

2.  Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Cornella that Flight 
Screening was "basically" included as a matter of completeness. For the record, please respond 
to the following question: 

Why did you include Flight Screening, a function not now nor envisioned to be done at UPT 
bases, but did not include Introduction to Fighter Fundamental (IFF) training, a function that is 
done at UPT bases, in the scope of your analysis? 

ANSWER: The JCSG defined its category scope to include: DoD flight programs which 
support and facilitate selection and training of pilots, naval flight officers, and navigators to the 
point of awarding "Winzs." - Post-"Wings" flyins missions such a IFF. the Blue Angels, and a 
large number of graduate rotary-wing courses were excluded from direct analysis. Non-flying 
missions at the bases (such as technical training at Sheppard AFB and NAS Meridian) were also 
excluded. When forwarding alternatives for consideration, the JCSG asked the military 
departments to quantify any such missions that impacted their capacity. 



ANSWER: Mai Gen Blume. 

COST ESTIMATE BASED ON FY94 DATA 
Mission RPM BOS Medical* Total SUPT 
Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed' Fixed Variable 
Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs Cost Per 
(in $M) (in $M) (in SM) fin $&I) [in $M) Graduate 

Columbus $33.5 $4.9 $27.9 $8.5 $74.8 $237,507 
Laughlin $35.3 $5.7 $32.2 $1 1.0 $84.2 $245,039 
Reese $32.1 $5.5 $31.0 $9.9 $78.5 $244,619 
Vance $33.8 $5.7 $25.4 $4.9 $69.8 $232,394 

* Although not specifically asked for, medical fixed costs are also provided. These costs are not 
included in any other of the fixed costs provided. 

Definitions: 

Mission Fixed Costs: Open-the-door costs to enter one student. Includes Instructors, school 
overhead, and maintenance. 

RPM Fixed Costs: The upkeep on the facilities that is required whether or not you have students in 
training (e-g., utilities). 

BOS Fixed Costs: Base operating support costs that are required to support the fxed personnel (e.g., 
transportation, supply, grounds maintenance, chaplains, comptroller). 

Medical Fixed Costs: Open-the-door costs to enter one student (e.g., supplies, and equipment to 
support fxed population). 

Variable Cost Per Graduate: The cost of sending one additional student through SUPT. It does not 
include any fixed costs. 

Mr. Nemfakos. The Navy has issued a data call to collect these data. We will forward a 
response as soon as possible. 

Brig Gen Shane. 

Estimated costs for Undereraduate Pilot Training 
Undergraduate Pilot Training fixed-cost: S45,6 1 1,784 
Undergraduate Pilot Training variable-cost: $30.599 per student 
Undergraduate Pilot Training flying hour variable-cost: $323, per flying hour 
Undergraduate Pilot Training actual total cost: $1 14,745,433 (FY 94) 
Undergraduate Pilot Training actual civilian salary proportion: $9,150,860 (8.0%) 



Mr. Finch: All weather factors (icing, crosswinds, etc.) were captured by weather attrition 
inputs. The extra weight given to crosswinds represents a measurement of the frequency of 
crosswinds, not a measure of "lost sorties." While some crosswind exposure is useful, frequent 
crosswinds complicate the learning process and can cause last-minute scheduling changes. 

The T-38 attrition rate planning factor at Reese is 28 percent compared to 17 percent for the 
T-I. Since the T-1 factor is currently in use at Reese, why did the UP'-Joint Cross-Service 
Group use the T-38 instead of the T-1 planning factor in its functional value analysis? 

Mr. Finch: In computing the T-1 attrition planning factors, the JCSG used the reported value 
for Reese AFB and a surrogate, based on existing aircraft, for the other sites. In the final 
analysis, no Air Force site received points for the T-1 planning factor in the JCSG model. Based 
on T-37R-38 attrition planning factor comparisons across sites, there is no reason to believe that 
Reese AFB would gain an advantage from a T-1 planning factor comparison. 

7. Mr. Nemfakos, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Davis that you would 
provide for the record your analysis on Strike Pilot Training Rates. Please provide that general 
data along with your response to the following specific questions: 

Are the flight operations per strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) at NAS Meridian and NAS 
Kingsville used in your capacity analysis the same? Please explain any differences. 

ANSWER: Yes, the analysis used 151 1 daylight flight operations per Strike PTR 

What is the current operations per strike Pilot Training Rate at NAS Kingsville? How does 
this compare with the figure used to determine strike Pilot Training Rate capacity at NAS 
Kingsville? 

ANSWER: NAS Kingsville's data call reported a daylight flight operations requirement for an 
all T-45 syllabus of 1393 ops. The 151 1 ops used in the analysis was derived as follows. Because 
in FY 2001 not all strike training will be done in T45 aircraft, we assumed 50 percent of the 
Strike pilots would go through an all T-45 syllabus and 50 percent would go through a split 
syllabus consisting of an Intermediate phase in the T-2 aircraft and an Advanced phase in the T- 
45 aircraft. Based on certified data, the flight ops requirement for this split syllabus was 
calculated as follows: 

Intermediate Phase in T-2 -- 74 1 (from NAS Meridian' data call) 
Advanced Phase in T-45 -- 888 (from NAS Kingsville's data call) 

Total: 1,629 

Taking a weighted average. this gives 

( 1393 x .5 ) + ( 1629 x .5) = 151 1 daylight flight ops per Strike PTR 



8. Mr. Finch, your optimization analysis apparently placed primary emphasis on the installation 
military value data provided to you by the services, and less emphasis on the functional values 
developed by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. 

Please explain the reasoning for this approach? 

LYSWER: Sites have value both with respect to their ability to accommodate activities 
involving specific functions (e.g., those associated with flight training) and the more general 
military missions of the lMilitary Departments. For the former, the initial means of representing 
value for flight training functions was to consider the capacity of sites collectively to carry out all 
the functions associated with flight training. This was done by introducing a set of constraints 
that ensured that there was sufficient capacity in the collection of sites that remained open to 
handle all flight training functions. 

Beyond ensuring there was sufficient capacity to perform flight training functions, the 
Group's methods next considered military value, maximizing the inherent military value of all 
sites that remained open to carry out general military missions of the Military Departments. 

Finally, the Group's method considered the value of sites that remained open to perform 
flight training functions. Since functional value was already considered implicitly by setting 
constraints that guaranteed sufficient capacity to carry out all functions, this additional 
consideration of functional value was given lower priority. 

To allow functional value to drive the model is relevant only if we assume functions can 
be easily moved and are completely interoperable. In practice, this led to nonsensical results 
during the early, "unconstrained" model runs. For example, Navy Strike training with its 
attendant costly T-45 infrastructure was spread to four sites. Other functions were swapped 
between Air Force and Navy sites. Site functional value was also a more narrow look at 
installation value, as it did not consider collateral missions such as technical training. The 
Military Departments' inputs encompassed all functions and potential alternative uses of the 

installation. 

9. Mr. Finch, your Joint Cross-Service Group minutes of March 24, 1994, state that the UPT 
category is largely installation oriented. If the value of a UPT base is best reflected in its .' 

functional rather than military value, why didn't you base your alternatives on model output 
which maximized functional value unconstrained by installation military value? 

Since there is a direct correlation between the Joint Cross-Service Group's functional value 
rating and the Air Force's determination of military value, didn't the use of both functional and 
rmlitary value in the model simply increase the impact of functional vaiue in the result? 

ANSWER: Functional and military values are not independent. SECDEF guidelines define the 
first four BRAC criteria as military value. Criterion one is "mission requirements." This 
indicates functional value is a significant element of military value. There is also no single 



flying mission. In the case of UPT bases, average functional value scores, the BCEG "Stop 
Light" analysis, and professional judgment all indicated Reese AFB is the correct base to close. 
The Air Force does not believe the results would have been different if functional value were 
used as an exclusive measure. However, using only functional value would be a narrow analysis 
and would not comply with Secretary of Defense guidelines. In addition, the Air Force made a 
conscious effort to fully integrate. where possible, the Joint Group process into its entire 1995 
BRAC analysis. For the Laboratory, Test and Evaluation, and Depot subcategories, the &r Force 
used Joint Group data, the same methodology and, with few exceptions, the same measures of 
merit to produce the functional portion of the Criterion I grade for those installations. For the 
Undergraduate Flying Training category, the Air Force used the Joint Group functional values as 
the basis for its Criterion I grade. These steps ensured that the Air Force analysis was consistent, 
to the maximum extent possible, with the Joint Group direction on analysis of these functions. 

It should be noted that the average functional values were not used to find "military 
value," but were instead used to determine the Criterion I grade. Military value, under the 
criteria, consists of the first four criteria. 

Finally, the BCEG examined the functional values derived by JCSG-UPT. After 
discussion, the BCEG agreed to include all activities pertaining to Air Force operations as the 
basis for the average functional value. Including all potential flying training activities rather than 
the training actually accomplished provides a better analysis of both current and potential training 
value. 

13. Mr. Finch, did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group run any excursions using the Linear 
Programming Optimization Model, such as the ones shown on below: 

a Examining only Air Force Bases 
b. Examining only Naval Air Stations 
c. Excluding flight screening 
d. Excluding Navy-unique functional areas 
e. Excluding Air Force-unique functional areas 
f. Changing the weights on various factors, such as airspace. 

ANSWER: The Group was sensitive to the potential issue of adjusting the model after the data 
had been collected. Excursions to evaluate the sensitivity of the model to movement of new 
functions to new sites given differing minimum site levels was performed. Service specific 
excursions were not performed, given the joint perspective of the Group's efforts. 

What would the results be if these excursions were run? 

ANSWER: It would be inappropriate to speculate as to potential results without running the 
modei. 



Both Air Force and Navy UPT programs train predominantly over land. This is to permit 
such over-land flight training events as ground reference maneuvers and low-level navigation. 
Over-water training is performed close to shore. Since actual UPT practice precludes the use of 
large blocks of over-water airspace, doesn't giving credit for such over-water airspace unfairly 
skew the results in favor of coastal bases? 

AiiSWER: Over-water airspace has intrinsic value to the Navy and the consensus of the JCSG 
was to consider it equally with over-land airspace. 

18. Mr. Finch, did either the Services or the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider the impact 
of contracting some UPT functional training areas to outside sources? 

ANSWER: No. The JCSG charter was to help size infrastructure, not to make policy decisions. 

19. General Blume, does closing Reese AFB leave sufficient capacity in the UFT area to provide 
for surge capability in pilot training? 

ANSWER: Yes. The closure of one Air Force U P '  base leaves sufficient capacity to provide 
for surge capability. However, there is not enough excess capacity to close more than one Air 
Force UPT base. 

20. Mr. Finch, all of your alternatives move the Navy's helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 
There are several different ways to implement this alternative. For example, the Navy could 
retain their current helicopter training process and be collocated at Fort Rucker as an Army 
tenant; or the Navy's pilots could be integrated into the Army training through a consolidation. 
Did the Joint Cross Service Group consider the issue of consolidation vs. collocation when 
developing its alternatives? 

ANSWER: No. The JCSG was not established to consider policy issues related to 
undergraduate pilot training. Therefore, its approach was to use existing policies that were 
applicable to the various functions considered by the Group. In the case of helicopter training, 
existing policy was, and is, not to consolidate such training for the Army and Navy. Therefore, 
only alternatives that involved collocating or not collocating this function were considered. 

2 1. Mr. Finch, the Navy responded to your alternatives to close Whiting Field with COBRA 
analyses that showed a high cost of implementing the move of primary training to Naval Air 
Station Pensacola and helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 

Did the UPT-Joint Cross Service Group look at variations to this scenario, such as the 
relocation of helicopter training to Fort Rucker with primary training remaining at Whiting 
Field? 

ANSWER: Given the resource requirements, site capacities and functional values, and site 
military values, the Optimization Model consistently moved the helicopter function to Fort 
Rucker and closed NAS Whiting Field. The Group did nor look at additional variations. 



26. Mr. Finch, please discuss the process used to analyze a potential NAS Meridian/Columbus 
AFB complex. 

- . What alternatives or "strawmen" did the UP'-Joint Cross-Service Group consider? 

ANSWER: The Group evaluated three alternatives for the NAS MerididColumbus AFB 
complex: 1) A PATS Primary "Master" site, 2) a StrikeBomber-Fighter complex with Strike at 
NAS Meridian and Bomber-Fighter at Columbus AFB, and 3) moving Maritime and 
PrimaryAntennediate NFO/NAV to NAS Meridian to allow creation of a JPATS Primary 
"Master" site at NAS Pensacola and NAS Whiting Field. The first alternative's up-front costs - 
building five outlying fields and relocating Columbus AFB's Bomber Fighter function to 
Laughlin AFB were considered excessive. The second alternative was dropped because it did not 
result in the net increase of a "base complex," would waste significant investment in the T-45 
training system at NAS Kingsville, and it would also require high, up-front cost at NAS 
Meridian. The third alternative, while not as costly to implement as alternative one, was 
discounted as the Maritime and PrimaryIIntermediate NFO/NAV functions could be readily 
accommodated by those flight training bases not recommended for closure. (JCSG Meeting 
Minutes of Febmary 23, 1995). 

What COBRA runs were performed to assess a potential NAS Meridian.Columbus AFB 
complex? 

ANSWER: None. 

What cost advantages were considered (for example, NAS Meridian and Columbus AFB 
using joint targets and outlying fields and sharing excess capacity during runway maintenance)? 

ANSWER: The JCSG considered potential savings in shared or combined facilities from a 
PATS site consolidation or formation of a PATS base complex, but found they could not 
readily be identified. The Group also agreed that savings, if any, would be well in the future. In 
reviewing the base complex issue, the Group found no clear or compelling rationale to change 
the Military Departments' recommendations. 

27. Ih4r. Nernfakos, if the redirect of mine warfare helicopter assets to NAS Corpus Christi is not 
approved, what impact would that have on the operations per day available for pilot training at 
Corpus Christi? 

How much do other flight operations at Corpus Christi reduce daily operations available for 
pilot training? 

ANSWER:-Operating mine warfare helicopters out of NAS Corpus Christi would have a 
negligible effect on the runway operations available for pilot training. All other fight operations 
at NAS Corpus Christi. to include the proposed mine warfare helicopter operations, require less 
than 5 percent of NAS Corpus Chnsti's pilot training capacity. 



aggregate one-time costs for NAWC AC Lakehurst, NJ plus the one-time costs for NAS 
Pensacola, FL. The exact cost will be determined as part of the implementation planning and 
budgeting process; however, it would be expected that the final cost would be of a similar 
magnitude. 

3. Do facilities exist at Pensacola for the housing of the Lakehurst NATTC students? 

ANSWER: Yes. BRAC 93 moved average onboard of 5004 students to NAS Pensacola. 
BRAC 95 adds the relocation of aviation students from both NTTC Meridian and Lakehurst, a 
total of 162 additional students. Barracks space was sized under BRAC 93 to accommodate the 
planned force structure through the end of the century. The FY 2001 average onboard for 
aviation students, including Meridian and Lakehurst, is 4226. The Navy is under contract to 
build BEQ space for 4924 beds. This number includes planned onboard, transient students and a 
surge capability. In view of this, the BSEC made a determination that no additional BEQ 
construction was required. 

4. What type of delay or disruptions are anticipated or planned for in the training of these 
aircraft carrier student pilots while the training facility is disassembled, moved and recreated in 
Pensacola? 

ANSWER: NATTC Lakehurst Detachment does not train aircraft carrier student pilots. 

Ouestions submitted bv Senators Shelbv and Heflin and Congressman Everett: 

1. In November of 1994, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training 
submitted three different alternatives for consideration by the military departments and Secretary 
Perry. According to documents submitted to the BRAC, each alternative reduced excess capacity 
while maintaining high military value. Each of the three alternatives consistently recommended 
consolidating all military undergraduate helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker. 

However, these recommendations were not adhered to in there entirety. Secretary Perry 
chose not to consolidate L W T  at Fort Rucker as recommended due to high MlLCON costs 
associated with closing Whlting NAS. He then directed consolidating all Navy initial fmed-wing 
training at Whiting NAS. 

a Why is it that consolidation of UHPT at Ft. Rucker was not adopted? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. While the recommendations forwarded by the UPT Joint Cross- 
Service Group called for moving the DON'S Advanced Helicopter training to Fort Rucker, they 
said nothing about consolidating UHPT. Because of operational differences in training Navy and 
A m y  helicopter pilots, in zvaluating these proposais, the DON oniy considered the co-location 
of UHPT. 



years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years for this scenario is a savings 
of $7 million. 

3. . In a proposal to the Roles & Missions Commission, the Army has stated that by 
consolidating all primary DoD rotary-wing training, integration and standardization among the 
services would be enhanced to truly support jointness. Each of the services would continue to 
provide advanced training for their own unique aspects of rotary-wing aviation. 

The Army has the capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements 
without any need for expansion or new construction. 

a. From an efficiency and interoperability standpoint, doesn't it make sense for all introductory 
helicopter pilot training to be conducted by the Army? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. There is a fundamental difference in how the Army and the naval 
services desire to train their pilots from an operational perspective; each has its own set of 
validated requirements that drive its training program, the location for the training, and 
efficiencies derived. The Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard training requirements include 
fixed-wing training for all students, emphasis on basic and radio instrument training, situational 
awarenesslunusual attitudelaerobatic training and shipboard landing training. We use aircraft 
systems as well as simulators and ground support systems that are different from those used by 
the Army in support of this specialized training. Then too, we believe that the operational 
environment in which our helicopter pilots will eventually be required to fly validates and 
mandates our current approach to UHPT. For example, the absolute necessity for aviator 
competence in over water flight, where aircraft performance and navigational techniques 
employed differ significantly from those over land, carries unique training demands. And, 
especially for Marine helicopter pilots, replacement of the aging CH-46 fleet with V-22 aircraft 
that feature in-flight transitions between rotary and fixed-wing modes will spawn a completely 
different dynamic for which they must be trained. In contrast, Army requirements and training 
are oriented toward the daylnight VMC, ground contact environment that supports the Army 
mission in the field. 

What makes the most sense for all the Services is to adhere to training programs that best 
prepare pilots to function in the respective operational environments in which they will be 
employed. Different requirements produce efficiencies unique to the specific training program at 
each base (NAS Whiting Field and Fort Rucker). It should be noted that intent of the Secretary 
of Defense in establishing a JCSG for UPT was not for it to examine the UPT programs of the 
Services with an eye toward consolidation, but to assist the ,Military Departments in identifying 
asset sharing opportunities. To what extent "jointness" is served by consolidation of UHPT, 
whether it should be, and which Service ought to conduct consolidated UHPT for all are issues 
more appropriately addressed outside the base realignment and closure process. 

4. During the BRAC 95 Navy hearing earlier ths  year. General Mundy commented that in the 
1970's the Army was training -Marine helicopter pilots. and that this arrangement worked very 
well. 



6.  Earlier this year, the Navy testified before the BRAC 95 commission that the consolidation 
of Navy helicopter training with the Army was not feasible because it was a "people" issue, or a 
quality of life issue and that Navy Pilots fly in more extreme weather conditions at sea than the 
Army does. If that in fact is the case, why does the Pentagon continue to request Army 
helicopters and pilots to support naval missions? 

A number of Army missions in support of Naval operations: 

1983: Operation Urzent Furv 
*Shipboard operations involving the Army's 18th Airborne Corps: UH-60's. 
OH-58NC's, AH- 1's 

1987: O~eration Prime Chance 
*Shipboard and overwater operations involving the Army's 4117th CAV (now 412) with 
OH-58D's 

*valid CONOPS mission today 

1994: Operation U~hold Democracv - Haiti 
* 10th Mountain Division operated from the USS Eisenhower 
*OH-58D's had extensive missions prior to invasion 
*UH-60's, CH-47's, OH-58AlC's and AH-1's transported troops and equipment to the A 0  
for several days, followed by command & control missions 

Each Army Aviation unit has a task for shipboard operations incorporated in their mission 
essential list of tasks. The Army trains for shipboard operations and performs shipboard 
operations. 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. As mentioned in response to question 1, training for Army 
helicopter pilots and naval aviators is designed to prepare them for two significantly different 
operational environments. The record of employment of Army helicopters shows that the Army 
does operate from Navy ships on certain occasions and under visual meteorological (VMC) 
weather conditions. However, Army helicopter pilots are not trained for, and do not operate 
during, degraded weather conditions. In contrast, every Navy pilot is trained to operate from 
large and small deck ships under all weather conditions. In each of the cases cited above, Army 
helicopters were required due to unique mission circumstances and operated under favorable 
weather conditions as directed by senior Defense Department officials. 

7. In 1992, MGen. Dave Robbins, then-Commander of the Army Aviation Center, noted that 
one of the main reasons the Navy was opposed to consolidating this training with the Army was 
because the Navy used initial fixed-wing training as a "cutting" tool for students. 

a. Do you believe this to be the case. and is there any legitimate reason why the Navy needs 
this extra "cutting" tool? 



below 1500 feet. Commercial airliners overfly training airspace at altitudes above 24,000 feet. 
Navy fixed-wing aircraft conduct landing operations at exclusive fixed-wing airfields, which are 
specifically designed to train naval aviators to land day or night, in fair or foul weather, and 
aboard the confined Ianding areas of our ships at sea. These airfields are located within ten miles 
of home field, enhancing training efficiency and lowering cost per completed student sortie. 
NAS Whiting, in effect. is two airfields for the price of one. There are no course rule conflicts 
between fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft operating at these two fields. Operations in joint- 
use areas are normally conducted using air traffic control procedures and/or radar monitoring. 
Additionally, helicopters, by design, can operate at very slow airspeeds. As a result, near mid-air 
collisions involving Navy helicopters are virtually non-existent. In contrast, increased congestion 
at Fort Rucker would result from consolidating training there. 

Fort Rucker is larger than NAS m t i n g  Field. However, NAS Whiting Field meets all 
present and future Navy requirements for primary and helicopter training and includes sufficient 
maritime operating areas for the Helicopter Landing Trainer ship. Additionally, the area around 
Fort Rucker has a much greater concentration of noise sensitive areas than does NAS W t i n g  
Field. 

Fort Rucker requires significant facilities MILCON, extensive rehabilitation and upgrade 
of existing structures and, equally important, extensive quality of life improvements to support 
consolidated training. Facilities meeting the Navy's requirements for both mission and quality of 
life are currently available and in use at NAS Whiting Field. 

Brig Gen Shane. Yes. According to Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross- Service Group 
certified data, the total DoD throughput in the near future is 1,48 1. This training rate would only 
engage 72% of Fort Rucker's present capacity for undergraduate helicopter pilot training. 
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Staff Analysis I 

WEIGHT 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 0 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 0 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 0 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 0 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - - -  0 

1500/3 > 80' 0 

%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 85 

1000/3 > 80' 0 

%TIME WTHER > 1000/3 45 

% TIME CROSWND cl5KT 30 

% TIME CROSWND >25KT 25 

% SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 85 

SRTIE PLAN FCTRc=20% 0 

SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 30 

WEATHER - - -  300 

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 

AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 

# MTR'S AVAIL 

NEAREST RNGEc~OMI? 

%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 

CMERC HUB W/IN lOOMI 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST c= MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 

KEESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE KA'rING SCALE 

0-6, 6 HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

80-95%, 80 LO 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

80-95%, 80 LO 

%MIN-M, MAX HI 

%MIN-M, MIN HI 

10-25%, 10% HI 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

15-30%, 15% HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-60K, 60K HI 

MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-20, 20 HI 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(O) /N(10) 

0-30, 0 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-Hi 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

5-10K RW,lOK HI 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 
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Staff Analysis I 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE KAl ' ING SCALE 

WEIGHT 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 

CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 5 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 14 

CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 5 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8 

CONDITION OTHR FAC 4 

GRNF TRNG FAC - - -  50 

26652- 0-loOK, lOOK HI 

86.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

75207.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

7.8 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

LVL MAINT OPS 60 D 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 28 147685.0 

COND OF HANGARS 12 54.00% 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 7.0 

I LVL MAINT 

156858.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

64.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 

2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 

1 FLD c30MILES 

2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 

%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 

HNCOMPAT APZI 

%INCOMPAT APZII 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

%O-MAX, MIN HI 

%O-MAX, MIN HI 

%O-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 

%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 

CONDITION HSE % ADQ 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MIN HI 
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Staff Analysis I1 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 

%TIME WTHER > 300/1 

5; TIME CROSWND <15KT 

% TIME CROSWND >25KT 

FRZNG PRECP DAYS 

ICING IN AREAS DAYS 

% SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 

SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 

WEIGHT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85 

45 

10 

15 

15 

15 

85 

3 0 

. - - 300 

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 

AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 

# MTR'S AVAIL 

NEAREST RNGErSOMI? 

%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 

CMERC HUB W/IN lOOMI 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST <= MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 

REESE 

1.0 

Y 

Y 

Y 

? 

91.50%+ 

98.40% 

93.20%- 

1.40%- 

17- 

50 

19.8% 

27.0%- 

4.7 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 59469 

CCL LAU VANCE RATING SCALE 

0-6, 6 HI 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

80-95%, 80 LO 

95-loo%, 100% HI 

%MIN-M, MAX HI 

%MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-20, 0 HI 

0-100, 0 HI 

10-25%, 10% HI 

15-30%, 15% HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

27945 0-60K, 60K HI 

12.3++ MIN-M, MIN HI 

0.00% %0-MAX, MIN HI 

NO 
b 

YlO) /N(1Oy% 

20+ 0-30,'-1 

6.0 GROUP SUBTOTAL' 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-Hi 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

5-10K RW, 1OK HI 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 
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Staff Analysis 11 

REESE 

WEIGHT 

CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 5 100.00% 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 14 60863.0 

CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 5 100.00% 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8 51572.0 

COL LAU VAiiCE: RATING SCALE 

86.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

75207.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

7.8 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

CONDITION OTHR FAC 4 99.00% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - - -  50 7.9 

LVL MAINT OPS 60 D 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 28 147685.0 

COND OF HANGARS 12 54.00% 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 7.0 

I LVL MAINT 

.56858.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

64.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (IO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y (10) /N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y (10) /N(O) 

Y (10) /N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(IO)/N(O) 

Y(~o)/N(o) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 

2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 

1 FLD <30MILES 

2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 

%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 

%INCOMPAT APZI 

%INCOMPAT APZII 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 

%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 

CONDITION HSE % ADQ 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MIN HI 

0-MAX, MIN HI 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA & CALCULATIONS, AND WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 

WEIGHT RANDOLPH 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 0 1 
MOA SPEC AlRSPC 0 Y 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 0 Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 0 N 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS --- 0.000001 

150(Y3>80? 0 
%TIME WMER > 150(Y3 85 
100013>8M 0 
%TIME WMER > 100013 45 
% TIME CROSWND cl5KT 30 
%TIME CROSWND w25KT 25 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 85 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 0 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 30 

WEATHER -- 303 

AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 100 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 40 
# MTR'S AVAIL 20 
NEAREST RNGE<50MI? 20 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 0 

VANCE 
1 
Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
89.40% 

Y 
91.80% 
97.80% 
0.20% 

23.30% 
N 

22.30% 

REESE 
0 0 1 
0.0 Y 

Y :::TI 
0.0 

0.0 Y 
5.3 91.50% 
0.0 Y 
3.5 93.60% 
2.3 93.20% 
2.1 1.40% 
1.0 19.80% 
0.0 N 
1.5 27.00% 
5.3 

COL 
1 
Y 
Y 
N 

Y 
69.10% 

Y 
92.00% 
99 20% 
0.10% 

22.90% 
N 

26.00% 

CMERC HUB WAN 100MI 0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 2 0 1 ~ ~ ~ - H I  3 0.2 20 1.3 12 0.8 4 0.3 2 0.11 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 200 7 0 6.4 4.8 7.1 6.9 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILiTlES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 

LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 

1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MlLES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 

IN ATTAINIMAIM AREA 0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 

AIR QUALITY - 1E-14 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 90 N 0.0 Y 9.0 Y 9.0 Y 9.0 Y 9.0 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 0 0% 0 0  0% 0.0 0% 0 0  0% 0.0 0% 0.0 
%INCOMPAT APZl 50 22% 0.0 1% 4.8 0% 5.0 0% 5.0 1% 4.8 
%INCOMPAT APZll 40 18% 0.0 18% 0.0 4% 3.1 0% 4.0 0% 4.0 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 20 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 2.0 N 0.0 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 

ENCROACHMENT - 200 0 0 6 9 8 6 10.0 8.9 

AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDmON HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES -- 

SCORE loo0 5.3 6.7 6.4 7.8 7.2 

CORRECT SCORE loo0 5 4 6.6 6.5 7.9 7.4 

RANK 5 3 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE C~MMISSION 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA & CALCULATIONS, AND WElGHTlNGlFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
ICING DATA AND AIRSPACE OWNED AND SCHEDULED USED 

WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU COL 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 0 N 0.0 Y : I  0.0 Y 0.0 N 0.0 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 0.000001 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

~ - 

%TIME CROSWND <15KT 10 98.40% 0.9 97.80% 0.8 93.20% 0.0 99.33% 1.0 99.20% 1.0 
%TIME CROSWND >25KT 15 0.10% 1.5 0.20% 1.3 1.40% 0.0 0.10% 1.5 0.10% 1.5 
FREEZING PRECIP DAYS I 151 I 21 1.41 191 0.11 171 0.21 21 1.41 71 1.0 
ICING IN AREAS DAYS I 151 151 1.31 801 0.31 501 0.81 151 1.31 1441 0.0 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 85 15.00% 5.7 23.30% 1.0 19.80% 2.9 18.00% 4.0 22.90% 1.2 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=20% 0 Y 0.0 N 0.0 Y 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 30 19.00% 2.2 2230% 1.5 27.00% 0.6 19.00% 2.2 26.00% 0.8 

WEATHER - 300 5.8 4.3 4.7 7.0 4.7 

AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 
AVO DlST TO AIRSCE 40 1.3 
# MTR'S AVAIL 20 18 1.8 32 2.0 10 1.0 11 1.1 
NEAREST RNGEC50MI? 20 Y 2.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 2.0 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0 0  
CMERC HUB WnN 100MI 0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 

#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 MAX-HI 3 0.2 20 1.3 12 0.8 4 0.3 2 0.11 
AIRSPClF LT TRNG AREA - 200 2.8 6.0 4.1 5.7 4.0 

YOTLYGIAUX FLDS 0 
YOUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 0 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX? 0 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 25 1.7 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 0 0.0 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 10 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 50 0.3 
CONDrr OF RUNWAYS 25 
%TAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 20 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 10 
%OMR FAC Am COND 10 

AIRFIELDS - 150 

AMTAWTRNGFAC 14 135526 1.4 26652 0.4 59469 0.8 68320 1 0  84459 1.2 
CONDITION % A m  CLAS 5 83% 0.4 86% 0.4 100% 0.5 91% 0.5 100% 0.5 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 14 66423 1.2 75207 1.4 60863 1.1 70689 1.3 63354 1.2 
CONDITION % Am TRNR 5 100% 0.5 100% 0.5 lowb 0.5 100% 0.5 100% 0.5 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8 36060 0.4 68639 0.8 51572 0.6 19365 0.2 17029 0.2 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 4 78% 0.3 100% 0.4 99% 0.4 54% 0.2 36% 0.1 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 50 8.6 7.8 7.9 7.3 7.4 

LVL MAlNT OPS 
AM1 A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ FLDS < =MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 

IN AlTAINIMAINT AREA 
MOD NONAlTAINIBEllER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWWSPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 1M)O 4 4 6.3 6.3 7.4 6.4 

CORRECT SCORE 

RANK 5 3 
Page 1 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Additional Data on Undergraduate Pilot Training Capacity Analysis 

As per Commissioner Cox's question during the recent hearings concerning Air Force 
UPT capacity in the out years, the attached slides are provided. 

. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
"Pilot Production Capacity Analysis" 





Production Capacity Analysls 
+ SUPT equivalent: flying hour 1 workload unit 

Accepted standard for BRAC capacity analysis 
Excludes ENJJPT and cross-service advanced tracks 
Includes intl 1 interservice 1 short course equivalents 

+ FY02: 1078 SUPT equivalent = 1100 AD, 145 ARC 
Unprogrammed AFRES request for +30 SUPT beginning FY98 

+ Closing one base is workable 

1800 '@ Closin two bases leaves a clear gap 

Capacity Requirement I 











HQ AETC 
Plans & Operations 
1 F Street, Suite 2 

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4325 

From: 
Sender: LTCOL DAVID A. MCCLLJRKIN 
Fax: (2 10) 652-6264 
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 1995 10:08 a.m. 

To: " /  
company: BMC, ..--/ 168 '; _-11~.r~/ 7 *r 
Phone: 
Fax: 882260550 

Pages: 2 
Please deliver to: 

LT COL BEYER 



1 Q : l Q  FlW I T r  1995 I D :  QETc PLfil'G QND OF'S 2 TEL NO: (218) 6 5 2 - 6 2 6 4  
. . 

U 

I\IEhIC)RLWDUR.l FOR Defense Base (.:losure irnd Realignment C'omm~ssron 
(-4ttn Lt C'ol Beyer) 

FHOh.1 HQ -U'l'C/SC)SM' 
1 F Street, Ste 02 
Randolph -=I3 'I'S 78150-4325 

SUHJEC'I'. Atmospherlc lclng Potentla1 a t  UP'1' Bases 

1 Reference telecon. 12 hlay 9.5. Same subject 

2. -4s indicated in reference telecon, there is no data base bvhich depict,s the fi.equency of 
atmc:)spheric icing. However, t.he US-@ Envirc:)nment.al Technicl-rl -41~1~Licat.ion (::ent.er Iins 
published a study (US-Q'E?'AC/DS-SB/OO1. L'1imat.i~ .4t,las of Icing Potential (3\7er North 
.hericrr ,  January 1986). This study provides graphic yresentation of icing potential. I~asetl 
on the frequency of c~currence  of the 1net.eorologica1 conditions recluirecl for icing t.o be 
present,. It, lists bhe pot,enbial for trace t.o light, mc~derat.e and severe icing in three layers: 
Surface t.o 5000 feet. 5000 feet to 10.000 feet and 10.000 feet t,o 15.000 feet for each month of 
the year. The st11 dy is bi~serl on data from a four year peric:)d. 1977 to 1980. The st.udy 
in1hcat.e~ this is sufficient to prc)vicle a representative picture, because of t.he large number 
of obsenra t.ions in the tlata base. 

3. The fi:)lln\ving t.able is a fi~rmirt for  resenting icing potential. \\:e can provide separnt.? 
tables for each month of the year. depicting the potential for trace t,o light. m0derat.e and  
severe icing conditions. 

END REE LAU RNP C:BM 
LE\'EL 

SF'C - 050 XSOh SS% ' X  I XX% 

4. Please advise us if t,he infom~ation rvill meet your needs. Ef you have any quest.ions. I 
crrn be reachetl i t t  DSN 487-3700. 

/IS1 (:;NED// 
L~A4\'1D A. AlCCLUHliLN. Lt Chi. US.* 
("hlrf, \Ye:rther Support Branch 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

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

SUBJECT: Response to "Preliminary Review of Air Force and JCSG Analysis, Reese AFB" 

Attached is the Air Force response to the "Preliminary Review of Air Force and Joint 
Cross Service Group Analysis, Reese Air Force Base" per your 22 March request. 

D. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Air Force Point Paper 



RESPONSE TO 
"PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF AIR FORCE AND JOINT CROSS 

SERVICE GROUP ANALYSES, REESE AIR FORCE BASE" 
MARCH 15,1995 

INTRODUCTION 

The Secretary of Defense has made recommendations to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission as part of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 95 process. Both the Commission and the 
affected communities are reviewing the recommendations. 

This report addresses the concerns of the Lubbock Community 
Consultants (LCC) as expressed in their "Preliminary Review of Air Force 
and Joint Cross Service Group Analyses." The LCC's bottom-line contention 
is that the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to close Reese AFB, Texas, 
is based on an analysis which is flawed and inaccurate. As discussed more 
hlly below, the Air Force does not believe there is any merit to this 
contention. Reese was considered in the Undergraduate Flying Training 
(UFT) subcategory. It was recommended for closure on the basis of certified 
data, analyzed accurately and fully consistent with base closure law. 

Foreword 

To support their contention, the LCC took several approaches. One 
was to scrutinize the data in the Air Force and Joint Cross-Service Group 
(JCSG-UPT) processes. They did find some inconsistencies between the two 
data sets and some errors which this report will analyze. None was 
substantial enough to affect the outcome. 

Another approach was to consider data sources outside the BRAC 
process. These uncertified sources were not available for every base. In some 
cases, data was from sources published after the appropriate BRAC time 
fiame. Notably, some of this other data would have lowered Reese's ratings. 

In many cases the LCC compared Reese's ratings to Vance's ratings. 
The implication was that either Reese should have been rated higher or 
Vance should have been rated lower. However, the bases were not rated in 
pairs. Instead, the bases were compared against the bases within the UFT 
subcategory. In several cases the LCC charged the dividing lines were 
arbitrary. They were not. This report will explain scoring on these items. 



The LCC questioned why Reese fell from being the Air Force's "second- 
highest ranked UPT base" in BRAC 91 to last place in BRAC 95. This is an 
incorrect statement. The Air Force did not "rank" UPT bases in BRAC 91, 
just as they did not "rank" UPT bases in BRAC 95. The point paper the LCC 
used as a reference reflected an attempt by a BRAC 91 commission staffer to 
place numerical values against Air Force Base Closure Executive Group 
(BCEG) color coding. The numbers reflected the staffer's judgment, and 
showed no great differentiation except for Williams AF'B. The only UPT 
recommendation the Air Force or the BRAC Commission made in BRAC 91 
was to close Williams AFB. 

Overview 

This report will first provide background on the BRAC 95 process. For 
the first time, BRAC included six Joint Cross Service Groups (JCSGs) that 
were tasked to look a t  specific functions across military department lines. 
One was for UPT. 

Second, the report will analyze LCC concerns individually. The 
concerns are divided into four sections. Each section will cover one of the 
eight BRAC criteria. 

Finally, the report will summarize its conclusions. After analyzing the 
LCC allegations, the Air Force retains a high degree of confidence in the 
BRAC process and the BRAC recommendations. 



The Secretary of Defense established eight BRAC criteria that the 
Services must use when considering bases for closure. The figure below 
shows these criteria and the Air Force BCEG ratings (stoplight chart) for 
each of the UFT bases. 
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The first four criteria represent the military value of installations. 
These criteria have priority. Criterion V is the return on investment. 
Criteria VI-VIII can affect decisions based on the overall impact in each area. 

The LCC particularly emphasized "quality of life." There is no BRAC 
criterion for quality of life, per se. For example, quality of life concerns are 
different for a married colonel living off-base than for a single airman living 
in the dormitories. While no one can score quality of life, the process captures 
many elements which contribute to quality of life, both on an off duty. The 
LCC addressed several of these which fell under Criterion VII. 

The BRAC process included only certified data. This analysis will also 
base conclusions only on certified data that was available during the process. 

The Secretary of Defense also established the JCSGs. He directed the 
Services to share analysis and, where possible, to consider the 
recommendations of the JCSGs. The JCSGs did not recommend base 



closures. They offered several alternatives for military department 
consideration. 

During BRAC 95, the JCSG and BCEG each analyzed UPT bases. 
Each group had its own focus. The JCSG considered Army, Navy, and Air 
Force bases, but only the UPT mission. The BCEG considered only Air Force 
bases, but all missions. 

The JCSG and the BCEG each issued a tailored data call and 
maintained a separate data base. The LCC noted the JCSG data base 
sometimes reflected different answers to similar questions in the Air Force 
data. They mistakenly assert this indicates a flaw in the process. This is not 
the case. 

Quality control was very important. Data was certified a t  the wing, 
MAJCOM, and Headquarters Air Force levels. The Air Force Audit Agency 
audited data collection at  each level. The DoD IG provided a representative 
who sat on the JCSG and audited data transfer and use. Despite the 
oversight and assistance, the sheer volume of data did leave an opportunity 
for errors. This report found no basis to conclude the data bases contained 
errors that would or should have changed the Air Force BRAC 
recommendations. 

The figure above illustrates the JCSG process. It consisted of three 
inputs: 



a. CAPACITY ANALYSIS. This was a measure of how much 
training each base can do. In nearly every case, airfield 
operations became the limiter. Airfield operations is "access to 
the runway" for takeoffs, landings, approaches, etc. Force 
structure projections established how many students the 
services must train. Balancing capacity and requirements 
helped identify how many bases would be needed. 

b. FUNCTIONAL VALUE. This was a measure of how well 
each base can perform a function, and represents the 
accumulated analyses of numerous factors. Functions are 
primary pilot training, rotary-wing pilot training, primary 
navigatorrnaval flight officer training, etc. With some 
exceptions, the JCSG computed a functional value for each base 
for each function. Functional value is a number between zero 
and ten. 

c. MILITARY DEPARTMENT RATING. The JCSG felt it was 
important to have an evaluation from each military department. 
This ensured a professional judgment from the services about 
their bases. 



The depiction below shows how airspace was scored for primary UPT, 
using Reese's values to illustrate. It shows graphically that individual 
subelements did not greatly impact final results. 

Amount of airspace is one of six subelements that make up the overall 
airspace score. Reese scored 4.8 on a scale of 10. Airspace became one of ten 
inputs to the overall functional value score. Reese scored 6.0 on a scale of 10. 
The JCSG supplied values for each function to the military departments. 
The JCSG did not aggregate scores. 



Since the JCSG had done a focused UPT analysis, the BCEG used 
JCSG input to derive an average functional value for selected functions. The 
graph below shows the average functional values for the UPT locations. 

AVERAGE 
FUNCTIONAL 

VALUE 

COLUMBUS LAUGHUN RANDOLPH VANCE REESE 

The average functional value became the basis for BCEG grading of 
Criterion I, Mission Requirements, in the previously-illustrated BCEG 
stoplight chart. The BCEG used the stoplight chart and the eight BRAC 
criteria to provide the JCSG with a rating for the UPT bases. 

The JCSG formulated alternatives for military department 
consideration. The BCEG provided these alternatives as well as its own 
analysis to the Secretary of the Air Force who made the Air Force 
recommendation. 

Reese was color-coded Red in this criterion. Laughlin was Yellow. The 
other bases were either Green Minus or Green. This became an important 
criterion since it showed the most differentiation. The LCC expressed several 
concerns regarding the JCSG process. Of primary importance were airspace 
and weather. An additional issue involved condition of airfield pavements. 



Airspace 

Airspace measurement was an instance where the LCC noted 
differences between Air Force data and JCSG data. Some airspace was 
measured differently between the data calls. The areas are irregular in 
shape and difficult to measure precisely. The data calls occurred at  different 
times, and in some cases different people prepared the responses. The 
potential for different answers exists. However, the JCSG used its own data 
base throughout the process. The Air Force data base was never used since 
the BCEG determined it would use the JCSG functional value as the basis for 
the Criterion I grade. This was to Reese's advantage, as Reese was credited 
with a higher airspace volume than if the Air Force data base had been used. 

Some of Reese's areas with 11,000 feet of altitude were only credited 
with 9,000 feet of altitude. The base's data response included the right 
number, but i t  was transcribed incorrectly during subsequent analysis. The 
LCC also correctly pointed out two reporting errors. The data base should 
have included two additional areas, and Reese should have received credit for 
having an alert area. The net total effect would increase Reese's average 
functional value under the JSCG analysis by an estimated 0.08 point. This 
would not change the relative standings. The correction is depicted below. 

-.- 
COLUMBUS LAUQHLIN RANDOLPH VANCE REESE 

Weather 

Weather included weather attrition, a weather planning factor, ceiling 
and visibility considerations, and crosswinds. 

The JCSG elected to use two measures of weather attrition. The first 
was historical attrition, which is a look at  attrition over a year. This was a 
composite number which reflected all aircraft. The other factor was a 



planning factor, or expected weather attrition. It was based on ten-year 
historical attrition, and was aircraft-specific. 

The LCC implied the JCSG did not use historical attrition and instead 
used the planning factor. In fact, the JCSG used both. In this respect, Reese 
gained an advantage because they were the only base equipped with the T-1. 
One factor is weather attrition or "% sorties canceled/rescheduled." The 
number put into the model was the monthly average of the total attrition for 
the aircraft stationed at each base. It was based on a one-year look-back at 
actual attrition data. Reese benefited from its short experience with the T- 
1's. The attrition numbers for the T-1 brought Reese's average down to 
19.8%. This number was used in all functional models in which Reese was 
rated. Reese's 19.8% ranked it third among USAF UFT bases behind 
Randolph ( 15.0%) and Laughlin (18.0%). 

The second data point was "sortie planning factor." During data 
submission, limited historical data precluded computing a meaningful, long 
range T-1 planning factor. The decision was to report known T-38 data (28%) 
so as to base comparative factors on experience over a period of ten years a t  
each of the bases. The assumption in the absence of solid T-1 attrition data, 
was that T-1 attrition in the future would equal T-38 attrition, but that 
since all bases are planned to operate T-ls, comparative weather factors 
based on similar experience would be of most value. The total weight for 
weather attrition of a single aircraft was less than three-tenths of a percent 
of the points available in the seven hnctions the BCEG averaged. Assuming 
we had indeed gained enough experience with the T-1 to certify that T-1 
attrition varied significantly from other aircraft, that in turn would have 
required estimating a T-1 factor for all bases, which would have eliminated 
any advantage Reese might have otherwise accrued. 

The LCC also noted differences in crosswind data between the Air 
Force and JCSG data calls for Vance AFB. They used Air Force data to 
conclude the JCSG model had given Vance too much credit for both the 
amount of time crosswinds were less than 15 knots and also for the time 
crosswinds exceeded 25 knots. In fact, the JCSG data base was correct. Air 
Force data reflected information for the alternate runway which is not used 
during normal training operations. JCSG data--which was correct--was used 
in all cases. 

The JCSG included airfield pavement data in its model. I t  used the 
percent of pavement categorized as "adequate" for two categories. One was 
taxiways and aprons. The other was runways. The JCSG credited Reese with 



29% adequate taxiways and aprons. The LCC said the figure should have 
been 32%. This is correct. The 29% figure was for the main field and the 
auxiliary field. It should have been for the main field only. However, 
deleting auxiliary field data also lowers the runway condition rating, which 
more than offsets the effects of including the auxiliary field. The net effect 
would be to  lower Reese's functional value slightly. 

The LCC implies BRAC data is flawed since it does not match a 1993 
Airfield Pavements Evaluation Report published by the Air Force Civil 
Engineer Support Agency (AFCESA). The LCC incorrectly implied an 
AFCESA rating of Good was the equivalent of a BRAC rating of Adequate. 
However, an AFCESA rating of Good can mean major repairs are needed. 
The BRAC Adequate rating can have no major repairs required. In the 
AFCESA report, the aprons were all rated Good and some taxiways are rated 
Very Poor and Fair. Since repairs totaling about $12M are planned for the 
aprons, the BRAC assessment was appropriate. The AFCESA report was not 
available for all bases and did not capture the attributes desired for this 
portion of the BRAC analysis. 

The focus in Criteria 11-VIII shifted to the BCEG analysis rather than 
the JCSG. Criterion I1 has 4 elements and 32 subelements. All of the Air 
Force's UFT bases have good facilities. This is reflected in the ratings, with 
no base rated lower than green minus in Criterion 11. The LCC focused on 
base housing and infrastructure. They also identified age of facilities as a 
concern. 

BCEG criteria keyed on the number of housing units requiring "whole 
house" renovations. Whole house projects address repair, size, and 
configuration. The BCEG used data for the 5 UFT bases to  determine the 
statistical mean of 404 houses which needed to be upgraded. Bases with 
whole house requirements equal to  or less than the mean were rated Green. 
Bases up to one standard deviation above the mean were Yellow. Bases 
greater than one standard deviation were rated Red. 

The LCC's position is that the whole house requirement at Reese is 
significantly less than that at Vance, so the assessments for the two bases 
should be different. At Reese, 289 homes have been renovated to meet the 
whole house standard, leaving 111 which have not been renovated. Contrary 



to the LCC's perceptions, there is no program to renovate the remaining 
homes to the whole house standard. None of Vance's 230 homes has been 
renovated to whole house standards. Although the BCEG did not address 
costs, renovating them all would cost relatively more than renovating the 
remaining homes a t  Reese. However, both bases have excellent housing 
areas. When compared to all the UFT bases, both bases have a relatively 
small number of housing units requiring upgrade to whole house standards. 
This led to a Green rating for both bases. I t  is important to keep in mind 
that the comparison was made against all Air Force UFT bases, not a 
comparison of only the two bases selected by the LCC for comparison. 

The fact that Reese has had some of its housing undergo the whole- 
house upgrade, while Vance has yet to do so, is not in dispute. There will be 
some cost involved, but when compared to other bases and considered in the 
scope of our Air Force-wide housing program, these differences are less 
significant than they seem in a side-by-side comparison of these two bases. 
One additional observation: the condition of Vance's housing mav well have 
been a factor in the decision to upgrade Reese's housing to whole-house 
standards before Vance's. Vance housing is in excellent shape, and has 
received & consecutive "outstanding" ratings from our Command Inspector 
General. 

The relative ranking for housing capacity was another concern. The 
BCEG used data from market surveys which reflected either a surplus or 
deficit of housing to determine the combined availability of on- and off-base 
housing. Again, the BCEG used a statistical analysis to assess the data and 
set the rating criteria. The mean capacity of the 5 bases was a surplus of 77 
homes. Bases with a larger surplus were given a Green rating. This 
included Vance, Columbus, and Reese. Laughlin, with a small deficit, was 
rated Yellow, while Randolph was Red. 

The LCC made a point that Reese has a housing surplus. This was 
true. The LCC contends that Vance had a housing deficit. When data was 
collected, Vance had a current deficit, but all bases had to project their status 
to fourth quarter, FY95 for the BRAC analysis. Using 95/4 projections, 
Vance had a surplus of 113 houses and Reese had a surplus of 501 houses.. 
The projected number was used for all UFT bases. 

Infrastructure 

In the infrastructure subelement, the LCC computed that 83% of 
Reese's infrastructure facilities were adequate, while only 41% of Vance's 
facilities were adequate. These calculations added together systems which 



have unlike units of measure, such as linear feet of power lines and square 
yards of roads. 

To compare dissimilar infrastructure elements, the BCEG normalized 
the data. They assigned a color rating to each element based on the condition 
assessment. Each color was then assigned a weight. The weights were 
summed and averaged. While Vance's infrastructure scored slightly higher 
than Reese's, each base earned a Yellow rating. 

The LCC expressed a concern that data on the age of buildings was not 
considered. Their implication--that older buildings cost more to maintain--is 
not necessarily true. Maintenance costs are a hnction of a number of factors, 
primarily condition. The BCEG collected but did not use building age data. 
The BCEG used engineering surveys to assess infrastructure condition. 

The LCC correctly pointed out that only 2% of the buildings at  Reese 
are over 50 years old. However, their assertion that 37% of Vance's buildings 
are over 50 years old is incorrect. At Vance, 37 buildings are over 50 years 
old. The number 37 was incorrectly reported as a percentage. This is 
actually 9% of Vance's buildings. 

SUPPORT 

Scoring in Criterion VII included aspects of community support 
important to  military members and their families. Notably, no base in the 
entire Air Force scored higher than Reese in this criterion. Criterion VII 
included 9 elements and 32 subelements. The LCC raised three issues: off- 
base housing, education, and transportation. 

The DoD recognizes that Lubbock is justifiably proud of its cost-of- 
living ranking among America's cities. The suggestion, however, that we use 
that as a factor in, or the basis for our off-base housing evaluations is flawed 
in that we are not comparing off-base housing situations nationwide, but 
rather among five UPT bases. Our housing survey program has been in 
existence for some time, giving us very accurate data on cost and suitability 
that's used both by the Air Force for our housing programs and by DoD and 
Congress for variable housing allowance calculations. This data focuses 



precisely on the question at hand ... the availability, suitability, and cost to our 
uniformed personnel of the housing a t  a specific location. Comparing that 
data as it applies to the five bases in question gave us the focused insights 
that led to our ratings. 

The LCC asserted the BCEG arbitrarily established the criteria for off- 
base housing Affordability. This is not correct. BCEG criteria drew from the 
model used to establish Variable Housing Allowance (VHA) payments. Data 
was from the latest DoD VHA survey. I t  established a median housing cost 
of $782. A base was rated Green if the median cost in its area was less than 
80% of the median ($626). The Yellow rating ranged from 80 to 120% of the 
mean housing cost. Vance, Columbus, and Laughlin were Green. Reese and 
Randolph were Yellow. All ranks at  Reese and Randolph were eligible for 
VHA payments. None were eligible a t  Vance. 

The LCC also offered an American Chamber of Commerce Researcher's 
Association Cost-of-Living Survey as a noncertified data source. This was not 
used for BRAC. The VHA survey which was used, focused on Air Force 
people and captured data on off-base housing costs and other issues affecting 
them. 

Similarly, the LCC asserted the criteria for off-base housing suitability 
was arbitrary. The BCEG used the same VHA survey, in which members 
assessed their housing suitability. On the average base, about 10% of the 
people identified their housing as unsuitable. A five percent variable on the 
mean (5-15%) was used for a Yellow grade, while an unsuitable response of 
less than or equal to 5% received a Green. Vance and Columbus were well 
below the 5% cut-off and rated Green. Reese, Randolph and Laughlin were 
rated Yellow. 

Student-Teacher Ratio 

BRAC data correctly reflected Lubbock's maximum student-teacher 
ratio as 351. The LCC took exception. Quoting state law, they contended 
the Lubbock maximum student-teacher ratio was 22:1, while the actual ratio 
was 16.8:l. The state standard they quoted applied only to grades K-5. The 
local school district set the maximum ratio a t  35:l for grades 6-12. 



The LCC asserted Reese has significantly more educational 
opportunities than Vance, and Vance should not be accorded the same Green 
rating as Reese. Lubbock does offer excellent and varied education. The 
rating reflected the presence of off-base vocational, technical, undergraduate, 
and graduate colleges within 25 miles of a base. Both communities offer very 
fine educational opportunities within 25 miles, and both bases earn the 
Green rating. Again, this is in the context of an Air Force-wide rating rather 
than a one-versus-one stratification. In fact, a substantial percentage of 
personnel a t  both bases take advantage of local educational opportunities. 

The LCC expressed concern that Vance rated higher than Reese in this 
element. That is not correct. Each earned a Green Minus rating. The LCC 
contended that Reese, with the nearby Lubbock International Airport, was 
rated inappropriately. Reese was in fact rated Green for both airport 
proximity and the number of air carriers. Vance was rated Red in the 
"number of air carriers" subelement. Reese's rating in the transportation 
element was brought down slightly because public transportation does not 
service the base. 

ese as the " N d e r  One Choice" of S t u m t r u c t o r  P 

To bolster its "quality of life" claim, the LCC said Reese is the number 
one choice of student and instructor pilots. They quoted an uncertified article 
in a Lubbock newspaper. This was not measured in BRAC or any other 
survey. I t  also did not fall into any BRAC category. There are a number of 
reasons why people request assignments; it is not a useful measure. 

All the UFT bases were in the Yellow range in Criterion VIII (Reese 
Yellow Minus; Vance Yellow Plus). The criterion has five elements. The 
LCC's concern was in the asbestos element which was 5% of the criterion. 



Asbestos 

The LCC incorrectly stated asbestos data was not considered, and that 
there is no asbestos in Reese's facilities. The BCEG rated bases Red if 
asbestos was present in more than 25% of the buildings. At the time of the 
data call, an asbestos survey was not complete for Reese. The rating 
defaulted to Green. The subsequent survey showed asbestos to be present in 
72% of Reese's facilities. Had this data been available for use in the Air 
Force analysis, Reese's rating would have been Red. The LCC states that 
Vance has an "asbestos problem" in 84% of its facilities. While 84% of 
Vance's facilities contain some asbestos, no health problem exists. Vance was 
correctly assessed as Red. 

CONCLUSION 

This report validated the BRAC process and its recommendations. 
Many of the LCC issues came from noncertified or incorrect data. Others 
reflected disagreements with method or an attempt to change the analysis 
into a one-versus-one comparison for selected elements. On the other hand, 
several observations had merit. The net effect of incorporating the valid 
points would be less than 1.5% improvement in Reese's average functional 
value score and no change to the grade of Criterion I. There would be no 
impact on BRAC recommendations. The analysis supports the Air Force 
BRAC recommendations. 

All the Air Force UFT bases are excellent. Unfortunately, not all of 
them are needed to sustain today's smaller force. The Air Force appreciates 
the strong support the Lubbock community has provided for many years, just 
as it appreciates the strong support fiom the other UFT communities. 



Staff Analvsis I ; 

REESE 

WEIGHT 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 0 1.0 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 0 Y 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 0 Y 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 0 N 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - - -  0 ? 

1500/3 > 80' 0 Y 

%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 85 91.50%+ 

1000/3 > 80' 0 Y 

%TIME WTHER > 1000/3 45 93.60% 

% TIME CROSWND c15KT 30 93.20%-- 

% TIME CROSWND >25KT 25 1.40%-- 

% SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 85 19.8% 

SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=2O% 0 N 

SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 30 27.0%- 

WEATHER - - -  300 4.7 

#q' 
AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 100 C~ 31116-- 

AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 40 b 42.6 

# MTR'S AVAIL 2 0 9 

NEAREST RNGE<SOMT? 20 Q6:ya N - 
%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 0 0.00% 

CMERC HUB W/IN lOOMI 0 NO 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 12 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA - - -  200 4.8 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST <= MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS 

COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

0-6, 6 HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

80-95%, 80 LO 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

80-95%, 80 LO 

%MIN-M, MAX HI 

%MIN-M, MIN HI 

10-25%, 10% HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

15-30%, 15% HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-60K, 60K HI 

MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-20, 20 HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(O) /N(10) 

0-30, O H I  jLEPeWEb? 
GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-Hi 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

5-1OK RW,lOK HI 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Page 4, Sun May 07 17:58:25 1995, C:\DPAD\PRI~.DPW 



Staff Analysis I 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

WEIGHT 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 

CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 5 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 14 

CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 5 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8 

CONDITION OTHR FAC 4 

GRNF TRNG FAC - - -  50 

26652- 0-loOK, lOOK HI 

86.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

75207.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

7.8 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

LVL MAINT OPS 6 0 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 28 

COND OF HANGARS 12 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 

I LVL MAINT 

156858.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

64.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 0 

2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 0 

1 FLD c30MILES 0 

2+ FLDS c 30MILES 0 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - - -  0 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 0 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 0 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 0 

AIR QUALITY - - -  0 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 90 

%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 0 

%INCOMPAT APZI 5 0 

%INCOMPAT APZII 4 0 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 20 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 0 

ENCROACHMENT - - -  200 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 

%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 

CONDITION HSE % ADQ 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

100 HI 

MAX HI 

100 HI 

MIN HI 
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UPT-JCSG Primary 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

WE1 GHT 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - - -  50 

1.0 0-6, 6 HI 

Y Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y + Y (10) /N (0) 

5.9 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1500/3 > 80' 

%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 

1000/3 > 80' 

%TIME WTHER > 1000/3 

% TIME CROSWND c15KT 

% TIME CROSWND >25KT 

% SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 

SRTIE PLAN FCTRc=20% 

SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

80-95%, 80 LO 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

80-95%, 80 LO 

%MIN-M, MAX HI 

%MIN-M, MIN HI 

5-201, 5% HI 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

5-20%, 5% HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 100 .u' 
AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 20 Lb8$-. 
# MTR'S AVAIL 25 vp*(c' 
NEAREST RNGEI~OMI? 25 $$b 
%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 20 

CMERC HUB W/IN lOOMI 10 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA - - -  220 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

MIN-M, MIN HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

%0-MAX, MIN HI 

Y(O) /N(10) 

0-MAX, MIN HI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST c= MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-Hi 

Y(1O) /N(O) 

5-8K RW, 8K HI 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

%0-100, 100 HI 

$0-100, 100 HI 

90-100, 100 HI 

%0-100, 100 HI 

Page 1, Sun May 07 17:49:03 1995, C:\DPAD\PRIl.DPW 



UPT-JCSG Primary 

REESE 

WE I GHT 

AIRFIELDS - - -  239 8.0 

COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

8.7 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 3 0 59469.0- 

CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 10 100.00% 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 3 0 60863.0- 

CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 100.00% 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 51572.0+ 

CONDITION OTHR FAC 5 99.00% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - - -  100 7.4 

26652.0-- 0-MAX, MAX HI 

86.00% 80-100, 100 HI 

75207.0+ 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

68639.0++ 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

7.5 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

LVL MAINT OPS 3 0 D+ 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 147685.0 

COND OF HANGARS 5 54.00% 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  50 7.0 

I LVL MAINT 

156858.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

64.00% 20-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 5 

2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 

1 FLD c30MILES 5 

2+ FLDS c 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - - -  20 

Y Y (10) /N(O) 

Y+ Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y Y(1O) /N(O) 

N Y (10) /N(O) 

7.5 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 30 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 10 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAI. 10 

AIRQUALITY - - -  50 

Y Y (10) /N (0) 

Y Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y Y (10) /N(O) 

10.0 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 

%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 

%INCOMPAT APZI 10 

%INCOMPAT APZII 5 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - - -  50 

Y+ Y(1O) /N(O) 

0.00% %0-MAX, MIN HI 

1.00%+ %0-MAX, MIN HI 

18.00%- %0-MAX, MIN HI 

N Y(1O) /N(O) 

Y Y(1O) /N(O) 

7.9 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 2 0 

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 10 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 6 

CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 4 

247.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.00% $0-100, 100 HI 

442.0 0-MAX, MAX HT 

100.00% %0-100, 100 HI 

Page 2, Sun May 07 17:49:04 1995, C:\DPAD\PRIl.DPW 



UPT-JCSG Primary 

WEIGHT 

%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 2 0  

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 6  

CONDITION HSE % ADQ 4  

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 5 

AVG WAIT CHILDREN 5  

SERVICES - - -  80 

SCORE 

REESE COL LAU RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

70 .00%-  %0-100 ,  1 0 0  HI 

230 .0 -  O-MAX, MAX HI 

1 0 0 . 0 0 %  %0-100 ,  1 0 0  HI 

1 . 0  O-MAX, MIN HI 

3 0 . 0 +  O-MAX, MIN HI 

6 . 9  GROUP SUBTOTAL 

RANK 

Page 3, Sun May 07 1 7 : 4 9 : 0 5  1995 ,  C:\DPAD\PRIl.DPW 





I e: C yl z . N :: C f - 
ID u  0 - 

f - g r g . -  
g - * E Z o t o t  < Z $ Z Z <  4  

P 
* ~ 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 - -  0 0 0 0 0 - -  0 - - u  n o 0 0 0  P - -  w wr.-wa*-o. o a o o o r o  C o o 0  u=m*cm 

- - -  
r o o  z < Z * Z S <  < <  Z < Z <  



PRIMARY 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

REESE 
0 4  1 
1.5 Y 

COL 
0 4  1 
1 5  Y 
0 5  Y 
0 5  N 
5 8  

10  Y 150(113 > 807 10 Y 1 0  Y I 0  Y 
%TIYE W E R  1 5 W 3  M 8940% 1 0 0 1 5 0 %  2 3 0 0 9 0 %  
1 W 3  > 807 10 Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 
%TIME WWER > IMM 1 8 0 3 6 0 %  1 8 M M %  
%TIYE CROSYIMD <15KT 
X TIME CROSVYND ,25KT 0 2  140% 0 0  010% 
X SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE P U N  FCTRc-20% 

2324% 0 0  1080% 0 1  8 W %  
N 0 0  N 0 0  Y 

SORTIE P U N  FCTR>=5% 2230% 0 0 2 7 W %  0 0  l o w %  
WEATHER - 140 4 0 4 4 

AM1 Y O N M  ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 20 
I MTR'S AVAIL q 
W T C  DLAYS >15 YIN 0% 2 0  0% 2 0  0% 
CYERC HUB WIlN l W Y l  10 N 1 0  N 1 0  N 
I OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 20 0 0  12 0 8  4 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 220 8 4  8 4 

AIHFICLDS -.- 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC M 
CONDITION % MQ CLAS 10 
AUT AW TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % AW TRNR 10 
AM1 OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OMER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL YUm OPS 
AYT AW WNGARS 
COND OF WNGARS 

AIRCRFT UAlNT FAC - 
1 OMR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD 40UILES 
2 t  FLDS < MMILES 

PROX OMR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINJWNT AREA 
NOD NONATrAItUBEllER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCOUED 
%WONPAT CLR ZONE 
U I K O U P A T  APZI 

*UT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % MQ 
AYT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % ADO 
YMWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT UIL USE ADO 
CONDITION HSE %ADO 
8 CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
WG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK 4 
Pap. 3 
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AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

ALERT x .8: 
ALERT TOT: 
WA TOTAL: 
MOA TOTAL: 
RES TOTAL: . 
TOTAL: 

620 ALERT: 
775 WA: 

0 MOA: 
40435 RES: 

0 TOTAL: 
41 209 

AUWAIMOA 41 209 
AUMOA 41209 

STRIKE EL BIF WAIMOAIRES: 40435 

EZIC2 ALBNAIMOA: 
WSO 

41 054 

PRIMARY EL NFO EL AL81MOA: 
SCREENING 

41 054 

ALERT DIST: 
WA DIST: 
MOA DIST: 
RES DIST: 
ALL DIST: 

I 16.81 1 
BIF DIST: 

MARITIME 8 16.55 
AIRLIFT: 

PRIMARY 16.55 
DIST: 

Page 1 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

COLUMBUS AFB 

ALERT x .8: . 151 ALERT: 189 ALERT DIST: 
ALERT TOT: 189 WA: 0 WA DIST: 
WA TOTAL: 0 MOA: 6771 05 MOA DIST: 
MOA TOTAL: 20396 RES: 5494 RES DIST: 
RES TOTAL: 148 TOTAL: 682788 ALL DIST: 
TOTAL: 20734 

AUWNMOA 20585 
AUMOA 20585 

STRIKE & BIF WNMONRES: 20545 

EZIC2 & EL AL8MNMOA: 
WSO 20548 

PFUMARY & NFO & AL8,MOA: 
SCREENING 20548 

MARITIME & 32.90 
AIRLIFT: 

DIST: I 32-90 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA ' 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

REESE AFB 
(USING AETC REVISED DATA) 

ALERT x .8: 
ALERT TOT: 
WA TOTAL: 
MOA TOTAL: 
RES TOTAL: 
TOTAL: 

444 ALERT: 
555 WA. 

0 MOA: 
27214 RES: , 

0 TOTAL: 
27769 

AUWAIMOA 
AUMOA 

STRIKE & BlF WAIMOAIRES: 27214 

EuC2 & 
AIRLIFT & AL.8MIAIMOA: 

wso 
PRIMARY & 

NFO & AL.8lMOA: 
SCREENING 

ALERT DIST: 
WA DIST: 
MOA DIST: 
RES DIST: 
ALL DIST: 

7 BIF DIST: 

MARITIME & 31 .93 
AIRLIFT: 

PRIMARY 31 ,93 
DIST: 

Page 1 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

VANCE AFB 
(USING AETC REVISED DATA) 

ALERT x .8: 
ALERT TOT: 
WA TOTAL: 
MOA TOTAL: 
RES TOTAL: 
TOTAL: 

ALERT: 
WA: 
MOA: 
RES : 
TOTAL: 

AUWNMOA 28446 
AUMOA 28446 

STRIKE & BIF WAIMOAIRES: 27945 

E X 2  8 
AIRLIFT 8 AL.8MINMOA: 28346. 

WSO 

PRIMARY 8 
NFO 8 AL.8lMOA: 28346 

SCREENING 

ALERT DIST: 
WA DIST: 
MOA DIST: 
RES DIST: 
ALL DIST: 

MARITIME & 12.18 
AIRLIFT: 

PRIMARY 12.18 
DIST: 

Page 1 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

RANDOLPH AFB 

RANDOLPH 1 
I 

. 

NAME AREA NM2 ALT I "OLUME .,,,, I DIST I CNM x DIST 1 

ALERT x .8: 
ALERT TOT: 
WA TOTAL: 
MOA TOTAL: 
RES TOTAL: 
TOTAL: 

76 ALERT: 
95 WA: 
0 MOA: 

9685 RES: 
0 TOTAL: 

9780 

AUWNMOA 9780 
AUMOA 9780 

STRIKE & BlF WNMONRES: 9685 

E21C2 8 
AIRLIFT 8 AL.8MAIMOA. 9761 

WSO 

PRIMARY & 1 NFO& ALBIM OA: 9761 
SCREENING 

ALERT DIST: 
WA DIST: 
MOA DIST: 
RES DIST: 
ALL DIST: 

BIF DIST: l===l 
MARITIME & 43.43 

AIRLIFT: 

DIST: I I 

Page 1 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA ' 

REVISION PROVIDED BY 
AETC 

CORRECTED FOR DATA ERRORS 
1 REESE I 
I 

~ - - 

NAME AREANM? ALT 1 "OLUME 1 DIST 1 CNM X DIST~ 

ALERT x .8: 444 ALERT: 555 ALERT DIST: 
ALERT TOT: 555 WA: 0 WA DIST: 
WA TOTAL: 0 MOA: ' , 2141989 MOA DIST: 
MOA TOTAL: 41 624 RES: 65199 RES DIST: 
RES TOTAL: 71 9 TOTAL: 2207743 ALL DIST: 
TOTAL: 42898 

AUWAIMOA 421 79 
AUMOA 421 79 

STRIKE 8 BIF WAIMONRES: 42343 

EZIC2 8 
AIRLIFT 8 ALIMINMOA: 42068 

WSO 

PRIMARY 8 
NFO 8 ALBIMOA: 42068 

SCREENING 

Page 1 

MARITIME a 50.80 
AIRLIFT: 

I ''IMARY 50.80 1 
DIST: 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
REVISION PROVIDED BY 

AETC 
CORRECTED FOR DATA ERRORS 

I VANCE I 

ALERT x .8: 
ALERT TOT: 
WA TOTAL: 
MOA TOTAL: 
RES TOTAL: 
TOTAL: 

I 

AUWNMOA 
AUMOA 

NAME 

ALERT: 
WA: 
MOA: 
RES: . 
TOTAL: ' . 

STRIKE & BlF WNMONRES: 44624 

EZIC2 8 
AIRLIFT 8 AL.8MINMOA: 44861 

WSO 

PRIMARY 8 
NFO 8 AL.8lMOA: 44861 

SCREENING 

AREANM2 

Page 1 

ALT I "OLUME NM3 I DlST I CNM X DlST 

ALERT DIST: 
WA DIST: 
MOA DIST: 
RES DIST: 
ALL DIST: 

MARITIME& 39.17 
AIRLIFT: 

PRIMARY 39.17 
DIST: 

VAN AS PC2 .XLS4/20/95 



FORMULAS FOR LINEAR MODEL 

Y(l O)/N(O) =(IF(EXACT(D,A), 1 ,O))*(W/I 0) or =(IF(EXACT(D,A),(W/I 0),0)) 
OR =IF Y(O)IN(lO) JUST CHANGE "A" 

%MIN - MAX, MAX HI =(D-L)*((W/l O)/(U-L)) 

%MIN - MAX, MIN HI =IF(D<=L,(W/I O), IF(D=U,O,((-((WII O)/U-L)*D)+(U*((W/l O)/U-L))))) 

0 -MAX, MAX HI =((W/I O)/U)*D 

MIN - MAX, MIN HI =IF(D=O, (WII O), (-(W/1 O)/(U-L))*(D)+((U)*((W/l O)/(U-L)))) 
SHOULD BE =IF(D=L,(W/I 0), (-(WII O)/(U-L))*(D)+((U)*((W/l O)/(U-L)))) 

0 - MAX, MIN HI =IF(D=O, (WII 0),(-(W/1 O)/(U))*(D)+((U)*((W/l O)/(U)))) 

MIN - 100, MIN HI =IF(D=L,(W/I 0), (-(WII 0)/(100-L))*(D)+((100)*((W/10)/(1OO-L)))) 

5 - 8K RW, 8K HI =IF(D<=5000,0,(lF(D>=Ul WII O,(((D-5000)/3000)*(W/10))))) 
SHOULD BE =IF(D<=L,O, (IF(D>=U, W/10, (((D-L)/(U-L))*(W/l 0))))) 

LEGEND: 
D = DATA 
W = WEIGHT 
U = UPPER BOUND 
L = LOWER BOUND 
A = DESIRED ANSWER 
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z OPERATIOW- (U) 

A. We& 0 infamatin (L2.A) 

- D u r i n g t h e b e s t p n i o d o f r e a x d ( ~ l ~ t e n y e a r s ) , w h a t ~ ~ a w r r t g ~ f L Z k l )  

- Percentage of time ~ v x  at cn a t o m  3Wl? (L2.A.l.a) 

-- P-ge of time wx 3 W 5  and above? (I2.A-f .b) 

ANSWER: 80.7% 
. ,  . 

- Pacenmge . , of time wx 3000D and a h ?  (LZ.A.1-c) 

ANSWER: 8am 
'I . j ,  . .. - - {.. . ..<in. .- , . .  . . ,  . , 

. . .  

- Perocntagc of time wx 1 500/3 and a b e ?  (L2.A.l-d) 

- N m k  of f0nxas.M or actual icing days: Base? Working areas WOAs & Ranges)? (L2-4-2) 
F .  ,. . . . .  . 

.:, .. ;z ', ,.:. 
ANSWER: S m .  0 Wprkhg arcas: Approximately 15; NOTE We do not track icing in the w o h g  
m' per &an'arimaid ffan historical data indicates 15 days mually where icing h the w&cbg areas mag 
be a factor m student training, 

, . 







NAS Meridian and Columbus AFB Air Space 







Reese AFB Air Space 

, , 
from Reese AFB / / I / _ _ - - - -  

/' / 
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I I 
AIRPORT DIAGRAM .. .. . DR no. mas . -. LAUGHLlN AFB (KDLF) 



I 1 I I 

AIRPORT DIAGRAM LUUOOlrrX*S 
. _ .  - . - - - . \  - REESE AFB (KREE) 

FIGURE 12-H 

-- . 



A m *  
1 1 1 4  m.8 
VANQ TOWER + 
124.0 340.4 
W O  CON 
121.1) m . 4  
aNc OR 
221.4 

I t 1  

MARCH 1989 f ANNUAL RATE OF CliANGE 
0.1- 

!MA-IA xa . 

RWY ~ ~ . S R . S S . T ~ S . ~ ~  
RWY 1 7 C - 3 5 C S S . V S . m O O . ~  
RWY i~~-s~.sro.ns.m is.mp0 
RWY 4-22.13-31 .S2Q.TU 

C 

FIGURE 12- J 
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_ 
AIRPORT DIAGRAM 

ENID. o)(uI.KM 
VANCE AFB (KENO) 
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UPT COMPARISON 
(Backup data) 

WEATHER LOSSES SUMMARY 
BY AIRCRAFT BY BASE BY FY 

VANCE REESE COLUMBUS LAUGHLIN 

FlVE YEAR 
AVERAGE FY90-94 20.4 24.0 21.3 14.3 

FlVE YEAR 
AVERAGE FY90-94 21.9 



Vance AFB 
Close Area Access = Quality Training 

T-3 7 (closest 1 6) T-38 (closest 8) 
Total Ave. Total Ave. 

Vance 240 15 248 31 
Reese 368 23 316(7) 45 
Columbus 242 18 214 27 
Laughlin 378 24 230 36 

Vance has 7.2% more T-3 7 training than Laughlin 
Vance has 7.5% more T-38 training than Reese 
Closest 4 T-38/T-1 areas -- Vance is 13% better tha 



=Airports within 50NM 
Uncontrolled 

Vance 14 

Columbus 20 

Laughlin 29 

Controlled 
2 





T AREA BOUNDARIES OFF WwMRf LBB CH ZP-'' 
BACKUP W O  CH 25) 

2. IMC NORDO PROCEDURES: 

WBBI OEPARTUW. CROSS HUBBI AT FL 260 OR ASIGNED. 
WHICHEVER LS HIGHER. TURN LER DIRECT PEPW. 
CROSS PEPW AT 11 MO. FLY THE PEPW NORDO RECOW. 
(SEE PAGE 1-12.) I 
IN AREA. DEPART FIZOFR OF RIG AREA AT :- rm. DIRECT 
PEI'&Y--I-%*I PEPPY AF i i,aXr,: FLY THE PEriV NOROO 
RECOVERV. (SEE PAGE 1-12.) 

ld SOUTHWEST AREAS 

I 1. AREA BOUNDMES OR: PRJMARf RVO O( 26 
BACKUP am CH 29) 

2. IMC NORW PROCEDURES: 

I MOORE R R 260 OR M96NB). 
WESlONW041DML lMWCEPT 

THERVO26WlNBOUND. MANwNALrrmMUMLRVO- 
THEN ClKIg YANKE AT I&=. RY THE RUBY I I RECOW. (SEE FAIS€ 1-11.) I 

A 
PEPW 
WO mm 
cLee 269126) 

CROg PEPW R 1 1 m .  RY RIE PEPPY NORDO -. I 
IN AREA ARC TO EPW VIA THE RVO 22 W ARC 
mlFlVJN R 1m u r n  wo am?. CROSS PEPW R 11m. 
FLY lHE PBW NORW RECOVWY. GE PAGE 1-12.) 

SOUTHEAST AREAS 1-10 
i 



MONllOR - CH 13 
iEaw'BN - a 12 

0 R-219 ANDK)R THE 33 W E  ARC. 
TURN INTO ASSIGNED AREA AFTER PASSlNG ME BASE ALTITUDE. 

IE%PI REESE 4 MONlla - CH 14 
RECDVEFN - CH 14 

d 

CUMeCORRDOR - - -  
AREABOUN)RY 

REESE 4 w: IMERCEPT 7HE RVO R126 AND CROSS KVO 126126 AT 
OR ABOVE IOMX) MSL MI? THE AREAS VIA THE W O  R126 AND/OR 32 
DME ARC. NRN INTO -ED AREA M E R  PASSlNG THE BASE ALlllUDE. 

i . ,  . - . > . , . I  . :> . . ;;t::.?.. 
..! :' ; 4 



71 ST FLYING TRAINING WlNG 
VANCE T-38 INFLIGHT GUIDE 

8 1 JUL 1993 

0 MOAFREOUENCIE8 ALTITUDE BLOCK 
A 1 & 1 0  1 CH 8 10,000Fl230 
AREA 3,4,7,8,0,12,13 CH O (11,000 IF A L ~ M ~ R  

LESS THAN 29.02) 
31 3/79 

71ST FLYING TRAINING WlNG 
VANCE T-37 INFLIGHT GUIDE 

f ALL AREAS 
HIGH 14,000' - 22,000' MSL 
LOW 7,000' - 12,000' MSL 0 W 

END Q 





T-38 INFLIGHT GUIDE 1 ' 

BURR AREA 

47TH FLYING 
TRArNING 

WING 

LAUGHLIN AFB. 

3 c 

I SDME 
HIGHER 

4000 CHANGE2 JAN 1994 

T-37 INFLIGI-IT GUIDE 
FClFlCHO DATE INITIALS 

LAUGHLIN AFB, TEXAS 













Vance AFB [nid 1 J w e  

rC $*:@ 
Other USAF UPT Competitors 

~Columbus AFB 
Columbus, MS 

~Laughlin AFB 
Del Rio, ZX 

~Reese  AFB 
Lubbock, IX 



Vance AFB &id I; 1/lUtCe 

Military Value -- Pilot Conditions {m 
/?t~ord in t td SLtj 

=Pilot training occurs in a very confined 
cockpit 

=Training sorties are short -- 1.3 hours 
per student 

=Anything that facilitates training 
produces a better pilot 



Vance AFB Cd G ~ a n c o  

B " * 
Military Value -- Airspace 

8400 sq. miles of unencumbered airspace 

Most accessible airspace of arty u r l  oase . . 



Vance AFB f;d t; vance *+iy=ag$ 
Military Value ?? ~ a r h e r ~  in v' ! L s t )  

Mission Capability 
Total Airspace (in sq. miles) 

ow / 
I I I I 

Vance AFB Reese AFB Columbus AFB Laughlin AFB 

Source: USAF BRAC95 Data Sheets 



Vance AFB 
Military Value =- Pilot Training 

~Vance is the best training environment 

Greatest total accessible airspace 

Increased quality training time per limited 1.3 
hour sortie -- 15% more at Vance 



Vance AFB &;d I; 1 J w e  
**** ** 
n & 

Military Value -- Pilot Training /%/,!< in t LSb, 

=Access to low level routes 
Less congestion = better training variety 
Vance has 24 routes within 50NM 

Columbus = 17 
Reese = 7 
Laughlin = 4 

=Access to alternate airfields 

=Better bad weather options 



Vance AFB Cnid 0 Vance 
**** - - C, 
++4 d a - 

Military Value -= Pilot Training 

BCEG Functional Value 
Ratings 

JCSG- UPT Functional Value 
Ratings 

Randolph 
Columbus 
Vance 
Laughlin 
Reese 

Columbus 
Vance 
Randolph 
Laughlin 
Reese 



Vance AFB cd 6 ! ) m e  

Military Value -- Contracting Out 
<* 

/3a/nePJ in I L .SL/ 

=Aircraft maintenance 

=Base-wide services 

=Lowest total costs of all UPT bases 

.A success for over 30 years 



Vance AFB Cd G 2Iarzce 
? +w 

Military Value 

Manpower 

van& AFB ~ e e s e  AFB Columbus AFB Laughlin AFB 

Source: AE TC Information Digest, Jan 95 

= TOTAL 

= OFFICERS 

=ENLISTED 

=CMLL4NS 



Vance AFB &id G !/we 

Military Value =- Training costs PP~nePj 3m in IL .~a,  
Dramatically lower costs per pilot 

Cost Savings per Graduate 
$M of dollars 

- 

I I 

325 students 225 students 125 students 

Source: AE TCIFM Telcon, Summer 94 
Vance AFB Savings = $81K per graduate 

Over $1 OM savings to USAF in 



Vance AFB 
113;v Y 

Military Value -- Infastructure -ar/ner$ iri t L ~4~ 

 ability to double present student load 
without construction 

 highest percentage Code 1 
infrastructure 

=Least infrastructure overhead 
Buildingslrun ways/ramps/roads 
Utilities 





Vance AFB Cnid G Zlancp 
**** *I- C/ 

Infrastructure / ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~  W in t L$ 

Facilities 
Thousands of sq. feet 

Legend I 

I 
Vmce AFB Reese AFB Columbus AFB Laughlin AFB 

Source: AE TC/CE Data, Aug 94 



Vance AFB 
Infastructure 

Runways, ramps, roads 
Thousands of sq. yards 

...................................................................................... 

...................... .................................. 

Legend 

0 Total 
Needing Repair 

Vance AFB Reese AFB Columbus AFB Laughlin AFB 

Source: AE TCJCE Data, Aug 94 



Vance AFB 
Infrastructure 

Utilities 
Thousands of linear feet 

.......... . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . - . . - . . - . -  A 

Source: AE TCICE Data, Aug 94 

,,,nd 

1 -  1 ?zing Rep& I I 
Reese AFB Cdumbus AFB Laughlin Am V a n s  AFB 



Vance AFB 
Military Value -- Quality of Life 

'Superior base facilities 

Wance Development Authority created 
solely to support Vance AFB 

Educational scholarsh"ps for active duty and 
dependents provided by community 
Rental housing pool 
Land for Vance expansion: two parcels 
purchased -- 158 and 12.5 acres 



Vance AFB - 

Bottomline /2a,in1 St 

=Premier UPT base 

=Highest quality pilot training 

.Lowest cost per student 





VANCE AIRSPACE 

Vance special use airspace 

Alert area A-562A surface - 10000' MSL 
Alert area A-562B surface - 10000' MSL 
Vance 1A MOA 1 0000' - 1 7999 MSL 
ATCAA extention to I A FL 180 - FL240 
Vance 1B MOA 7000' - 17999MSL 
ATCAA extention to 1B FL180 - FL240 
AR669 FL260 B280 
Torch routes FL300 - FL390 
Eagle 2N (ATCAA) FL260 - FL350 
Eagle 2 s  (ATCAA) FL260 - FL350 
Eagle 3N (ATCAA) FL260 - FL350 
Eagle 3 s  (ATCAA) FL260 - FL350 
Eagle 6 (ATCAA) FL260 - FL350 

IRs: 145,146,171,172, 173 -avg 500' AGL (1 900' to 2800' MSL) TO 4000' MSL, 
175, 181,186,183,185 3 to 5 miles either side of centerline, and 170 to 200 

miles long 
SRs: 235,253,241,257 -avg 500' to 1500' AGL (1300' to 3300' MSL) 3 miles 

either side of centerline, and 140 to 160 miles long 

Operating hours and restrictions 

Vance 1A MOA -one hour before sunrise to one hour after sunset 
-Monday - Friday (except hollidays), other times by 
NOTAM 
-no supersonic flight 

Vance 1 B MOA -operating hours and restrictions same as Vance IA 
Alert area A562A -sunrise to three hours after sunset 

-Monday - Friday 
-altitudes - surface t 10000' MSL, excluding between 
3000' - 40007MSL within one half NM of Owen K. 
Garriott Road 

Alert area A562B -days 
-Monday - Friday 
-altitudes - surface to 10000' MSL 

m s  145,146,171, 172, -sunrise to sunset daily 
173, 175, 181, 182, -altitudes and widths vary per route / per route leg 
183,185 -and are published in AP/l B, section I, pgs 48-68 



SRs 235,253,24 1,247 -sunrise to sunset daily 
-500' to 1500' AGL 
-avoid flight within 1500' or 3 NM of airports when 
practical 

Proximity of sua 

-All special use airspace begins within 20 NM of Vance 
-Vance lA MOA - 3 min (to 10000' MSL and the front of the area) 
-Vance 1B MOA - 5 min (to 8000' MSL and the front of the area) 

Alternate NAVAID procedures 

-T-38lT-1 alternate NAVAIDs are Kingfisher as primary and Gage as secondary 
-T-37 alternate NAVAID is Woodring 
-There is very little degridaton of usable MOA airspace when the Vance VORTAC 
is out of service 

Proximity of other airfields 

-Vance has a large number of airfields within 150 NM for use in emergency 
situations or in the event a divert base is required. 

T-37 
Stereos: Wiley Post 

Tinker AFB 
EmergDivert: Woodring 

Kegelman 
Will Rogers 
Tinker AFB 
Tulsa 
McMonnell AFB 
Wichita Mid-Continent 
Salina Muni 
Hutchinson Muni 
West Woodward (VFR only) 
Altus AFB 

T- 1 
Long range divert: G r i l l 0  

Dyess AFB 
Ft Worth NAS 

T-3 8lT- 1 
Stereos: Tinker AFB 

Tulsa 
McConnell (working) 

EmergIDivert: Kegelman 
Woodring 
Tinker AFB 
Tulsa 
McConnell AFB 
Clinton-Sherman 
Altus AFB 

Military RAPCON control1 
-Vance RAPCON talks to everyone within a 44 DME radius from the surface to 



FL240. Outside 44DME to 90DME they control1 the airspace from 10000' 
MSL to FL240. The exceptions being the two class D airspaces. 
-Our air trafiic and landing system (ATCALS) is entered in the national airspace 
system (NAS) for RAPCON's service to civilian traffic going in and out of 
Enid Woodrmg. 
-Strong professional relationship, respect, and interaction between the folks at 
RAPCON and the flyers. e.i. RAPCON always sends a rep to ct meetings to 
answer any questions that the pilots have and visa-versa. 

Civil aviation conflicts and interaction 

-Two jet routes through 1A MOA 
-Five victor routes through Vance airspace (IAB) 
-RAPCON service to Woodring 

Weather 

-Overall attrition less than 5% due to weather 
-Vance has never had a class graduate late due to wx 
-Flying has never had to be scheduled on weekends 
-Monthly planned attrition factors available 
-Icing: surf - 5000 14 

5000 - 10000 35.3 
10000 - 15000 39.2 
--This is the worst case number of days per year that the conditions would 
be right for forcast tracellight icing. 

AICUZ Air installation compatable use zone 

-Most recent study dated Mar '93 
--validated for Vance Jan '93 
--validater for Kegelman Nov '93 

-Encroachment areas include the Lahoma Corridor, an ATC designated VFR 
flyway and a 5 1.7% land encroachment within the APZ I1 for rwy 17R/C/L. 
This encroachment is largely comprised of a residential area north of the base. 
-No known current enviornmental isssues working 

--Pattern assessment for the T-1 at 1000' AGL still in the works at HQ 
-Noise complaints for '93 study, 0.56lmo - 7 for the year 

--Current yearly count, 2. 

Vance's LOA network is the most extensive of all the UPT bases 
Exceptional relationship with our military rep at K.C. Center, Mr. Roger Wingert. 
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TO: Merrill Beyer 
MWPT Senior Analyst 

FR: Crnsher Craigie 
DT: May 9,1995 

MEMORANDUM 

Thought you'd lihe some more data to keep you busy- 

1. Not sure whether you've seen the &est Con,yxsmm Cornbest letter - enclosed 

2. Reese still claims lowest cost per flying hour - data shows Vance lower in 94 and 5 

MT-MAR OCT-MAR 
FY94-(T-37) T;Y9S(T-37) EY94(T-3 8) FY95 (3-3 8) 

Vance $256 2.59 659 479 

Reese 274 258 720 548 

V a n e  is lower in every case but T-37 this year by one dollar. This data (attached) is from 
financial offices at each base. 

3. For ,graduate cost, here is only AETC data published - based on FY93 dam - again 
Reese is next to last not next to first! 

llmmbs up, 
Crusher 



LARRY COMBEST 
UTn mn. TLxr.s 

w 
PERMANENT WM- 

ON lNTELUC;ENCE 

- -. 
DISIRICT OFFICES: 

R D w 6 1 1  / 
GEOFKE H WON 
FCJXW Bvnrmc 

M a y  5 ,  1995 

sum 2D5 
5309s. W€SrERN 

AkwduuO. lX 791104628 
m353-39& 

- v;<z,:* .x;>; :s E33 r&:&\y 
- -  I '. , . < A .  e:2>x7igm re--<- g - 1 

The Honorable Alan J- ~ i x o n ,  chairman 
Defense B a s e  Closure and ~eal ignment  C O ~ I ~ ~ S S ~ O ~  

17 00.' N. Moore Street - 
Suite 1 4 2 5  .. .. 

Arlington, Virginia 22209 

D e a r  Mr. Chairman: 

I a m  writing t o  ask you t o  support t he  addition of one or  more 
Air Force Undergraduate P i l o t  Training (UPT) bases during the May 
10th hearing. 

While I understand and even agree w i t h  a reluctance to add any 
base f o r  consideration, I believe that it is a necessity w i t h  
regard t o  UPT bases f o r  a number of a reasons. 

F i r s t ,  and most importantly, the  omm mission should decide t o  
review Air Force UPT bases because t he re  is documented evidence 
of substant ia l  e r ro r s  i n  the Department of Defense (DoD) / A i r  
Force analysis-  These w e r e  not minor errors in unimportant 
areas. They were in areas declared t o  be vitally important by 
the A i r  Force ( i - a , ,  airspace, training routes and other key 
measures of merit), The & Force and the  DoD have admitted 
errors  i n  these areas. However, they have side-stepped o r  
ignored other e r ro r s  and maintain that the er rors  do not alter 
the outcome. The f a d s ,  however, indicate t h a t  correcting the 
errors does make a difference; it changes which base is closed, 

Second, the General $ccountinq- office (-0) review of DoD 
mentioned specifically A i r  Force U l T  as an area w o r t h y  of further 
review by the Commission, If the Commission does not challenge 
the DoD recommendation on air Force UPT where the errors are 
glaring and numerous, then the Commission w i l l  not have provided 
the review GAO requested or m e t  its s ta tutory responsibil i ty.  

A third important reason t o  add A i r  Force UPT bases is that the 
cost and effectiveness of the bases were never considered; Ffhile 
Reese Air  Force Base (AFB) has t h e  lowest cost-per-flying-hour 
and the  second lowest cost-per-student-graduate, it appears this 
critical issue was never a component of the Air Force/DoD 
analysis. 



The Honorable Alan J- Dixon, Chairman 
May 5, 1995 
Rage 2 

In light 
concerns 
urge you 
reviewed 

of the problems described above and in view of the 
expressed by the GAO and members of the BRAC staff, 1: 
ta m a k e  sure that A i r  Force UPT bases are added and 
further by the Commission, 

This is a most important issue which deserves the full scrut$ny 
of the BEAC Commission- 

incerely , R@JJi 
LC/ lec 
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I Tk37 COST PER E'LY"YNG HOUR I 

CE AFB I ACTUAL FUNDED b ~ w  HOURS  TOTAL SAVING 
CON- $ 94.32 $ 8 4 . 0 0  $ 10.32 1 8742.61 $ (90,223.63) 

_._ 
$ 39.02  1 $ 54.00 $ (14.98)) 8742.61 5 130,964.15 

AV POL 1 $ 1 2 5 . 5 3 f $ 1 3 2 . 0 0 1 $  (6.47)) 8742.6]$ 56,564.62 

I F X E R E N ~  HOVAS  TOTAL SAVINGS I 

CONSUMABLE 2.28 1 9395.51 $ (21,421.74) 

DLR COST (6.2311 9395.51 $ 58,533.971 

IAv pot .(s.z~jl 9 3 9 5 . 3  
L 

I t I 
T ~ T A t  CPFB $260.84 1 $270.00 ] $ ( 9 . 1 6 ) l  9395.51 9 86,062.78 ' 

i -- - .  - - - L  - .  . . 7 - - 
REESE FUNDED PIFFEREN~ HOURS ITOTAL SAVTNGS 

CONSUMABLE 1 $ 75.47 11 -, 
D m  COST 1 $ 4 5 . 7 4  $ 5 4 - 0 0  1 $ (8.26) % 9603.01 $ 79,320.78 

AV POL 1$236.39 $132.00 1 $ 4.39 1-.9603:01 $ (42,157.17) 





Vance AFB &d C vme 

$* L $6, Military Value -- Lack of Congestion lbrin-din 

=Airports within 50NM 
Uncontrolled 

Vance 14 

Columbus 20 

Laughlin 29 

Controlled 
2 



T-3 7 (closest 16) T-38 (closest 8) 
Total Ave. Total Ave. 

Vance 240 15 248 31 
Reese 368 23 316(7) 45 
Columbus 242 18 214 27 
Laughlin 378 24 230 36 

Vance has 7.2% more T-37 training than Laughlin 
Vance has 7.5% more T-38 training than Reese 
Closest 4 T-38/T-1 areas -- Vance is 13% better tha 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

'Crr 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

RRLINGTON, VTRGINU 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: March 17,1995 

TIME: 9:00 

MEETING WITH: Community representatives of Vance Air Force Base 

SUBJECT: Vance Air Force Base 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Nadi t IdPhone  Number: 

Col. Donald "Crusher" Craigie USAF (Ret.) 
J.R. Rescovac; Consultant 

w Commission Staff: 

Chip Walgren, Manager, State and Local Liaison 
Jim Schufreider; Manager, House Liaison 

' 
Ben Borden, Director, Review & Analysis 
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Lt. Col. Merrill Beyer, Air Force Analyst 
Mark Pross, Air Force Analyst 

MEETING PURPOSE: Provide community representatives an opportunity to present 
information supporting the continued operation of Vance AFB. They are concerned about 
how Vance will be evaluated, especially considering efforts by Reese and Meridian groups to 
offer alternatives to SECDEF recommendations. Representatives highlighted the merits of 
Vance AFB: Airspace, Training Efficiencies (CosVGraduate, Training Quality, etc.) and 
Quality of Life. 
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Vance AFB 
Background 

=Mission 
Premier USAF Undergraduate Pilot Training 
(UPT) Base 
Primary -- T-37 "Tweet" 
Advanced -- T-38 "Talon" 

-- T-1 'yayhawk" 
=m94 

Over 40,000 accident-free sorties 
153 pilot graduates proudly serving the 



Vance AFB 
Other USAF UPT Competitors 

mcolumbus AFB 
Columbus, MS 

~Laughlin AFB 
Del Rio, lX 

~ R e e s e  AFB 
Lubbock, IX 



Vance AFB 
Military Value -- Airspace 

8400 sq. miles of unencumbered airspace 

Most accessible airspace of any UPT base 
Encroachment nonexistent 





Vance AFB 
Military Value -- Contracting Out 

=Aircraft maintenance 

=Base-wide services 

=Lowest total costs of all UPT bases 

=A success for over 30 years 









Slide 8 -- Costs 
*AETC Information Digest, Jun 94; AETCIFMA letter, Sep 94 

VAFB RAFB 1 CAFB LAFB 

* *$M of dollars 





Vance AFB 
Military Value 

Cost per Graduate 
$K dollars 

$800 

$700 

$600 

$500 

$400 

$300 

$200 

$1 00 

$0 

Source: AETC Digest, Jun 94; AE TCIFMA letter, 7 Sep 94 



Vance AFB 
Military Value -- Inpastructure 

=Ability to double present student load 
without construction 

=Highest percentage Code 1 
infrastructure 

=Least infrastructure overhead 
Buildingslrun wayslrampslroads 
Utilities 
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Slide 14 =- Runways, ramps, roads 
*AETC/CE Summary Inforamtion, 30 Aug 94 

* *Thousands of sq. yards 





Slide 15 -- Utilities 
*AETC/CE Summarv Information. 30 Aua 94 

* *Thousands of linear feet 



Vance AFB 
Military Value -- Quality of Life 

I Superior base facilities 

~Vance Development Authority created 
solely to support Vance AFB 

Educational scholarships for active duty and 
dependents provided by community 
Rental housing pool 
Land for Vance expansion: two parcels 
purchased -- 158 and 12.5 acres 





DEFENSE REALIGNMENT ADVISORS 
THE HOMER BUILDING 

SUITE 410 SOUTH 
GO1 THIRTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

WASH INCTON, D.C. 20005 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Frank cirillo# -., 

FR: JR Reskova 
DT: 21 March 9 
RE: Vance AFB briefing 

Enclosed please find the follow-up Vance AFB briefing as requested by you after our meeting 
last Friday. Additional slides have been included citing specific data used in preparation, as well 
as the sources of that data. 

Please do not hesitate to contact Crusher Craigie, or myself, if you have any questions. 

A DIVISION OF R DUFFY WALL 6 ASSOCIATES. INC 





O F F I C E  OF T H E  INSPECTOR GENERAL 

JOINT CROSSISERVICE GROUP FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE mLOT TRAINING 1995 BASE 

REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE PROCESS 

Report No. 95-175 April 13, 1995 

Department of Defense 



Additional Copies 

Copies of the report can be obtained from the Secondary Reports Distribution Unit, 
Audit Planning and Technical Support Directorate (703) 604-8937 (DSN 664-8937) 
or FAX (703) 604-8932. 

Suggestions for Future Audits 

To suggest ideas for or to request future audits, contact the Planning and 
Coordination Branch, Audit Planning and Technical Support Directorate, at (703) 
604-8939 @SN 664-8939) or FAX (703) 604-8932. Ideas and requests can also be 
mailed to: 

Inspector General, Department of Defense 
OAIG-AUD (ATTN: APTS Audit Suggestions) 
400 Army Navy Drive (Room 801) 
Arlington, Virginia 22202-2884 

DoD Hotline 

To report fraud, waste, or abuse, call the DoD Hotiine at (800) 424-9098 or write to 
the DoD Hotline, The Pentagon Wasbiugton, D.C. 20301-1900. We fully protect 
the identity of writers and callers. 

Acronyms 

AFB Air Force Base 
BRAC Base Realignment and Closure 
JCSG Joint Cross-Service Group 
NAS Naval Air Station 
UPT Undergraduate Pilot Training 



Report No. 95-175 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

4 0 0  ARMY NAVY DRIVE 
ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA 22202-2884 

April 13, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(READINESS) 

SUBJECT: Report on the Joint Cross-Service Group for Undergraduate Pilot Training 
1995 Base Realignment and Closure Process (Project No. 4CG-50 16.05) 

Introduction 

We are providing this report for your information and use. This report is one in 
a series of reports that discusses the review of the Joint Cross-Service Groups 
(JCSGs) for 1995 base realignment and closure (BRAC 95) implementation of 
the internal control plan for managing the identification of DoD cross-Service 
opportunities. Six JCSGs implemented the BRAC 95 Steering Group's internal 
control plan to ensure the accuracy, completeness, and integrity of the 
information upon which the Secretary of Defense recommendations for 
realignments and closures to the 1995 Commission on Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment (the 1995 Commission) are based. The Inspector General, DoD, 
was directed by the Deputy Secretary of Defense to review the adequacy and 
implementation of the internal control plan over this process. 

Audit Results 

The JCSG for Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) implementation of the 
internal control plan was generally effective. We identified the following 
deficiencies to management, and management took the appropriate action to 
correct the deficiencies: 

o computer-analysis scoring sheet errors and 

o identifying and referencing source documents for scoring sheet 
determinations. 

Audit Objectives 

The overall audit objective was to assess the adequacy of the BRAC 95 Steering 
Group's internal control plan. The specific objective of this audit was to 
determine whether the JCSG-UPT adequately implemented the internal control 
plan. A summary report will discuss the overall audit objective. 



Scope and Methodology 

We reviewed the JCSG-UPT process for collecting and analyzing BRAC 95 
data. We did not review the data collection process of the Military 
Departments. 

We attended JCSG-UPT meetings and reviewed the formal minutes of the 
meetings. 

We validated the JCSG-UPT process used to derive undergraduate pilot training 
site functional values and functional capacities from data the Military 
Departments submitted. 

We verified that the JCSG-UPT applied certified data for developing alternative 
recommendations to the Military Departments. 

Statistical Sampling Methodology. We applied statistical sampling to validate 
the 4,631 data call responses used for scoring functional values. The sampling 
plan was developed by the Quantitative Methods Division, Audit Planning and 
Technical Support Directorate, Office of the Assistant Inspector General for 
Auditing, DoD. The statistical sampling was used to assess the reliability of the 
computer processed data used in computer models for the JCSG-UPT process. 
The details of the statistical sampling plan and results are in Enclosure 1. 

Audit Standards and Locations. This program audit was conducted from 
January 1994 through March 1995. The audit was conducted in accordance 
with auditing standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States 
as implemented by the Inspector General, DoD. Accordingly, we included tests 
of internal controls considered necessary. We conducted the audit at various 
DoD organizations and locations. Enclosure 3 lists the organizations we visited 
or contacted. 

Internal Control Plan 

On April 13, 1994, the Steering Group issued the BRAC 95 internal control 
plan for the JCSGs to use in the BRAC 95 process. The objective of the 
internal control plan was to ensure the accuracy, completeness, and integrity of 
the information upon which the Secretary of Defense recommendations for 
realignments and closures will be based. 

The internal control plan established two principal mechanisms to control the 
review and analytical process: organization and documentation. 

Implementation of Organizational Controls. Organizational controls consisted 
of the establishment of three organizations that were separated by distinct 
functional boundaries and levels of decisionmaking authorities. An Inspector 
General, DoD, summary report will discuss the implementation of 
organizational controls. 



Implementation of Documentation Controls. Documentation controls were 
divided into the following control elements: data information and collection, 
certification, record keeping, oral briefings, outside studies, technical experts, 
and access to records. We reviewed the JCSG-UPT implementation of these 
controls. 

The primary purpose of the internal control plan was to provide a consistent set 
of management controls for all JCSGs and to ensure the accuracy of the data 
collection and analysis process. In addition, the internal control plan 
incorporated the certification procedures in Public Law 101 -5 10, "Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990," November 5, 1990, as amended, and 
policy guidance issued in the Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum, " 1995 
Base Realignment and Closures, " January 7, 1994. 

Audit Background 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum established policy, procedures, 
authorities, and responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment or closure 
under Public Law 101-510, as amended. To oversee the entire process and to 
enhance opportunities for consideration of cross-Service tradeoffs and multi- 
Service use of the remaining infrastructure, the memorandum established a 
BRAC 95 Review Group, a BRAC 95 Steering Group, and six BRAC 95 
JCSGs. In addition, the Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the Inspector 
General, DoD, to review the activities of the JCSGs to ensure such activities 
comply with the requirements of the internal control plan. 

BRAC 95 Review Group Authorities. The Review Group oversees the entire 
BRAC 95 process. The Review Group was chaired by the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense and included a senior representative from each Military Department, 
chairperson(s) of the Steering Group, and each JCSG; and senior representatives 
from other DoD Components. Authorities of the Review Group included, but 
were not limited to: 

o reviewing BRAC 95 analysis policies and procedures, 

o reviewing BRAC 95 excess capacity analyses, 

o establishing BRAC 95 closure or realignment alternatives and 
numerical excess capacity reduction targets for consideration by the DoD 
Components, and 

o making recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 

BRAC 95 Steering Group Authorities. The Steering Group assisted the 
Review Group in exercising its authorities and reviewed DoD Component 
supplementary BRAC 95 guidance. The Steering Group was chaired by the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) and was composed of 
representatives from each Military Department, each JCSG, and other DoD 
Components. 



BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups Authorities. The JCSGs were 
established in six areas with significant potential for cross-Service impact in the 
BRAC 95 process. The six JCSGs are: 

o depot maintenance, 

o test and evaluation, 

o laboratories, 

o medical treatment facilities including graduate medical education, 

o undergraduate pilot training, and 

o economic impact. 

The JCSGs are chaired by senior DoD officials, with members from each 
Military Department and other DoD offices, as considered appropriate by the 
chairperson. 

Joint Cross-Service Group Responsibilities. The JCSGs (excluding 
the JCSG for Economic Impact) were tasked to perform the following functions. 

o Establish guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of merit, 
data elements, and milestone schedules for cross-Service analysis of the 
common-support functions. 

o Perform an excess-capacity analyses. 

o Develop closure or realignment alternatives and numerical excess- 
capacity reduction targets for Military Department consideration. 

o Analyze cross-Service tradeoffs . 

The JCSG for Economic Impact had the following unique responsibilities. 

o Establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact and, if 
practicable, cumulative economic impact. 

o Analyze DoD Component recommendations under those 
guidelines. 

o Develop a process for analyzing alternative closures or 
realignments necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if 
necessary. 

Joint Cross-Service Group Process. To fulfdl its responsibilities, each 
group generally performed the following tasks. 

o Developed analytical framework and methodology for analyzing 
cross-Service opportunities. 



o Developed data call requirements to use in the analysis. 

o Determined capacity requirements and functional values and 
prepared optimization scenarios. 

o Analyzed the results for operational feasibility. 

o Recommended cross-Service opportunities to the Military 
Departments. 

Diicussion 

Data Information and Collection. The JCSG-UPT received and reviewed 
certified data call information the Military Departments submitted for validity 
and consistency. When the JCSG-UPT determined inconsistences existed in the 
data or that additional data was required, supplemental data call requests were 
sent to the Military Departments. 

The JCSG-UPT identified all UPT sites within each Military Department. The 
UPT sites provided programs supporting the selection and undergraduate 
training of pilots, naval flight officers, and navigators. The 14 UPT sites 
identified were at Naval Air Stations (NAS), Air Force Bases (AFB), and other 
training sites. 

Undergraduate Pilot Training Sites 

Military Devartment Training Site Location 

Army Fort Rucker 
Navy Corpus Christi NAS 

Kingsville NAS 
Meridian NAS 
Pensacola NAS 
Whiting Field NAS 

Air Force Air Force Academy 
Columbus AFB 
Hondo Field 
Laughlin AFB 
Randolph AFB 
Reese AFB 
Sheppard AFB 
Vance AFB 

Alabama 
Texas 
Texas 
Mississippi 
Florida 
Florida 
Colorado 
Mississippi 
Texas 
Texas 
Texas 
Texas 
Texas 
Oklahoma 

The JCSG-UPT developed its analytical plan and data call requirements from 
January through March 1994. The analytical plan established measures of merit 
with relative weights for determining the functional capabilities and measuring 
excess functional capacities of the 14 UPT sites. The JCSG-UPT identified 
10 common support functions associated with UPT: flight screening, primary 
pilot training, airlift tanker pilot training, maritime pilot training, bomber 



fighter pilot training, strike advanced pilot training, helicopter pilot training, 
primary Naval flight officer training, weapons system officer training, and panel 
navigator training. All members of the JCSG-UPT approved the analytical 
plan. The data call requirements provided information to determine UPT 
functional requirements, functional value, and functional capacity. 

Functional Requirements. Functional requirements define the DoD 
outyear military airspace and facilities needed for the 10 UPT functions. 
Derived from data call responses, the results were used by the JCSG-UPT to 
identi@ excess capacity. 

Functional Value. The Decision-PAD computer analysis model was 
used to determine the functional value of UPT functions at the 14 UPT sites. 
The Decision-PAD model assigned functional values by combining the data 
derived from the UPT site data call responses with weight assignments 
identified in the JCSG-UPT analytical plan. 

Procedurally, the JCSG-UPT analyzed data call responses and placed the 
appropriate scored results on master input sheets for each UPT site. The scored 
results from the master input sheets were combined with assigned weights for 
placement in the Decision-PAD model. 

To conduct the data analysis process and score the master input sheets, the 
JCSG-UPT established a subgroup working team. This working team consisted 
of members from the JCSG-UPT supported by functional experts from the 
Military Departments. Whenever consensus could not be achieved within the 
working team, issues were elevated to the JCSG-UPT for discussion and 
resolution. The JCSG-UPT ratified all working team results. 

Functional Capacity. Functional capacity defines each UPT site's 
present ability to perform each of the 10 UPT functions. The JCSG-UPT 
derived functional capacity values for each UPT site from the data call 
response. Functional capacity scoring was conducted in the same manner as 
functional value scoring. 

In April 1994, the JCSG-UPT sent the data call questionnaires to the Military 
Departments. The Military Departments forwarded the questionnaires to the 
UPT sites. The UPT sites completed and certified the data call responses and 
forwarded them through their chains of command for further reviews and 
certifications. The data call responses were then passed to their respective 
Military Department BRAC organizations for delivery to the JCSG-UPT. 

In August 1994, the JCSG-UPT working team determined that additional data 
were needed to facilitate the completion of the functional value scoring process. 
The working team outlined the additional data requirement at the 
August 12, 1994, JCSG-UPT meeting. The JCSG-UPT authorized the working 
team to request the additional data from the UPT sites. Because of time 
constraints, the working team initially obtained the additional information by 
telephone or FAX, and then later received the UPT sites' certified responses 
that were placed in data call folders. 



Military Value. In addition to the UPT site data call requirements, the Military 
Departments were to make military value determinations for each of their UPT 
sites. The numeric values, ranging from one to three, measured the site's value 
to the Military Department as a UPT site. As opposed to a ranking system, the 
Military Departments could assign the same numeric military value to multiple 
UPT sites. Military values were to be used in the JCSG-UPT analytical 
process. During the review, we confimed that the JCSG-UPT used the military 
values provided by the Military Departments. 

CeM~cations. In compliance with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act and the BRAC 95 Steering Group's internal control plan, we determined 
that UPT site data call responses, including additional information responses, 
were certified as accurate and complete. The Base Closure and Realignment 
Act provides that the DoD can use only certified data and information to make 
decisions and recommendations on prospective cross-Service basing alternatives. 
The BRAC 95 Steering Group's internal control plan required that the Military 
Departments certify all data call responses as accurate and complete to the best 
of their knowledge and belief before its submission to the JCSG-UPT. 

Record Keeping. The JCSG-UPT maintained adequate documentation and 
controls for supporting its UPT cross-Service base closure and realignment 
alternatives. Record keeping included the analytic plan, UPT site data call 
responses, functional and capacity value determinations, UPT functional 
requirements, UPT site military values obtained from the Military Departments, 
scoring values applied in the Optimization Model, alternative recommendations 
developed, oral briefings documentation, information from outside studies, the 
services of technical experts, and records access documentation. 

Oral Briefings. The JCSG-UPT received oral briefings from multiple levels 
within the DoD. As required by the BRAC-95 Steering Group's internal control 
plan, the substance of the briefings with slides was recorded in the JCSG-UPT 
meetings minutes. 

Outside Studies. The JCSG-UPT did not use outside study results or 
conclusions in its analyses and deliberations. All data the JCSG-UPT used 
were solely derived from certified UPT site data call responses and results from 
sanctioned models. 

Technical Experts. The JCSG-UPT did not use technical experts. The JCSG- 
UPT and its working team relied solely on certified UPT site data call responses 
and the JCSG-UPT members' combined training, technical experiences, and 
judgment. 

Access to Records. All JCSG-UPT working team data and deliberations were 
conducted in a secure working area at the Center for Naval Analysis, Arlington, 
Virginia. UPT site folders maintaining data call responses and related products 
were stored in locked fde cabinets. All data and documents were 



treated as sensitive "close hold" information with access restricted to authorized 
personnel. When JCSG-UPT meeting and working team sessions were finished, 
all documents were collected and secured. 

Data Reviews. The JCSG-UPT performed two reviews of the UPT site data. 
One review evaluated the quality of the data call responses to determine whether 
the responses were correctly answered and complete. Another review evaluated 
and scored information needed to determine functional and capacity values and 
functional requirements. The JCSG-UPT working team provided staff support 
and developed products for the JCSG-UPT's review and approval. 

Audit Review of Data Review Process. Because we considered the 
data reduction and analysis process high risk, we made audit tests to determine 
whether the derived scores on the Decision-PAD model master input sheets 
were verifiable to the UPT site data call books. Initially we judgmentally 
selected 60 scored values from the most heavily weighted functional value 
determinations. We found an error rate of approximately 10 percent. An error 
was defined as a wrong score. We did not measure differences to determine 
beneficial or detrimental effect because the JCSG-UPT analytical plan was an 
incremental building process. The JCSG-UPT had to complete each 
incremental step in the process before moving to the next step. We also 
determined that data call responses used in deriving scores needed to be 
identified and cross-referenced to provide an audit trail. 

As a result of our initial review, the JCSG-UPT working team corrected the 
errors, revalidated the scored values, and created audit trails to certified data 
call responses before they ran the Decision-PAD model. Our subsequent 
statistical review of scored functional values placed on master input sheets 
showed that the error rate had been reduced to less than 5 percent. 

Optimization Model. The JCSG-UPT used the BRAC Joint Cross- 
Service Group Optimization Model as a tool to help develop base closure and 
realignment alternatives. The Optimization Model generated solution sets of 
functional alternatives by combining military values with results from the UPT 
sites functional and capacity value determinations and functional requirements. 
We determined that data placed in the Optimization Model was traceable to 
certified UPT installation source documents. 

Development of Alternative Recommendations. The JCSG-UPT 
developed three functional base closure and realignment alternatives using the 
Optimization Model as a tool that would consolidate cross-Service functions at 
fewer UPT sites. The JCSG-UPT agreed to the most feasible alternatives and 
its rationale was recorded in JCSG-UPT meeting minutes. The JCSG-UPT 
briefed the BRAC 95 Steering Group and forwarded the recommendations to the 
Military Departments for consideration in their BRAC 95 process. 

Conclusion. Based on our review, we concluded that the JCSG-UPT complied 
with the internal control plan established by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense. 



Management Comments 

We provided a draft of this report to the addressee on March 15, 1995. Because 
we made no recommendations and did not claim monetary benefits, no official 
comments were required. However, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations) did comment and concurred with the report. Enclosure 2 
provides his comments. 

We appreciate the courtesies extended to the audit staff. If you have questions 
on this memorandum, please contact Mr. John E. Meling, Program Director, at 
(703) 604-9091 @SN 664-9091) or Mr. David M. Wyte, Project Manager, at 
(703) 604-9027 @SN 664-9027). Enclosure 4 lists the distribution of this 
report. 

David K. Steensma 
Deputy Assistant Inspector General 

for Auditing 

Enclosures 





Statistical Sampling Documentation 

Sampling Plan 

Sampling Purpose. The purpose of the statistical sampling plan was to 
estimate the percent of entries on UPT Functional Value master scoring sheets 
that contained errors. 

Universe Represented. The audit universe was defined as all master scoring 
sheet entries for 10 functional areas and 13 sub-functional categories at 
12 military organizations. This universe contained a total of 4,63 1 entries. 

Sampling Design. A simple random sample of 228 entries was drawn from the 
audit universe. 

Sampling Results 

Confidence Interval Table. Statistical projection of the sample data are shown 
in the table. 

Percentage of Master Scoring 
Sheet Entries with Errors 

95-Percent 
Confidence Interval Percent 

Lower Bound 
Point Estimate 
Upper Bound 

Confidence Interval Statement. We are 95-percent confident that from 
1.9 percent to 7.8 percent of the 4,631 master scoring sheet entries contained 
errors. The unbiased point estimate, 4.8 percent, is the most likely single value 
for the percentage of errors in this universe. 

Enclosure 1 





Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Comments 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC -1 -3100 0 ; -... 50' 
0 6 APR 1995 

ccaamclcum 

MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GENEPAL, DEPARTHENT OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Draft Audit Report on Joint Cross-Service Group for 
Undergraduate Pilot Training, 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure Process (Project No. 4CG-5016.05) 

I have reviewed the draft report and concur in the auditor's 
description of the process used by the Joint Cross-Service Group 
(JCSG) for Undergraduate Pilot Training to develop alternatives 
for consideration by the Military Departments during their BRAC 
analyses. 

The Inspector General, DoD, has been a key part of the 
Department's BRAC process by providing advice and review of 
organizational and internal management controls for JCSG 
activities. The involvement of the Inspector General enhanced 
the process by helping to ensure the accuracy, completeness, and 
integrity of the information used as a basis for development of 
functional alternatives by the Joint Cross-Service Groups. 

Kuz o rt E. Bayer d, 
Deputy A ~ s i S t ~ t  Secretary of Defense 

Installations 

. . 

# 
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Organizations Visited or Contacted 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations) 

Director, Base Closure and Utilization 

Enclosure 3 





Report Distribution 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations) 
Director, Base Closure and Utilization 
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Readiness) 

Department of the Army 

Secretary of the Army 
Auditor General, Department of the Army 

Department of the Navy 

Secretary of the Navy 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management) 
Auditor General, Department of the Navy 

Department of the Air Force 

Secretary of the Air Force 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller) 
Auditor General, Department of the Air Force 

Other Defense Organizations 

Director, Defense Contract Audit Agency 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency 

Director, Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange 
Director, National Security Agency 

Inspector General, National Security Agency 
Inspector General, Central Imagery Office 

Enclosure 4 
(Page 1 of 2) 



Non-Defense Federal Organizations and Individuals 

Office of Management and Budget 
Technical Information Center, National Security and International Affairs Division, 

General Accounting Office 

Chairman and ranking minority member of each of the following congressional 
committees and subcommittees: 

Senate Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on National Security, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Governmental Reform and Oversight 
House Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs, and Criminal 

Justice, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
House Committee on National Security 

Enclosure 4 
(Page 2 of 2) 



Audit Team Members 

Donald E. Reed 
John E. Meling 
David M. Wit 
Donald Stockton 
Robert R. Johnson 
Mary AM HourclC 
Teresa D. Bone 
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BACKGROUND PAPER 

LONG-TERM UPT REQUIREMENTS 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission has requested an AFlXO and DP analysis of 
long-term Undergraduate Pilot Training 0 requirements, to include the assumptions used to 
derive requirements. 

- The production capacity data previously provided to the Commission indicated a requirement for 
1078 SUPT equivalents through FY02. (See atch slide #2) 

-- "SUIT equivalents" are the accepted standard for capacity analysis, normalizing different 
course lengths, flying hours, and workloads. This excludes production in the Euro-NATO 
Joint Jet Pilot Training (ENJJPT) program at Sheppard AFB, and SUPT advanced tracks 
conducted by other services (T-44 turboprop airlift with the Navy, helicopter training with the 
Army). SUPT equivalents include v~ous-intemational and support courses such as 
Introduction to Fighter Fundamentals (IFF). 1078 SUPT equivalents represents the currently 
programmed production for FY02 (entries in FYOl), of 1100 total active duty and 145 Guard 
and Reserve. 

-- Recent input from the Reserve asks for 30 more SUPT equivalents beginning in FY98, though 
this has not yet been published or funded. When incorporated into the next PFT guidance 
letter, this will increase the official end-of-FYDP total requirement to 1108. 

There are indicators of possible increased demand on UPT production beyond the FYDP. (See 
atch slide #3) 

-- For the active duty force, production of 1100 per year average is required to sustain the 20 
EWE force even after a 20% pilot staff cut, assuming continued good retention supported by 
the pilot bonus program. Downturns in retention could require increased production. 

-- P A T S  conversion will reduce capacity during the transition from the T-37 in primary training, 
beginning in W02. . 

-- The Air Reserve Component (ARC) hiring pool will shrink significantly beginning in FY03, as 
small UPT year groups produced during active duty drawdown reach the end of their Active 
Duty Service Commitment (ADSC). The Guard and Reserve have historically hired less than 
50% of active duty pilots separating after the end of their ADSC but before reaching 15 years 
of service. In -03, even 100% of this potential hiring pool will fall short of the ARC 
requirement. Though difficult to quantify now, an increase in pilot production for the Guard 
and Reserve in that time frame is probably unavoidable. (See atch slide #4) A recent RAND 
report to OSD supports this concern. 

No assumptions are made concerning the possibility of future force structure changes. 

AF/XO & DP support Air Education & Training Command's (AETC) analysis to close one UPT 
base, leaving a reasonable margin for uncertainty in out-year requirements. Closing two bases, 
however, would clearly leave a gap in production capacity even before achowledging the 
possibility of increased requirements. 

LtCol Noss / XOOT / 71 773 / 7 Jun 95 













Pilot Training Pro.ductlon . . Rate#s 
Air Force Method 

+ The Air Force determines required pilot production 
using the following formula: 

UPT Rate = RequirementlTARS 

TARS: Total Active Rated Service - Expected man years of utilization as a 
rated officer for the average pilot after completing Initial flying training, 
given existing retention rates (AFMPCIDPMYAF) 

1 ,  

UPT Rate = 13,711 [FYOl Rqmts] I 12.5 [steady state TARS] 

1,097 pilots required annually for long-term sustainment 

+ Current rate below sustainment rate for two reasons 
ee Insufficient absorption rate due to cockpit reductions and 

baselunit closures during drawdown 

o e  The need to drawdown "surge" populations 
(pilot bank, third pilots, FAIPs, Operation Total Force) 
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CCR-% 
TARS - Total Active Rated Service - the average number 

90 of years an officer will stay after receiving wings 
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FAX COVER SHEET 
HQ USAlVRTR 
HQ USAF/RTT 

1670 AIR FORCE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20330-1670 

DSN 225-6766 or (Comm) 703/695-6766 
FAX DSN 223-9701 or (Cornm) 703/6939707 

.-- FROM: A j.' 

FAX #: L (;! S5-d  

REMARKS: 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

~ O J W  uyw 

MEbIORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COhtWSSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USWiRT 
1670 .Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Additional Data on Undergraduate Pilot Training Capacity Analysis 

4 s  per Conmissioper C w t i o n  during the recent hearings concerning Air Force 
UPT capacity in the out years, the attached slides are provided. 

Attachment: 
"Pilot Production Capacity Analysis" 

BLL'ME JR, .Major General, US* 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 









ARC j Hiring Pool Critical in FY03 
~istorlcally ~50% of 8-15 year AD exlts hired to ARC; 100% lnsufflclent in FY03. 

Alternatives may require increased new pilot production. 
- ;;;..... .....-..... ----------. .... .-.-.-...-.- ...- ...--.........- .--.--.-""..--.-.-.-.--......-...-...-,-. '. --....---- 13 100% AD exits (8.15 Y G } ~ ~  

Hlrlng pool estimate developed fro 50% AD exlts (&I5 YG) 
Rated Mgt Decislon Support System El SUPT programmed 
(RMDSS) inventory/loss project lo ns Prior service hlre requlrernent 

------..----.----.-..---.,..----.-. ----,---.-...-.--- .-- WSUPTrequlrement 
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COMMERCIAL PILOT DEMAND 
(ANNUAL REQUIREMENT) 

YEAR 

SOURCE: Future Airline Pilots Association (FAPA), Atlanta, Georgia - 1995 "Forecast of True Pilot Demand." See also, 
Federal Aviation Administration - "Pilots and Aviation Maintenance Technicians for the Twenty-First Century." 



Forecast of True Pilot Demand @ 1995 FAPA. Allanta, GA. 

A C D E F G H J 

Year 

Jet ; plus : plus equals 
Airlines jcommutr j Other Total 

Pilot / Pilot j Pilot Pilot 
Force j Force jProfessnls Force 

55,482 1 16,528 1 63,995 136,005 
55,495 i 16,928 i 64,753 137,176 
55,885 1 17,216 1 66,056 139,157 
55,592 17,368 j 66,964 139,924 
56,2331 17,5601 67,917 141,710 
57,002 j 17,800 j 69,002 143,804 
57,934 : 18,040 : 69,987 145,961 
59,828 / 18,296 j 70,922 149,046 
62,150:  18,584:  71,971 152,705 
64,287 18,872 j 73,070 156,229 

1'201 51 79,695 23,200 i 78,792 1 181,681 
* FAA applied different asswnptions for years 7,005 and 

Annual 1 : = Annual : ... this 
Pilot . . .p  lus j TRUE "Over the / many new 

Force Annual / PILOT next - j pilots will 
3rowth ... 1 Attrition ... !DEMAND vears ... I be needed, 

2,157 : 3,066 1 5,223 6 1 26,996 
3,085 / 2,895 / 5,980 7 / 32,976 
3,659 : 2,909 ) 6,568 8 1 39,544 
3,524 2,668 6,192 9 j 45,736 
3,165 1 2,435 1 5,600 1 0  1 5 1 , 3 3 6  

2,093 1 2,503 1 4,596 1 1  1 55,932 
2,093 j 2,578 j 4,671 1 2  j 60,603 
2,093 1 2,863 1 4,956 1 3  1 65,559 
2,093 1 2,913 ! 5,006 ' .. 1 4  1 70,565 
2,093 : 2,953 5,046 1 5  : 75,611 
2,932 j 2,851 5,783 1 6  / 81,394 
1,667 : 2,659 1 4,326 17  1 85,720 
1,668 / 2,575 / 4,243 18  / 89,963 
1,670 : 2,518 : 4,188 1 9  1 94,151 
1,667 : 2,485 j 4,152 2 0  j 98,303 
2,224 1 2,417 : 4,641 2 1 1 102,944 

ter, which created r not shown) r u ~  excessively large Force Grol 

Notes: 

The basic data in colu~iins A-D 
are found i11 the FAA publication, 
"Pilots & Aviation Maintenance 
Technicians for the Twenty- 
First Cenhlly." FAPA has modi- 
fied* FAA's nu~i~bers  after 2004. I 

Colu~ lu~  F is based on FAPA 
estimates that use FAA atld 
ALPA retirement yro.jectiol~s 
as starting points. 

Colu~iuis G ant1 J represent 
True Pilot Demand. the I 
correct nleasilre of expected 
systenlwicle job growth. T n ~ e  
Pilot Demand excludes 
double-counting, as ~rrould 
occur if one counted niove~nent ' WITHIN the system, such as 
a regional pilot being hired by 
a major airline. 

in 2005, followed by conespondingly de- 
pressed projections in later yeas. FAPA has smoothed tlus effect by  raport or ti on at el y redistributing the year-2Or6 excess across subsequei~t years. 

Questions I coaltnents to Greg Car, FAPA, (404) 997-8097 @ 1 995 FAPA FA PA memberslu y telephone (8CKV J ET-JOBS 



CAPACITY ANALYSIS . 

CATEGORY: UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT) BASES I 

AIR FORCE UPT CAPACITY 
BASED CAPACITY ANALYSIS ON MEETING AIR FORCE PILOT TRAINING REQUIREMENTS (PTR) ONLY 

I ASSUMES 5-DAY WORK V&EK TO ALLOW RECOVERY CAPACITY FOR UNFOWSEEN IMPACTS 
CAPACITY EXPRESSED M "UPT GRADUATE EQUIVALENTS." 

CAPACITY 1,228 
PTR -1.078 

150 (1 2% EXCESS) 

NEED FOR EXCESS 
JI'ATS TRANSITION 100 
~NSTRUCTOR CROSSFLOW (T-37 TO T-38): 3 9 
OPERATIONS BEYOND 95% CAPACITY WILL BE COMPROMISED 
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10 May 95 

Promr Chief of Naval Operations 

8ubjt PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER AVIATION TRAINING 
REQUIREMENTS, JOXNT USN/USAF TRAINING RATES 

Ref: ( a )  CNO ltr 1542 8er N 8 8 9 ~ ~ / 4 ~ 6 6 1 6 6 6  of 20  Jul 1994 

Encl! (1) Pilot Training Retee (PTR), FY 9 5 - 0 0  
( 2 )  NFO Training Rates (NFOTK) , F Y  95-00 

1. Thi6 lmttrr modifies and supersedes reference ( a ) .  Enclosures 
are effective on receipt and reflect training requirements to support 
fleet, Joint USN/USAF, uSCG,  FMS, and NOAA requirements. 

2 .  USN PTR beginning in F Y - 9 8  and NFOTR beginning in FY-97 reflect a 
phased increase in production to address the outfitting of f o u r ( 4 )  
EA-60 squadrons to take over the USAF EF-111 m i ~ s i o n  and the 
transition of six (6) TACAIR squadrons to F/A*18 squadrons across the  
Future Yeer Defense Plan ( F Y D P ) .  F / A - ~ B E / F  fleet introduction team 
(FIT) and f l e e t  replacement squadron (FRS) requirements are also 
included. 

3 ,  PTR in FY-96/97 and NFOTR in FY.96 could not be increased over 
levels published in ref ( a )  to match an ideal production schedule to 
'moot para,  2 force changes. Compounding this situation, PTR/NFOTR 
from FY 9 2 - 9 4  was artificially reduced below "fleet requirementsa in 
order to shrink student pools. PTR/NFOTR listed in enclosures (1) 
m 2 1  i a  designed to reestablish vroduction rates to meet and 
sustain float requirements by ~ ~ - 9 8 - a n d  out. 

4 .  Thie letter also represents the first publication of joint U S A F  
roquiramant numbers that will be produced by CNATRA. 

5 .  OPNAV point  on contact Is CDR Tom Donovan, ~ 8 8 9 J 6 ,  A/V 224-6013, 
commercial (3031  614-6023  ax (703) 693-9p5. 

H. T. RITTENOUR 
By direction 
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PILOT TRAtNlNQ REQUIREMENTS 

I i 

M-v 8 
USk 

'TgMc 
c6 

' f M.S(IMT~ 
--NOAA 

U8AF 
TOTAL 

227 ----- -.--- 
103 
0 - 

A-30 

128 
------'- 

- 

.- - 2 8 
0 

4 5 

22 

0 
0 

960 

0 
0 
3 6 

-, -- 2 -- 
147 1 
350 1 2 2 

- 36 
6 
0 
0 

0 
0 

51 1 

2 
147 

1279 

220 .-.- 
176 
5 0 -  
65 

633 
307 
50 
1 I 0  
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Xr. Frank CirF'lo 
Pcrce  Tear. Lezder 

3 f f z n s e  lase C l ~ s 2 r . ;  2 ,  ., , , , : . : I , I ~  *:  . L'Ll~rm:- s:: : , , I I  - -.-,. - .  -,, X .  ; l c c r e  S:. , S - i c i ?  ? , I . '  
a ,  . 2 2  2 0 5  

I trust t h : ~  in f3r~ . ; . a t :o r \  ":.~':::1 



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON D C 20301.- 

,o: .-. ..." 

\larch 3. 1995 
- 

ZIEbtORhSDUM FOR DIRECTOR. BASE CLOSURE A N D  UTILIZATION 

SUBJECT: C o ~ i s s i o r ~  Questions for tl~e Kciord 

The response to vow :quest for answers to the B R A C  Commission questions f o r  the 

rccnrd regardi~ig the Joint Cro.;s-Service Group'% functional analyses i s  probided as Actachmrnr 
one. 

L'ndcrgraduate M ~ r a i n i n ~  Joint Cross-Service Grtalp 



1 .  QUESTION: In evaluating iht atrspacc ava~lable  at each Undergraduate Training B ~ s c .  tlid 
you ~ u ~ ~ c e n t r a ~ c :  on measuring o~l ly  the vc)lurnr of aubpace owned or co~~t ro l led  by the habe or did 
you :ake illto cot~sidrrjticm thc usabitity of 311 the auspacc abaiiable to the basc for tnin~ng. '  

ANSWER: The clnal?.;~? t l ~ d  not rextrict airspa~t: crcdir lo [he volulnt: 4 base owned or ~ o t ~ u u l l c d .  

2. Q[:ES.I'ION: Isn't usablc nr u ~ c l u l  airbpace a morc valid lncssllre that1 ~ u t a l  , i ~ ~ q - w c ?  

ASSWEK: L'hsblc nr usetul atrsp3cc is a ke? ingredient 10 the traittlng ~nission. Thc c.\rswncc o f  
other spwial use airqpnce car1 add tlexibiliy or the clbility to rrcco~nrnodirtc cspanbio~i and/or 
~lu.\siun cha~iges. 

3. QL ESTION: I b n ' t  i t  mue t h a ~  In the Joint Cross-Senice Group. the .Air Force rrrgucd with the 
Navy that heavily \vei;;tlcing coal available airspacc was an inlproper measure of i ~ p i r ~ ~ t ] i ' . '  3 
AKSWER: Assigning weights in rhe t n d e l  cone of  he Groups biggest cllal!e~iges. r\ll 

~ncmtxr.; agreed ha1 airspace. should be heavily u.eighlsd. so the disitrssion centered on tvr,al 
types of airspacc r o  credit. In the end. the Group reached and utiplc~ncntrd a consenbus. 



For Offfdal Use On[y 

Section I Columbus AFB 
2. Onerational Effectiveness --- ----- --- 

--. - - - - -- - 
:Unconlrolled - ---------- 
Uncontrolled 

--- ncontrolled I 

- ---L u~L~x-~ 

I.2.E.14 Civilian/commercid operators or other airspace users do Not pose scheduling, operational, or environrnei~Cal constrains o r  limits. 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial ariation facilities (hubs): 

Atlanta 20 1 
Memphis 113 
Nashville 172 
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' ~ e  14th day oi .4ug:lst will nl:~rk the Sot11 anniver- 
san- of \7 Da!.. \.icton- OverJapan. 011 25 August 
another \7 Day is scheduled: j'icton OverJPATS 

Deza~.sy .=,-at least t11at.s the latest sc~Ir:~uIe. TIIC ,r 
Force now says that 2 i  A~igust i> \\hen the!. will 

C O I I Z ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ O ~ J  announce their sclrction for thc .hint Priman. 
Aircraft Training System [IPATS). 

Prepare For IS this finally the real datei \ n o  knows? .ul the 0th- 
er5 were real. roo. hleanwhilr. each contractor 

Ti'e Gro~jzd- shells out a million dollars a month to keep his com- 
petitor flving and his team together. 

Based 
fiaailz i~zg 

Roulzd 

The decision to delay tame 
from two different sources. 
Or * originate? with Colleen 

Preston ( r ibor .c , j ,  deputy 
under secretary of defense 
for acqu:sition reform, who 

decided the program, a pilot 
program for canmerciol 

acquisition reform, did not 
hove sufficient commertial 
content and was nc! bein! 

run on c s~rifitiently 
tommercial basis, on? urged 

that it be deiayed. 

although they will face vastl!. greater costs o \ r r  the 
long haul. "If we  had not done this. \vould have 
faced an eight-year delay. not a stretch-out," a 
Pentagon official told AFII. 'The acquisition is not 
delayed. We still procure the planes on the sched- 
uled date (three in A'951. \Ye lust don't procure the 
same number of planes each year. If n r e  hadn't done 
this to make it more affordable. we  would have lost 
the jyogram entirely.' 

THE SECOND ROUND 
Instead of Februan. *narhing thc. end of the aircraft . - 
selection process and thc t>eginning of the search for 

The latest blow to the program On 23!anuan a Ground Based 'rr:iining s!.stem (GBTS). 28 Februan. 
when competitors received :I., Air Force modifica- marks deadllne fO. ( ‘  [() respond to the  
tion re<: :st telling them thztr the p r o g r m  will be requc>l , , , .,( -fir,.?l\- in jcllo... as 
stretL.iir ' out by eight years (taking place over 10 one official ,. ,, -fLf[,fr ei,nlpetitOrs 
year> rr!' . j r r  than the originally scheduled 12) and responded to the requc,:. ti.,.,. will ha\e jLce-tO-face 
will lost. S'OO million over five years. The esistin s with hi: Force ofiicinls, produce a best and 
trdiners. the .%ir Force T-3' a final o!irr. br brief.-.: b!- source-selection 
34. will I1ax.e to be upgraded :illti. c.1. 2nd undergo a 
and continue in s rn ice .  By MI! . J I I C  1 -..\.iex\ , 
K2001. instead of a total of 
168 planes. the Air Force bcsp  .c  a rcs~ilting delay for 
will h;~vr  purchased only the >econc, ;:i ~ s e  of the 
11 1. Tile Ta\? will onl!. JP.4'!'\ ;!I-.;.,,iition. thr  <;1ITS 
hu?. 1:s firsr plane in 2001. ccX:ti7- . :: ,. :ire p-:parin~ 
r;i, i r r i m  the prrviousi) 
scil:.;:~lcd 1998. col-:?.: -iie ourse curricu- 

i~lni fo. ! I  37.. and :I s!.>tcnl 
Contractors felt drvasmted h!. t o r  I . t c l ; ~ n ~  .r.t:tirr.s. sruilcnt>. 
thc change-especiall!- b!- it> and fl: .ng 11,~::r. An an-ard lo; 
suddcness. There had bern so 
man! rrn.y:ir.incrs that the program tlic time Oi ti!.,. fin;. . i l  .:TS sclccrion. 

rd. t h : ~ ~  l r  \\.oulcl nor I K  to~lchcd. anc! :ho\c ; ~ > r ~ i r -  In t ie r  tllc I!- . - '  . a c . x ~ r ~ ~ : i ~ ) : -  stratcg? ~ ~ n c c  r i  :- prlrne 
; L I I ~ C . ~  came from l)cfrn5c vcre tan .  \\ il11:;rn I'crn. co~; i r ; i~ i i r~  14 ~ c l c c t c ~ :  . :::rcr::. 11i:i1 ct ~.?rr:~cror 
:lncl , i ~ l l n  ]:L.~l~acll, dcp~lr! -1cnse r c t a ~  To \ \ i l l  511:' :11' .In acqui51; 1:) Striltci.. tlrc Air c11.c~ 
in5~lll to I I l l L l ? .  cc)ntr;lc.tor. \\.ere gi\.cn c,nl!- ( 1  d:i!.> I Oncc a1l!~ro\eJ I::< ~xicnc \\.ill con- 
[O rc511hmll rllcir bld5. \vlllcll nle:1111 rcn.orking tlleir duct :ll' OjXn ~ O l ~ : p ~ t l 1 : ~ ~ l l  1.0: ! : l ~  (;137'3 SLI~.. ontrac- 
co.1 anill\ 5r\ along n-iih t h e ~ r  subcontr~ctors. tor and niakr the .!v- I:<:. kub~c, .  to .\. . Fore' 

A<.< t~rding . 1 :In inclusr:-\. so~!rcr .  r l ~ v  decision to 
dcl;~!. the >c ;I Ion cl:rtr orig:*~:~teci \ .  it11 Colleen 
I'rc5ron. clrj>~rr\ under 5ccrcr.in. oi iicfe~!. for acq~ii- 
sition rcforni. \ \ . I I o  dccii11:ti '. .I[ ,IIJhl'S. a l-ilot pro- 
gr;im for comnicrci;rl :i~.qui*liion rrfornm. diti not 
Ii;c\.c ~:rt'ficr~.nr conlrncrc~~:~! cci;:ri-.lr and xvab not 
hring rur: o n  :I sutlicicnrl! conin~erci;~l l i . i > i ~ .  

(l>rc5to1> .\.I\  LIII;~, .~iI:it)lc. for c o ~ ~ ~ m r n t . )  In the nlocli. 
fic;r~ion rcqurst. ~ h c  :\ir 1 orcr \v:ii\.rd somc r c q ~ ~ i r r -  
nlcnts t h ~ r  the pr~)gr;im use militar: sprci:ications. 

Ar rhc . : :nr  time. ~ i l r  Forcr budgctccr\ felt the 1>:1c1- 

get sin~pl! co~ild rior -ust;iin the up-front p:l!.mcI:i. 
necr5s;fr;. to ni.iin[;iln the existing ~ c l l e d ~ ~ i ~  I$!. 
stretch .;g i t  out. thr! s:l\ c nlonc! in the shor! r ~ i ~ i .  

- r o v i l  T i  i c::;)t.::.. .I 10 10 17 month> 
after tlir se1ect:on is r,::l,i~ Tnc :nit contr;tctor. 
i~icludin!: all sl~t).\idinr;r- :c:lci j);irc.11>. 15 proliihircd 
from cc.nlpc.ting lor (;!i'i\ 

Thougl~ GBTS is ~\!!::::iic~: r r \  5: :I C i O O  to 400 mil- 
iion progr:in~--fair11 ni,~ti~:\i ? .  !'enray I stan- 
dard>-it \\.ill be ;I 111;1\-. t .: >:.-n;~kl~?, in tern:. of 
logi5tic5 :uid cc!rnpl:st:~ . . I:.,:I, - csrellsive c o u r 5 ~ -  
Lvnrc. adrni111~:rar: 1:. 5111 ,,3:.::. .i:?U ~on1j)Llter h;ircl- 
n.;,re. 

A> o f  Frh; : I : I ~ - .  coi~iprr.~itr:> ;q>;>c;irt-, 1 0  ccnrcr 
rtro~lnd Ti\ c rn:iie: ionl;-c1:,t)r> 1. )nr pa5r compc*:itor. 
I r i  : r  : I I ,~nl! o n r  alrcr;~ft 
caridid;i~:. the Hrc<!i. . I I I  .\:. 
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CAE-LINK 
It was Edward A. Link who created the first aircraft 
simulator In 1929. Since then. CAE-Link has expand- 
ed until today it is a training giant and may be 
acquired by Hughes by 1 hlarch. 

'Link is totally committed to the JPATS program. and 
we've put a great deal of work into it." Ed Field. vice 
president of training systems, told AfII .  "This GBTS 
requirement consists of many different parts, but we 
believe we must maintain a focus on thr overall 
objective, which is to train pilots." 

J e m  Stecklein, CAE-Link's JPATS program manager. 
told AFJI that Link's experience managing the largest 
Air Force training program, the C-130 Aircrew 
Training System, as well as training programs for the 
E-3/Ed, the KC-10, and the F-117A. are evidence of 
its fitness to handle IPATS. 

Air Force Business Development. will b r  drawing on 
long experience. incltrding the training program for 
the T-45. F-16. a l~d the F-15 a?. the company prepares 
its GBTS bid. 'We view ourselves as the premier 
integrator of integrated training systems. and \\.e've 
exhibited them," said Croclleron. 

LORAL CORP. 
Loral has two major programs under way that qualify 
it for the GBTS conlpetitic~n. Joe Tedino. manager of 
corporate public relations, told AfII .  One is the 
Special Opentions Forces Aircrew Train~ng System, 
and the other is theJAS-39 Gripen Full-hlission 
Training System for the Swedish air force. 

The Special Operations program includes full-missinm 
flight simulators. computer-based instruction, and 
training that allows a crew to rehearse a complex 

to the program 
fell on 23 
January uphen 
competitors 
received am Air 
Force m o d i f b  
tion request 
telling them that 
the program will 
be stretched out 
by eight years. 

A 
CAE 

military operation within 48 hours of getting the mis- 
These kinds of programs, and Link's long training sion. The JA1.79 progra~:l reqllires Loral to build 
experience, mean that it's also an experienced inte- small, compact trainers that complement its simula- 

Flight Safety - 
grater, another plus forJPATS. 'Total s!.stem intejira- tor. In the trainers, pilots can hone skills such as 
tion is a key element in developing a fully function- cockpit procedures, takeoffs and landings, and 
ing GBTS with this complexir)',' according to instrument flying. 
Stecklein. Even element of the system must be inte- 
grated and mu:ually supponivr, and this is the htl,j Jay W'ilcox, executive vice presidrnt of Lor31 Defense nur'frs TulNlna, *Mc. 

of capabilin- C A E - ~  will bring to bear. as well as Systems-.*on. said the Lorat philosophy is 'to drvr:. 

next-gene&tion capabiliy in computer-b;sed train- Op and implement a comprehensive system that \\'ill [ 
ing and training management systems. ensure optim. ; student learning and performance at 

brpam 

FLIGHT SAFETY SERVICES CORP. 
the lowest lifec~cl.- cost." 

This company, based in Littleton, CO, provides a MCDONNELL DOUGLAS MCDONNELL 

-.ide  en. from classroom instruction Three major training systems. th. T-1, the C-17. and - 
to aircraft flight, using eveq~hing from simple proce- the T-45. form the backbone of 'h:cDonnell Douglas' 

dures devices and small air- 
craft simulators to exxreme- 
1y complex trainers and 
wide-body commercial air- 
craft simulators. Flight 
Safer)' operates 9 different 
teaching centers. trains 
over 35.000 students annu- 
ally. and handles instruc- 
tion on 30 different types 
of aircrafr. It also currently 
provides the flight sirnula- 
tor hardware for the C-17 
and handles GBTSs for the 
C-5 and the KC-1 35. "Our 
c;~p;tbilitic.> .lnd current programs ;Ire ideally >.:ited training c . ?rric.nce. ;~ccording to Bob Browning. Competitors will be bringing 
forJ]'ATS :1!..,,licationsqV accortitng to hiikt. s ; ~ , . , . . ~ ~ ~ .  dirrclor o l  Lll~s~ness c!v\-ci.~-rnent for aircraft. and the:. t2cst technology to bear 
n-ho 5rrarcgic managrnlen: ,or the cc,m,,any, Ra!. Cuque:t. manager !I 1- %a\?' and \:arlIIe Corps in !r: <cs;petitiOn. A 
'Trainin;: is the onl!. bL14iness ~ 8 : : -  in, wtllrr prOgfanl5. -\\ e'te th.. . 13lc intt&!i.itt)rS for thost tra:nt- !f;ft/ attempts t0  
being a sideline for a diversfirtl comp;lny, C. ;r have prognnls," Brownit::: :.ti3 AFJI. "I\' orking with both lor:' 30 c simulated carrier in 
the right culture. are a1.0 totally venicail< the Na\? and the Air Force will position US to be c t:t:Donnell Douglas T-45 TS 
grated-we provide even-r! ling from introdcdtion 10 ""ily available for GBTS." onr! student pilots work. 
final cmification. That is ;I :lnique position." "Simp1tci~- n7ill be the key to our approacl~." 

oul r rig!.lr, in Loraf's f-; 5E 

HUGHES TRAINING 
trainer . Brownlilg continued. 'Today Ithe .kr Force and 

"The biggr.;t challenge will hr the rminin;: manage. %a\?] holh have scparate /training1 systems. and we 
mcnr systrm.- \i'cs Croc11ercb. yr ,.;r,lnl mnn;lger for l'cIie\-e n c  :I;~VC a good underst.!,,ding of their 
IpATj-GETS. told - 4 ~ ~ 1 ,  ., .. i:: ,re difficult requirrn~tnis and how to nicrgc *!>em." 
tabk than clost people realizc. .\lo*[ pt-oplc thinb Should .\lc'Donnell DougI:~s \\-in the contract. it  will 
that a con1: ~ t t r r  can do :I lor of klrlcy thinys. and that tin,r .lrTosflnce creates 
5chrdulin; and the resource managemcnl for train- for ;! non-h,~c~Onnc.i ~ > o u g l a s  ;lircmfi, 
ing are simple. hvt they're not. It he con:^?; a mon- sonerllelcss. accc.rL~i!,g to Duquetr. c:~veloI>ing thr 
strous eff(:!-t to keep ~r currmt." The CI3TS manage tm,nillg systenl for tl ,c  C-I- 
ment s!.stem n-ill ha\ c to tclck thc aircmft. about n.orl.ing n.ltll ;I different comp~lny, ~ , t l L l g l a s  
8.000 student\. ~i.O:lo mining ohirctives. the Ilurn- *ircraft co. i5 on the \x:cst c ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~  ;Incl the tr..l,n~ng 
ber of sonic> .ind fi! ing hours. and the teacher5 . company is in St. Lotris. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

FROM: SAF/Mn 

SUBJECT: Military Values for Air Force UFT Installations: Additional Information 

In my letter of November 15. 1994. providing installation tiering for undergraduate 
pilot training sites, I neglected to include the flight screening programs at Falcon Field, the 
U.S. Air Force Academy, Colorado, and at Hondo, Texas. I have attached an amended list 
which includes those operations. Hondo was included under the Randolph AFB site value, 
since it is attached to that installation. I have also provided a copy of the tiering to the Air 
Force representative to the Undergraduaplot Training AA Joint Cross-Service Working Group. 

Co-Chairman, Air Force Base Closure Executive Group 

r Attachment 
\ Tiering Information 



UPT Joint Cross-Service Group Air Forces Bases by Tier 

Tier 1 - 
Columbus AFB* 
Laughlin AFB* 
Randolph AFB (includes Hondo operation)* 
Sheppard AFB 
USAF Academy (includes Falcon Field) 
Vance AFB* 

Tier 2 - 
None 

Tier 3 

* Considered in the Undergraduate Flying Training Subcategory 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

l 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJE(JT: Military Values for Air Force UPT Installations 

The Air Force has been asked to provide military site values to the Undergraduate 
Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG-UPT) for Air Force installations where 
undergraduate pilot training activities are performed. I have this day delivered results to date 
of the Air Force process to the Air Force representative to the JCSG-UPT Working Group, 
for use in your process. A copy is attached for your ready reference. Since the Air Force 
does not determine a "military value" in its process, I have provided the installation tiering 
our process has so far produced. This is, of course, only one measure of the relative merit of 
a base within its primary category as determined at this point in the Air Force process. It is 
not a closure or retention recommendation. 

The Air Force categorizes its bases according to the primary mission, and some of the 
activities for which values were requested by your group are not in the Undergraduate Flying 
Training (UFT) Subcategory. I have annotated on the list those bases considered in the UFT 
Subcategory. For bases not in that subcategory, their tier reflects a relative merit compared to 
the bases of the subcategory in which they are analyzed. 

The tiering (l(top), 2, or 3) of the bases results from the Air Force BRAC analysis 
and there is no predetermined number of bases to go into any of the three tiers. Within each 
tier, bases are listed alphabetically. It is important that the JCSG-UPT clearly understand the 
meaning of this tiering. Each of these installations is capable, efficient, and possesses 
excellent physical and manmade assets. The fact that a particular installation was placed in a 
given tier represents only its merit relative to the other installations in its 
category/subcategory at this preliminary stage in our process and as a result of one of various 
analyses. It certainly does not imply that the flying activity or the base is not providing a 
valuable contribution to the Air Force mission. 

The Air Force supports the OSD goal of retaining those assets that represent the best 
combination of functional capability and cost effectiveness, based on the selection criteria and 
force structure. We look forward to receiving the input from your analysis for inclusion in 

WCO-chairman, Air Force Base Closure Executive Group 

Attachment 
Tiering Information 



UPT Joint Cross-Service Group Air Form Bases by Tier 

Tier 1 

Columbus AFB* 
Laughlin AFB * 
Randolph AFB* 
Sheppard AFB 
Vance AFB* 

Tier 2 

None 

Tier 3 

Reese AFB* 

* Considered in the Undergraduate Flying Training Subcategory 



RTMENTOFTHEARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

ATTENTION OF 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

Subject: Military Value for Fort Rucker 

The Army's military value assessment of Fort Rucker is a "3" on a scale of "1-3" with 
a "3" representing the highest possible value. 

Fort Rucker has the mission of helicopter pilot training, both graduate and 
undergraduate. It is rich in special use airspace with over 8,000 cubic statute miles and 
controls 3 basefields, 16 stagefields and over 100 outlying fields. Southeast Alabama is an 
ideal location for helicopter training with its mild climate, low cost of living and low 
population density. Fort Rucker is the only installation of its type and is an irreplaceable 
Army asset. 

If we can be of hrther assistance, please contact the Army Basing Study office 
undergraduate pilot training representative, Captain Blake Hollis, xx5 1375. 

M~CHAEL G. JONES 
Colonel, U. S. Army 
Director, The Army Basing Study 



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

WASHINGTON.  0 C 20350-1000 

MM-0430-F8 
BSATICM 
4 November 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

Subj: PROVISION OF DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY MILITARY VALUE BANDING 

In response to a tasking received during BRAC-95 Steering Group meetings, I am 
forwarding this list of the Department of the Navy military value banding for activities to be 
considered by the Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group (with 3 being the 
highest) 

BAND 3 
NAS Pensacola 
NAS Kingsville 
NAS Corpus Christi 

BAND 2 
NAS Meridian 
NAS Whiting Field 

BAND 1 
None 

This grouping will allow the joint cross-service process to continue by providing a framework 
against which the Joint Cross-Service Group can overlay its functional analysis to facilitate 
arriving at the best set of alternatives for the Military Departments to consider in their 
processes. For Optimization Model purposes, each activity within a band has the same 
military value; activities are not ordered within each band according to their internal military 
value score. 

This grouping is based upon the military value analysis conducted by the Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) using data obtained by the Department of the Navy 
for its BRAC-95 evaluation which was certified in accordance with the Department's policy 
and procedures. The Department of the Navy will continue to refme and audit the data 
utilized to respond to the questions in the military value matrices scored by the BSEC, so the 
absolute scores used to group these installations may change. It is not anticipated, however, 
that the relative relationship of these activities to each other will change. 



I Subj: PROVISION OF DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY MILITARY VALUE BANDING 

In grouping these installations, I have relied on the Steering Group's expression of the 
value to the Joint Cross-Service Groups of such information from the Military Departments. 
It is my understanding that this will facilitate identification of activities most likely - and least 
likely - to be candidates for closure, so as to ensure that cross-service considerations focus on 
viable alternatives. 

Lk28b9+ Vice Chairman, 

Base Structure Evaluation Committee 
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UNDERGRADUATE FLYING TRAINING 

1.4 FLYING TRAINING MISSION 

Appendix 11 5 

I 
- 

UNCLASSIFIED 

h 

Base Name 
Columbus AFB 
Laughlin AFB 
Randolph AFB 
Reese AFB 
Vance AFB 

. I.4.A 
6.8 
7.0 
6.7 - 

6.0 
6.8 

1.4.B 
6.3 
5.8 

- 6.5 
5.9 
6.7 

I.4.C 
6.7 
6.5 
6.4 
5.9 
6.7 

I.4.D 
6.4 
5.5 
6.8 
5.6 
5.5 

I.4.E 
6.9 
7.1 
7.1 
6.2 
6.8 

1.43 
6.6 

6.1 

I.4.G 
7.6 
6.8 
6.9 
7.2 
7.5 

I.4.H 
6.6 
6.8 
5.7 
6.2 
6.6 

6.74 
6.50 
6.53 
6.14 
6.67 

1.4 
Green 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Red 
Green 



JOINT UPT FUNCTIONAL VALUE RANKING 
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NAVY UNDERGRADUATE 
FLIGHT TRAINING 

-- 

OVERVIEW 

CDR TOM DONOVAN 

LCDR DAVE WALKER 
OPNAV N889 



TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

USAF 

ONE BASE SUPPORTS MULTIPLE TRAINING 
REQUIREMENTS 

BUILDING BLOCWLOCK STEP APPROACH 

FLIGHT SCREENING 

USN 

PIPELINE SPECIFIC TRAINING BASES 

FLEXIBLE PROGRESSION 

PREFLIGHT ADMINISTRATIVE SCREENING 



USN TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

AIRSPACE USE - VISUAL FLIGHT RULES (VFR) 
PROCEDURES 

AIRFIELD OPERATIONS: 

VFR DEPARTURES 

SPLIT RUNWAY OPERATIONS 

BOX PATTERNSICARRIER OPERATIONS 

EMPHASIS ON INSTRUMENT FLIGHT TRAINING 

NIGHT TRAINING - GEARED FOR SEA 
OPERATIONS 



USAF TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

AIRSPACE USE - INSTRUMENT FLIGHT RULES 
(IFR) PROCEDURES 

AIRFIELD OPERATIONS: 

IFR DEPARTURES 

STANDARD OVERHEAD PROCEDURES 

EMPHASIS ON CONTACT AND FORMATION 

EMPHASIS ON DAYTIME OPERATIONS 



JOINT TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

AIRSPACE USE/AIRFIELD OPERATIONS 

INSTRUMENT FLIGHT RULES 

EMPHASIS ON: 

NIGHT 

INSTRUMENT TRAINING 

AVERAGE SORTIE DURATION: 1.38 HRS 





STUDENTS 

50 T 

STUDENT FLOW PLAN 
(PER SQUADRON) 

ENTRIESIQUARTER AVG ON-BOARD 

STEADY STATE 
100 STUDENTS ENTER 
EACH JOINT TRAINING 
SQUADRON 



JOINT FIXED-WING TRAINING 

SECDEF GUIDANCE: 
CONSOLIDATE INITIAL FIXED WING 

I 
I 

AIRCRAFT TRAINING AND TRANSITION TO A 
1 COMMON PRIMARY TRAINING AIRCRAFT 

I 

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



PRIMARY 

USN PILOT TRAINING 

INTERMEDIATE ADVANCED 

STRIKE STRIKE 
T-2 89HRS TA-4 104HRS . 

MARITIME 
34 26 HRS 

PRIMARY CORPUS CHRIST1 CORPUS CHRIST1 
T-34 66 HRS 

ELICOPTER ELICOPTER 
34 26 HRS TH-57 116 HRS 

Y 

WHITING WHITING 





JOINT NAVIGATOR 
TRAINING 





AETC CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
(CERTIFIED DATA) 

Derivedffom HQ AETC/XOT automated model 
Considers Air Force requirements and Air Force sites 
Assumes current three aircrafr per base Specialized 
UPT (SUPT) program 
Capacity is expressed in "SUPT Graduate 
Equivalents" 
Four SUPT bases only 

Excludes Euro-NATO Joint Jet Pilot Training 
(ENJJPV at Sheppard AFB 
Excludes Pilot Instructor Training (PIT) at 
Randolph 

AETC CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
UNCONSTMNED BY AIRCRAFT 

OROSS IFFIATP ADJUSTED CROSSFLOW NET 
BASE CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY 
COLUMBUS 408 -90 318 -1 3 305 
LAUGHLlN 424 424 -1 3 41 1 
REESP 392 392 -1 3 379 
VA NCE 396 396 -1 3 383 
TOTAL 1620 -90 1530 -52 1478 

PROORAM 838 
EXCESS 542 
TRANS ITION -1 00 
NET EXCESS 442 

Redaction fir JPATS transition offsets interruption, inefficiencies and extra 
training which redace plant capacity Iring transition period at each base 



AETC CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
CONSTRAINED BYAZRCRA FT (T-3 7 IS LIMITER) 

I n I I n n n n o u o o 1  

No reabetion for JPATS transition 

AETC CAPACITY ANALYSIS: CONCLUSION 
I I I I I I I I I i i a O C J O B I  

"The data provided by the model lea& to the 
conclusion that the Air Force has excess 
capacity equivalent to one SUPT bme. 

AETCKO response to BCEG data call 



ATTEMPT TO COMPARE 
AETC/JOINT GROUP ANALYSES 

I n n u s I C 7 n n n n O I  

C4 rn TS: 
*AETCmodel doesn't include PIT requirements 
*AETC model based on 3 aircrupper site 

SUMLMARY OF ADDITIONAL 
FACTORS IDENTIFIED BY AETC 

IFF: 90 SUPT equivalents annually 

Approximately 157,000 airjeld operations (about 3% of total 
DoD required capacity) 

Disruption during JPATS transition: 100 SUPT equivalents 
Approximately 1 74,000 airjield operations (3.5%) 

Aircraft capacity limitations: I56 SUPT equivalents 
Approximately 267,000 airjield ops (5.4%) 
Not additive to above limitations 



EFFECT OF IFF 
I O C J O O ~ U U O B M  

DERIVED FROM 
1- JOINT ANALY SIS +/ ESTIMATED DELTA I 

0 VER VIE W 
I n n r l m m D 0 8 8 1 J I  

Tasking 
Review of Joint Cross-Service Group 
Alternatives 
Independent UPT Capacity Analysis 
Recommended Response 





Question: Secretary Widnall, the Air Force has reduced its fighter aircraft force from 36 fighter 
wings at the end of the Cold War to the 20 wings now projected in your current Force Structure 
Plan. Simultaneously, it has reconfigured the size of the typical fighter wing from 72 to 54 
aircraft, and the typical squadron from 24 to 18 aircraft. Similarly, the size of reserve units has 
also decreased. What was the Air Force's rationale for these smaller units? 

Answer: In the past five years, the Air Force has structurally reorganized to achieve the 
deployment and employment flexibility and global forward presence necessary to deter or respond 
to aggression by any emerging threats in the Post Cold War era. As outlined in the Bottom Up 
Review, increases in reliability and maintainability of newer weapons systems, coupled with 
improved accuracy and lethality of precision weapons, allow us to field combat firepower of 
yesterday with fewer combat aircraft per wing. Additionally, decreasing the squadron size helped 
mitigate the increased span of command and control for the squadron commander associated with 
integrating the flight line maintenance functions organically within the fighter squadrons. The 
additional manpower associated with more smaller squadrons was more than offset by the savings 
associated with restructuring maintenance within the flying squadrons and reorganizing our 
logistics from a three- to a two-level maintenance structure. 

Ouestion: In light of the excess capacity at fighter bases that results from smaller wings, would it 
be feasible to increase the number of squadrons assigned to a fighter wing, or the number of 
fighter wings assigned to a base? 

Answer: When discussing excess capacity at fighter bases several factors beyond base facilities 
infrastructure must be considered. As we have modernized our forces, our peacetime as well as 
our wartime operations tempo (sorties per training day) have increased noticeably. This has 
increased the number of aircraft movements (takeoffs, landings, and practice approaches) per 
aircraft as well as the demand on our special use training airspace and ranges. These, as opposed 
to base facility infrastructure, are the factors that generally tend to limit the amount of aircraft that 
can be assigned to a particular base. Additionally, as we have downsized our force structure, we 
have also fielded weapons systems and munitions with increased target acquisition and delivery 
ranges which require larger volumes of airspace to meet effective training requirements than in the 
past. Many of our fighter bases are currently operating at, or above, historical high water marks 
for PAA aircraft. Many other fighter bases are now Composite Wing bases operating significant 
numbers of other types of aircraft. In short, the Air Force looked at the capacity of our small 
aircraft bases and concluded that, considering all the above factors, there was not sufficient excess 
capacity to allow the consolidation of assets necessary to result in a base closure recommendation. 

Ouestion: Is it reasonable to assume if the fighter wing structure is realigned to 72 aircraft that 
more bases could be closed? 

Answer: There are many factors that mitigate realigning our fighter wings to 72 aircraft. The 
Air Force organizes its forces to efficiently meet National Security imperatives, provide overseas 
forward presence, and preserve readiness of the force. Our overseas forward presence is dictated 
by and tailored to meet multiple bi- and multi-lateral international security arrangements. The 



resulting Active Component CONUS force structure is 5.67 FWEs. The Air Force has tailored 
three CONUS Composite Wings to meet specific missionized rapid reaction response 
requirements. These wings, designed to meet specific requirements, are critical elements of our 
Post Cold War era Air Force. The remaining Active Component CONUS force structure is 3.75 
FWEs is currently based on 5 bases with an additional 75 PAA of TF-coded fighters and OA-1OA 
aircraft. Total base loading considered, after our reorganization and restructuring of the 
immediate Post Cold War era, the Air Force does not see an operationally sound opportunity for 
large scale increases in fighter aircraft base loading that would allow a return to 72 PAA fighter 
wings in the CONUS. 

Question: Was the wing size taken into consideration during the Air Force analysis of closure 
and recommendations? 

Answer: The wing size was taken into consideration during the Air Force base closure 
deliberative process. We have, as already noted above, significant aircraft PAA and associated 
flying activities at fighter bases that have not and do not currently count in the FWE force but that 
nonetheless contribute to the operations tempo at the base. The total flying force structure 
assigned to a base must be used in determining excess capacity available. After complete analysis, 
the Air Force stands by its recommendation to retain all its small aircraft bases. 

Question: General Fogleman, the current Force Structure Plan reduces the fighter aircraft 
inventory by six Fighter Wing Equivalents from 26 to 20 wings. During this drawdown, the Air 
Force has recommended closure of one small aircraft base, Homestead Air Force Base, in 1993. 
Can you explain why the Air Force has been unable to identi@ any additional small aircraft bases 
for closure despite this significant reduction in fighter aircraft? (This was discussed but a record 
response would ampli@ this issue.) 

Answer: The reduction from the Base Force of 26.5 Fighter Wing Equivalents to the Bottom Up 
Review Force of 20 Fighter Wing Equivalents (FWEs) was accomplished by reducing the Active 
Component from 15.25 FWEs to 13 FWEs and the Reserve Component from 13.25 to 7 FWEs. 
In the Active Component reduction of 2.25 FWEs from the Base Force to the BUR Force, 1.0 
FWE was reduced in Europe and 0.17 FWEs were reduced in the Pacific. The resulting CONUS 
Active Component reduction from the Base Force was slightly more than 1 FWE. In 1993, the 
Air Force recommended Homestead AFB, FL for closure. The 1993 Commission included 
Homestead AFB in their closure recommendation to the President and it was subsequently 
approved for closure. Additionally, the Air Force has, subsequent to the Base Force, formed 
three missionized Composite Wings and collocated some TF-coded fighters and NOA-10s not 
counted in the FWE force structure on fighter bases. This has resulted in near high water mark 
operations tempo at many of our small aircraft bases. 
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AIR FORCE 
UNDERGRADUATE 
FLYING TRAINING 

LT COL LEN JARMAN 
HQ USAFMOT 

\ 28 FEB95 

f OVER VIEW 

UFT LOCA TIONS/TYPICAL BASE 

FIXED- WING PILOT T M N I N G  AIRCRAFT 

USAF PILOT TRAINNG 

JOINT PILOT AND NA VIGATORNFO TRAINING 

I JOINT PRIMAR Y AIRCRAFT TRAINNG SYSTEM 
(JPA TS) UPDA TE 



r \ CURRENT USAF FLYING 
TRAINING LOCATIONS 

p==-),*relvl (SUPT SEP 06) 
FIXED-WING SUPT 

/ 

/ TYPICAL (ISAF PILOT TRAINING BASE 

BASE 
PROPER 

FEATURES: 
1. ONE RUNWAY APPROXIMATELY 
5000-6500 FEET. 

2. TWO RUNWAYS OVER 8000 FEET. 

3. ONE OUTLYING FIELD 
APPROXIMATELY 5000-7000 FEET. ' 

NOTES: 
1. SOME AIRFIELDS HAVE 
CROSSWIND RUNWAYS. 

2. RANDOLPH AFB HAS DIFFERENT 
CONFIGURATION. 



/ OVER VIEW 

UFT LOCATIONS/TYPICAL BASE 

FIXED- W N G  PILOT TRRTNING AIRCRAFT 

USAF PILOT TRAINING 

JOINT PILOT AND NA WGA TORRVFO TRAINNG 

I JPA TS UPDATE 

\ 
PRIMARY TRAINER (T-3 7) 

FIXSTAIRCRAFT F L O W  IN UPT 
TWIN-ENGINE JET 
SIDE-B Y-SIDE SEA TZNG 
UNPRESSURIZED 

\ TO BE REPLACED BY JPATS 



ADVANCED TRAINERS 

T-38 
BOMBER-FIGHTER TRAINER 
TWIN-ENGINE SUPERSONIC JET 
TANDEMSEA TZNG 

AIRLIFT-TANKER TRAINER 
TWIN-ENGINE JET 
FLIGHT DECK WITH SIDE-BY-SIDE 
SEA TING AND JUMP SEAT I 

/ NAWAIRCRAFTINWHICH 
USAF STUDENTS TRAIN 

I PRIMARY TRAINER 
SINGLE-ENGINE 
TURBOPROP 
TANDEM SEA TING 
UNPRESSURIZED 
TO BE REPLACED BY JPA TS 

T d 4  

1 ADVANCED MARITIME 
PA TROL TRAINER 
TWIN-ENGINE TURBOPROP 
FLIGHT DECK WITH SIDE-BY- 
SIDE SEA TING 



1 0 VER VIEW 

UFT LOCA TIONS/TYPICAL BASE 

FIXED- WING PILOT T M N I N G  AIRCRAFT 

USAF PILOT TRAINING 

JOINT PILOT AND NA VIGA TORAVFO TRAINING 

( JPA TS UPDATE I 

WINGS 
UNIVERSALLY 
ASSIGNABLE 

I NOTES: 
ALL TRAINING ACCOMPLISHED AT ONE BASE 
BEING REPLACED BY SPECL4LIZED UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (SUPT) 



(ENJJPlJ-SHEPPARD AFB 

PRIMARY - 1-37 ADVANCED - 1-38 

NOTES: 
FIGHTER-ORIENTED TRAINING (WILL NOT INCORPORATE T-1) 
INTERNA TIONAL PROGRAM-NOT FOREIGN MILITAR Y SALES 
MEMBER COUNTRIES PAY FOR INFRASTRUCTURE 

, MEMBER COUNTRIES OWNSOME AIRCRAFT I 

SPECIALIZED UPT 
WNGS 

I 

PRIMARY - T-37 OR JPATS 

T-37 
89 HRS 

ADVANCED I rn 
BOMBER-FIGHTER (T-38) 

119 HRS 

104 HRS 

111 HRS 

I FORT RUCKER v I 



FIXED- WING PILOT TRAINING AIRCRAFT 

USAF PILOT TRAINING 

JOINT PILOT AND NA VKATOMVFO 
TRAINING 

\. JPA TS UPDATE 

UFT BASES--ALL SERVICES 
AF FIXED-WING AF FIXED-WING 

NAS KINGSMLLE NAS COllPUS CHBISTf NA9 MEIUDM I NAVYSIXIRE 11 NAVYMAlWDt@ 11 H A V Y B N m  I 



- ' JOINT TMINING: BAC-OUND 

APR 93: SECDEF TASKED SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, ASSISTED 
BY THE SECRETARY OF THE NA VY, TO "CONSOLIDATE INITIAL 
FIXED- WING AIRCRA FT TRAINING FOR ALL SERVICES AND 
TRANSITION TO A COMMON PRIMARY TRAINING AIRCRA FT. " 

GENERAL OFFICEWFLAG OFFICER GROUP DEVELOPED JOINT 
FIXED- WING TRAINING PLAN 
EXPANDED TASKING TO INCLUDE ADVANCED PILOT TRAINING 
AND NA VIGATOR/1VA VAL FLIGHT OFFICER (NFO) TRAINING 
SERVICE SECRETARIES APPROVED IN JUL 93 

OPERA TORS CONTINUED TO REFINE PLAN 

MODIFIED NA VIGA TORRVFO TRAININC 

SERVICE SECRETARIES APPROVED 

DEPUTY SECDEF APPROVED FIXED- WING PILOT TRAINING AND 
NA VIGA TORAVFO TRAINING PLANS IN OCT 95 

JOINT PILOT TRAINING 

PRJMRY: 

35th FTS A T REESE AFB TEXAS AND VT-3 A T NAS WHITING FIELD FL 
BECAME PROTOTYPE JOINT TRAINING SQUADRONS 
ROTATING SQUADRON COMMAND 
BY FY 98: 100 STUDENTS CROSSFLO WANNUALL Y, 24 EXCHANGE 
INSTRUCTORS 
OTHER SQUADRONS BECOME JOINTAS THEY TRANSITION TO JPATS 

AIRLIFTmANKEWMARITIME PA TROL: 

STUDENTANSTRUCTOR EXCHANGE 
NA W EVENTUALLY TRAINS USAF TURBOPROP-BOUND STUDENTS (C-130) 
USAF EVENTUALLY TRAINS NA W JET-BOUND STUDENTS (E-6) 



JOINT UPT--END GAME 

USAF 
USN 
USMC 
USCG 

JOINT PRIMARY - T-34 

WINGS 



I END GAME 

USAF 

USN 

USMC 

USCG 

44WKS 
RANDOLPH AFB 

/ JOINT ELECTRONIC WARFARE OFFICER \ 
I (E WO) TRAINING-END GAME 
I RANDOLPH AFB 

- NAS PENSACOLA - 6 ! 3  



OVER VIEW 

UFT LOCA TIONS/TYPICAL BASE i 
FIXED- WING PILOT TRQINING AIRCRAFT 

USAF PILOT TRRlNNG 

JOINT PILOT AND NA nGATORAWF0 TRAINING 

JPATS UPDATE 

JPA TS CONTENDERS (T-3 7/T-34 REPLACEMENT) 

p-NFORM 

TAKEOFF 
WEIGHT (Ib) 

MAXIMUM 
SPEED 

MODEL IN 
PRODUCTION 

APPROX 
NO. BUILT 

POTENTIAL GETS 
DEFENSE SYSTEMS. WONNELL DOUGLAS TRAINING SYSTEMS 

NORTHROPI 
EMBRAER 

SUPER 
TUCANO 

BRAZlL 

------------. * 
AIRCRAFT DRAWN 

7,040 

285 

PBW 
TURBOPROP 

EMB-312AIF 

570 

CONTRACTORS: 

BEECH1 
PlLATUS 

PC-9 MK II 

SWTEFLAND 

---- + ---- 
TO SCALE 

6,789 

278 

PBW 
TURBOPROP 

PC-9 

180 

BRITISH 

GRUMMANl 
AGUSTA 
S.211A 

ITALY 

---- + ---- 
6.393 

375 

PBW 
TURBOFAN 

S.211A 
(LIMITED) 

85 

AEROSPACE, 

ROCKVELU 
MBB 

RANGER 2000 

QERMANY 

----------- + 
7,900 

380 

PBW 
TURBOFAN 

2 

CAE-LINK, HUGHES 

VOUGHTI 
FM4 

PAMPA 2000 

ARGENnNA 

.----- + ----a 

8,168 

400 

GARRETT 
TURBOFAN 

PAMPA 
(LOW RATE) 

18 

TRAINING 

LOCKHEED1 
AERMACCHI 

MB 339 

rALY 

,------------. + 
10,420 

475 

ROLLS-ROYCE 
TURBOJET 

MB 339 
(LIMITED) 

182 

SYSTEMS. LORAL 

CESSNA 
ClTATlONJET 

USA 

---- 47 
7,400 

420 

2 WILLIAMS 
TURBOFANS 

2 



JPATS ACQUISITION SCHEDULE 

INlTlAL BRAC BRAC 86 
ANNOUNCEMENTS BASES 

CLOSED 

JPATS 
SELECTK)N 

JPATS 
KX; 

LAST 
JPATS 

DELIVERED 

NOTES: 

711 AIRCRAFT BUY: DOESN'T INCL UDE ALL OF ENJJPTAIRCRA FT 
SERIES OF FIRM FIXED-PRICE CONTRACTS EXTENDING 4-5 YEARS EACH 

T ORDER WILL BE FOR APPROXIMATELY 140 AIRCRAFT 

f USAF UPT CHANGES SINCE 1973 > 
CLOSED OR REALIGNED FIVE UPT BASES 
STOPPED TRAINING IRA NUNS 
ENJJPT TRAINING BEGUN 
TWO GENERA TIONS OF FLIGHT SIMULA TION CHANGES 
IFF TRAINING ABSORBED INTO UPT BASES 
T-46 TO REPLACE T-3 7 PURCHASEDCANCELLED 
SUPT AND T-I ACQUISITION 
JOINT TRA INING 
ROTARY- WING TRAINING CHANGED MULTIPLE TIMES 
NA V TRAINING BASE CLOSED 

NA V TRAINING "RE4 LZGNED " THREE TIMES 



STATUS WITH R A T S  

USAF 
USN 
USMC 
USCG 

WINGS 

f SUMMARY 

I JOINT TRAINING IS CENTERPIECE OF UFT 

JPATS IS KEY TO CONSOLIDATED PRIMRY PILOT 
TRAINING 

TRAINING "WSION" IS STILL GROWING AND 
DEKELOPING 



Document Sepmtor 



BRAC 95 

Joint Cross-Service Group 

Undergraduate Pilot Training 





METHODOLOGY - PHASE 1 

Determine Scope and Sites in Category 
Collect Data - Standardized and Certified 
Develop Functional Values 
Compute Capacities 
Integrate Appropriate Policy 
Obtain Site Military Values 

DATA COLLECTION 1 PREPARATION 



w 

METHODOLOGY - PHASE 2 

Modeling, Analyses, Alternatives, "Wrap-Up" 

Analyze Phase 1 Results using Optimization 
Model 

I Develop and evaluate Alternatives 
Provide Alternatives to Military Departments 

I Evaluate Military Department Recommendations 
Review Base "Complex" Potential 



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



Installations in Category 

Columbus AFB MS 
Corpus Christi NAS TX 
Fort Rucker AATC AL 
Kingsville NAS TX 
Laughlin AFB TX 
Meridian NAS MS 
Pensacola NAS FL 
Randolph* AFB TX 
Reese AFB TX 
Sheppard AFB 
Vance AFB 
Whiting Field NAS 

* Includes Enhanced Flight Screening sites and Hondo, TX and the Air 
Force Academy 



TEN UPT FUNCTIONS 
F L 

1. Flight Screening 
2. Primary 
3. Bomberlfighter 
4. Stri ke1Advanced E-2/C-2 
5. AirliftITan ker 
6. Maritimellnter. E-2/C-2 
7. PriJlnter. NFOINAV 
8. WSO Strike 
9. Panel NAV 
10. Helo 



CAPAClTl ES 

Airfield Ops 
Air Space 
Ground Training 
- Classroom 
- Simulators 

Ramps, Aprons, Taxi-ways 
Hangars 
Maintenance 
SupplyIStorage 
Housing 



SITE / FUNCTION C0RSI"RAINT MATRIX 

(1) Runway length constraints based on model design series of training aircraft (FY 2001 requirements) 
(2) Lack of suitable outlying fields (one or more for indicated fixed-wing programs, two or more for helo) 
(3) Too far from water (greater than 200 NM to working area) 

RE YERIFIED UPY)lV RECEIPT OF CERTIFIED DATA 

Appendix 2 2 E  

A 

LAW 

X 0) 

x (3) 

I 

CDL 

X (2) 

RllllSE 

X (2) 

x (3) 

ICING 

X (2) 

MFRlDlAN 

X (2) 

S 1 m  

X(2) 

x (3) 

RAN 

X (2) 

VAM!E 

X (2) 

x (3) 

CORPUS 

X (1) 

X (2) 

?COLA RUCKER 

X (Z) 

X (1) 

x 0) 

X (1) 

X (1) 

X 0) 

x (1) 

N C  

T-3 

T-34 
T-37 
PATS 

T-1 

T-44 

T-2 
T A 4  
T-45 

T-38 

TH-57 
UH-1 
THd7 
OH-58 

T-34 
T-39 

T-39 
T-2 

T43 

FUNCTION 

FLT SCREENING 

PRIMARY PILOT 

AIRLmRANKER 

llumTMw 

INT E-YC-2 

ST- 

ADV E-YC-2 

BOMBER/ FIGHTER 

HEU) 

PRLM & PIT NAV/NFO 

WSO STRlKE 

PANEL NAV 

WHITING 

X (1) 

X (1) 

XU) 

x(1) 

SERVICE 

USAF 

USN 
USAF 

US AF 

USN 
USAF 

USN 

USAF 

USN 
USAF 
USA 

USN 
US AF 

USN 
USAF 

USN 
USAF 



W U R E S  OF m R I T  FOR: 
PRIMmY 

KEASURES OF I WEIGHT I RATIONALE 

Managed Training 
h a s  

Proximity to Training 
Areas I O I" 

Neather 

&space and Flight 
Raining Areas 

W e l d s  

Ground Training 
Facilities 

Aircratt Maintenance 
Facilities 

special Military 
Facilities 

5 The questions addressed in this area are focused toward 
ownership of special use airspace, air-to ground ranges, and 
outlying fields. In this analysis, ucmsibility to these facilities 
was considered more important than ownership. 

14 

22 

24 

10 

5 

0 

-- 

Roximity to Other 
Support Facilities 

This area looks at the local area to determine what other 
facilities are available The overall training i&astructure is 
already established and in use at eacb base so the impact to tbie 

I area should be minimal. 

- 

This weight was used because students in primary flight 
training need better weather &an students in the advanced 
tracks. 

This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has 
on primary flight training. Much of the training takes place in 
special use airspace; therefore, this area playa a large role in 
determining the training effectiveness of an installation. 

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

This weight is commensurate with the role classrooms, 
simulators, and other facilities play in flight training. 

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

xv* 

2 

Unique Featurea 0 

Air Quality 

Encroachment 

5 

-- 

Services 

Tbie has been baselined due to Lihe a i d  

5 
-- 

Encroachment plays a role Ln determining installation 
compatibility with the training mission; however, training 
aircrafk do not have a large impact on encroachment issuea. 

8 
- ~pp 

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



6. N u m b  of b i d n g  airways. (2 p a 9%) 

Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality of 
Scoring: Linurralefrom O t o m u ( 2 p f a O m d O p c r f u ~ ) .  
Rallonlk: Biseding airways nduce trainin# cffcdivenert in uw. 

Pilot TrainJng 

I. The 8 doudyinglauxiliuy fields that arc axmlladlowned by dK Latl l l r ion 
and rum jxirmry wining. (25 pt oc 50%) 

Scoring: L inu r  scrk b e w ~  0 and 6 (0 pt fa  0 fields. 2.5 @S fa 6 fields) 
R.IUonrk: Owning airfelds and aimpace have eqd impact oa W n g .  

2. Tbe nutha and type of special use ainpam thrl is amtrollodlomrad by the 
ianrllmbn and supporu primrry tnining. (25 p a 50%) 

Scodg: 1 5 p f a M O A , O 3  p i f a M I R O 5  faM 
bt&BLk: Owning rirfulb and l i m p  have equal impact oa training. 

8 .  - d . i r c p r e ~ ~ r d ~ ) i n a m ~ ( t ~ p a 6 4 % ~  

t w h r i c e = M x n m t d M O A . i n p u r + . s ( ~ d M t i r r p o c )  ' 
OrLkode:Maering.abbecllcr,MOAus~ykaatbaAA 

2 A ~ d a y w e t o . i r r P r e C L P t a % )  
tmwsalefnNnomm~migh~avar(eMpvrc*aima 

d i  (U pt fa min 9d 2 p for umx). Weighted rvaage iinpre+ size 
t i m t r d i r t m a f a u d r r i ~ = ~ u m ( r i ~ r i ~ ~ i n a m ~ t i m a b r t . n a ~  
~ h 1 1 1 1 1 ) f 0 ( d l M O A a M & v i d a d b y I b e S r r m d d ~ ~  

~ : C k s c r . i n p a f e b b e - .  
3. N\lmba d MTR's avdabk (3 pt a 14%). 

L h r u r ~ d r o m O m m u ( O p t f a O ~ s m d 3 p t f a ~  
MTRW 

Rakcnk: MIR, ue requid fa mining ... mom b W. 
4. ~ d f i i ~ o p r u p r i e a c i n g A T C & h y r d l S m i n l d e r a ~ . O p a  

-1 
QarlrrC Iinurrcrlcbthvocno.rdrommu(2pforo%~dopr 

lamu%ddaY) 
: Fewer ATC delays is btaa. 

. ~ ~ h * ~ l r n m i h m i h ~ i ~ a 4 s )  
t p r f a n o o d O p t h ~  

~ : ~ b b w i U i m p r r ~  Nobubbbcaa. 

I. T%e 8 d outlyinduxiliary f& usabk f a  primary pilot Iraining (4 pt a 17%) 
Definition of W e  field will be bued on runway length (peliminary aadf - 
5aYl ft) 

Scaring:LinurscakbetmOud ~ 0 m t 1 n ~ ( O p f ~ O f u l d ~ , 4 p f a  
mu 8 f&) 

btkark: Mok outlying fields improve upwity and quality d tninii. 
2. T%e t of rrwMe aPIying/auulirr)l fa with ER a nigbd capability. (2 E a - - -  

8%) 
Scorlng:Linerruakktwca~Od ~ m e m ~ ( O p l ~ r O f u l & . Z p f a  

mu (! re&) 
Ratkrrrk: 'Ihir capability will bclp rsdua amgstioa u the homc fuld 

3. Median distance to wtlyinghxiliuy fuldr. (2 pa 8%) 
Scod~Linurrule~romeminmdmu(2pcformindislmcc,Ip 

fa mu) 
btlonrk: Ckra rirfiddr ue kaa. 

4. Runway Icngtb d longest nmny u uuin Mild (2 pa 8%) 
h ~ : L i n u r t a k b a w # a M a ) r d 8 0 0 0 h ( I p f a 5 0 0 0 A m q , 2  

points fa 8W ft runway) 
ItrtlolrrSe: L a y a  runway is btaa fa day msca 

5. Numbadprirmynmwayadutan~ppatconaarcntoprmdaossarind 
nmwaysat u i a i n ~ k L ( 7 p a 2 9 9 )  

m w  
WithOcmaariad~laryrZpccfafudnnrury,4p~faiprPnel rumm 

6 p t 8 f a 3 ~ m n y r w i d r o r l a o m w i a d ~ w a ) . r  
With 1 aosswind nmway: 3 pa fa fLmt primr). mway. 5 pb fa 2 p d d  

~ ~ i . 7 ~ f ~ 3 p r n l k l ~ r r ; ~ r  
With2maprrtklcrosr~mrryr:33~fa~mprimPrnra~.55 

~ f 0 r 2 ~ ~ l a r ) r . 7 ~ ~ 3 p v r l l d M l W l ) . r  
W i t b 2 ~ l d ~ r r m w r y r I p a f a f ~ p r i m r r y r n ~ , 6 p r s l a 2  

pdlelnmwl)r.7~fa3prrlklnmway& 
R . t l o a r S e : k b r r n m w . y r i m p r o v e p u r l i t r d ~ f a u l a ) l ~ d  

f k x i i y  
d-d~m).r-%drplp~ryqhhdequrtrcoadihQpaH) 

S c o ~ L i n u D c r l c b # w a n O m d  100(0ptfaO%,2pfa1008) 
btloruk: Tbit indiata d~ quality d chc ~nwt).. Hi@ quality is kaa. 

7 . C o n b h d ~ ~ - % d o x i w r y r l ~ q R i n d e q u a t e c a a d i t i o r r  
(1.5 pt a 6%) 

~ L i n t r ~ ~ O l a i 1 0 0 ( O p t f a O % ,  1 ~ p f a 1 0 0 8 )  
~:lbirindiarer&cpurlityoC~tuiwt).rHi~purlitybbater.  

8. Cm&tiaa d dUu - ave % d f m b  in d t i o a  (1.7s pal%) 
-thwrrr3ebtrwanOad 100(OpfaO%, l.75pIbr1009) 
WTkindiatabqualitydbre&tia.HigbacprStyLbeaa. 

9 .Cmdit iaodabafr i l i r i t r (y , terasrdmin) -an%~f~~hdeqcmd 
(1.75 pa 7%) 

~ . ~ d e b c h r o c c r O m d  100@pfaO%. 1.75pbr100P) 
R.tkP.k:~ia&atts~ququrIiyd~fdiHighmcpltiykkoa. 
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Scodng:LLwuscrl~betma\Oud lOO(Opfa0S.I  p f a 1 0 0 8 )  
RmUonJc: 'lhir musum dK m n t  and qudity d the training facilities. 

M a c  quality is bdW. 
namt dcrrjning facilities (&)riled 'dequ*' in sq f~ (1 .S pt or 15%) 
~ r l ~ t i n u r r u l c b c l w m O u d m u ( O p f a O % ,  I .Spformu%)  
Ratbnrk: This meuuru Ihe rmounl Md quality dche training facilities. 

M a t  quality is bet-. 
6, Cocditian d training fxilit ia (other) - 9 d 'adqua& 4 fi. (.S pt a 5%) 

Scoring: Linur suk between 0 and 100 (0 p f a  0 9. .5 p f a  100%) 
R.Uo&: This mcrnrru the mount and quality d the training fril i t iu.  

M a c  quality is bet-. 

I. h v d  of auintuunct opcntion, at site (3 pt or 60%) 
Scor(w 1 p f a  0-kvcl. 2 pt f a  I-kvd. LS p f a  De~oc k v d .  3 pc f a  

a p o c k v e l f o r ~ ~ C I M S )  
R.tloarlt: Highs kvel of mainmulce is kaa. 

2.~maatd~rn~'dequ*'insqft(l.SpaU)8) 
~ ~ r r k k t w & n O m d m u ( O p f o r O % .  1 5 p t f o r r n )  
~attotuk: M a c  'sdaquue' hangar spree is bear. 

3 . ~ t i o P o f I u n g y 1 - S d  hylg~rin'ndeqrure'coadilioa(5paIOLk) 
~ L i n e r r a l e b a w c a O u d  lOO(OpfaO%. 5 p f a  1008) 
R.tloPJr: 'Ibb ir  mod^^ IIWSIC d instlllatia~ quality. H i g h  % b 

beau. 

hodmlty to Other Support PadlI(kr (2 polab) 

I. Numbaofdur .irful& m che am that auld suppat primary pibtonining (1 
pcaW1C) 

-5pfa I fwWI p f a  2 a a f i e l d s )  
. RaPfoorSe: Mae available rimclds uc beoa. 

amacoocbaairf&(l p t a W )  

30 m i  
R.tkadc:Ckoa.irti~ebeaa. 

Scorlng:O.SptfayueJ.Opfuno 
R~tJoruk: R d  estate dircbsuru rrc but 

6. Hu dl ck.r L ~ K  r q u i s b i  kcn complc147 (0.5 p or 10%) 
S c o d ~ O 3 p f a y c r . O p f a n o  
Wnrk: It is  best if d l  ck.r zones have been rquirrd 

1. Amamt d BOQ mm rated 'dequatc' (2 pf a 2S8) 
Scodng: Linur PcJe ktwccllO and w (0 pt f a  0 9 .2  p f a  mu%) 
RaUonrSc: M a t  'dcquuc' billeting space is knu. 

2.CondihdBOQroomt-Bd'dog~te'(1 p a  12%) 
Scorlng:Linur&ktaKcnOmd 100(OpfaO%,l  pfor1009) 
Ratlode: M a t  'dcquuc' billeting space is kua. 

3.ArorrmdBEQnxwnrNcd*deq~te'(.6por8%) 
Scortng:LiKIIrutektwaurOdmu(Op(forO%,.6pfamu9) 
ItrctooJt: M a t  'dcquuc' billeting space is betta. 

4.CwditiondB~roona-Sd'dequrte'(.4p(aS%) 
S c o r l ~ ~ s d c ~ O m d  100@pfaO%,.4pfor1008) 
Ratlo*: M a t  'dtquuc' bilkling space is benet. 

5. Whil paceot of he listed hWR md support frcilitidpmgmn m r v l i k b k ?  
O P W Z % )  

Scodw L i i r r k f r o m O t o  lOO(0 ptforOmd2ptfaIOO). 
R.Llo&: Morr MWR fd i t i e s  bcacr lo e a h u ~ r  quality d life. 

6. Amam1 d miliur), bowsing ntcd '&qu& (-6 pc a 8%) 
S c o d r p : L i n u ~ b # w a a r O ~ m u @ p f o t O % . . 6 p f a ~ )  
R.tlollllc: Mm '&qua& bowing is kaa. 

7.Condi l iondmNtuyhour i~-%d'~( .4pa5%)  
Scadrp:tbrutsakbetwctnOd 100(OpfaO%..4pfa 1009) 
IbtioNJc: Morr 'dcquYc' bocrtig it kaa. 

8. NumkrofchiMtCPm~wuritinglirt.(05pta6%) 
Scohg: LincPwrkFFomOtamu@.SpfaOandOptfamu). 
Ratio& W childrtll 00 waiting list is btna. 

9. A v q  wait f a  cbildrtD on the waitiw list (0.5 pt a 6%) 
S a o r l ~  L b y v ~ h O b w ( O . S p f a O d O p l f a m m u ) .  
Rdonrrlc: Lus waiting time f a  drild cue b btcra. 
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

CAPACITV ANALYSIS (CONT) 

Page 1 
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POLICY INTEGRATION 
I I 
Joint Fixed-Wing: 

1. Primary (JPATS) 
2. Primaryhntermediate NFO & Navigator 
3. WSO Strike 
4. Panel Navigator 
5. Multi-Engine: 

a. Jet - Air Force 
b. Prop - Navy 



. 
MILITARY DEPARTMENT 

MILITARY VALUES 
(Scale 1 to 3 with 3 = High) 

i 

Columbus 3 
Corpus Christi 3 
Fort Rucker 3 
Kingsville 3 
Laughlin 3 
Meridian 2 
Pensacola 3 
Randolph 3 
Reese 1 

Sheppard 3 
Vance 3 
Whiting 2 



OPTIMIZATION MODEL 

MAXFV - Maximize Functional Value 
MlNSlTE - Minimum Site (5% FV & 3 "Rules") 

- Flt Screening Separate 
- Joint Fixed-Wing Policy 
- Notional Squadron > 100 Students 

MINNMV - Minimum Sites with Maximum 
Military Value - "Best" with 4th "Rule": Flt 
Screening at Hondo and Air Force Academy 
"MIN PRIME" - 3 Sites Closed 



OPTIMIZATION MODEL (Cont.) 

"MIN PRIME 2" - 4 Sites Closed 
Added Air Space and OLF capacity from 
closed sites back into system. 
Analytical Excursion: Used Air Space and 
OLF capacity from Corpus Christi to 
maximize Kingsville capacity. Closed 5th 
Site. 
"Scenarios" developed with additional efforts 

to consolidate functions and minimize moves 
of new functions to new sites. 



ALTERNATIVES 

3-Site 
Close Meridian, Reese, & Whiting 
Excess Capacity Remaining = 9.9% 

4-Site 
Close Meridian, Reese, Whiting, & Vance 
Excess Capacity Remaining - 1.3% 

5-Site 
Close Meridian, Reese, Whiting, Vance, & 
Corpus Christi 
Excess Capacity Remaining - 2.3% 
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BASE "COMPLEXES" 
_I 

I Issue Raised by SECNAV and JCSG Reviewed I 
Three Base "Pairs" or Complexes in UPT Category: 
1) Corpus Christi & Kingsville - Compatible with 

Military Department Recommendations 

I 2) Pensacola & Whiting = Compatible with Military 
Department Recommendations 

3) Columbus & Meridian - Not Compatible with 

I Military Department Recommendations. No I 
I Clear and Compelling Rationale to Change the I 

Recommendations I 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

1. In your view, what are the pros and cons of DOD integrating fully Air Force and Navy 
Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) programs? 

2. Please discuss any issued DOD or JCS policy regarding cross-servicing of UPT 

3. What is the impact of the Joint Primary Aircraft Trainer (JPAT) on actual basing 
decisions such as those achieved as a result of the BRAC process? 

4. Could final selection of a jet or prop JPAT effect basing decisions? 

5 .  Should JPAT selection criteria, such as that related to take-off and landing and cross- 
wind requirements, be a factor in basing decisions and if not, why not? 

6. What elements of the Air Force and Navy UPT programs require Service-specific 
training? 

7. Did DOD or the Services consider integrating operations at the same base and using the 
same training aircraft in a way that still permits Service-specific training programs? 

8. By consolidating Air Force and Navy UPT, how would the subsequent reduction of 
excess capacity restrict the Sswices' ability to ramp-up future pilot production should 
military requirements dictate? 

9. How would the subsequent reduction of excess capacity due to consolidation of Air Force 
and Na1.y UPT restrict the Services' abilit! to ramp-up future international pilot 
production requirements? 









THE DEPUTY SECRETARY '3F DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C.  20301 

2 4 OC1 194: 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF TKE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR OENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
UNIFl ED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDERS-IN-CHIEF 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Consolidation of Fixed-Wing Flight Training 

In April 1993 the Secretary of Defense directed the Secretary of the Air Force, assisted by 
the Secretary of the Navy, to: 

1.  Consolidate initial fixed-wing aircraft training for all Services and transition to a 
common primary training aircraft; and 

2. Combine follow-on flight training into four common pipelines (Navy fighter attack, 
Air Force fighterhombcr, Navy and Air Force tankcr/transportlmaritime patrol, 
md helicopter). 

In response, the Navy and the Air Force are in the process of implementing joint fixtd- 
wing flight training initiatives t h ~ t  carry out the Secretary's directive. A common pipeline for 
helicopter training is still under review. A schematic description of their approach is in 
Attachment 1. 

In addition, the Navy and Air Force have proposed other joint flight training initiatives 
for the functions of navigator, weapon system officer, and electronic warfiue oficer, as 
illustrated in Attachment 2. 

I am encouraged by the cooperation and progress we have made in bringing jointness to 
flight training and hope that it serves as a model in other areas where the Department might 
benefit from increasing "jointncss." This memorandum, therefore, provides my approval for Air 
ForceNavy plans to implement these joint fixed-wing flight training programs, as well as for 
their additional joint training initiatives. The Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force, and others 
that may be involved, should take actions to implement these programs as soon as possible. 
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JOINT NAVIGATOR 
TRAINING 

USAF 

USN 

USMC 

USCG 

Page 1 of Attachnent 2 



JOINT ENTRY LEVEL 
EM70 TRAINING 

Page 2 of Attachment 2 
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WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS SERVICES 

CORRESPONDENCE h DIRECTIVES 
1155 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 20301-1 155 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

DATE: February 8, 1995 

TIME: 500 

MEETING WITH: Pensacola Chamber of Commerce 

SUBJECT: Military Installations in Pensacola 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Name/Title/Phone Number: 

Jimmie Taylor; VP, Military Affairs Committee 
John Griffig; President, Pensacola Chamber of Commerce 
Don Salter; Chrmn, Military Affairs Committee 
Bart Roper; Office of Cong. Scarborough 
Paul Hirsch; Consultant 
Wayne Arney; Consultant 

Commission Staff: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
Charles Smith, Executive DirectorISpecial Assistant 
Madelyn Creedon, General Counsel 
Cece Carman, Director of Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs 
Chip Walgren, Manager, State and Local Liaison 
Jim Schufreider; Manager, House Liaison 
Ben Borden, Director, Review & Analysis 
Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Bob Cook, Interagency Issues Team Leader 
Jim Owsley, Cross-Service Team Leader 
Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader 

MEETING PURPOSE: 





CATEGORY: UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT) 

11 1 I RANDOLPH AFB I I 
11 1 1 SHEPPARD AFB 11 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Commissioner candidate for further consideration 

DRAFT 
9:48 / April 25, 1995 



FLIGHT SCREEN 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT 
X OF OUTLYING FLDS 10 
MOA SPEC AlRSPC 40 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

30W15 >=80%? 10 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 40 
15oo/j > 807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 1XW.3 20 
% TIME CROSWND <15KT 
%SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTRc=5% 

WEATHER - 

AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 90 
AVG DlST TO AlRSCE 120 
%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 20 
CMERC HUB WllN l00Ml 20 
X OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPWFLT TRNG AREA -- 

#OTLYWAUX FLDS 30 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 20 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 30 
%TAXUAPRNS A W  COND 25 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 27 
OhOTHR FAC AlXl COND 27 

AIRFIELDS -- 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % A W  CIAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 

LVL MAIN1 OPS 30 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAIN1 FAC - 

VANCE 
1 
Y 

50 

REESE 
0.2 1 

LAU 
0 2 1 
4 0 Y 
8 3 

1 0  Y 
1 8  81 80% 
1 0  Y 
15 9090% 
0 0  99 30% 
0 0  1800% 
0 0 Y 
0 0  1900% 
3 6 

:;Wl 
2 0  0% 
2 0 N 
0 8 4 
4 1 

1 5  1 
2 0 22 
6 0 C 
2 6  8556 
2 5  42% 
2 5  59% 
2 3  60% 
8 4 

2 1 68320 
1 0  91% 
2 4  7Ob89 
1 0  100% 
1 1  19365 
0 5  54% 
8 2 

2 5 I 
1 4  151346 
0 3  48% 
8 4 

COL 
0 2 1 
4 0 Y 
8 3 

IN ATTAINMAINT AREA 30 Y 3 0  Y 3 0  Y 
MOD NONATTAlNlBETTER 10 Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1.0 Y 1 0  Y 

AIR QUALITY - 50 10 0 100 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
WINCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
%INCOMPAT APZI 10 
%INCOMPAT APZY 5 
HEAL ESTATE DISCLOS ' 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT --- 

AMT BOQRMSAW . 10 
CONDITION BOP % ADQ 10 
%MWRlSPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES -- 

@I 
SCORE 

RANK 
JCSGFSC XLS4R5195 



FLIGHT SCREEN 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA a WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 10 1 0 2  1 0 2  1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 40 Y 4 0  Y 4 0  Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 8 3 8 3 

300015 >=BOW7 10 Y 1.0 Y 1 0  Y 
%TIME WTHER > 3 W  40 8393% 1.0 8670% 1 8  8180% 
150013 > 807 10 Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 
%TIME WTHER > 150OL3 20 8940% 1 3  9 1 5 0 % _ - - 1 5  9090% 
FREEZING PRECIP DAYS 1 51 191 001 
ICING IN AREAS DAYS 20 801 101 50 __ .. 
%SORTIES CXLnESCHD 1 a 2330% 0 0  1980% 0 0  18004C 
SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=2Wb 
SORTIE PLAN FCTRc=5% -1 N 0 0  N 0 0  Y 

2 3 W h  0 0  2700% 0 0  1900% 
WEATHER --- 135 3 9 5 1 

AMT MONAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
U T C  DLAYS >15MIN 
CMERC HUB WAN l00Ml 
U OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA --- 

MTLYWAUX FLDS 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
'ATAXIIAPRNS ADO COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
XOTHR FAC AW COND 

AIRFIELDS -- 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT A W  lRAlNERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDlllON OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC --- 

CVL MINT OPS 30 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 
CON0 OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAG -- 

IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAINBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY -- 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
WINCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
WINCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DlSCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT -- 

AMT 800 RMS A W  ' I 0  
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 10 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
PVG 'f!!.!: C!?!LCOE!! 2 

SERVICES -- 

SCORE 

RANK 

984 7 0 6 7 

2 4 
Page 4 JCSGFSC XLS4R5195 



FLIGHT SCREEN 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS AND DATA ONLY 

# O t  0UII.YING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 

WEIGHT 
10 
40 

RANDOLPH 
1 
Y 

50 

N 
73 40% 

Y 
83 60% 
98 40% 
15 00% 

Y 
19 00% 

150 

VANCE 
0 2 1 
4 0 Y 
8 3 

0 0  Y 
0 0  8 3 W  
10 Y 
05  8940% 
3 4  9780% 
0 3  2330% 
10 N 
0 1  2300% 
4 2 

REESE 
0 2 1 
4 0 Y 
8 3 

10 Y 
10 86 70% 
10 Y 
13  9150% 
3 0  9320% 
00 1980% 
0 0  N 
0 0  2700% 
4 9 

LAU 
0 2 1 
4 0 Y 
8 3 

10  Y 
18  8180% 
1 0  Y 
15 W 90% 
0 0  9330% 
0 0  1800% 
0 0  Y 
0 0  1900% 
36 

COL 
1 
Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS -- 

3000)5 .=BO%? 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 
1 m >  BO? 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 
% TIME CROSWND <15K1 
% SORTIES CXmESCltD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR<=5% 

WEATHER -- 

AMT MONAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AJRSCE 
%ATC DLAY S .I5 MIN 
CMERC HUB WAN 100MI 

OF BISECT AJRWAYS 
AIRSPCELT TRNG AREA 

#OlLYG/AUX FLDS 
MED DlST TO AUXK)UT 
UPRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
4cTAXUAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADO COND 

AIRFIELDS -- 

AM1 AW TRNG FAC 
CONDITION SC A W  CLAS 
AMT ADO TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A ! X  TRNR 
AMT DTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 

LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT ADO HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC -- 

IN ATTAlNlMAlNT A H U  
MOD NONAl IAIN/BETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR OlJALlTY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
SCINCQMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACP COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT -- 

AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOO % ADU 
%MWRISPT FAC AVAlL 
AMT MIL HSE AW 
CONDITION llSE %ADO 
RCtiLDCAR WAl l  LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 5 3 
Page 5 JCSGFSC XLS4Ry95 



FLIGHT SCREEN 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA & WEIGHTING 

I OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS 

RANWLPH 
1 
Y 

50 

N 
73 40% 

Y 
83 60% 
48 40% 
1500% 

Y 
19 00% 

150 

VANCE 
0 2 1 
4 0 Y 
8 3 

0 0  Y 
0 0  8390% 
1 0  Y 
0 5  8940% 
3 4  978016 
0 7  2 3 m  
0 5 N 
0 0  2300% 
4 1 

REESE 
0 2 I 
4 0 Y 
8 3 

1 0  Y 
1 0  8610% 
1 0  Y 
1 3  9150% 
3 0  9320% 
0 0  1980% 
0 0  N 
0 0  27 00% 
4 9 

COL 
I 
Y 

3MXU5 >=80%? 
%TIME WTHER > 3 W 5  
1 m >  807 
%TIME WTHER > 1 W  
% TIME CROSWND <15KT 
* SORTIES CXURESCliD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR6=2O% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR<=5% 

WEATHER 

AMT MOAJAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST 1 0  AIRSCE 
%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WIIN 100Ml 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCFLT TRNG AREA -- 

UOTLYOAUX FLDS 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDII OF RUNWAYS 
XTAXUAPRNS AW COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 

AMT AW TRNG FAC 
CONDITION Z A W  CLAS 
AMT AW TRAINERS 
CONDITIONa,6 AW TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTtiER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC --- 

LVL M I N T  OPS 
AMT AW HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
IN ATTAINMAINT AREA 
MOD NONATTAINBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QlJAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTU ENCODED 
%INCOYPAT CLR ZONE 
UINCOMPAT APZl 
XINCOMPAT APZll 
HtAL ESTAlE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

AMT @OQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % AW 
KMWRlSPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 4 

Page 6 JCSGFSC XLS4R5R5 
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FLIGHT SCREEN 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS AND DATA ONLY 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 10 1 0 2  1 0 2  1 
MOA SPEC AlRSPC 40 Y 4 0  Y 4 0  Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 8 3 8 3 

COL 
0 2 1 
4 0 Y 
8 3 

300015 .=80%? 
%TIME WTHER > W 5  
1500l3 > 807 
%TIME WTliER > 15WB 
?4 TIME CROSWND cl5KT 
%SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTIE PLAN FCTRc=ZO% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTRc=5% 

WEATHER 

AM1 MOAlAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlSl TOAlRSCE 
W T C  DLAYS. 15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WAN l00Ml 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPWFLT TRNG AREA--- 

WTLYWAUX FLDS 
MED DlST TO AUXK)UT 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS AW COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
"AOTHR FAC A W  LONO 

AIRFIELDS --- 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % ADO CLAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % ADO TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDll ION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC --- 

LVL MAINT OPS 
AM1 ADQ HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAIN1 FAC - 
IN ATTAINMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAINtBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AlR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY -- 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%lNCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
SCINCOMPAT APZll 
HEAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

AMT 8 0 0  RMS ADQ , 10 
CONDll ION BOQ ?4 ADO 10 
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 10 
AMT MIL HSE A W  6 
CONDITION HSE % A W  4 
ll CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 5 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 5 

btKV1Ltb - 
SCORE 

RANK 

JCSGFSC X L W W 5  
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BOMBERlFlGHTER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS AND DATA ONLY 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
20 0 0 0  1 .o 0 
10 Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 
10 N 0.0 N 0.0 ?1 

COL 
0 0 0 
1 0  Y 
0 0 N 
1 0  Y 
0 0 N 
3 3 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
WAIRA SPEC AIRSPC 
ME3 SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREA 

3MM/5 =-=80%? 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 
150013 > 807 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 
%TIME CROSWND <15KT 
96 TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR-==20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 520% 

WEATHER 

AMT MONAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
3 AIR-SURF RGE 75MI 
2+ AIR-SURF RGE 75MI 
NEAREST RNGE <SOMI? 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >I5 MIN 
CMERC HUB WlIN lWMl  
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 

OOTLYGIAUX FLDS 
#XlTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 Fr? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIlAPRNS ADQ COND 
CCNDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADO COND 

AIRFIELDS 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 
MUNmONS LDlNG PAD? 
WEAPON STRG HND FAC3 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ nos < %MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 

IN AlTAINIMAINT AREA 
MOD NONAlTAlNlBRTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALrPl - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%lNCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DlSCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT 3EQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION 3EQ 96 ADQ 
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE AW 
CONDmON HSE 46 ADQ * CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
'OW 5.9 6.7 SCORE 



BOMBERIFIGHTER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 20 0 0 0  1 1 0  0 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 10 Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 
NAIRA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 0 0  N 0 0 N 
WTR SPEC AIRSPACE 10 Y 1 0  v 1 0  Y 
AA SPEC AlRSP4CE 10 N 0 0 1 7  1 0  N 

MANAGEDTRNGAREAS- BO 3 3 6 7 

COL 
0 0 0 
1 0  Y 
0 0 N 
' 0  Y 
3 0 N 
3 3 

3 m 5  >=m7 10 Y 1 0  f 1 0  Y 
%TIME WTHER > 3MM/5 20 -33 90% 0 5  8870% 0 9  81 80% 
150013 > 801 10 v ' 0  Y 1 0  v 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 39 40% 0 6 91 50% 0 8  9090% 

0 0  39 30% 
%  ME CROSWND > 2 5 ~ ~  0 2  140% 0 0  010% 
% SCRTIES CXLRESCHD 30 2330% 0 0  1980% 0 0  1800% 
SRTIE PLAN FCTlc=20% 51 N 3 0 U 0 0 U 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 5-2096 i 51 2603% 0 0  2800% 0 0  2200% 

NEATHER -- 100 3 3 3 7 

4MT MOAIAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 20 
' AIRSURF RGE 75MI 20 
2+ AIRSURF RGE 75MI 10 
UEAREST RNGE c50M17 20 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS -15 MIN 

101 
20 

CMERC HUB WllN 100MI 10 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS M 

AlRSPClFLT TRNG AREA - 

KiKYGIAUX FLDS 
IPOUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
SUNWAY 5033 Fn 
-GEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
ZONDIT OF 9UNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS ADQ COND 
~ONDIT OF Yn l i nEs  
SOTHR FAC A W  CON0 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 
CONDmON % A W  CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONOmON % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT 3THR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDlllON OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF 'RNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 
CON0 OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
MUNmONS LDlNG PAD? M 
WEAPON SRG HND FAC? 20 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
? FLD c30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 

IN AVAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATAINIBEilER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALIN - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT 212 ZONE 20 
SINCOMPAT APZI 10 
WNCOMPAT 4PZll 5 
SEAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTO 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
4MT 3C43 RMS A W  20 
ZONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT 3EQ RMS A W  
ZONCITION BEG 7b A W  
5MWRlSPT FAC AVAIL 
4MT MIL HSE A W 
ZONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLXAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK 



AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS M 1 1 0  0 0 0 0  
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 10 Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 
NAIRA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 0 0 N 0 0 N 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 10 1 0  Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 : 1 0  N 

MANAGEDTRNGAREAS- BO 3 3 6 7 

COL 
0.0 0 
1 .o Y 
0 0 N 
1 0  Y 
0 0 N 
3 3 

%TIME WTHER > 150013 '0 89 40% 0 6 91 50% 0 8  9090% 1) 89 10% 0 6 
,FREEZING PREClP DAYS q9J 001 '- I  0 11 21 051 I 0 4  
,ICING !N AREAS DAYS 80 ( 101 50 / 151 151 201 1441 0 2 
X SORTIES CXLRESCHD !-; 2330% 0 0  1980% 0 0  1800% 0 4  2290% 0 0 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=20% N 0 0  N 0 0 N 0 0 N 0 0 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 120% 2600% 0 0  2800% 0 0  2200% 3 0  2500% 0 0 

'NEATHER --- 115 3 6 4 5 5 1 1 '  

AMT MOAiAA ARSPCE 7 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 20 
1 AIR-SURF RGS 75MI 20 
2+ AIR-SURF RGE 75MI 10 
NEAREST RNGE +OM17 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS =-15 MIN M 
CMERC HUB WIIN 1WMI 10 
O OF BISECT AIRWAYS M 

AIRSPCIFLTTRNG AREA - 
WTLYWAUX FLDS 
WUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 
SUNWAY 5000 FP 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
SRIMARY RUNWAYS 
ZONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
q6TAXIlAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTlLlTlES 
%OmR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  C U S  
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 

MUNITIONS LDlNG PAD7 
WEAPON STRG HND FAC? 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MlLES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 

IN AlTAlNlMAlNT AREA 
MOD NONAlTAINIB€llER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
961NCOMPAT CiR ZONE 
SINCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DlSCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOO % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
ZONDITION BEQ q6 A W  
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
4VG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 



AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED CALCULATlONS AND DATA ONLY 

WEIGHT 
20 
10 
10 
10 
10 

RANDOLPH VANCE REESE L 
1 1 0  0 0 0  1 1 0  
Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 1 0  
N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 

COL 
0 
Y 
N 
Y 
N 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
WAlRA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
A4 SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 
300045 >=80%7 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 
150015 > 807 
96nMEWTHER > 1M0/3 
%TIME CRCSWND d5KT 
%TIME CROSWND s25KT 
%SORTlESCXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR SM% 

NEATHER - 
AMT MONAA ARSPCE 
AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 
1 4IR-SURF RGE 75MI 
2+ AIR-SURF AGE 75MI 
NEAREST RNGE c50M17 
(I tATFi'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS 715 MIN 
CMERC HUB WAN lOOMl 
(I OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCJFLT TRNG AREA - 
WTLYGIAUX FLDS 
#CUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DIST TO AUXJOUT 
RLNWAY 5000 FP 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U N W  
WQIMARY RUNWAYS 
CCNDlT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS A W  COND 
CCNDlT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W TRNG FAC 
CONDmON % A W  CLAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDmON OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 

LVL. MAlNT OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COY0 OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
MUNmONS LDlNG PAD? 
WEAPON STRG HND F A 0  

SPEC MIL FAC - 

i OTHR PRIPILOT n D  
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD 4OMILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN PlTAIN/MAIM AREA 
MOD NONAlTAINIBElER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlClJZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZII 
REP L ESTATE DlSCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AM1 BOQ RMS A W  
COhIDITON BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
COhDlllON BEQ % A W  
%MtVWSPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDmON HSE % A W  
# CkLDCAR WAR LIST 
AVG WArr CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 

558 
100% 

521 
100% 
90% 
948 

93% 
79 

lea 
80 

SCORE 



BOMBERIFIGHTER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 20 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
W WRA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 10 
AP SPEC AIRSPACE 10 

VANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU 
1 1.0 0 0.0 1 1 0  0 
Y 1 .o Y 1.0 Y 1 0  Y 
N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 

COL 
0.0 0 0.0 
1.0 Y 1 .o 
0.0 N 0.0 
1 0  Y 1 0  
0.0 N 0 0 
3.3 3 3 

30w >=80%7 
%TIME WTHER > W 5  
151M13 > 807 
%TIME WTHER > 15W/3 
"4 :]ME CROSWND <15KT 
% 1lME CROSWND >25KT 
"4 SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SfiTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SCRTlE PLAN FCTR 520% 

NEATHER - 
AMT MOAIAA ARSPCE 
AVG DISTTO AIRSCE 
1 AIR-SURF RGE 75MI 
2+ AIR-SURF RGE 75MI 
NEAREST RNGE <SOMI? 20 
# h.lTR'S AVAIL 
%PTC DLAYS >15 MIN 

n 
20 

CNERC HUB WAN 1WMI 10 
# CF BISECT AIRWAYS M 

URSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
#DfLYWAUX FLDS 
llOlJTlAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RUYWAY 5000 FP 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDK OF RUNWAYS 
%TMI/APRNS A W  COND 
coYDrr OF unLinEs 
%CTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 

LVL MAIM OPS 30 
AM1 A W  HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 
MUNITIONS LDlNG PAD? 20 
WE4PON STRG HND F A D  20 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 031R PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS c 30MlES 5 

PROX OTHR sm FAC - 
IN ATAlNlMAlM AREA 30 
MOO NONAlTAIN/B€ITER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALm - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
"4INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZI 10 
%INCOMPAT APZII 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  20 
COhDITION B l X  % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
COhDlllON BEQ % A W  
%M\VR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
COhDmON HSE % A W  
# CC LDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 



Document Sepal-ator 



*OF OUTLYMO ELDS 
W A  SPEC M S P C  
N A  SPEC NRSPC 
WTR SPEC URSOACE 
U SPEC MSPLCE 
MANAGED TRNG *RW - 

W T  UIlUI ARSPCE 
1VG W T  TO USMX 
S Y m  A V M  
~ T C O u ~ S r i l r n  
.-mwm IDOS 
SO+ BtSECT W A Y S  
U(SPCFLT TRNG WJ3 - 

t O T M P I ( R 0 T F L O  
2, OTR Pllt 40- FLD 
1 F L D I Y Y E S  
2 + F U K ' Y I L E S  

PROX OTHR W l  F K  - 

UCU m 1 0  EH:OOED 
UYCOlPLT C I R Z O N  
-41 WZ 
.u(COWAT W Z l  
W ESTATE USCIOS 
=Ln L O N  ACO c a A m  

ENCROKHENT - 

C O M I T K m 8 0 0 C I W  
U I T B E O R M s M 4  
:omiTKm (IEO 1C Ma 
-T FAC \ W A C  
W T U b i S E M O  
CONlTKm HSE .L 1W 
S C H D C Y I  WUT UST 
AVO WIlT W R E N  

SCRMCes - 

"COU 

Y 

N 

I 
83 001 

Y 
E d 0 0 1  
9 0 0 0 1  

0 0 0 1  
9 m  

N 
10 50+ 

137666 
U 
9 

m 
N 
0 

I 
1 
Y 

m 
Y 

Bm2 
E 

1 M% 
53% 

1 0 0 1  
B R  

104423 
m 

-1 
1 0 0 1  

113110 
l m u  

I 
m 

1 0 0 1  

v 
v 
Y 
N 

v 
Y 
Y 

N 
m 

2eu 
m 

N 
v 

604 
96% 
604 

1 0 0 1  
1 0 0 1  

681 
7 a  

69 
113 

TITANKER 

COL 
3 

0 
0 
Y 

101 
Y 

l m w  
8 

lmu 
3 0 0 1  
l m u  

76% 

nu59 
1 0 0 1  

633% 
1 D m  

1 1 m  
X% 



AIRLIFTITANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS ONLY 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 1 3  3 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1 5  u 1 5  l3 < 
'NA SPEC A lRSK 10 N 0 0 '4 0 0 '4 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 05-- 0 5 < 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 V 051 0 5  f 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 6 3 5 3 

COL 
0 0 0 
1 5  Y 
0 0 N 
0 5 Y 
0 5 N 
4 2 

0 Y 
1 5  3910% 
1 0  Y 
1 0 92 00% 
2 0 99 20% 
0 5  010% 
0 1  2290% 
0 0 N 
0 0 2550% 
7 7 

3 50013 > 807 10 v 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 20 89 40% 
100013 > 807 10 Y 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 10 
56 TIME CRCSWND cl5KT 

20 I*/ % TIME CROSWND >25KT 5 
Ib SORTIES CXLRESCHD 3 23 30% 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=5% 5 N 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 5 24 50% 

WEATHER - 90 

AMT MONAA A R S K E  
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
11 MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >I5  MIN 
CMERC HUB WnN l00Ml 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
1IOTLYGlAUX FLDS 
IfOUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX7 
ME0 DlST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXI/APRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIEmS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 
4MT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 
CON0 OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZI 
%INCOMPAT APZlI 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT- 

4MT BOQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ 96 ADQ 
"oMWR1SPT F4C AVAIL 
SMT MIL rlSE 4CQ 
:CNCITICN nSE % ACC 
X CHLDCAR 'NAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES -- 

SCORE 

RANK 2 
Page 2 

4 
JCSGAT XLSV25195 



AIRLIFTITANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA & WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 I 1 3  1 1 3  0 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y ' 5  Y 1 5  v 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 0 0 N 0 0 N 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0 5 Y 0 5 Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0 5 [ - 7 1  0 5  Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 5 3 6 3 

COL 
0 0 0 
1 5  Y 
0 0 N 
0 5 Y 
0 5 N 
4 2 

1 3  Y 
1 5  8910% 
1 0  Y 
1 0 9200% 
0 5 99 20% 
0 5  010% 
0 3 2290% 
0 0 N 
0 0 25 50% 
6 3 

' 50013 > 807 10 J 10 V 1 0  
%TIME WTHER > 1 5 ~ 3  M as a% 1 3  9150% 1 5  9090% 
100013>a03 10 Y 1 0  v 1 0  7 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 
% TIME CROSWND cl5KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 5 
?6 SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTIE PLAN FCTRc=5% 5 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 5 

WEATHER - 

AMT M O W  ARSPCE 1-1 
AVG D~ST i O  AIR=€ l:q=y 
# MTR'S AVAIL I+] 2 0 0 8 
%ATC DLAYS > 15 MIN 20 1% 2 0 0% 2 0  0% 
CMERC HUB WIIN l00Ml 10 N 1 0  N 1 0  N 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 20 0 0  12 0 8 4 

AIRSPUFLT TRNG AREA - 240 6 6 6 3 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX7 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS AW COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMTADQTRNGFAC 30 26652 0.9 59469 2.1 68320 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 10 86% 0.9 1M]% 1 0  91% 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS U) 75207 3 0 50863 2 4 70689 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 100% 1 0  100% 1 0  100% 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 68639 1 5  51572 1.1 19365 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 100% 0 5  99% 0.5 54% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 100 7 8 8.2 

LVL MAINT OPS M D 2.5 D 2.5 I 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 1 56858 1 5 147685 1 4  151346 
COND OF HANGARS 5 64% 0.31- 0.3 48% 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 50 8.6 8.4 

1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c3OMILES 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 50 9.0 9 0 

IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 30 Y 3 0 Y 3.0 v 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 10 Y 1 0  Y 

lo : DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 0  1 0  ~f 
AIR QUALITY - 50 :O 0 10.0 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 v 1 5  Y 1 5  Y 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE M 0% 2 0  0% 2 0  0% 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 1% 0 0  0% 1 0  0% 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 18% 0 0 4% 0 4  0% 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 Y 3 0 N 0 0 Y 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 Y 0 5  f 0 5 Y 

ENCROACHMENT - 60 5 7 9 0 

AMT BOQ RMS AW M 247 1 9  152 1 2 222 
CONDITION 80Q % AW 100% 1 0  100% 1 0 100% 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 442 3 3  462 0 3  4M) 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ ' W% 3 3  '00% 0 3  IOPh 
06MWRlSPT F4C AVAIL -3% 3 4  93% 0 5 87O4 fi 3 0  AMT MIL HSE 4DQ 0 6 100 1 1 554 
CONDITICN HSE O 6  ACQ ' CO% ' 3  300% ' 0 100% 
It CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 0 3 37 (3 0 5 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 30 12 215 0 0  '50 

SERVICES - do - s 5 '  

SCORE 

RANK 4 
JCSGAT XLS4R5195 



AIRLIFTITANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

-1 WEIGHT 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
'NA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS -- 

VANCE REESE LAU COL 
1 

< l3  ; 1 3  0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 5  1 5  Y 1 5  Y 1 5  

N 0 0 N 0 0 N 0 0 N 0 0 

150013 > 307 10 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 20 
100013 > 807 10 

SRTIE PWN FCTR<=5% - 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
4MT MOAlPA ARSPCE 1-1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
16ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 20 
CMERC HUB WllN l00Ml 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

ARSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 

WTLYGIAUX FLDS 
WUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDWU OlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXJOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADa COND 

NRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % AD9 CLAS 10 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % AD9 TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAINT OPS 30 
AMT ADO HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

ARCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD M 
1 FLD <30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < XIMILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTANIBETTER 10 
DELAYS OUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
9EAL ESTATE DLSCLOS 5 
3LR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 

AMT BOQ RMS AW 
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
4MT BEQ RMS A W  
ZCNDITION BEQ O h  ADQ 
SMWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
4MT MIL 4SE 4CQ 
33NCITION hSE % ADQ 
X CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
4VG NAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCCRE 

RANK 4 
JCSGAT XLSdt2Y95 



AIRLIFTITANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTEDCALCULATIONANDDATAERRORSONLY 

WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE 1 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 1 3  1 1 3  1 1 3  
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1 5  Y 15  Y 1.5 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 0 0 N 3.0 N 0.0 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 N 0.0 V 0.5-1 0.5 

IAANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 5.4 6.3 6.3 

COL 
0 0 0 
Y 1 5  
N 0.0 
Y 0 5 
N 0.0 

3.3 

4 500/3 > 807 
96-IME WTHER > 1500/3 
1000/3 > 807 
%'IME WTHER > 1000/3 
% TIME CROSWND <15KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
'h 3ORTlES CXURESCHD 
SGTIE PLAN FCTR<=5% 
SCRTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
ANT MOAlAA ARSPCE 140 
AVG DlST TO AJRSCE 20 
# LITR'S AVAIL 30 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 20 
CMERC HUB WAN 1 WMI 10 N 1 0  N 1 0  N 1 0  
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS M 3 1 7  20 0 0  12 0 8  

AIRSPUFLT TRNG ARE4 - 240 8 5 6 2 5 4 

ilOTLYGlAUX FLDS 
#O JTlAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RL NWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
WQIMARY RUNWAYS 
CCNDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS AW COND 
CCNDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC AW COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 
CCNDlTlON % A W  CLAS 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 
CCNDlTlON % AW TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CCNDlTlON OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVl. MAlNT OPS 30 I 2 D 2 5  D 2.5 
AhT AW HANGARS 15 238496 1.5 156858 1.0 147685 0.9 
CCND OF HANGARS 5 5% 0.3 64% 0.31- 0.3 

AJRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 50 7 5 7.6 7.5 

1 CTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD <30MILES - -- 

2+ 'LDS < 30MILES 5 N 0 0 N 0 0 N 0 0  
PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 50 9 0 9 0 9 0 

IN ,\TTAINlMAINT AREA 30 
MCD NONATTAlNlBETTER 10 
DEIAYS DUE AJR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 50 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
QE4L ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 60 

AMT BOQ RMS AW 
CCNDlTlON BOQ % AW 
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CCNDlTlON BEQ % ADQ 
%klWR/SPT FAC AVAJL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAJT CHILDREN 

SERVlCES 

RANK 1 2 
Page 1 



AIRLIFTITANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA & WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT 
D OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
WP SPEC AIRSPC 10 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

RANWCPH VANCE REESE t 
1 1 3  1 1 3  1 1 3  
Y 15  Y 15  Y 15  

COL 
0 0 0 0 0 
1 5  Y 1.5 
0 0 N 0 0 
0.5 Y 0.5 
0.5 N 0.0 
4.2 3.3 

150313 > 807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 15W3 20 
100'313 > 807 10 
CTIME WTHER > 100013 

% T!ME CROSWND >25KT 
I SORTIES CXURESCHD 1 4 ,  
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=5% 5 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 5 

WEATHER - 
AMT MONAA ARSPCE 1-1 
AVG DIST TO AlRSCE 
# MrR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 

d, 
M 

CMERC HUB WflN 1WMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPWFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OLTlAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX7 
ME@ DlST TO AUXK)UT 
RUhIWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  
#PR MARY RUNWAYS 
COhlDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AlRFlELDS 

AMT AW TRNG FAC 
C0ADITK)N % AW CLAS 
AMT AW TRAINERS 
COhDITION % AW TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT m HANGARS 
COND OF W A R S  

AIRCRFi W N T  FAC - 
1 OTLfR PRlPlLOT FLO 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLU 20 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 5 

DROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAINBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALIM - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZI 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR .ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT 70Q RMS AW 20 .-- - -- 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT 3EQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MH RISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL YSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % AW 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCOPE 

RANK 







PRIMARYIINT NAVINFO 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATION AND DATA ONLY 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU COL 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 0 4 1 0 4 1 0 4 1 0 4 
HOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1 5  f 1 5  Y 1 5  Y 1 5  
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 90 Y 10-1 1 0  Y 1 0  N 0 0 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS -- 50 5 8 5 8 5 8 3 8 

150013 > 807 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 
100013 > 807 
%TIME 'WTHER > 100013 
% TlME CROSWND cl5KT 
% TlME CROSWND >25KT 
O h  SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=20°h 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MONAA ARSPCE 130 [ 260071 8 2 1  290161 921 410561 1301 223581 7 ? 

AVG DlST TO AIRSCE ~ ~ ( H I = M A X  [ 25 1 251 -1081 401 1661 161 31 51 3'1 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 20 0% 2 0 0% 2 0 0 O h  2 0 2% 2 3 
CMERC HUB WIIN lOOMl 10 N 1 0  N 1 0  N 1 0  N 1 0  
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 20 0 0 12 0 8 4 1 6  2 1 8  

AIRSPCJFLT TRNG AREA - 220 6 2 7 7 8 7 6 8 

#OTLYGIAUX FLDS 
MEDIAN DlST e= MAX? 
MED DISTTO AUX/OUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT3 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIIAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADC COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 26652 0.9 59469 2 1 68320 2.4 84459 3.0 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 86% 0.9 100% 1.0 91% 0.9 100% 1 .O 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 75207 3.0 60863 2.4 70689 2.8 63354 2.5 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 100% 1 0  100% 1.0 100% 1 0  100% 1 .O 
AMT O M R  TRNG FAC 15 68639 1.5 51572 1 1 19365 0 4  17029 0 4 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 100% 0 5  99% 0.5 54% 0.3 36Oh 0.2 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 100 7 8 8.2 7 8 8.1 

LVL MAlNT OPS 30 D A 3 D 2.5 I 2 D 2.5 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 156858 1 5 147685 '1 4 151346 1 4  157102 1 4  
CON0 OF HANGARS 5 64% 0 . 3 1 1  0.3 48% 0.2 57% 0.3 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 50 9.6 8.4 7 4 8.5 

1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0 5 Y 0.5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 Y 0 5 1  0.5 N 0.0 Y 0.5 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 . Y . 0.5 
2+ FLDS c 3OMlLES 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0 0 N 0 0 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 20 7 5 7 5 5 0 7 5 

IN ATAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATAINIBETER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
2hlNCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
WINCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS ADC 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT 9EQ RMS ADO 
SONDlTlCN BEQ % ADO 
%MWRISPr FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL YSE ADO 
e,. 4+NCITICN "SE '6 ADC 
# CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
1VG WAlT CHILEREPI 

SERVICES - 
SCCRE 
SCORE '&/CORRECT FORMULA 
RANK 



PRIMARYIINT NAVIN FO 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 0 4 1 0 4 1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y ' 5 v 1 5  Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 Y ' 0 1 7 ]  1 0  Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 5 8 5 8 

COL 
0.4 1 0.4 
1 5  Y 1 5  
1 0  N 0 0 
5 8 3 8 

150013 > 807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 30 
100013 > 807 10 

- - -.- - 
% TIME CROSWND c15KT 
W TIME CROSWND >25KT '0 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD [T 
SRTIE PLAN FCTRc=20% 10 
SORTIE PIAN FCTR>=5% 10 

JVEATHER - 

AMT MONAA ARSPCE 130 1 260071 8 21 290161 921 410561 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 40 HI=MAX ] 25 1 251 4081 401 1661 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 20 0% 2 0 0% 2 0 0% -. . . 

CMERC HUB WllN lOOMl 10 N 1 0  N 1 0  N 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 20 0 0 12 0 8 4 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 220 6 2 7 7 

f#)TLYG/AUX FLDS 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX7 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT7 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
OhTAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 26652 0.9 59469 2.1 68320 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 10 86% 0.9 100% 1.0 91% 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 75207 3.0 60863 2.4 70689 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 100% 1 0  100% 1.0 100% 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 68639 1.5 51572 1.1 19365 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 100% 3.5 99% 0.5 54% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 100 7.8 8.2 

LVL MAlNT OPS 30 D A 3 D 2.5 I 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 156858 1.5 147685 1.4 151346 
COND OF HANGARS 5 64% 0.31- 0.3 48% 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 50 9 6 8.4 

1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT F W  5 Y 0 . 5 1 7  0.5 N 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 Y 0 5 Y 0.5 Y 
2+ FLDS c 3OMlLES 5 N 0 0 N 0.0 N 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 20 7.5 7.5 

IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3 0 Y 
MOD NONAlTAlNlBETlER 10 Y 1.0 Y 1 0  Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 0  Y 1 .O Y 

AIR QUALITY - 50 10.0 10 0 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 Y 9 0 Y 1 0  Y 
'hINCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 0% 1 5  0% 1 5  0% 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 1% 0 0 0% 1 0  0% 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 18% 0 0 4% 0 4 0% 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 N 0 0 N 0 0 Y 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 Y 0 5 Y 0 5 v 

ENCROACHMENT - 50 6 0 8 8 

AMT aoa RMS ADQ 
SONDITION BOQ O h  A W  
AMT BEG RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ Oh A W  
OhMWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL ASE A W  
P h  ,,NCIT:CN IJSE "a acC 
# CHLDCAR WAlT L!ST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 

SCSRE 999 
SCORE rNICORRECT FORMULA 
RANK 



PRIMARYIINT NAVlNFO 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU COL 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 0 4 1 0 4 1 0 4 1 0 4 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1 5  v 1 5  Y 1 5  v 1 5  
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 Y 1 0 1  1 0  Y 1 0  N 0 0 

UANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 5 8 5 8 5 8 3 3 

- . . . . . - . . . . - . . . - - -, - 
FREEZING PRECIP DAYS 
ICING IN AREAS DAYS 
' lo SORTIES CXURESCHD 30 
SRTIE PLAN FCTRc=20°/o 10 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=j% 10 

WEATHER - 
AMT MONAA ARSPCE 130 1 260071 8 21 290161 921 410561 1301 223581 7 1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE N[HI=MAX 1 25 1 251 1081 401 16 61 161 31 51 3 3 
%ATC DLAYS >I5 MIN 20 0 Oh 2 0 0% 2 0 0% 2 0 0% 2 0 
CMERC HUB WllN 1OOMl 10 N 1 0  N 1 0  N 1 0  N 1 0  
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 20 0 0 0 8 4 1 6  2 1 8  

AIRSPWFLT TRNG AREA - 220 6 2 8 7 6 8 

ftOTLYG1AUX FLDS 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX7 
MED DISTTO AUXIOU 
RUNWAY 5000 m 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
ITAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 30 26652 0 9  59469 2.1 68320 2 4 84459 3.0 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 86% 0.9 100% 1 0  91% 0.9 100% 1.0 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 75207 3.0 60863 2.4 70689 2.8 63354 2.5 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 100% 1.0 100% 1.0 100% 1.0 100% 1 0  
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 68639 1.5 51572 1.1 19365 0 4  17029 0.4 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 100% 0.5 39% 0 5 54% 0.3 36% 0.2 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 100 7.8 8.2 7.8 8.1 

LVL MAIM OPS 30 D A 3 D 2.5 I 2 D 2.5 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 156858 1 5 147685 1.4 151346 1 4  151102 1 4  
COND OF HANGARS 5 64% 0.31- 0.3 48% 0.2 57% 0.3 

AIRCRFT MAIM FAC - 50 9.6 8.4 7 4 8.5 

1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FU3 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATAINIMAINT AREA 
MOD NONAlTAIN/BETER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
IINCOMPAT APZII 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
96MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
PC. ,,NDITION PSE M ACC 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
I V G  WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 999 
SCORE WICORRECT FORMULA 
RANK 



PRIMARYIINT NAVINFO 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATION AND DATA ONLY 
RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU 

1 0 4 1 0.4 1 0 4 1 
WEIGHT 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 

MANAOED TRNG AREAS - 

COL 
0 4 1 
1 5  Y 
I 0  N 
5 8 

150013 :. 807 
%TIME W E R  > 150013 
100013 > 807 
%TIME IVTHER > 100013 
?'o TIME ZROSWND e15KT 
Oh TIME ZROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FClR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER 

AMT MOLVAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
%ATC DIAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC i U B  WllN 1OOMl 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
rtOTLYG,AUX FLDS 
MEDIAN DIST e= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FP 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
ttPRlMAFY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
IOTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADC TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT ADC TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTH9 TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

SRNF TRNG FAC - 

LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAIM FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FU) 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 3OMlLES 5 

PROY. OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN A'TTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAIN/B€TER 10 
DELAYS CUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALllY - 
AlCUZ CPI-TO ENCODED 10 
%INCOMFAT CLR ZONE 15 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%LNCOMPAT APZIl 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ 9MS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWRISPT EAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL 9SE ADQ 
C3NCIT'Ctd HSE '4 ADO 
tt CHLDCA7 WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILCREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 
SCORE WIZORRECT FORMULA 
RANK 



PRIMARYIINT NAVlNFO 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU COL 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 0.4 1 0 4 1 0 4 1 0.4 1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1 5  Y Y 1.5 Y 1 5  Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 N 0 0 Y 1 0  Y 1 .O N 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 3. 8 5 8  5.8 5.8 

150013 > 807 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 
100013 > 307 
%TIME VI'lHER > 100013 
% TIME CROSWND c15KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=20°h 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 

AMT MOAIAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WIIN lOOMl 10 N 1.0 N 1.0 N 1 0  N 1.0 N 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 3 1 7 20 0 0 12 0.8 4 1.6 2 

AlRSPCrFLT TRNG AREA - 220 9 9 5 6 6.1 6 7 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX7 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 
LGEST M41N FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
ohOTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 135526 3.0 26652 0 6 59469 1.3 68320 1.5 84459 
CONDITION % A m  CLAS 10 83% 0.8 86% 0.9 100% 1.0 91% 0.9 100% 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 66423 2.6 75207 3 0 60863 2.4 70689 2.8 63354 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 100% 1 0  100% 1.0 100% 1.0 100% 1.0 100% 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 36060 0 8 68639 1 5 51572 1 1 19365 0 4 17029 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 78% 0.4 100% 0.5 99% 0.5 54% 0.3 36% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 100 8.7 7 4 7 4 6.9 

LVL MAlNT OPS 30 I 2 D A 3 D 2.5 I 2 D 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 238496 1 5 156858 1 0 147685 0.9 151346 1.0 151102 
COND OF HANGARS 5 52% 0.3 64% 0 . 3 1 1  0.3 48% 0.2 57% 

AIRCRFT MAIM FAC - 50 7.5 8.6 7.5 6.4 

1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FU) 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 N 0.0 Y 0 5 1  0.5 N 0 0 Y 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 Y 0 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y- 0.5 Y 
2+ FLDS < 3OMlLES 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 

PROX OMR sm FAC - 20 5.0 7 5 7.5 5.0 

IN AlTAINIMAIM AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 
MOD NON ATTAINIBETER 10 Y 1 0  Y 1.0 Y 1 .O Y 1 0  Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 0  Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1 .O Y 

AIR QUALITY - 50 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 

AlCUZ CP'-TD ENCODED 10 N 0.0 Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 1 .O Y 
NINCOMFAT CLR ZONE 15 0% 1.5 0% 1.5 0% 1.5 0% 1 5  0% 
%INCOMF AT APZl 10 22% 0 0 1% 1 .O 0% 1 .O 0% 1.0 1% 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 18% 0.0 18% 0 0 4% 0 4 0% 0.5 0% 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 N 0 0 N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 0.5 N 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 Y 0 5 Y 0 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 

EUCROACHMEM - 50 4.0 7 9 8.8 10.0 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 20 558 2 0 247 0 9  152 0 5 222 0 8 264 
CONDITION BOQ % A W  100% 1 0  100% 1 0  100% 1 0  100% 1 0 100% 
AMT BEQ ?MS A W  521 0 3 442 0 3 462 0 3  400 0 3 690 
CONDlTlOU BEQ % A W  100% 0 3  100% 0 3  100% 0 3  100% 0 3 100% 
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 87% 0 4  70% 0 4  93% 0 5  87% fi 9 4  

0 4  87% 
AMT MIL USE A W  2 2 230 0 5  400 0 9 654 1 5  812 
CONDITIOU HSE % A W  93Oh 0 9  100% 1 0  100% 1 0 100% 1 0  100% 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 79 0 0 1 0 3 37 0 2 6 0 3 4 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 2 186 0 0 30 0 2  216 0 0  150 0 1 14 

SERVICES - 80 8 '  6 '  5 9 7 1 

SCORE 999 
SCORE W:CORRECT FORMULA 
RANK 



Docuiilellt Separator 





PANEL NAVIGATOR 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS AND DATA ONLY 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 50 Y 5 0 Y 5 0 Y 
MAUAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 10 0 10 0 

COL 
5.0 Y 

10.0 

300015 > 807 
%TIME WITHER > 300015 
O h  TIME CROSWND >25KT 
O h  SOQTIES CXURESCHD 
% SOQTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR>=20% 
SCRTIE PLAN FCTR 

WEATHER - 

# MTP'S AVAIL 80 23 8.0 9 3.1 6 
%ATC DLAYS >I5 MIN 60 0% 6.0 0% 6.0 0% 
CMERC HUB WIIN lWMl  40 N .4.0 N 4.0 N 
PLNED STRUC AFCT OPS 20 Y 0.0 N 2.0 N 
STRUC CHGS WIIN 50NM 20 Y 0.0 N 2.0 Y 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 220 8.2 7.8 

RUNWAY 7000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONCIT OF RUNWAYS 
OmTAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONCIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTV R FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT PDQ TRNG FAC 55 26652 1.7 59469 3.9 68320 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 25 86% 2.2 1001 2.5 91% 
AMT P W TRAINERS 55 75207 5.5 60863 4.5 70689 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 25 100% 2.5 100% 2.5 100% 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 25 68639 2.5 51572 1.9 19365 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 15 100% 1.5 99% 1 5  54% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 200 7.9 8.3 

LVL MAINTOPS 30 I 2 D 2.5 I 
AMT P W HANGARS 15 1 56858 1.5 147685 1.4 151346 
COND OF HANGARS 5 64% 0 . 3 ( 6 2 0 m I  0.3 48% 

41RCRFT MAlNT FAC - 50 7.6 8.4 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 
MOD NONA'TTAINIBETTER 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 

AIR QUALITY - 50 10.0 10.0 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
OhINCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 0% 1.5 0% 1.5 0% 
XINCOMPAT APZl 10 1 % 0.0 0% 1 .O 0% 
XINCOMPAT APZll 5 18% 0.0 4% 0.4 0% 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 

ENCROACHMENT - 50 6.0 8.8 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 
CONDlTlON BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
COND'TION BEQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLXAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 

SCORE 

RANK 



PANEL NAVIGATOR 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 50 Y 5 0 Y 5 0 Y 
MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 10 0 10 0 

COL 
v 

300W5 > 80? 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
%TIME VVTHER > 300015 83.90% 0.4 86.70% 0.7 81.80% 
O h  TIME CROSWND >25KT dl -1 0.2 1.40Oh 5 0  0.10% 
X SORTIES CXLiRESCHD Y 0.5 Y 3.5 Y 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD dl 23.30°A 0.0 19.80% 0 0  18.0O0h 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR>=20% 5 N 0.0 N 3.0 N 
SORTE PLAN FCTR 5 23.00% 0.0 28.00% 0.0 19.00% 

WEATHER - 70 3.0 3.1 

# MTR'S AVAIL 80 23 8.0 9 3.1 6 
UATC DLAYS >I5 MIN 60 0% 6.0 OW 6.0 0% 
CMERC HUB WIIN lWMl  40 N 4.0 N 4.0 N 
PLNED STRUC AFCT OPS 20 Y 0.0 N 2.0 N 
STRUC CHGS WIIN 50NM 20 Y 0.0 N 2.0 Y 

AIRSPCIFLTTRNG AREA - 220 8.2 7 8 

RUNWAY 7000 FT? 
LGESf MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
WTAXIIAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 55 26652 1 7 59469 3 9 68320 
CONDITION oh AW CLAS 25 86% 2.2 looom 2.5 91 % 
AMT A W TRAINERS 55 75207 5.5 60863 4 5  70689 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 25 100% 2.5 100% 2.5 100% 
AMT QTHR TRNG FAC 25 68639 2.5 51572 1.9 19365 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 15 100% 1 5  99% ' 5 54% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 200 7.9 8 3 

LVL MAlNT OPS 30 I 2 D 2.5 I 
AMT A W HANGARS 15 156858 1.5 147685 1.4 151346 
COND OF HANGARS 5 64% 0 . 3 1 1  0.3 48% 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 50 7.6 8.4 

IN AlTAINlMAINT AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 
MOD NONATTAINIBETER 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 

AIR QUALITY - 50 10.0 10.0 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 0% 1.5 0% 1.5 OOh 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 1 O h  0.0 0% 1 .O OOh 
WINCQMPAT APZll 5 18% 0.0 4% 0.4 0% 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 

ENCROACHMENT - 50 6.0 8.8 

AMT BCX2 RMS A W  20 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BC-Q RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG V1'AIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK Page 2 2 



PANEL NAVIGATOR 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE M U  COL 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 50 Y 5.0 Y 5.0 Y 5.0 Y 5.0 
MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 

# MTR'S AVAIL 80 23 8.0 9 3.1 6 2.1 10 3.5 
%ATC DLAYS > I 5  MIN 60 0% 6.0 0% 6.0 0% 6.0 0% 6.0 
CMERC HUB WllN l00Ml 40 N 4 0 N 4.0 N 4.0 N 4.0 
PLNED STRUC AFCT OPS 20 Y 0.0 N 2.0 N 2.0 N 2.0 
STPUC CHGS WllN SONM 20 Y 0.0 N 2.0 Y 0.0 N 2.0 

A RSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 220 8.2 7.8 6.4 7.9 

300015 > 80? 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 1 .O N 0.0 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 15 83.90% 0.4 86.70% 0.7 81.80% 0.2 78.80% 0.0 

RUNWAY 7000 R? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U N W  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%T/UIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 

FREEZING PRECIP DAYS I 5 
ICING IN AREAS DAYS I 15 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 55 26652 1.7 59469 3.9 68320 4.4 84459 5.5 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 25 86% 2.2 100% 2.5 91% 2.3 100% 2.5 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 55 75207 5.5 6C863 4.5 70689 5.2 63354 4.6 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 25 100% 2.5 100% 2.5 100% 2.5 100% 2.5 
AM1 OTHR TRNG FAC 25 68639 2.5 51572 1.9 19365 0.7 17029 0.6 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 15 100% 1.5 99% 1.5 54% 0.8 36% 0.5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 200 7.9 8.3 8.0 8.1 

191 0.01 171 0.1 1 2 1 0.51 71 0.4 
80 / 0.71 501 1.1 1 151 1.51 1441 0.0 

LVL MAINT OPS 30 I 2 D 2.5 I 2 D 2.5 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 156858 1.5 147685 1.4 151346 1.4 151016 1.4 
CON0 OF HANGARS 5 64% 0.3162%1 0.3 48% 0.2 57% 0.3 

AlRCRm MAlNT FAC - 50 7.6 8.4 7.4 8.5 

% SORTIES CXURESCHD Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 23.30% 0.0 19.80% 0.0 18.00% 0.3 22.90% 0.0 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR>=20% 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 5 23.00% 0.0 28.00% 0.0 19.00% 0.0 25.00% 0.0 

WEATHER - 85 3.1 3.9 4.8 1 .O 

IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 
MOD NONATTAlNlBElTER 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y -1.0 . Y 1.0 
DE!AYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 1 .O 

AIR QUALITY - 50 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
OhlNCOMPAT APZll 5 
RE.1L ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 20 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVS WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 

RANK 3 
Page 4 



WEIGHT 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 50 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 
JOOO15 > 8C? 10 
%TIME WTHER 3 W 5  15 
% TIME CROSWND r25KT 25 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 5 
yo SORTIES CXURESCHD 5 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR>=20% 5 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 5 

WEATHER - 
# MTR'S AVAIL 80 
%ATC DLAYS 215 MIN 60 
CMERC HUB WllN 100MI 40 
PLNED STRUC AFCT OPS 20 
STRUC CHGS WIIN 50NM 20 

AJRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
RUNWAY 7000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN R D  R U M  
#PRIMARY l U W A Y S  
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 
AMT AW TWINERS 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDlnON OTHER FAC 

GENF TRNG FAC - 

PANEL NAVIGATOR 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS AND DATA ONLY 
RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU 

Y 5.0 Y 5.0 Y 5.0 Y 
50 10.0 10.0 10.0 

N 0.0 Y 1 .o Y 1 .o Y 
73.40% 0.0 83.90% 0.4 86.70% 0.7 81.80% 
0.10% 2.5 0.20% 2.1 1.40% 0.0 0.10% 

Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 
15.00% 0.2 23.30% 0.0 19.80% 0.0 18.00% 

Y 0.5 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 
20.0046 0.0 23.00% 0.0 28.Ooa/o 0.0 19.00% 

70 5.2 5.8 3.1 

14 4.9 23 8 . 0 1 7  4.9 6 
0% 6.0 0% 6.0 0% 6.0 0% 

N 4.0 N 4.0 N 4.0 N 
N 2.0 Y 0.0 N 2.0 N 
Y 0.0 Y 0.0 N 2.0 Y 

220 7.7 8 2  8.6 

COL 
5.0 Y 

10.0 

LVL MAlNT OPS 30 I 2 I 2 D 2.5 I 2 D 2.5 
AMT AW H.9NGARS 15 238496 1.5 156858 1.0 147685 0.9 151346 1.0 151016 0.9 
COND OF HANGARS 5 52% 0.3 64% 0.3-1 0.3 48% 0 2  57% 0.3 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 50 7.5 6.6 7.5 6.4 7.5 

IN A77AINhtAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAINBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUAUTY - 50 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
%lNCOMPAT APZl 10 
%lNCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 50 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 20 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 10 
AMT BEQ RMS A W  6 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 4 
%MWWSPT FAC AVAIL 20 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 6 
CONDITION "ISE % AW 4 
(I CHLDCAR 'NAIT LIST 5 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 5 

SERVICES - 80 

SCORE loo0 

RANK 
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PANEL NAVIGATOR 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA & WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 50 Y 5.0 Y 5.0 Y 5 0 Y 
MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 10.0 10.0 10.0 

COL 
Y 

300015 - 80? 10 N 0.0 Y 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 15 73.40% 0.0 83.90% 
% TIME CROSWND +25KT [ y l  0.10% 0.5 0.20% 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD Y 0.5 Y 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 15.000/0 0.8 23.30% 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR>=20% 5 Y 0.5 N 
SORTIE PL'4N FCTR 5 20.00% 0.0 23.00% 

WEATHER - 70 3.3 

# MTR'S AVAIL 80 14 4.9 23 8 . 0 1 1  4.9 6 
%ATC DUVS >15 MIN 60 0% 6.0 0% 6.0 0% 6.0 0% 
CMERC HUB WIIN lOOMl 40 N 4.0 N 4.0 N 4.0 N 
PLNED STRUC AFCT OPS 20 N 2.0 Y 0.0 N 2.0 N 
STRUC CHGS WilN 50NM 20 Y 0.0 Y 0.0 N 2.0 Y 

AlRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA - 220 7.7 8 2  8.6 

RUNWAY 7M)O FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNW 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
XTAXUAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 
AMT ADO TRAINERS 
CONDITION % ADO TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 I 2 I 2 D 
AMT AW HANGARS 15 238496 1.5 156858 1.0 147685 
COND OF HANGARS 5 52% 0.3 64% 0.3-1 

AlRCRFT M I N T  FAC - 50 7.5 6.6 

IN AlTAlN/MAlNT AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 
MOD NONAlTAlNlBETTER 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 

AIR QUALITY - 50 10.0 10.0 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APUl 5 
R W  EST ATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOO RMS ADQ 20 
C0NDITK)N 900 % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RbS A W  
CONDITION REQ % ADQ 
%MWRJSPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % AW 
X CHLDCAR 'WAIT UST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 4 3 2 
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MARITIME E a C 2  
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS AND DATA ONLY 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 1 3  1 1 3  1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1 5  Y 1 5  Y 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 0 0 N 0 0 N 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5  Y 0 5  v 0 5 Y 
M SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 05(-1 0 5  Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 6 3 6 3 

COL 
1.3 1 
1 5  Y 
0.0 N 
0 5 Y 
0 5 N 
6 3 

150013 > 807 10 Y 1 0  Y ' 0  Y 
%TIME NTHER > '50013 20 89 40% ' 3 91 50% : 5  N90% 
100013 > 807 ' 0 v ' 0  Y 1 0  Y 
%TIME 'NTHER > 100013 '0 91 80% 'I8 9360% 0 9 94 30% 
O h  TIME CROSWND cl5KT 

20 ; ; 9 ; 2  
0 0 993056 

% TIME CROSWND >25KT 5 0 5  010% 
'h SORTIES CXLRESCHD 5 23 3056 J C  98C% 3 0  '800% 
SRTIE DLAN FCTRc=20% 5 N 0 0 N 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=S% 5 24, 0 3  Z2, 

WEATHER - 90 5 0 5 8 

AMT MONPA ARSPCE 140 ;:TI ii-1 
4VG DlST TO AIRSCE 20 
# MTR'S AVAIL 30 22 3 0  1 2  10 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN M 0% 2 0  0% 20 0% 
CMERC HUB WIIN l00Ml 10 N 1 0  N 1 0  N 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 20 0 0  12 0 8 4 

AJRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 240 6 7 6 2 

WTLYGIAUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX3 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT7 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS ADQ CON0 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AlRFlELDS - 
AhiT ADCi TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % AW CLAS 10 
AMT AW TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 100 

LVL MAINT OPS 30 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AJRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 50 

1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD M 
1 FLD C30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 50 

IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAJNBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 50 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE M 
XINCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DlSCLOS 5 
CLR ZCNE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 60 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
YMWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL YSE ADQ 
C2NCI'ION YSE % 4CC 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG 'UI/AIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 

SCORE 

RANK 4 
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MARITIME EZC2 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE IAU 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 1 3  1 1 3  1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 v 15  v 15  Y 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 3 0 '4 0 0 N 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0 5  0 5 Y 
PA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 V 0 0 5  Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 6 3 5 3 

COL 
1 3  1 
I .5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0 5 N 
6.3 

150013 > 807 10 Y ' 0  II 1 0  Y 
%TIME WTHER > 350013 20 39 40% ' 3 .3l 50% ' 5  3090% 
100013 > 807 10 v 1 0  v 1 0  Y 
%TIME WTHER > 10W/3 0 8  3360% 0 9  9430% 
% TIME CROSWND CISKT 0 0 33 20% 3 0  9930% 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 3 5  '40% 0 5  310% 
% SORTIES CXLRESCHD 23 30% 3 0  '9800~ 3 0  3800% 
SRTIE PLAN FCTRc=20% N 3 0 Y 3 0 N 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 2450% 00('086%/ 0 3  2200% 

WEATHER - 90 5 0 5 9 

AMT MONPA ARSPCE 1501 
AVG DlST TO AlRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS > I5  MIN 

14, 
20 

CMERC HUB WllN 1 WMl 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AlRSPClFLT TRNG AREA 

mTLYG1AUX FLDS 
KIUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX') 
MED DlST TO AUXK)UT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
XTAXUAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC AW COND 

AIRFIELDS 

AMTAWTRNGFAC 30 
CONDITION % AW CLAS 10 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % ACQ TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT AW HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD M 
1 FLD GOMILES 5 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAlNiBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE M 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ CCMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  20 
CONDITION BOQ % AW 
AMT BEQ RMS AIXl 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWRISPT FAC AVAlL 
4MT MIL HSE ADO 
ZONCITION PSE '6 ADQ 
# ChLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILOREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 3 
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MARITIME E2JC2 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE M U  COL 

X OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 1.3 1 1 3  1 1 3  1 1.3 
UOA SPEC AlRSPC 15 Y 1 5  Y 1 5  Y 1 5  Y 1 5  
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 0.0 N 0 0 '4 0 0 N 0 0 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0 5 Y 0 5 I 0 5 Y 0 5 
44 SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0 . 5 1 7  0.5 Y 0.5 N 0.0 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 6 3 6.3 5.3 5.4 

YoTIMEVVTHER > 100013 '0 91 80Dh 3 8 33 60% 0 9  9430% 1 0 42 00% 0 8 
FREEZING PRECIP DAYS 1 5 1 I '91 0 01 171 2 ' !  2 1 3 51 7 1 0 4 

I ICiNG IN AREAS CAYS 
, 
i 80 1 101 50 1 151 '51 2 01 '441 '3 0 

SORTIES CXLRESCHD 23 30% 0 0  '980% 3 0  1800% '33 2290% 'I 0 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=M% N 3 0 Y 3 0 N 0 0 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 2450% [ 0 3  22m 0 0  25 50% 0 0 

WEATHER - 105 4 8 5 0 5 8 4 2 

8 2 AMTMONAAARSPCE [ ]  1 1 1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
X MTR'S AVAIL 22 2 0 9 0 8 10 0 9 11 1 0  
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 20 0% 20  0% 20  0% 2 0 0% 2 0 
CMERC HUB WIIN 100MI 10 N 1 0  N 1 0  N 10  N 1 0  
X OF BISECT AIRWAYS M M 0 0  12 0 8 4 1 6  2 1 8  

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 240 6 6 6 3 9 4 6 1 

#OTLYGlAUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX') 
MED DlST TO AUXK)UT 
RUNWAY 5300 Fr7 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
06TAXUAPRNS ACQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AlRFlELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 30 26652 0.9 59469 21 68320 2.4 84459 3.0 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 10 88% 0.9 100% 1.0 91% 0.9 100% 1 0  
AMT AW TRAINERS 30 75207 3.0 608M 2.4 70689 28 63354 2.5 
CONDITION % ACQ TRNR 10 100% 1.0 100% 1 0  100% 10  100% 1 .o 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 68839 1.5 51572 1 1 19365 0.4 17029 0 4 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 1W% 0.5 99% 0.5 54% 0.3 36% 0.2 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 100 7 8 8.2 7 8 8.1 

LVL MAlNT OPS 30 D 2.5 D 2.5 I 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 156858 1.5 147685 1 4  151346 
COND OF HANGARS 5 64% 0.31- 0.3 48% 

AlRCRFT W N T  FAC - 50 8.6 8.4 

1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 Y 2.0 Y 2.0 Y 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 20 Y 2 . 0 1 7  2.0 N 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 50 9.0 9.0 

IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 
MOO NONATTAlNIBrnER 10 Y 1.0 Y 1 0  Y 1.0 Y 1 0  
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 1 0  Y 1 0  

AIR QUALITY - 50 10.0 10.0 100 10.0 

4lCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 Y 1 5  Y 1 5  v 1 5  Y 1 5  
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 0% 2.0 0% 2.0 0% 2.0 0% 2.0 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 1 % 0.0 0% 1 0  0% 1 .O 1% 0.0 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 18% 0.0 4% 0 4  0% 0 5 0% 0.5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 N 0.0 N 0 0 v 0 5 N 0.0 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 V 0.5 V 0.5 v 0.5 Y 0.5 

ENCROACHMENT - 60 6.7 9.0 10.0 7.5 

AMT BOQ RMS nW 20 247 1 9  152 ' 2  m 17  
CONDITION BOQ % AW 10Q% 1 0  100% 1 0  100% 1 0  
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 4 2  0 3  462 0 3  400 0 3 
CONDITION BEQ % A W  100% 0 3  100% 0 3  100% !I 3 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 70% 0 4 93% 0 5  87% 0 4 
4MT UIL HSE A W  230 0 5  400 a 0; 11 5% 1 8  ZONDITION HSE % ADQ 0 0  '2% 0 7  54% 3 5 
J CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 0 3 37 0 0 5 0 3 
4VG WAIT CHILCREN I I 30 0 2  216 0 0  150 0 '  

SERVICES - 80 5 2 5 3 - 9 

SCORE 1014 7 4 7 8 8 1 

3 2 1 4 
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MARITIME E21C2 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS AND DATA ONLY 
RANCOLPH VANCE REESE L 

1 13 1 1 3  1 1 3  
Y 15 Y 1.5 Y 1 5  
N 0 0 N 0.0 N 0.0 

WEIGHT 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
W 4 SPEC AIRSPC 10 
M-R SPEC AIRSPACE 5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

UANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

COL 
1 1 3  
Y 15  
N 0 0 
Y 0.5 
N 0.0 

5 4 

150013 > 801 
%'IME WTHER > 150013 
1 oson > 807 
%TIME WTHER > 1MWU3 
% TIME CROSWND <ISKT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SPTIE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=S% 

WEATHER - 

4MT MOAlAA ARSPCE 140 
AbG DlST TO AIRSCE M 
# h!TR'S AVAIL 30 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN M 
CMERC HUB WllN 1 WMI 10 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

PIRSPWFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYGIAUX FLDS 
t#)CIT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RUNWAY SQCQ FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CCNDIT OF QUNWAYS 
96T4XIIAPRNS ADQ COND 
CCNDIT OF UTILITIES 
%CTHR FAC AW COND 

AIRFIELDS 

AMT AW TRNG FAC 30 
COYDlTlON % ACCl CLAS 10 
AMT AW TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % AW TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AM' AW HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 20 
1 FLD <30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAIWRTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR WAUTY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INSOMPAT APZl 10 
%INSOMPAT APZII 5 
REAL ESTATE DlSCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS AW M 
CONDITION B00 % AW 10 
AMT BEQ RMS AW 6 
COhDlTlON BEQ % AW 4 
IMbVRISPT FAC AVAIL M 
AMT MIL HSE AW 6 
COhDITION HSE % ADQ 4 
# CkLDCAR WAIT LIST 5 
N G  WAIT CHILDREN 5 

SERVICES - 

RANK 



MARITIME EZlC2 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA & WEIGHTING 
RANDOLPH VANCE REESE I 

1 1.3 1 1.3 1 1.3 
Y 1.5 Y 1 5  Y 1.5 
N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 

WEIGHT 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
MTR SPEC AJRSPACE 5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

COL 
1 1 3  
Y 1.5 
N 0.0 
Y 0.5 
N 0.0 

5.4 

%TIME WTHER > im 
% TIME CROSWND C15KT 
% TlME CROSWND >25KT 
% 90RTIES CXURESCHD 
SR'IE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER 

AMT MOAIAA ARSPCE [150( 
AVG DlST TO AJRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN M 
CMERC HUB WllN 1 WMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AlRSPClFLT TRNG AREA - 
#0T LYGlAUX FLDS 20 
DIOLITIAUX FLD IFR CAP 20 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX? 10 
MED DlST TO AUWUT 10 
RUNWAY 54700 FT? 10 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 10 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 20 
%TAXUAPRNS AW COND 15 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 17 
%OTHR FAC AW COND 17 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % AW CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % AW TRNR 10 
AMTOTHRTRNGFAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVC MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT W N T  FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLO 20 
1 FLD C30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATANIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAIWETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUA1 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AJCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZI 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REPL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS AW 
COhlDlTlON BOQ % AW 
AMT BEQ RMS AW 
COlrlDlTlON BEQ % AW 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
COhDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CPLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERXES - 
SCORE 

RANK 





UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS, CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS 

CORRECTED 

AVERAGE 6.67 
STD DEV 0.229823797 

Page 1 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS CORRECTED; AND 

WEIGHTING ADJUSTED 

AVERAGE 6.48 
STD DEV 0.229341 06 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

Page 1 

AVERAGE OVERALL 
SCORE 

FUNCTIONS 

7.1 
7.2 
7.2 
6.9 
6.9 

AIRLIFT 
TANKER 

6.1 
5.7 
6.7 
6.3 
6.3 

BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.6 
5.9 
6.7 
6.2 
5.6 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSION; CALCULATIONS AND DATA ERRORS 

CORRECTED; AND WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

Page 1 

AVERAGE 
SCORE 

FUNCTIONS 
' PRIMARY 

6.9 
8.0 
6.5 
7.3 
7.1 

AIRLIFT 
TANKER 

5.8 
6.3 
5.7 
6.7 
6.5 

BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.5 
6.5 
5.8 
6.6 
5.7 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS, CORRECTED CALCULATIONS & DATA, AND 

WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
WITH ICING INCLUDED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

Page 1 

AVERAGE 
SCORE 

6.43 YELLOW @%; 

FUNCTIONS 

6.9 
8.0 
6.5 
7.3 
7.1 

AIRLIFT 
TANKER 

5.9 
6.3 
5.7 
6.7 
6.5 

BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.5 
6.6 
5.8 
6.6 
5.8 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSION; CALCULATIONS AND DATA 

ERRORS CORRECTED; WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED; AIRSPACE 
DATA ZEROED 

AVERAGE 5.87 
STD DEV 0.233203494 

Page 1 
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PRIMARY 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA AND CALCULATIONS ONLY 

WEIGHT 
25 
15 
5 
5 

RANDOLPH 
1 
Y 
Y 
N 

50 

Y 
83.60% 

Y 
90.00% 
98.40% 
0.10% 

15.00% 
Y 

19.00% 
140 

VANCE 
0.4 1 
1.5 Y 
0.5 Y 
0.0 Y 
4.8 

1 .o Y 
0.7 89.40% 
1 .o Y 
1.3 91.80% 
2.6 97.80% 
1.0 0.20% 
0.3 23.30% 
1 .o N 
0.1 2230% 
6.4 

REESE 
0.4 1 
1.5 Y 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AlRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 
1500/3>80? 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 
1MXX3>807 
%TIME WTHER > 1000/3 
% TIME CROSWND 45KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXLiRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT M W A A  ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AlRSCE 
# MTRS AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WIlN 1 WMI 
#OF BISECT AlRWAYS 

AIRSPCFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYGIAUX FLDS 
#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUWUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAJN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
KOTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 
CONDITON % AW CLAS 
AMT ADa TRAINERS 
CONDlTlON % ADQ TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAJNT OPS 
AMTADQ HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT W N T  FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD GOMILES 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINlMAlNT AREA 
MOD NONATTAlNlBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR W A L  

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
R W ESTATE DlSCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOO RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT B M  RMS ADQ 
CONMTION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE AD9 
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK 4 .  
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PRIMARY 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA, CALCULATIONS 8 WEIGHTING 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS 

RANDOLPH 
1 
Y 
Y 
N 

50 

VANCE 
0.4 1 
1.5 Y 
0.5 Y 
0.0 Y 
4.8 

REESE L 
0.4 1 0.4 
1.5 Y 1.5 

COL 
1 0.4 
Y 1.5 
Y 0.5 
N 0.0 

. 4.8 

Y 1 .o 
89.10% 1.8 

Y 1 .o 
92.00% 1.6 
99.20% 0.5 
0.10% 0.5 

22.90% 0.0 
N 0.0 

26.00% 0.0 
4.6 

15MY3>8M 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 
10MYJ>807 
%TIME WTHER > 100W3 
% TlME CROSWND <%KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER 

AMT M O M  ARSPCE 
AVO DIST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >I5 MIN 
CMERC HUB WllN 1 WMI 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDW DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXVAPRNS AW COND 
CONMT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC AW COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 
CONDrrlON % AW CLAS 
AMT AW TRANERS 
CONDITION % AW TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT AW HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAIM FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2* OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
I FLD <30MILES 
2+ FLDS < W I L E S  

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ArrAlNlMAlNT AREA 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL . 

, AIRQUALIM- 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCOOED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
R W ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BOQ % AW 
AMT BEQ RMS AW 
CONDITION BEQ % AW 
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE AW 
CONDITION HSE % AW 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WAIT CHILDREN 

SERWES 

SCORE 

RANK 2 .  
Page I 



PRIMARY 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA & CALCULATIONS, AND WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 

WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU COL 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 0.4 1 0 4 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1.5 Y 1 5  Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 N 0.0 Y 0 5 7 1  0.5 Y 0 5  N 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 4.8 5 8 5.8 5.8 

I . 150013>807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 30 
100013>801 10 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 
% TlME CROSWND <15KT 
% TIME CROSWND >=KT 
% SORTIES CXLRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER 

AMT M O W  ARSPCE 1- 
AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 

I---+] 
20 

CMERC HUB WllN 1WMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPCFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYWAUX FLDS 40 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 20 
MEDIAN DIST <= MAX? 10 
MED DIST TO AUXlOUT 10 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 10 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 10 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 20 
%TAXllAPRNS ADQ COND 15 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 17 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 17 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ACQ TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % AW CLAS 10 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % AW TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD <30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAINlMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONAlTAlNiBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAl 10 

AIR QUALIM - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT 900 RMS ADQ 20 - -  . -  

CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONMTION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 5 .  
Page 1 



PRIMARY 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA & CALCULATIONS, AND WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
WITH ICING INCLUDED . 

WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU COL 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.4 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 N 0.0 Y 1 0.5 Y 0.5 N 0.0 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 4.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 a.8 

AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE -1 
AVO DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL -1 
%ATC DLAYS >IS MIN 20 

1 m . m  10 Y 1.0 Y 1.0' Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 
%TIME WTHER + 15W3 30 83.60% 0.7 89.40% 1.9 9 1 . m  2.3 90.90% 2.2 89.10% 1.8 
100013.807 10 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 
%TIME WTHER . 100013 90.00% 1.3 91.60% 1.8 93.60% 1.8 94.30% 1.9 92.00% 1.8 

98.40% 0.4 97.80% 0.4 93.20% 0.0 99.30% 0.5 99.20% 0.5 
0.10% 0.5 0.20% 0.4 1.40% 0.0 0.10% 0.5 0.10% 0.5 

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

CMERC HUB WAN 1OOMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS M 

AlRSPClFLT TRNG AREA - 

FRZNG PRECIP DAYS 
ICING IN AREAS DAYS 

#OnYG/AUX FLDS 
MUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DIST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RUNWAY 5WO FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDrT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXVAPRNS A W  COND 
CONWT OF unLmEs 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 

21 0.51 191 0.01 171 0.1 1 21 0.51 71 0.4 
151 0.51 801 0.21 501 0.41 151 0.51 1441 0.0 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONMON % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 

% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 15.00% 4.0 23.- ' 0.0 19.80% 1.7 18.00% 2.8 22.90% 0.2 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=20% Y 0.5 N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 0.5 N . 0.0 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR+=5% 19.00% 0.5 2230% 0.3 27.00% 0.0'19.00% 0.5 20.00% 0.1 

WEATHER - 140 7.8 4.9 5.9 8.3 5.0 

LVL MAIM OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAIM FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD q30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OMR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAIN/MAINT AREA 
MOD NONAlTAINIB€llER 
DELAYS,DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALrPl - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDmON BOO % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDmON HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 





PRIMARY 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA & CALCULATIONS, AND WElGHTlNGlFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
AIRSPACE ZEROED OUT 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS 

WEIGHT 
25 
15 
5 
5 - 

10 
30 
10 

- 

RANDOLPH 
1 
Y 
Y 
N 

50 

VANCE 
0 4 1 
1.5 Y 
0 5 Y 
0 0 Y 
4 8 

REESE 
0.4 1 
1.5 Y 

Y ::Ernl 
5.8 

1 .o Y 
1.9 91.50% 
1 .o Y 
1.6 93.60% 
0.4 93.20% 
0.4 1.40% 
0.0 19.80% 
0.0 N 
0.3 27.00% 
4.7 

LAU 
1 
Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
90.90% 

Y 
94.30% 
99.30% 
0.10% 

18.00% 
Y 

19.00% 

COL 
1 0.4 
Y 1.5 
Y 0.5 
N . 0.0 

4.8 

15MX3 > 807 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 
1000/3>BM 
%TIME WTHER > 1CW3 
% TlME CROSWND C15KT 
% TlME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXLmESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=2O% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER 

AMT MOPJPA ARSPCE -1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 1-1 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 20 
CMERC HUB W/IN lWMl 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AlRSPClFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYGIAUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
M E D M  DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXVAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC AW COND 

AIRFIELDS 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAINT OPS 30 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD <30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 

0.5 Y 
0.0 Y 
0.5 Y 
0.0 N 
5.0 

3.0 Y 
1.0 Y 
1 .o Y 

10.0 . 

0.0 Y 
1.5 0% 
0.0 1 % 
0.0 18% 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
4.0 

2.0 247 
1.0 100% 
0.4 442 
0.3 100% 
0.9 70% 
2.2 230 
0.3 0% 
0.0 1 
0.0 30 
8.8 

6.1 

Page 1 

IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAIWETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR Q U A  10 

AIR QUALITY - 
NCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 20 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % AW 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 



AIRLIFTnANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATlON AND DATA ERRORS ONLY 

WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE I 
25 1 1.3 1 1.3 1 1.3 
15 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 
10 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 

COL 
0 
Y 
N 
Y 
N 

Y 
89 10% 

Y 
92 00% 
9920% 
0 10% 
22.m 

N 
25.50% 

45092 
39 5 

11 
0% 

N 
2 

0 
0 
Y 

101 
Y 

1 m  
B 

100% 
100% 
100% 
76% 

84459 
100% 
63354 
100% 
1702s 
36% 

D 
151102 

57% 

Y 
Y 
N 
N 

Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
0% 
1% 
0% 

N 
Y 

264 
100% 
890 

100% 
87% 
812 

100% 
4 

14 

XSGP 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 
150013>8W 
%TIME WTHER > 1!SOB 
100013>80? 
%TIME M H E R  > 1000B 
% TlME CROSWND c15KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=5% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AlRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DUYS >I5 MIN 
CMERC HUB WAN 1 WMI 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AlRSPClFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDW DlST <= MAX? 
MED MST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAlN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDlT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS AW COND 
CONDlT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 
AMT AW TRAINERS 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
C0NDITK)N OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD <30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAlNlWNT AREA 
MOD NONAlTAlbUBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AlRQUALTf- 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
% I ~ M P A T  APZI 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DlSCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOQ RMS AW 
CONMTJON BOQ % AW 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % AW 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVlCES - 
SCORE 



AIRLIFTnANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 

RANDOLPH 
1 
Y 
N 
Y 
N 

VANCE 
1.3 1 
1.5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0.0 Y 
5.4 

COL 
0 0.0 
Y 1.5 
N 0.0 
Y 0.5 
N 0.0 

. 3.3 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

W E D  TRNG AREAS - 
150Q13>807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 ' 20 
1000/3>807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 1000/3 
% TIME CRCBWND d5KT dl 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SXmES CXLRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=5% 5 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 5 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 1- 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >I5 MIN 

d 20 
CMERC HUB WAN 1 WMl 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPCFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYGIAUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT7 
LGEST MAlN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWA'/S 
CONDlT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAWAPRNS AW COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC AW COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % AW CLAS 10 
AMT AW TWNERS 30 
CONDITION % AW TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT AW HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 20 
1 FU) <30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX O f  HR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAIWETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALIM- 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
R W ESTATE DlSCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOQ RMS AW 20 
CONDITION BOQ % AW 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % AW 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE AW 
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 1 '  
Page 1 



AIRLIFTITANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS 8 DATA, AND WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 

WEHjHT 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
WA SPEC AIRSFC 10 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 
A4 SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

MANAGEOTRNGAREAS- 

RANDOLPH 
1 
Y 
N 
Y 
N 

60 

VANCE 
1.3 1 
1.5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0.0 Y 
5.4 

COL 
0.0 0 
1.5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0.5 N 
4.2 

150013>807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 15W/3 20 
100013.807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 
% TIME CROSWND <15KT dl 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CX*ESRR 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=5% 5 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 5 

WEATHER - 
AMTMOAlAAARSPCE -1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC MAYS >15 MIN 

d M 
CMERC HUB WllN 1 WMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AlRSPUFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYGIAUX FLDS 
WJTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEOW DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUWUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST W N  FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXVAF'RNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % AW CLAS 10 
AMT AW TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT AW HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AlRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 20 
1 FLD CJOMILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINMNT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAINBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AJRQUALIPI- 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INFMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT N Z l l  5 
REAL ESTATE DlSCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOQ RMS AW 20 
CONDITION BOQ % AW 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % AW 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE AW 
CONDITION HSE % AW 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERWCES 

SCORE 999 5.7 6.5 6.7 6.3 

RANK 5 2 1 3 
Page 1 XSGAT6X 



AlRLlFTfrANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS & DATA, AND WElGHTlNGlFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
WITH ICING INCLUDED , 

WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU COL 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 1.3 1 1.3 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 
WA SPEC AJRSPC 10 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 N 0.0 Y ::il+l 0.5 Y 0.5 N 0.0 

MANAGEDTRNGAREAS- 60 5.4 8.3 6.3 4.2 3.3 

150013+8M 
%TIME WTHER > 15W/3 
1000132807 
%TIME WTHER 2 100013 
% nME CROSWND <ISKT 
%TIME CROSWND w25KT 
FRZNG PRECIP DAYS 
ICING IN AREAS DAYS 
% soRnEs CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=5% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 1- 
AVO DlST TO AJRSCE 
# m S  AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS 215 MIN 

d 20 
CMERC HUB WAN IOOMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA - 
#OlLYG/AUX FLDS 20 
UOUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 20 
MEDIAN DIST <= MAX? 10 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 10 
RUNWAY 5000 Fl7 10 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 10 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 20 
%TAXVAPRNS A W  COND 15 
CONDK OF LmLmES 17 
%OTHR FAC A W  WND 17 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 
CONDmON % A W  CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MNNT OPS 30 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAIM FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 20 
1 FLD e30MILE.S 5 
2+ FLDS 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAINMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONAlTAIWETTER ' 10 . 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPtfD ENCODED 15 
%iNCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZI 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS AW 20 
COND~ON BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEa % A W  
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDmON HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WArr CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 999 5.7 8.5 8.7 6.3 5.9 

RANK Page 1 
2 1 ~ c s ~ ~ m X L 4 ~ 4 1 3 0 1 9 5  



AIRLIFTITANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

:ALCULATIONS 8 DATA, AND WElGHTlNGlFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
AIRSPACE ZEROED OUT 

CORRECTED ( 

RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU COL 
1 1.3 1 1.3 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 
Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 

WEIGHT 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

... -. 

%TIME WTHER > 1 MM13 
%TIME CROSWND 45KT 
%TIME CROSWND s25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=5% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAIAA ARSPCE 1 1  
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 

d 20 
CMERC HUB WAN 1 WMl 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPUFLT TRNG AREA - 

#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RUNWAY SOOO FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXVAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDTION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 20 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONAlTAINWEllER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOO RMS A W  20 - - 
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDrrlON BEQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAT LIST 
AVG WAK CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 2 Page 1 





#OF OUnYlNG FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
WNRA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS 

300015 +=80%? 
%TIME WTHER + 3000/5 
1500/3.803 
%TIME WTHER > ism 
% nME CROSWND <ISKT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=2096 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR S20% 

WEATHER - 
AMT ATAIM ARSPCE 
AVO DlST TO AIRSCE 
1 AIRSURF RGE 75MI 
2+ AIRSURF RGE 75Ml 
NEAREST RNGE <50MI? 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC HUB W/IN 100MI 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPUFLT TRNG AREA - 
WOnYGIAUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DlST TO AUXK)UT 
RUNWAY 5000 FI-? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDK OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDK OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS 

AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT A DQ HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
MUNITIONS LDlNG P A M  
WEAPON STRG HND FAC? 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD <30MILES 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAlNlMAlNT AREA 
MOD NONAllAIN/BEllER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

' AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

. ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAK LIST 
AVO WAK CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK 

BOMBERIFIGHTER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS AND DATA ONLY 

RANDOLPH VANCE REESE I 
1 1 .o 0 0.0 1 1.0 
Y 1.0 Y 1.0 . Y . 1.0 
N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 
Y 1.0 Y 1 .o 
N 0.0 N 1.0 

60 5.0 3.3 6.7 

COL 
0 
Y 
N 
Y 
N 

N 
78.80% 

Y 
89.10% 
99.20% 
0.10% 

2290% 
N 

25.00% 

45089 
39.7 

Y 
Y 
Y 

10 
0% 

N 
2 

0 
0 

101 
Y 

12000 
B 

100% 
100% 
100% 
76% 

8448 
100% 
63354 
100% 
17029 
36% 

DA 
151102 

57% 

Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
N 
N 

Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
0% 
1% 
0% 

N 
Y 

264 
100% 
690 

100% 
87% 
81 2 

100% 
4 

14 



BOMBERIFIGHTER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA & WEIGHTING 

#OF OlJlLYlNG FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
WARA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGEDTRNGAREAS- 

RANDOLPH VANCE REESE I 
1 1 .o 0 0.0 1 1 .o 
Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y .1 .0  

COL 

3000/5 .=so%? 10 
%TIME WTHER + 3000/5 20 
1 m + 8 0 7  10 

' %TIME WlHER + 150013 
% TlME CROSWND cl5KT 
% TIME CROSWND +25KT 
% SORTlES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR S2096 

WEATHER - 
AMT MONAA ARSPCE 1-1 
AVO DlST TO AIRSCE 20 
1 AIRSURF RGE 75MI 20 
2+ AIRSURF RGE 75MI 10 
NEAREST RNGE <SOMI? 
# M ' S  AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS +15 MIN 20 
CMERC HUB WAN 1 WMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPUFLTTRNG AREA - 
#OlLYG/AUX FLDS 20 
#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 10 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 10 
RUNWAY 5000 Fi7 10 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  10 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 10 
%TAXIIAPRNS A W  COND 10 
CONDrr OF UTILITIES 10 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 10 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDmON % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDmON OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAIN1 FAC - 
MUNITIONS LDlNG PAM 20 
WEAPON STRG HND FAC? 20 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD e30MILE.S 5 
2+ FLDS < WILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAlljMAlNT AREA 30 
MOD NONAlTAlNIBETER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

' AIR QUALITY - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT 80a RMS A W  20 
CONDmON 80a % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS AD9 
CONDmON BE9 % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 



AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED CALCULATIONS 8 DATk AND WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 

WEIGHT RANDOLPH VANCE REESE M U  C(X 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 20 1 1.0 0 0.0 1 1 .o 0 0.0 0 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 10 Y 1.0 Y 1 . 0 .  Y .1.0 Y 1.0 Y 
WARA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N N 0.0 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 10 Y 1.0 Y Y 1.0 Y 1 .O Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 N 0.0 N : : i n J  1.0 N 0.0 N 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 5.0 3.3 6.7 3.3 

3000/5 >=80%7 10 N 0.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 N 
%TIME WWER > 3000/5 20 73.40% 0.0 83.- 0.5 86.70% 0.Q 81.80% 0.2 78.80% 
150013>8M 10 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 
%TIME WTHER w 150013 83.60% 0.2 88.40% 0.8' 91.50% 0.8 90.90% 0.7 88.10% 
% TIME CROSWND 45KT 98.40% 0.4 07.60% 0.4 93.20% 0.0 99.30% 0.5 99.20% 
%TIME CROSWND >25KT 0.10% 0.5 0.20% 0.5 1.40% 0.0 0.10% 0.5 0.10% 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 15.00% 3.0 23.30% 0.0 19.80% 1.3 18.00% 1.Q 22.- 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=20% Y 0.5 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 520% 20.00% 0.5 26.00% 0.1 28.00% 0.0 22.00% 0.4 25.00% 

WEATHER - 100 6.2 4.1 4.9 6.3 

AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE -1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 20 
1 AIRSURF RGE 75MI 20 
2+ AIRSURF RGE 75MI 10 
NEAREST RNGE <50MI? 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >I5 MIN 20 
CMERC HUB WllN 1 WMl 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPUFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 20 
#OUTIAUX R D  IFR CAP 10 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 10 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 10 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  10 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 10 
%TAXUAPRNS A W  COND 10 
CONDIT OF UTIL~ES 10 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 10 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
MUNITIONS LDlNG PAD? 20 
WEAPON STRG HND FAC? 20 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OMR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD e30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 Y 3.0 . Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 
MOD NONATTAINIBETIER 10 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 

' AIR QUALrPl - 50 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

. ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  20 
CONDmON BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 



AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED CALCULATIONS (L DATA, AND WElGHTlNGlFORMULAS ADJUSTED 

WlTH ICING INCLUDED 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AlRSPC 
WAWA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
M SPEC AlRSPACE 

W E D  TRNG AREAS - 

WEIGHT 
20 
10 
10 
10 
10 

RANDOLPH VANE REESE W W L  
1 1.0 0 0.0 , 1 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 
N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 

%TIME W E R  > 1500/3 
%TIME CROSWND 45KT 
%TIME CROSWND *25KT 
FRZNG PRECIP DAYS 
ICING IN AREAS DAYS 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHO 
SRnE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 520% 

WEATHER 

AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 11401 
AVO DlST TO AlRSCE 20 
1 AIR-SURF ROE 75MI 20 
2 t  AIRSURF ROE 75MI 10 
NEAREST RNGE <50MI? 20 
# MTR'S AVAlL 
%ATC DLAYS r15 MIN 

m 
20 

CMERC HUB WnN 100MI 10 
X OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPUFLT TRNG AREA - 
#)TLYWAUX FLDS 20 
XOUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 10 
MED DlST TO AUXDJT 10 
RUNWAY 5000 17.7 10 
LGEST W N  FLD R U W  10 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 
CONDK OF RUNWAYS 10 
%TAXl/APRNS A W  W N D  10 
WNDlT OF CmLmES 10 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 10 

AlRFlELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 30 
CONDmON % AW CLAS 10 
AMT AW TRAINERS 30 
WNDmON % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
WNDmON OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNQ FAC - 
LVL W N T  OPS 30 
AMTAWHANGARS 15 
CON0 OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT W N T  FAC - 
MUNITIONS LDlNG PAW? 20 
WEAPON STRG HND FAC) 20 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FIJI 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD <30MILES 5 
2 t  FLDS < WILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONAlTAlNIBETTER 10 ' 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 
AIR QWUrrY - 

ACUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOUPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ WMPLTO 5 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMTBOQ RMSAW 20 
WNDmON BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
WNDmON BEQ % A W  
%MWWSPT FAC AVAlL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDmON HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDGW WAlT LIST 
AVO WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 



CORRECTED 

WEIGHT - #OF OUTLYING FLDS 20 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
WAlRA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 10 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 

MANAGEDTRNGAREAS- 

w 5  >=80%7 10 
%TIME WTHER + 300W5 20 
150013+807 10 
%TIME W E R  > 150013 
%TIME CROSWND 45KT 
%TIME CROSWND +25KT 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR<=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 520% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE -1 
AVO DlST TO AIRSCE 0 
1 AIRSURF RGE 75MI 20 
2+ AIRSURF RGE 75MI 10 
NEAREST RNGE &MI? 
# MTWS AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS +15 MIN 20 
CMERC HUB WAN 1WMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPWFLTTRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OLlT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DlST TO AUX/OUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXVAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDrr OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAIM OPS 30 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 
MUNITIONS LDlNG PAD? 20 
WEAPON STRG HND FAC? 20 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD 4OMILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAINIMAIM AREA 30 
MOD NONAlTAIWEllER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALrPl - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  20 
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 

BOMBERlFlGHTER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CALCULATIONS & DATA, AND WElGHTlNGlFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
AIRSPACE ZEROED OUT 

RANDOLPH VANCE REESE LAU COL 
1 1 .o 0 0.0 1 1 .o 0 0.0 0 
Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 
N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0 0 N 





UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS, CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS 

CORRECTED 
(USING NORMAL DISTRIBUTION FOR SCORING) 

BASE NAME 

AVERAGE 6.67 
STD DEV 0.229823797 

Page 1 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS 

CORRECTED; AND WEIGHTING ADJUSTED 
(USING NORMAL DISTRIBUTION FOR SCORING) 

BASE NAME 

AVERAGE 6.48 
STD DEV 0.22934 1 06 

Page 1 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSION; CALCULATIONS AND DATA 

ERRORS CORRECTED; AND WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 

(USING NORMAL DISTRIBUTION FOR SCORING) 

AVERAGE 6.52 
STD DEV 0.336279356 

Page 1 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS, CORRECTED CALCULATIONS & DATA, AND 

WElGHTlNGlFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
WITH ICING INCLUDED 

(USING NORMAL DISTRIBUTION FOR SCORING) 

IVANCE AFB I 7.1 1 6.51 5.81 6.461YELLOW I 
AVERAGE 6.54 
STD DEV 0.341 786923 

Page 1 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSION; CALCULATIONS AND DATA ERRORS 
CORRECTED; WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED; AIRSPACE DATA ZEROED 

(USING NORMAL DISTRIBUTION FOR SCORING) 

AVERAGE 5.87 
STD DEV 0.233203494 

Page 1 



Docull-ent S epamtor 



CORRECTED CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS 

UNDERGRADUATE FLYING TRAINING 

1.4 FLYING TRAINING MISSION 

PRhURY AIRLWTANKER y:: BOUBER PRYARYflNT PANEL mm NAVIN FO WSO STRIKE NAVIOATOR FLIOHT SCREEN OVERALL 

AVERIOE 
STANDARD DEViATYWI 

Page 1 



CORRECTED CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS 

UNDERGRADUATE FLYING TRAINING 

1.4 FLYING TRAINING MISSION 

PRIMARY AIRLIFT TANKER RGnrER AVERAGE SCORE OVERALL 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

Page 1 



CORRECTED CALCULATIONS, DATA & WEIGHTING 

UNDERGRADUATE FLYING TRAINING 

1.4 FLYING TRAINING MISSION 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

Page 1 



Document S eparator 



PRIMARY 

C 
Z 

AIRLIFT TANKER u 
rn 
a 

h o 
MARITIME EUC2 

BOMBER FIGHTER 0 
b 

2 n 
PRIMARYIINT NAVINFO r 

C) 4 

WSO STRIKE cn 03  C) 
25 + 
2 3 

PANEL NAVIGATOR 
P - 
z - 
z 

FLIGHT SCREEN 
o 

AVERAGE SCORE 

OVERALL 



PRIMARY 

AIRLIFT TANKER 

MARITIME EaC2 

BOMBER FIGHTER 

PRIMARYIINT NAVINFO 

WSO STRIKE 

PANEL NAVIGATOR 

FLIGHT SCREEN 

AVERAGE SCORE 

OVERALL 



CORRECTED DATA & WEIGHTING 

UNDERGRADUATE FLYING TRAINING 

1.4 FLYING TRAINING MISSION 

AVERAGE 
STANDARD DEVIATION 

Page 1 





PRIMARY 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA ONLY 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
25 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 
15 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 

COL 
0.4 1 
1.5 Y 
0.5 Y 
0.5 N 
5.8 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 
15MX3>8M 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 
100013>80? 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 
% TIME CROSWND C15KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=2O% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 
AVO DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WIIN 1 WMI 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
WTLYGIAUX FLDS - 
WUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUWUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAlN FLD R U W  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
L M  MAlNT OPS 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MINT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINlMAlNT AREA 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT Boa RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

- AMTBEQRMSADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWWSPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK - 3 4 

Page 1 



PRIMARY 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 

COL 
0.4 1 
1.5 Y 
0.5 Y 
0.5 N 
5.8 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y Y 0.5 Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y : I  0.5 Y 

MANAGEDTRNGAREAS- 50 5.8 5.8 

15W13>807 10 Y 1.0 '? 1 .o Y 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 30 89.40% 1.9 91.50% 2.3 W . W ?  
100013>80? 10 Y 1.0 Y 1 .o Y 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 91.80% 1.6 93.60% 1.8 94.30% 
% TIME CROSWND <15KT 0.0 93.20% 0.0 99.30% 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 

0.2 1.40% 0.0 0.10% 
23.30% 0.0 1 9 . m  0.1 18.00% 

SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=M% N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 22.30% 0.0 27.00% 0.0 19.00% 

WEATHER - 140 .4.0 4.4 

AMT MONAA ARSPCE -1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 

-1 
20 

CMERC HUB WAN 1 00MI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYGIAUX FLDS 40 
#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 20 
M E W  DlST <= MAX? 10 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 10 
RUNWAY 5000 Fr? 10 
LGEST MAlN FLD RUNWY 10 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 20 
%TAXUAPRNS ADQ COND 15 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 17 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 17 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 10 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL W N T  OPS 30 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD <30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAINBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD , 5 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOQ RMS A W  20 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 4 

Page 1 



- c- PCOU UERDUN IMO MMOLPn gOlP*RD VANQ REESE W COL 
lWWLYlVOFUW W 0 OJ 1 '1.3 1 1 3  1 1 1 1.3 0 OJ 1 1.3 1 1 3  0 0.0 0 0.0 
YOA OPEC UlsPC 16 N OJ Y 1.6 Y 1.6 Y 1.6 Y 1.6 Y 1.6 Y 1.6 Y 1.6 Y 1.6 Y 1b 
WAsPEC- 10 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 N OJ N 0 9  N 0.0 N 0 9  N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 
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M W & E D l t W 3 I R W -  M 2.6 1.1 6.4 6.3 6.4 3.3 6.3 6.4 4 1  3.3 

% w a m w a m K T  
%SO(ITEBCr(UIESOD 
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LQEST ww M IIUHWY cmo 0.6 am os moo 0.6 moo 0.6 m6a 0.6 i31m 1.n nm or rosm t a  ww 07 12000 1 0  
-.,-*I 
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AIRLIFTITANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA ONLY 

WE 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

ilGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
25 1 1.3 1 1.3 0 
15 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 
10 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 

COL 
0.0 0 
1.5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0.5 N 
4.2 

1500/3>801 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 
100013>8o? 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 
% TIME C R W N D  <15KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
%SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=5% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT M O M  ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DUYS >I5 MIN 
CMERC HUB WllN 100MI 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPWFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYGIAUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST h4AJN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIIAPRNS AW COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
L M  MAINT OPS 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD <30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALIN - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOO RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 

' AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE AW 
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVlCES - 

1.9 152 
1.0 100% 
0.4 462 
0.4 100% 
0.4 93% 
0.1 4W 
2.0 100% 
0.6 37 
0.3 216 
8.9 

7.3 

1 
Page 1 

SCORE 

RANK 



Al RLlFTlTANKER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED DATA & WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 

REESE 
1.3 1 
1.5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0 . 5 1 1  
6.3 

LAU 
1.3 0 
1.5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0.5 Y 
6.3 

COL 
0.0 0 
1.5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0.5 N 
4.2 

15M)/3>80? 10 Y 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 20 89.40% 
1000/3>807 10 Y 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 91 80% 0.8 93.60% 0.9 94.30% 
% TIME CROSWND <ISKT dl 0.0 93.20% 0.0 99.30% 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD [+[ 

1 0.2 1 . m  0.0 oim 
23.30% 0.0 19.80% 0.0 18.00% 

SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=5% 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 5 24.50% 0 . 0 1 1  0.1 22.00% 

WEATHER - 90 4.7 5.1 

AMT MOAN4 ARSPCE -1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 

d, 
m 

CMERC HUB WAN 1 WMI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPClFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDIAN DlST c= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U W  
#PRIthRY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXUAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

NRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD M 
1 FLD C30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AlR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD . 5 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % ADQ 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK ' 3 
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MARITIME E X 2  
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA ONLY 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE ' MU' 

25 1 1.3 1 1.3 1 
15 Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 
10 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 

COL 
1.3 1 
1.5 Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0.5 N 
6.3 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 
150013>807 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 
100013>807 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 
%TIME CROSWND 45KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=M% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MONA4 ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WAN 1 WMI 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
WTLYGIAUX FLDS 
WUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDLAN DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUWUT 
RUMNAY 5000 Fr? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U W  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TWAPRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC AW COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT AW TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % AW CLAS 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 
CONDITION % AW TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD <30MILES 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINWNT AREA 
MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALlN - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS AW 
CONDITION BOQ % ADCl 
AMT BEQ RMS AW 
CONDITION BEQ % AW 
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE AW 
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK 3 
Page 1 



MARITIME E21C2 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED DATA & WEIGHTING 

VANCE REESE , LAU 
1 1.3 1 1.3 1 
Y 1.5 Y 1.5 Y 
N 0.0 N 0.0 N 

WEIGHT 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 
WA SPEC AIRSPC 10 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 5 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 5 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 

COL 
1 3  1 
1 5  Y 
0.0 N 
0.5 Y 
0.5 N 
6.3 

15W/3>807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 20 
100013>807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 100013 
% TlME CROSWND 45KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=ZO% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT M O M  ARSPCE 1-1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 

d M 
- - 

CMERC HUB WllN 100MI 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MEDW DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 30 
CONDITION % ADQ CLAS 10 
Ah4T ADQ TRAINERS 30 
CONDITION % ADQ TRNR 10 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAlNT OPS 30 
AMT ADQ HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AlRCRFT MINT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 20 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD M 
1 FLD <30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS < 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 30 
MOD NONATTAINmETTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALIM - 
AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD , 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS AW 20 
CONDITION BOQ % ADQ 
AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 
CONDITION BEQ % AW 
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK 

Page 1 



WElGNT PCOU MERlDUN MO RANDOCPI4 WEPPARD VANCE REESE W COL 
#OF OWLYiNG FLDS 20 1 1.0 1 1.0 1 1.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 10 v 1.0 v 1.0 v 1.0 v 1.0 ' v 1.0 v 1.0 v 9.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 
WAlRA SPEC AIRSPC 10 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 V 1.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 
UTR SPEC AIRSPACE 10 V 1.0 V 1.0 V 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 V 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 
M S P E C  AIRSPACE 10 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 

-ED TRNG A R M  - 80 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.0 3.3 3.3 6.0 3.3 3.3 

aOOQB-aOU7 10 N OD V 1.0 Y 1.0 N 0.0 V 1.0 V 1.0 V 1.0 Y 1.0 N 0.0 
YTDIEWIHER, WOW m w . m  OD wnm 0.0 nm  0.0 n m  on m . i a  0.7 =.om 0.6 ss.70% 0.0 e i . m  02  7 ~ ~ x 4  0.0 
1WMr W? 10 V 1.0 V 1.0 V 1.0 Y 1.0 V 1.0 V 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 
%TIME IMHER i WM 10 m . m  02  m a n  02 a.m o r  m.saw 02 oiaow 09  somu oa  etamc o s  s o m  0.7 m. tw  0.6 
% TIME CR-D 46KT 26 R.00% 1 9  ODAQ* 2.6 96.00% 0.7 WM% 2.0 0760% 1.7 0 7 J m  19  0320% 0.0 WJDY 2.4 W20Y 2.3 
Y TIME CR- WXKT 10 0 . m  1.0 om 1.0 0 . i ~  09 o . iw  0 s  OM 0.0 om om 1.40% 0.0 0.40% 0.0 0.10% 0.0 
Y SORTIES CXIAESCHD 6 O.W 0.4 i e . iw  0.1 t o a m  0.3 i s m  02 =son 0.0 n m  0.0 1 o . m  0.0 tomow 0.1 =.ow 0.0 
SRTlE P U N  FCTR- 6 V 0.6 Y 04 V 0.6 Y 0.6 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 0.0 
SORTIE PLLN FCTR ~ Z O Y  6 t o m  0.3 17601 0.1 i i m w  0.3 m . m  om nnr* 0.0 z s m  on zs.m oa  n.m oa 26.00% or 

WEATHER- 100 6.3 e.4 6.1 4 9  69  69  3.7 6.3 4.8 

M U O * U I A R S P c E  
AVO DlST TO A'RSCE 
1 AIRbURF ROC 76YI 
2+AIR.SURf ROE 7 W  
NEAREST RNQE a? . UTRS AVAIL 
YATC DLAV8 rl6MlN 
CMERC W B W N  1- 
I OF BISECT AIPWAVS 

AiR8PUFLT TRNQ AREA- 

rnTLVOULD( FLOS 
rXnUUX FLD FR CAP 
MED otn ro NXRXJT 
R W A Y  WOO R? 
LGEST YM FLD RUWY 
ZPRI(URV R-VS 

WTAWAPRNS rn COY) 
CONDIT OF UTI'.ITIES 
YOmR FAC A r a  c c w a  .- - 

URFIELDS- 

. - . . - - . . -. - . . .- 
CONMTION % r n C U J  
M ADO TRAINERS 
CONDITION % f W TRNR 
MOTHRTREY3FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

ORNF TRNC FAC - 
L M  UWn OPS 
M I W ~ S  
COND OC HANGARS 

AIRCRFI u*m FAC - 
W T K M  L D l M  PAD? 
WEAPON STRG W40 F*c? 

SPFC MIL FAC - 
1 O M  PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD O P U L E F  
2+ F L M  . WII.ES 

PROXOTnR 9 7  FAC - 
Y ATT*WMNT AREA 
MOD N J N A T T A I N O ~ E R  
M U V S  DL& AIR Q U U  

AIR QUUITY - 
*KXD CPLTD ENCODED 
UYMUPAT CL R ZONE 
%UICOYPAT *P I1  
. . . . . - .. . . . - 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS' 
CLR ZONE AW WMPLTD 

ENCRMOUENT- 

M B r n R L I S A W  
C0NDITK)N so0 % ADO 
M 8 E O R M S A W  
CONDITION BE0 % ADO 
UWURWT FAC AVAIL 
M M l L % E A D Q  
CfflDITK)N NSE % ADO 

a4LDUR WAIT LIST 
A M  W T  M L D R E N  

SERVICES- 

SCORE 

W K  



BOMBERIFIGHTER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA ONLY 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
20 0 0.0 1 1 .o 0 
10 Y 1.0 Y , 1.0 . Y 
10 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 

COL 
0.0 0 
1 .o Y 
0.0 N 
1 .o Y 
0.0 N 
3.3 

#OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
WAIRA SPEC AIRSPC 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 
3000/5 >=&I%? 
%TIME W E R  > 300015 
1500/3>8M 
%TIME WMER > 1500/3 
%TIME CROSWND 45KT  
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 520% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AlRSCE 
1 AIRSURF RGE 75MI 
2+ AIRSURF RGE 75MI 
NEAREST RNGE c50MI7 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS > I5  MIN 
CMERC HUB WAN 1 WMl 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPWLT TRNG AREA - 
WTLYGIAUX FLDS 
#OUTIAUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RU NWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDK OF RUNWAYS 
%TAWAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTlLmES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDmON % A W  CLAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL M A I N  OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT M A I N  FAC - 
MUNITIONS LDlNG PAD? 
WEAPON SlRG HND FAC? 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 
MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%INCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDmON HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK 



BOMBERlFlGHTER 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED DATA 8 WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
#OF OUTLYING FLDS 20 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 10 Y 1.0 Y ,  1.0 . Y  
WAlRA SPEC AIRSPC 10 N 0.0 N 0.0 N 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 10 Y Y 1.0 Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 N : I  1 0  N 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 60 3.3 6.7 

COL 
0.0 0 
1 .o Y 
0.0 N 
1 .o Y 
0.0 N 
3.3 

3oow5 .=80%? 10 Y 1.0 Y 1.0 Y 
%TIME WTHER > 3oow5 20 83.90% 0.5 88.70% 0.9 81.80% 
1500/3=-807 10 Y 1 .o Y 1.0 Y 
%TIME WTHER > 1500/3 89.40% 0.6 91.50%* 0.8 90.90% 
% TIME CROSWND 45KT 1 0 0  93.2096 0.0 99.20% 
%TIME CROSWND >25KT 0.2 1.40% 0.0 0.10% 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=20% El 23.309b 0.0 1080% 0 0  18.00% 

N 0.0 N 0.0 N 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 520% 26.00% 0.0 28.00% 0.0 22.00% 

WEATHER - 100 3.3 3.7 

AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE -1 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 20 
1 AIR-SURF RGE 75MI 20 
2+ AIR-SURF RGE 75MI 10 
NEAREST RNGE <SOMI? 
# MTR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS 215 MIN 20 
CMERC HUB WllN 1 WMl 10 
#OF BISECT AIRWAYS 20 

AIRSPCELT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS 
#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 
MED DlST TO AUXlfXrr 
RUNWAY 5000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONbIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXI/APRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTlLITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAIN OPS 30 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 
COND OF HANGARS 5 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
MUNITIONS LDlNG PAD? 20 
WEAPON SIRG HND FAC? 20 

SPEC MIL FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 5 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 5 
1 FLD c30MILES 5 
2+ FLDS c 30MILES 5 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
, IN AlTAIN/MAINT AREA 30 

MOD NONAlTAINIB€lTER 10 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 15 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 20 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 
REAL ESTATE DlSCLOS 5 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  20 
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BE0 % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVO WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE ' 

RANK 





WE 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 
1500/3 > 807 
%TIME W E R  > 150013 
100013 > 607 
%TIME W E R  > 1000/3 
% TIME CROSWND c15KT 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CXLIRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=20% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAIAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
OhATC DLAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WIIN 100MI 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 

#OlLYG/AUX FLDS 
MEDIAN DlST <= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUXlOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FK' 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U M  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXI/APRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
WOTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 

LVL MAIM OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD CJOMILES 
2+ FLDS c 3OMlLES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAIN/MAINT AREA 
MOD NONAlTAIN/BE'TTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 

AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%lNCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD , 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWWSPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE ADQ 
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 

SCORE 
SCORE WICORRECT FORMULA 
RANK . 

PRIMARYIINT NAVINFO 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA ONLY 
ilGHT VANCE REESE . LAU 

25 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 
COL 

0.4 1 
1.5 Y 
1 .o N 
5.8 



PRiMARYllNT NAVINFO 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA 8 WEIGHTING 
WEIGHT VANCE REESE , LAU 

# OF OUTLYING FLDS 25 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 15 Y Y 1 .5 Y 
AA SPEC AIRSPACE 10 Y : I  1.0 Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 5.8 5.8 

COL 
0.4 1 
1.5 Y 
1 .o N 
5.8 

1500/3 > 801 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 
100013 > 807 
%TIME WTHER > 1000/3 
%TIME CROSWND c15KT 
%TIME CROSWND >25KT 
% SORTIES CWRESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTRc=2O% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR>=5% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
%ATC DLAYS >I5 MIN 
CMERC HUB WIIN lOOMl 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
#OTLYG/AUX FLDS - - 

MEDIAN DlST c= MAX? 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 
RUNWAY 5000 FT7 
LGEST MAIN FLD R U W  
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIlAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAIM OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAIM FAC - 
1 OTHR PRlPlLOT FLD 
2+ OTR PRI PILOT FLD 
1 FLD c30MILES 
2+ FLDS c 3OMlLES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC - 
IN AlTAIN/MAINT AREA 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
IINCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 999 
SCORE WICORRECT FORMULA 
RANK . 





PANEL NAVIGATOR 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA ONLY 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE IAU 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 50 Y 5.0 Y 5.0 Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 10.0 10.0 

COL 
5.0 Y 5.0 

10.0 10.0 

3000/5 > 807 10 Y 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 15 83.90% 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT 25 pTZ5Kl 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 5 Y 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 5 23.30% 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR>=20% 5 N 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 5 23.00% 

WEATHER - 70 

# LITR'S AVAIL 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WIIN 1 00Ml 
PLNEDSTRUCAFCTOPS 
STRUC CHGS WIIN 50NM 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
RUNWAY 7000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXIlAPRNS A W  COND 
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CIAS 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 
LVL MAINT OPS 
AMT A W  HANGARS 
COND OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAlNT FAC - 
IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 
MOD NONATTAlNlBElTER 
DEIAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%IIFICOMPAT APZI 
%IMCOMPAT APZll 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

' ENCROACHMENT - 
AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BEQ % A W  
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCORE 

RANK 3 
Page 1 



PANEL NAVIGATOR 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 
CORRECTED DATA & WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 50 Y 5.0 Y 5.0 Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 10.0 10.0 

COL 
Y 5.0 

10.0 

300015 > 807 10 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 
% TIME CROSWND >25KT dl 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTIE PLAN FCTR>=20% 5 
SORTIE PLAN FCTR 5 

WEATHER - 
I MTR'S AVAIL 80 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 60 
CMERC HUB WIIN 1 00MI 40 
PLNED STRUC AFCT OPS 20 
STRUC CHGS WIIN 50NM 20 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
RUNWAY 7000 FT? 
LGEST MAIN FLD RUNWY 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CONDlT OF RUNWAYS 
%TAXI/APRNS A W  COND 
CONDlT OF UTILITIES 
%OTHR FAC A W  COND 

AIRFIELDS - 
AMT A W  TRNG FAC 55 26652 1.7 59469 3.9 68320 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 25 86% 2.2 100% 2.5 91% 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 55 75207 5.5 60863 4.5 70689 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 25 100% 2.5 100% 2.5 100% 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 25 68639 2.5 51572 1.9 19365 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 15 100% 1.5 99% 1.5 54% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 200 7.9 8.3 

LVL MAINT OPS 30 I 2 D 2.5 I 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 1 56858 1.5 147685 1.4 151346 
COND OF HANGARS 5 64%. 0.3- 0.3 48% 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 50 7.6 8.4 

IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 
MOD NONATTAlNlBElTER 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 

AIR QUALITY - 50 10.0 10.0 

AlClJZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 0% 1.5 0% 1.5 0% 
%INCOMPAT APZI 10 1% 0.0 0% 1 .O 0% 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 18% 0.0 4% 0.4 0% 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 

' ENCROACHMENT - 50 6.0 8.8 

AMT BOQ RMS A W  20 
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
AMT BEQ RMS A W  
COblDlTlON BEQ % A W  
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 

RANK 3 
Page 1 





FLIGHT SCREEN 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA ONLY 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 10 1 0.2 1 0.2 1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 40 Y 4.0 Y 4.0 Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 8.3 8.3 

COL 
0.2 1 0.2 
4.0 Y 4.0 
8.3 8.3 

3 0 / 5  >=80%? 
%TIME WTHER > 300015 
150013 > 807 
%TIME WTHER > 150013 
% TIME CROSWND c15KT 
% SORTIES CXURESCHD 
SRTlE PLAN FCTR<=ZO% 
SORTIE PLAN FCTRc=S% 

WEATHER - 
AMT MOAlAA ARSPCE 
AVG DlST TO AIRSCE 
%ATC DLAYS >15 MIN 
CMERC HUB WAN 100Ml 
# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPCIFLT TRNG AREA - 
YOTLYGIAUX FLDS 30 1 1.5 1 
MED DlST TO AUWOUT 20 26 1.8 17 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 70 F 7.0 C 
CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 30 100% 3.0 85% 
%TAXI/APRNS A W  COND 25 88% 2 . 2 1 7  
CONDIT OF UTILITIES 27 97% 2.6 92% 
%CTHR FAC A W  COND 27 56% 1.5 87% 

AIRFIELDS - 229 8.6 

AMT A W  TRNG FAG 30 26652 0.9 59469 2.1 68320 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 10 86% 0.9 100% 1.0 91% 
AMT A W  TRAINERS 30 75207 3.0 60863 2.4 70689 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 10 100% 1.0 100% 1.0 100% 
AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 15 68639 1.5 51572 1.1 19365 
CONDITION OTHER FAC 5 100% 0.5 99% 0.5 54% 

GRNF TRNG FAC - 100 7.8 8.2 

LVL M I N T  OPS 30 I ' 2 D 2.5 I 
AMT A W  HANGARS 15 1 56858 1.5 147685 1.4 151346 
COND OF HANGARS 5 64% 0 . 3  0.3 48% 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 50 7.6 8.4 

IN ATTAINIMAINT AREA 30 Y 3.0 Y 3.0 Y 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 

AIR QUALITY - 50 20.0 10.0 

AlClJZ CPLTD ENCODED 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
%INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 15 0% 1.5 0% 1.5 0% 
%INCOMPAT APZl 10 1% 0.0 0% 1 .O 0% 
%INCOMPAT APZll 5 18% 0.0 4% 0.4 0% 
REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 5 N 0.0 N 0.0 Y 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 5 Y 0.5 Y 0.5 Y 

ENCROACHMENT- 50 6.0 8.8 

AMT BOQ RMS A W  
COhlDlTlON BOQ % A W  
%MWRISPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
COhlDlTlON HSE % A W  
# CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAlT CHILDREN 

SERVICES - 
SCCRE 999 6.9 6.6 

RANK . 3 
Page 1 



FLIGHT SCREEN 
AIR FORCE ONLY ANALYSIS 

CORRECTED DATA a WEIGHTING 

WEIGHT VANCE REESE LAU 
# OF OUTLYING FLDS 10 1 0.2 1 0.2 1 
MOA SPEC AIRSPC 40 Y 4.0 Y 4.0 Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - 50 8.3 8.3 

COL 
0.2 1 
4.0 Y 
8.3 

300015 >=80%? 10 Y 1 .O o Y 1 .O Y 
%TIME M H E R  > 300015 40 83.90% 1.0 86.70% 1.8 81.80% ' 

150013 > 807 10 Y 1 .O Y 1 .O Y 
%TIME M H E R  > 150013 20 89.40% 1.3 91.50% 1.5 90.90% 
% TIME CROSWND CISKT -1 0.0 93.20% 0.0 99.30% 
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MED DlST TO AUXIOUT 
#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 
CCNDIT OF RUNWAYS 
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AMT A W  TRNG FAC 
CONDITION % A W  CLAS 
AMT ADQ TRAINERS 
CONDITION % A W  TRNR 
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CONDITION OTHER FAG 
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AMT A W  HANGARS 
COMD OF HANGARS 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - 
IN ATTAlNlMAlNT AREA 
MOD NONATTAINIBETTER 
DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY - 
AlCUZ CPLTD ENCODED 
%IAICOMPAT CLR ZONE 
%IKCOMPAT APZl 
%INCOMPAT APZll 
REA'L ESTATE DISCLOS 
CLR ZONE ACQ COMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT- 

AMT BOQ RMS A W  
CONDITION BOQ % A W  
%MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 
AMT MIL HSE A W  
CONDITION HSE % ADQ 
# CHLDCAR WAlT LIST 
AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

SERVICES 

SCORE 
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CONCERNS 
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DRAFT 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

AIR FORCE REVIEW AND ANALYSIS TEAM 

PURPOSE: 

  his position paper prepared by the   om mission's ~ i r  Force ~eview 
and Analysis(R&A) Team addresses the adequacy of the methodology 
used by the U.S. Air Force in developing its 1993 BRAC 
recommendations. 

AIR FORCE R&A TEAM PROCESS: 

The Air Force R&A team reviewed DoDrs Base Closure And 
~ealignment Report, the Air Forces's Analyses And Recommendations 
(Volume V) and its supporting documentation. ~earing responses 
and briefings provided by Air Force officials, including its Base 
2losure Working Group, answered our process questions and 
provided additional support for exclusion categories such as 
~~ndergraduate pilot training. On-going R&A team efforts include 
reviewing follow-on responses from hearings and collating data 
from Air Force supporting documentation and inputs from 
communities to be used during our specific compliance analysis. 

FINDINGS : 

The R&A team found that the Air Force's methodology for 
developing its base closure and realignment recommendations was 
generally sound. The Air Force appears to have adequately 
considered the force structure plan and the eight DoD selection 
criteria-The R&A Issues team addressed the Air Forces compliance 
with selection criteria y.T-VIII. See the R&A Issues team's general 
compliance summary for d2tails. 

The Air Force R&A team found,however, that the ~ i r  Forcers 
use of color codes to group bases rather than rankings made it 
virtually impossible to identify a distinct break point between 
those bases in group three which were considered for closure and 
the bases in group two which vere not considered. This equivocal 
perspective in the break point was further exacerbated by the 
subjectivity of the BCSG 's rulings and determinations during 
tase facility and capability railngs. 

IDENTIFYING ELIGIBLE BASES: The Air Force used multiple sources 
to develop a listing of Air Force owned and leased bases which 
met the 10 United Siates Code, Section 2687 threshold of 300 or 
more authorized civilian personnel. For active and reserve bases 
the Air F ~ r c e  tasked the Defense Manpower Data CenterlDMDC) to 
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identify DoD installations with 300 or more authorized civilian 
positions. This listing prepared by DMDC was compared to the DoD 
Base Structure Report, USAF1s ~nstallations Report, and the ~ i r  
Staff's Manpower Programming ~ivision list of bases with 200  or 
more authorized civilian positions. The Department of the Army 
and the Air Force National Guard Bureau identified ~ i r  National 
Guard installations with 300 or more authorized civilian 
positions. Through this process the Air Force identified 75 
active and 24 Air Reserve Component bases. The GAO report 
identified 100  bases. This one base discrepancy, which appears to 
be Springfield Beckley MAP AGS, will be resolved during our 
specific compliance analysis. 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS: The Air Force based closure and realignment 
recommendations on the Bush Administration Force Structure Plans. 
The legal deadline for submission of recommendations precluded 
Secretary Aspin from submitting a revised Clinton Administration 
Force Structure Plan. Although the Air Force force structure has 
already changed from the Bush plan, the Air Force R&A team 
accepts the premise used by the Air Force's BCEG in developing 
its recommendations. 

The Air Force performed capacity analyses for the 99 bases 
completing surveys and performed actual on-site surveys at 48 
bases. This analyses evaluated the capabilities of these bases 
to accommodate additional force structure beyond what had been 
programmed. The Air Force R&A team generally accepts the 
capacity analyses performed for these 99 bases, but is having 
difficulty in determining how the Air Force concluded that it had 
sn excess of four large aircraft and one small aircraft base. 
This issue will be resolved during specific compliance. 

3ASE CATEGORIES: The Air Force categorized bases to perform the 
actual selection analysis. Categories included flying, 
industrial/technical support, training and other. The flying 
category was divided into three subcategories - operation, pilot 
-:raining, and special operations forces. The operations 
subcategory was further divided into missile, small aircraft and 
large aircraft mission areas, based on predominant use and 
suitability. The industrial/technical support cazegory was 
divided into depots, product centers and labs, and test 
facilities. Other categories included major headquarters, space 
operations, and cantonments. Since, all bases were contained in 
these categories and therefore were evaluated by the BCEG, the 
Air Force R&A team accepts the Air Force's categorization of 
bases. 

BASE EXCLUSIONS: The Air Force excluded 35 bases from closure 
end or realignnent considerations. Nineteen bases were excluded 
because the categories/subcategories in which they are included 
had no excess c??aciry or had some excess capacity for their 
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specified missions. The BCEG concluded that costs to relocate or 
replicate these missions would be prohibitive. Undergraduate 
pilot training bases and technical training centers are examples 
of these exclusions. The Air Force also excluded 16 bases as 
being mission essential or geographically key. Included in this 
category is Hickam AFB considered to be crucial to the 
reinforcement of the Pacific. (see Atch A for a listing of all 
37 excluded bases by category/subcategory). The Air Force R&A 
team generally accepts the exclusion categories used by the Air 
Force. 

COBRA: The DoD COBRA cost model was used to compute the cost and 
manpower implications, and the extent and timing of potential 
costs and savings. The BCEG approved the COBRA products that 
addressed these two selection criteria. The basic scoring for 
each base used all eight criteria, with priority given to 
military value (Criteria I-IV) with emphasis on readiness, 
training, future, and cost. Although, errors in specific COBRA 
data entries have been found, the Air Force R&A team generally 
accepts the COBRA runs for use in comparison analysis. 

AIR RESERVE COMPONENT(ARC): The Air Reserve Components (Air 
National Guard and Air Force Reserve) enjoy a special 
relationship with their respective states and local communities. 
The DoD Force Structure Plan does not reduce the ARC force 
structure, so there was no apparent excess base structure. 
Therefore, the ARC category was not examined for closure, but the 
?-ir Force Reserves were examined for cost effective realignments 
to other bases. The Air Force R&A team accepts the Air Force's 
special considerations as falling within general compliance 
zequirements. 

REDIRECTS: Bases identified by the 1988 and 1991 Base Closure 
Commissions as receiving bases were reevaluated by the Air Force 
along with all other bases against current force structure 
reductions to identify opportunities to operate more efficiently 
and effectively. The Air Force has recommended changes to six 
previously approved designated receiving bases. The Air Force has 
justified these redirects because they either result in 
significant cost savings or increase military value. The Air 
Force R&A team is initially concerned with two aspects of this 
analysis: first, the DoD late change in attributes used to 
xralidate the decision to pass on the redirects to the Commission, 
and second, the DoD decision to consider one time savings as low 
2s $1 million as a valid attribute for accepting these redirects. 
The R&A Staff will continue this examination durirg our specific 
compliance analysis. 

EEPOTS: The Air Force considered all six of its depots and 
reconn~nded two for closure: McClellan and Newark. The Air Force 
developed performance neasurement szandards as part of Selection 
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Criteria I(current and future mission requirements and the impact 
of operational readiness of the DoDfs total force). During our 
specific analysis we will address whether the scope and depth of 
the depot performance measurement standards used by the ~ i r  Force 
accurately measured one depot against another. specific areas 
which will be addressed include excess capacity, realignment and 
consolidation alternatives and cost considerations. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

We believe that the Commission should accept the ~ i r  Force's 
methodology as meeting the general compliance requirements 
specified by law. We suggest that the Commission may want to 
require the Air Force to use specific rankings rather than color 
codes for the 1995 base closure process. However, if the 
Commission considers color codes to be adequate, the R&A team 
recommends that statistically sapported installation rankings, as 
presented to the SECAF, be documented and made available for 
independent review. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGhWEXT COh!!.ISSION 
OFFICE OF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

1 March 1993 

1 9 9 3  REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 

GENERAL 

Using accurate and appropriate supporting data, the analysis ? 
teams will apply the methodologies _accepted by the Commissioners - 
from the General Compliance review to each installation within each 
category in order to determine whether those methodologies were 
applied correctly and consistently by the Services and Defense 
Agencies. This a n a l w s  will enable the Commissioners to ident-1-f.y 
a-b-s-tant.ia1 deviations and formulate options for redressing 
identified substantial deviations. 

Using the outline below, the analysis teams will prepare a 
position paper and a briefing for each installation category. The 
questions below serve only 2s a guideline for doing the required 
analysis. Teams are free to delve deeper into the analysis or to 
investigate additional issues. Each analysis team will brief the 
Staff Director on its progress and preliminary observations NLT 7 
Hay 1993. This briefing is intended to be a brainstorming session 
in case there are procedural or policy questions to iron ont. B y  
that tine, all of the installations reconnended for closure and 
realignment by the Department of Defense will have been analyze<. 

--. _ -- - - 

Based on this review, each analysis team will prepare a 
position paper for each instzllation category .$o- be- sent to the- 
Co~missioners NLT 14 Kay 19.93. Each analysis team will brief the 

5- -- . - --- . ,- 4-1 

Comnissioners on--'tmr observations during the deliberation 
hearings scheduled for 2 1 - 2 2  N a y  1993. 

P U R P O S E  

State the purpose of evaluation as outlined in the 1993 Review 
and Analysis Plan. 

PROCESS 

In general terzs, explain the process zsed by the Sery2ice or 
Defense Agency in developing their closure and rezlignment 
recommendations. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE Ah'D REALIGhT..Eh'T COYXISSION 
OFFICE OF REVIEW AND AhTALYSIS 

1 March 1993 

1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

FINDINGS 

I Data Accuracv - Explain how the accuracy of the data was 
determined. 

I1 Data Verification - Explain how the data were verified. 
I11 Cateqorv Validation - ~xplain how the proper data 

elements and methodology were applied. 

IV Base Validation - Explain whether the Service or Defense 
Agency final recommendations appear accurate based on application 
of the methodology and evaluation of data. 

1. Were the data used in the methodology valid and accurate? 

a. What proportion of the data was accepted based on Service 
audit agency or General Accounting Office verification? 

b. What proportion of the data was verified by the team? 

2. Were the categorization rules of the methodology applied 
zonsistently? Did the bases in each category belong there? 

3. Were the exclusion rules of the methodology ap~lied 
consistently? Did the stated reascns for each exclusion apply to 
each base excluded? 

L. Do valid data and the application of the methodology support 
the numerical or color coding of each factor used? 

5 .  Do the factors' numeric21 or color codings support the overall 
rating given to the base? 

6. Is there a justi2iable, non-random pattern to the closure and 
realignment decisions at the final step of the Service's and 
Defense Agency's process? 
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OFFICE OF RETIEPI AND Ah'ALYSIS 

1 March 1993 

1 9 9 3  REVIEW AND ANALYE18 PLAN 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

1. Did corrections to the data call into question any of the 
Service's or Defense Agency's closure or realignment 
recommendations? 

a. Should any bases on the closure list drop off? 

b. Should any bases not on the list be considered for 
closure? 

c. Should any realignment actions be reconsidered? 

2. For those bases categorized incorrectly, did you re-categorize 
them into a more appropriate category? Did the new categorization 
indicate that any closure, non-closure, or realignment decisions 
should be reconsidered? 

2 For those bases inappropriately excluded, did you apply the 
full methodology to then zo see how they rate in their appropriate 
category? Did the change indicate that any closure, non-closure, 
c,r realignment decisions should be reconsidered? 

4. For those changes in factor or overall bese coding, did you re- 
prioritize any bases? Did the change indicate that any closure, 
non-closure, or realiqnnent decisions should be reconsidered? 

5. Do the installations selected for closure seen logical  hen 
compared to changes in the Force Structure Plan? ( A  matrix would 
t ,e  ~ s e i u l  for this C O E ~ Z ~ ~ S O P I .  ) Con.~ersely, do the bases remaining 
support the FY 95 Force Structure Plan? 

E .  What did sensitivity analysis on each of the eight selection 
criteria show? 

a. In general, how much do the data used to evaluate a 
criterion have to chznge in order co change a color cr numericzl 
coding? 

b. How much does a criterion's color and nuzerical coding 
have to change in o r d e r  ro change a closcre, non-closure, or 
rsalignnent ciecision? 
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O F F I C E  O F  REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

1 March 1993 

1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

S P E C I F I C  COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

7 .  Have the conclusions been discussed with Service or Defense 
Agency counterparts? What was the Service's response? 

8. Should the Commission accept all of the Service's decisions on 
all of its installations? If not, what options for changes to the 
base closure and realignment list are there for the Commission to 
consider? 

9 .  What changes should the commission recommend for the base 
closure and realignment process in 1995? 
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FROM: Bob,/ 7 

TO: Ben, Frank, Ed, Alex 

SUBJECT: specific compliance 

Attached are the specific compliance analyses for criterion 7 
(Community Infrastructure) and 8 (Environmental). Criterion 8 is 
marked ttdrafttt because we are awaiting (a )  a response from the Army 
to a Commission letter and (b) more information from the Air Force. 

You can use them as you see fit during your forthcoming 
presentations. We anticipate having criterion 6 (Economic) 
completed shortly and will immediately provide it to you. 

For criteria 5 (ROI), Jeff is currently working various scenarios 
for you. The results of the continuous COBRA runs are the specific 
compliance for criteria 5. Therefore, there will be no formal 
written analysis developed until later in the process and that will 
be for the historical record. 

A t c h  
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INTERNAL WORKING DOCUMENT 

AIR FORCE TEAM ACTION/GOALS FOR FIRST PHASE ANALYSIS 

1. There are two areas of Analysis that are necessary to prepare ourselves for the Final 
Deliberations; 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE - To be complete by GAO Hearing. This is in 
essence our review and check as to whether the Air Force followed the 
Requirements of the Law, DoD Guidance (See Book I, Tab 9, Air Force Team 
Read File - Steve put together and is in his Book Case), Air Force Procedures 
(Vol V Chaps 3 and 4) and other internal directions. In addition we must 
verify that the Air Force categories and exclusions appear valid considering the 
Force Structure and Capacity. LETS TALK ON OUR APPROACH ON THIS 
SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE - To be complete by Adds Hearing. This is where 
we validate the data, capacity issues and that the bases are in the correct 
categories and appear to have been judged fairly throughout the BCEG process. 
The best tools here are the Capacity Analysis, BCEGISECAF Minutes and 
Briefings, and Force Plan (Classified). It is essential that we brief our validated 
capacity analysis to the Commissioners as part of the Adds Hearing - i.e. The 
Air Force says this and we support or contradict - essential if they are to be 
satisfied that adds or even closures in specific areas are required. 
Both of the above were formalized in 1993 but not in 95. See Tab A of the 
R&A Handbook. This is not smoke or make work but vital to the process. In 
sure your notes reflect these areas. 

2. Be very, very familiar with the R&A Handbook. Insure you know what is ahead. 
Start building your ADDS and Final Delib Charts now - Think about the Report and 
Motions as well as reports for trips, regional hearings etc.. 
3. Insure you are preparing meeting memos for all community meetings where we are 
lead and following Tab B 
4. Read the Read File Books Steve has prepared. 
5. Re very familiar with ACCESS and POWER POINT. Start now. 
6. Suggest the following Read Schedule: 

Read Vol I, I1 & V of DoD Report - NLT 3/15 
Read Transcripts of l(AM1PM) and 6 March Hearing - NLT 3/18 
Read your Category Capacity Briefs - NLT 313 1 
Read through BCEGISECAF Briefs - NLT 3/3 1 
Read your Category's Base Data calls - NLT your base visit (or 4/15) 
Read ECTS and Walton's letter files for your base - NLT RH (or 4/15) 
Analyze related focused, level P F COBRAS for your Cat. - NLT 3/24 
Update "Closure History" Data Base and "Static" Data Base - NLT RH 

DRAFT March 13, 1995 
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Specific compliance 

AF Team Independent Analysis 

BACKGROUND: In 1991 the AF Team analyzed the DoD recommendations 
using the color coded grades provided by the BCEG and assigning 
numerical values to the ttgradesll to verify numericaLly that the 
BCEG decisions made sense. The 1993 AF Team analysis is 
independent of both the grades and the 1991 analysis. 

DISCUSSION: 

The Air Force sent questionnaires to every base. The base's 
responses were used by the Air Forcets Base Closure Executive Group 
(BCEG) for the base closure and realignment process and their 
analysis. The base's questionnaire responses were officially 
"certifiedN and provided to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (DBCRC). 

@ @  This certified data was the basis for all analysis done by 
the BCEG and the ratings given to each base. 
@ @  More questions were asked on the questionnaire than were 
used to determine BCEG ratings. 
@ @  All bases responded to questions covering all mission areas 
(airlift, tanker, fighter, and bomber) regardless of whether 
that mission was performed at the base. 

The AF Team conducted independent analysis of the military 
criteria (criteria 1 through 3) for validating Air Force base 
operational groupings and analyzing a base's ability to support 
other missions that were not rated by the BCEG and began a three 
phase review process. 

Phase I. Data Collection, Database population and   is play. 

The first phase of the specific base operational analysis focused 
on data collection from base questionnaires and database population 
wj-thin the Installation Information Data System (IIDS). 

The questionnaires were reviewed independently by AF Team members 
to determine which questions were relevant to operational military 
value within each mission area. 

@ @  AF Team question selections focused on a basesf ability to 
conduct operations from peacetime training to wartime 
deployment/ employment. 
@ *  The AF Team conservatively selected more questions for 
inclusion in the database than expected for use in the 
analysis to ensure the data would be available, because the 
database was to be "locked outt1 early in the process. 

Maj H w t  Dittmerl AF Team/ June 2, 19931 spcfc.anl (final) 



am Questions focused on operational areas for generating 
training sorties (such as fuel, ramp space, and weather) as 
well as the training airspace and ranges to support training 
once airborne. 
am Noise complaints, ground encroachment compliance, and ATC 
delay responses were included to reflect restrictions to 
flight operations at a base. 

~uestions that the AF Team assessed would be of value to the 
 omm missioners were selected from the database and formatted for 
Commissionerrs display screens. 

a *  The displays included explanations of questionnaire 
inquiries as well as a standard to measure the responses 
against. 
a *  The "standardM used for the commissioner screens was 
derived from the BCEGrs values for grades of tlGreen" or "Redu. 
This range was not available for all questions in the AF Team 
database, as the BCEG graded questionnaire responses for a 
limited number of items. 
a *  Additional questionnaire responses were displayed for 
Commissioner use, but not defined by a range and were intended 
for use-in comparing rawdata- of various bases. 

All database fields were checked for input errors, and all 
questionnaire extractions were checked by two persons to ensure 
accurate data extraction and to resolve interpretation conflicts. 

Phase 11. Independent Analysis of Mission Areas- ~irlift, Bomber, 
~ighter, Mobility, and Tanker. 

The next phase was to analyze the database for future comparative 
analysis of bases. 

The Database from IIDS was converted to Excel for analysis and 
scoring of four mission areas: airlift, bomber, fighter, and 
tanker. Additionally, airlift and tanker mission areas were 
combined for comparative analysis of the mobility mission. 

The mission area specialists determined which question responses, 
from those in the IIDS database, best represented a basesf ability 
to support a mission area. 

m a  This mission area analysis determined the datafields that 
would be scored for all bases in that category. 
a *  Several questionnaire responses (such as encroachment 
compliance, noise complaints, weather, ramp space etc.) were 
relevant to all mission areas, although maximum points vary 
depending on the relative importance of the question response 
to the mission area. 

Maj Kurt Dittrnerl AF Tcaml June 2, 19931 spcfc.anl (final) 



l Next the AF Team determ 
0 .  Ten points was d 
with questions of 
points. 
0 0  AF Team analysi 
"furniture in the ho 

e.0 Unique inf 
hangars, hush 
considered unde 
replicate. 

led maximum Score values. 
:ermined to be the score value 
2sser importance being assigned five 

focused on the and not the 
;e" . 
lstructure requirements such as large 
ouses, and special security must be 
criteria four as additional costs to 

l Question response ighted by multiplying scores with 
an arbitrary factor; AF Team scored more questionnaire 
responses from mission ents deemed pertinent and therefore 
determined relativ n a mission area. For example, 
rather than saying the 1 n of ranges supporting bomber base 
training was worth three the base's runway length, only ten 
points were given gth while scores were given for 
"Electronic CombatI1 ng ranges, Radar ~ombing sites and 
low level training ling 30 points. 

% 
l Next, the AF Team determined the point score for each question 
response. a 

* *  For each missio;, area, an approximate threshold was 
determined above whigh no points would be awarded i.e. a 
bombing range furtherbthan 250 miles has little value for the 
fighter mission and would score zero points. 
**  If applicable, a shold on the opposite spectrum was 
determined beyond w all responses would receive the 
maximum number of po 
* *   ine ear equations were developed to provide a score within 
the range, with higherjscores being better. 

A sample of question res&nses was run through each equation to 
determine ltreasonablenessnbfor the range of scores and values, 
without associating specifi% bases to the scores. 

1 
l Condition and capacity of b basesf facilities and housing could 
not readily be captured frodquestionnaire data. Instead, the AF 
Team used the color coded ratings that the BCEG certified for these 
areas as the basis for the analysis. 

0 .  The AF Team applied numerical scores to color codes similar 
to the AF Team analysis in 1991. The colors were scored as 
follows : 

a*. Green = 5 points 
@ * *  Yellow = 3 points 
*.* Red = 1 point 

* *  The BCEG rated base facility capacity, building condition, 
and infrastructure condition. Also, the BCEG rated a basesf 
housing capacity and condition. 
**  A base's facilities could receive a maximum score of 25 
points. 

Maj Kurt Dittmcrl AF Team/ June 2, 19931 spcfc.anl (final) 3 



0. The BCEG rated facilities for all those bases in mission 
categories containing bases recommended for closure or 
realignment. Additionally, supplemental data included some 
facility ratings for bases in excluded categories (such as 
Flying Training bases and Major Headquarters). 
0 0  Some bases do not have facility scores. 

l AF Team scoring and analysis of questionnaire data for 
operational aspects provided relative values between bases across 
a wide spectrum of mission aspects, rating more question responses 
than the BCEG. Additionally, each question response had a range of 
possible values from one to ten (or five) for discrimination within 
a category. This methodology does not, however, capture the 
qualitative issues for question responses that the BCEG is able to 
with ggsubjectivegg discussions. 

Phase 111. Base Comparative Analysis. 

l The AF Team sought to score all bases claiming a mission 
capability with validated scores and maximum scores for the mission 
areas in question. 

e e  Costs for closure and realignments, and cost avoidance 
analysis were not included in this analysis phase and are not 
reflected in the staff scores. 

l An initial database run produced preliminary scores for only 
those bases that claimed the ability to accomplish each mission 
area. 

e *  The scores were scrubbed for incorrect data. 
me This initial look was used by the AF Team for preliminary 
scores in the "adds briefgg to the Commissioners. 

l Two areas needing review in the matrix and equations surfaced 
from community and Air Force investigations of the AF Team's 
initial scoring. 

e *  One was an inconsistency in the bomber matrix. The bomber 
matrix awarded points for force structure unlike the other 
mission areas. The AF Team voted and the force structure 
scores were removed. Force structure gtvaluegg will be 
addressed under cost to replicate facilities for those forces 
under criteria four. 
em The second area concerned the Air Force's new operational 
concept for the mobility mission. The AF Team consulted 
tanker pilots and action officers from the air staff's 
mobility shop on mobility mission base requirements. 

An additional data call was made from the Air Force's 
BCEG minutes for "KC-135 equivalentM parking spaces, 
"tanker saturationtg, and distance to the nearest high 
density refueling track. 

hiaj Kurt Dittmerl AF Team/ June 2, 19931 spcfc.anl (final) 



* * *  A Mobility matrix was built incorporating the new 
data-call. This matrix was completed after the I1addst8 
hearings for further analysis of the bases being 
considered by the Air Force as l8~obilityU bases. 
a * *  The tanker matrix was also updated with the tanker 
saturation and distance to the nearest high-density 
refueling track. 
a * @  The airlift matrix was updated in the following 
areas : 

1. The percent of the time weather exceeded 
3,000 feet and 5 miles, for low level 
training-- added (10 points maximum) 
2. The importance of 81port1f facilities and 
rail access were also deemed questionable. 
The port question was removed from the scoring 
matrix, and the rail score was reduced from 10 
to 5 points. 
3. The distance to the primary airlift 
customer was changed from 10 to 5 points. 

Following the 1tAdds18 hearings, where the Commissioners accepted 
the Air Forcers exclusions, the database for comparative analysis 
was restricted to only those bases the Air Force graded in each 
major category. 

* a  Of the 21 large aircraft bases rated by the Air Force, only 
18 bases were capable of performing the Bomber mission and 
were compared in the fianl AF Team analysis. 
am The comparative analysis numerically ranked all 21 large 
aircraft bases for the airlift, tanker and and the mobility 
mission areas. 

l community inputs for Database errors are still being considered 
and incorporated in this comparative analysis. 

l ~ollowing are the maximum point values for question areas and the 
specific equations used to score the bases claiming the capability 
to perform the airlift, bomber, fighter, and tanker missions: 

Maximum Scores for Airlift ~uestionnaire Responses. 
l Runway length (FLIP)--.I0 points 
l Total usable ramp space (III.l.H.1)-- 10 points 
l Does the base have a hot pad (III.l.F)-- 10 points 

C-141 maximum on ground (III.l.A)-- 10 points 
l POL storage store (II.2.B.l.P)-- 10 points 

Number of fuel hydrants (III.l.C.1)-- 10 points 
l Weather above 300' and 1 mile (1.2.A.l.A)-- 10 points 
l Weather above 3000' and 5 miles (1.2.A.l.B)-- 10 points 
l Distance to weather alternate (1.2.C.l.A)-- 10 points 
l Number of Air Traffic Control delays (I.2.B)-- 10 points 
l Compliance with ground encroachment policies for accident 
potential zones (II.6.A)-- 5 points 
l Number of noise complaints (II.3.E)-- 10 points 
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Drop zone (1.2.N.l)-- 10 points 
Army base within 150 miles (III.l.G. I)-- 5 points 

0 Rail access within 150 miles (III.l.G.2)-- 5 points 
Distance to full-scale airdrop (I.2.N.3)-- 5 points 
Distance to ground forces (airborne) (I.2.N.2)-- 10 points 
Distance to primary airlift customer (1.2.M.4)-- 5 points 
Distance to ~ i r  Refueling Track (I.2.H.4)-- 10 points 

r Number of low level routes within 200 nautical miles (I. 2 .Dog) -- 
5 points 

Base facilities -- 15 points 
Housing facilities -- 10 points 
MAXIMUM SCORE -- 195 points 

Maximum Scores for Bomber Questionnaire Responses. 
Runway length -- 10 points 
Total usable ramp space -- 10 points 
Does the base have a hot pad -- 5 points 
Number of refueling hydrants -- 5 points 
C-141 maximum on ground -- 5 points 
Weather above 300 and 1 mile -- 10 points 
Distance to weather alternate -- 10 points 
Number of Air Traffic Control delays -- 10 points 
Compliance with ground encroachment policies for accident 

potential zones -- 10 points 
Number of noise complaints -- 10 points 
Distance to Radar ~ombing Site scoring facility (I.2.H.2)-- 10 

points 
Distance to Air Refueling Track -- 10 points 
~istance to bombing range (I.2.H.l)-- 10 points 
Distance to low altitude military operating area (I.2.D.2)-- 5 

points 
Distance to electronic combat range (I.2.D.4)-- 5 points 
Number of visual and instrument low level routes within 200 

nautical miles -- 5 points 
Base facilities -- 15 points 
Housing facilities -- 10 points 
MAXIMUM SCORE -- 155 points 

Maximum Scores for Fighter ~uestionnaire Responses. 
Runway length -- 10 points 
Total usable ramp space -- 5 points 
Does the base have a hot pad -- 5 points 
Is there hot pit refueling for fighter training (III.l.C.2)-- 5 

points 
C-141 maximum on ground -- 5 points 
Weather above 3001/1 mile for take-off-- 10 points 
Weather above 300O1/5 mile for low level training (1.2.A.l.B)-- 

10 points 
Distance to weather alternate -- 10 ~oints * 
Distance to divert for emergency runway closure (1.2.C.l.B)-- 5 

points 
Number of Air Traffic Control delays -- 10 points 
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Compliance with ground encroachment policies for accident 
potential zones -- 10 points 

Number of noise complaints -- 10 points 
Is there a bombing range within 100 miles (I.2.D.3)-- 5 points 
Distance to bombing range -- 10 points 
Number of bombing ranges within 250 miles (I.2.D.3)-- 5 points 
~istance to electronic combat training range -- 10 points 
Distance to Army units for joint training (I.2.D.5)-- 10 points 
Distance to Air Refueling Track -- 10 points 
Distance to supersonic air-to-air training area (I.2.D.l)-- 10 

points 
Distance to low altitude military operating area -- 10 points 
Number of visual and instrument low level routes within 200 

nautical miles -- 10 points 
Number of night low level routes within 200 nautical miles 

(1.2.D.10)-- 5 points 
Base facilities -- 15 points 
Housing facilities -- 10 points 
MAXIMUM SCORE -- 205 points 

Maximum Scores for Mobility Questionnaire Responses. 
Runway length (FLIP)-- 10 points 
Total usable ramp space (III.l.H.1)-- 10 points 
Does the base have a hot pad (III.l.F)-- 10 points 
C-141 maximum on ground (III.l.A) -- 10 points 
POL storage store (II.2.B.l.P)-- 10 points 
Number of fuel hydrants (III.l.C.1)-- 10 points 
Weather above 300' and 1 mile (1.2.A.l.A)-- 10 points 
Weather above 3000' and 5 miles (1.2.A.l.B)-- 10 points 
Distance to weather alternate (1.2.C.l.A)-- 10 points 
Number of Air Traffic Control delays (I.2.B)-- 10 points 
Compliance with ground encroachment policies for accident 

potential zones (II.6.A)-- 5 points 
Number of noise complaints (II.3.E)-- 10 points 
Drop zone (1.2 .N. 1) -- 10 points 
Distance to full-scale airdrop (I.2.N.3)-- 5 points 
Distance to ground forces (airborne) (I.2.N.2)-- 10 points 
Distance to Air Refueling Track (I.2.H.4)-- 10 points 
Number of low level routes within 200 nautical miles (I.2.D.9)-- 

5 points 
Number of KC-135 equivalents that can be parked -- 10 points 
Distance to high-density air refueling track -- 10 points 
What is the tanker saturation -- 10 points 
Base facilities -- 15 points 
Housing facilities -- 10 points 
MAXIMUM POSSIBLE -- 210 points 

Maximum Scores for Tanker Questionnaire Responses. 
Total usable ramp space -- 10 points 
Runway length -- 10 points 
POL storage store -- 10 points 
Number of fuel hydrants -- 10 points 
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Weather above 300' and 1 mile for take-off-- 10 points 
Distance to weather alternate -- 10 points 
Number of Air Traffic Control delays -- 10 points 
Coxpliance with ground encroachment policies for accident 

potentral zones -- 5 points 
Number of noise complaints -- 10 points 
Distance to Air Refueling Track -- 10 points 
Distance to high density air refueling track -- 10 points 
Tanker saturation for base's area -- 10 points 
Base facilities -- 15 points 
Housing facilities -- 10 points 
MAXIMUM SCORE -- 140 points 

The equations used to determine the linear values for individual 
scores (up to the maximums stated above) follow: 
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Questionnaire Item 

Ramp Space 

Runway Length 

POL storage capacity 

Numbers of hydrants 

Does base have "hotpad" for 
explosive cargo handling? 

C-141 Maximum on Ground 

R&A Score 

# /100,000 = score (lrg a/c) 
# /200,000 = score (fighter) 

# < 10000 = 0 (bomber/tanker/ 
mobility) 
# < 8000 = 0 (fighter) 
# c 7000 = 0 (airlift) 
# = 7k-8k = 7 (airlift) 
# = 10k-llk = 8 (bomber/tanker/ 
mobility) 
# = 8k-9k = 8 (fighter/airlift) 
# = llk-12k = 9 (bomber/tanker/ 
mobility) 
# = 9k-10k = 9 (fighter/airlift) 
# > 12k = 10 (bomber/tanker/ 
mobility) 
# > 10k = 10 (fighter/airlift) 

#/20000 = score 
(tanker/mobility) 
#/10000 = score (airlift/bomber) 

# / 5 = score (bomber/airlift/ 
mobility) 
( #  - 8) / 4  = score (tanker) 

Yes = 10 (airlift/mobility) 
Yes = 5 (bonber/fighter) 
No = 0 

# = score (bombers and ftrs) 
2 x # = score (airlift/mobility) 
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Questionnaire Item 

Does the base have "hot pit" 
refueling for fighter 
refuel? 

Is the base in encroachment 
compliance for accident 
potential zones? 

% Weather > 300' and 1 mile 

% Weather > 3000' and 5 
miles 

Distance to weather 
alternate 

Distance to divert runway 

Number of ATC delays 

Number of noise complaints 
per month 

Distance to bombing range 

Distance to Electronic 
Combat Training Range 

Number of Low Level training 
routes 

Number of Night Low Level 
training routes 

Distance to Supersonic 
military operating area 

Is there a bombing range 
within 100 miles? 

Distance to Radar Bombing 
Site 

Number of bombing ranges 
within 250 miles 

Distance to Low altitude 
military operating area 

RLA Score 

Yes = 5 (fighter) 
No = 0 

Yes = 10 (bomber/fighter) 
Yes = 5 (airlift/tanker/ 
mobility) 
No = 0 

90 - # = score 

(80 - #)/2 = score 
(fighter/airlift/mobility) 

(250 - #)/25 = score (lrg a/c) 
(210 - #)I21 = score (ftrs) 

(100 - #)  /20 = score (ftrs) 

10 - # = score 

10 - # = score 

(600 - #)I60 = score (bomber) 
(250 - #)I25 = score (fighter) 

(600 - #)/I20 = score (bomber) 
(250 - #)/20 = score (fighter) 

# IR + VR = score (bomber) 
# (IR+VR) / 2  = score (fighter) 
# IR + VR + SR = score (airlift/ 
mobility) 

# = score (fighter) 

(200 - #)  /15 = score (fighter) 

Yes = 5 points (fighter) 
No = 0 points 

(500 - #)I50 (bomber) 

# = score (fighter) 

(200 - #)  /30 = score (bomber) 
(200 - #)/I5 = score (fighter) - 



Attached are the actual data entry points and the scores for each 
mission area. Only active duty bases that were ranked by the BCEG 
and indicated within the questionnaire that they were capable of 
accommodating the particular mission area were included in the 
matrix. 

Questionnaire Item 

Distance to Army unit for 
joint training 

Distance to Drop Zone 

Distance to Airborne units 

Distance to Air Refueling 
Routes 

Distance to Primary Airlift 
Customer 

Distance to Full Scale 
Airdrop range 

What is tanker saturation? 

Distance to nearest high 
density air refueling track 

Number of KC-135 equivalents 
that can be parked on ramp 

Is there an Army base within 
150 miles? 

Is there Railroad access 
within 150 miles? 

- 

5 Attachments 
1. Airlift 
2. Bomber 
3. Fighter 
4. Mobility 
5. Tanker 

R&A Score 

(200 - #)I15 = score (fighter) 

(250 - #)I25 = score (airlift/ 
mobility) 

(250 - #)I25 = score (airlift/ 
mobility) 

(400-#)I40 = score (bomber) 
(250-#)I25 = score (lift/tank/ 
mobility) 
(200-#) 115 = score (fighter) 

(250 - #)/SO = score (airlift) 

(250 - #)/50 = score (airlift/ 
mobility) 

Rich = 0 points 
(tankerlmobility) 
Balanced = 5 points 
(tankerlmobility) 
Poor = 10 points 
(tanker/mobility) 

(600 - #)/60 = score 
(tanker/mobility) 

# / 10 = score (mobility) 

Yes = 5 points (airlift) 
No = 0 points 

Yes = 5 points (airlift) 
No = 0 points 
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Air Force C;itcgoric?i 

-__ - __ --- - - 

CATEGOIZY - - - - 
Flyingfllarge Aircraft (missile) - 
FlyindSmall Aircraft 

----.. 

FlyingTilot Training 
-- 

FlyindSpecial Operations 
----- 

Depots - - -- 

NT JM13ER 

- 
2 1  (5) 

- 11 

. I  - 
1 

6 

Production Centers 
---- 

3 

Test Facilities -- 1 

Technical Training 4 

Educational - 
Headquarters 

-- -- 6 

Space Operations 3 

Cantonments - 3 

Air National Guard 15 

Air Force Reserve 11 

Geographical/Mission Essential Ilx-clt isions 
--- --- 
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Base Compar:ttive Analysis 1 of 2 slides 
Category: Large Aircraftrr:~nlcer/AirliH Bases 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Malmstrom, McChord, and Beale FOR (:I.OSTJl~J? OR RFAIJGMIEP$I1. AS AN A1,TERNA 1 IVE .l'O Marc11 

MAJOR ISSUES 

AT: GROUPING (AIRLIFI') 
(BOMBER) 
(TANKER) 

S'I'A1:T: OPERATIONAL SCORE 

UNIQUE MILITARY ASSETS 

1 : E L  SI'ORAGE 
(IARGE QUANTITY) 

ACFI' PARKING APRON (sy) 

March, CA (R) 

(Not rated) 
(Group 3 of 3) 
(Group 3 of 3) 

ALFT 134/190 (?) 
TANKER 85/125 (?) 

Southwest Air Defense Sector 
(SWADS) 

5.5M GALS 

1,081,529 

Malnlstrom, MT e) 
(Not 1-3 ted) 
(Gsotlp 3 of 3) 
(Gl.011p 2 of 3) 

AI.1711 1 2 1 /I 90 (?) 
'I'ANK 131t 93/125 (?) 

hlissilc I:ield/S'1'AliT 

2.4 j h l  (;AI.S 

371,7-5 1 

-- 
GROUND ENCROACHMENT 

[ % 

3 

McChord, WA ('1 

(Group 3 of  3) 
(Not rated) 
(Not rated) 

ALFT 140/190 (?) 
TANKER (Not Scored) 

No~qhwest Air Defense Sector 
( W A D S )  

- 
3.95M GALS 

648,202 

AI: ~ ~ ~ t c t l - G  

AI: 1 ~ 1 ~ ~ 1  G 

--- 
5.43.4 

4 1.4 

- 
lor 

AF rated-R 
Community rates-G 

AT: rated-ll 

AT: rated-(; 

453.4 

51.5 

considesatio; 

AIR ENCROACI-IhlEhT AI: rated-Y 
Community rated-(; 

ONE TIME COST ($M) 256.9 (134.8 cost for DoD rec 
to realign) 

ANNrJAL SAVINGS (Shl) 45.9 (46.9 DoD 
recommendation savings) 

Recommendation 



Base Comparnt ive Analysis 
Category: Large Akcraft/'I'anlter/Aklfi Bases 

2 of 2 slides 

FOR CONSIDERATION: S ~ u d y  

hlAJOR ISSUES 

AF GROUPING (AIRLIW 
(BOMBER) 
(TANKER) 

STAFI:OPERATIONALSCORE 

UNIQLJE MILITARY ASSETS 

FUEL STORAGE 
(LARGE QIJAh?'ITY) 

ACFI' PARKING APRON (sy) 

AIR ENCROACIIMENT 

ONE '1Ih.lE COST ($M) 

AL SAVINGS ($M) 

Istion for real~gnment 

4 ' 1 

Malmstrom, McChord, and Beale FOR 

Beale, CA (9 

(Not rated) 
(Group 2 of 3) 
(Group 2 of 3) 

ALFT137/190(?) 
TANKER 108/125 (?) 

U-2 Base 
Pave Paws 
AF Combat Ammo Center 

6.08M GALS 

399,525 

AF rated - G 

225.8 

53.8 

C - - DoD Recommendatiorl 
I 

(II.OSTJRE OR RFATIGNhfENT. - 
Grand Forks, ND ('1 

(Not rtlled) 
(Grc)iip 3 of 3) 
( G I C ) L I ~  3 of 3) 

ALITI' 108/190 (?) 
'I'ANI<I:II 71/125 (?) 

-- 
hlissilc nasc/S'i'ART 

2.41hl GALS 

444,160 

Al: I ' I I L Y ~  - C; 

-- 
118 1 

- 

69 8 

f o r  closure * = Commissioncr 

AS AN AT.TERNATnT TO Malzll 

Fairclrild, WA ('1 

(Not rated) 
(Group 3 of 3) 
(Group 3 of 3) 

A L l T  104/190 (?) 
TANKER 87/125 (?) 

AF Survival Scliool 

3.3M GALS 

648,960 

AF rated - G 

377.8 

40 .2  

consideration 



Category: Large Aircraft 
Bases Air Force Ratetl as Bolnber Bases 

IIigldiglited bases are Commissioner candidates for filrtller consideration as Bomber Bases 

C = Don  recommendation for closure 
H = l)oII recornmendation for realignment 

= Commissioner candidates for further consideration 



Base Comparative Analysis 1 of 2 slides 
Category: Large Aircraft/Bomber Bases 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Fairchild and Minot FOR CLOSITRE 0 1 t  REAT.IGM\IW and AS AN AT,TFRNAm ret3in Griffiss and/or 
K.I. Sawyer as a bomber base 

Griffis,NY (R) I IU Sawyer, MI ( C )  
I 

Group 3 of 3 

STAFF OPERATIONAL 
BOMBER SCORE 

UNIQUE MILITARY ASSETS Advan(-ccf Cruise 
biissile 

CI:~ssiSietl Mission 

146/17O (?) 

Rome Lab 
NE Air Defense 
Ft Drum Support 

COBRA COSTS A 1 y x ; ~  si;\Chl seloc:~t ion 
C ( ~ S I S  1101 in(-liltlccl 

123/170 (?> 

All operating costs for 
cantonment area may not 
be included 

ECONOMIC IhlPACT 

Oh% 1 I M E  COST (SM) 

1'- I I 

&p c .[If R = Do ecom 
2od Cyr. 11) 

atlo fbr realignment 
(q-{q (yc. b) 

I 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($M) 

Croup 2 of 3 

DoD Potential 
employment loss (direct 
and indirect) 7.6% 

416.4 (120.8 cost for DoD 
rec to realign) 

AI: closing costs iricluded 
rlivving Combnr Crew 
'1'l:iining (currently nt Caslle! 

I'soj 24"/0 uneniploy 
MI $50 in DoD $ 
Wurrs~nitll closed 

154.6 (143.6 cost for Don 
rcc-om~~~cnd:i~ion to close') 

64.4 (39.2 DoD 
recommendation savings) 

- 

C = D o n  Recommendation for closure 
= Cornmissioner candidates for further consideration 

f 

47.6 (62.4 Don 
recomn~endarion savings) 
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Base Comparative Analysis 
Category: SnlaU Aircraft 

FOR CONSIDE&U"I'ON: Study Davis-Monthan, Moody, or Pope POI{ C T . O S m  as ADDITIONS to tlle Secretary's list 

h,lAJOR ISSUES 

AI: GROUPING 

RLGtl CRIT 1 AND 3 SCORE 
(OPERATIONAL SCORE) 

RSrA CRI'I' 2 SCORE 
(FACILITIES SCORE) 

R S A  SCORE TOTAL 

ONE 'I'IME COST ($M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($M) 

Homestead, FL (0 

Group 3 of 3 

68.9 (75.1 cost for DoD 
recommendation to close) 

56.0 (75.4 DoD 
recommendation savings) 

C = Don recommendation for closure 
H = DoD recommendation for realignment 
* = Commissioner candidates for further study 

Moody, GA (') 

Croup 3 of 3 



Base Comparative Analysis 
Category: Snlall Aircraft 

K.I. Sawyer Community Scenario 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Cannon o r  Seymour-Johnson FOR CT.OSIJI11~ and AS AN AI.Tfl.RNA'I~, realign figllter force structure to 
K.I. Sawyer 

hlAJOR ISSUES 

AI: GROUPING 
(SMALL AIRCAFO 

CRI'ERIA 1 AND 3 SCORE 
(OPERATIONAL SCORE) 

I 

DISTANCE TO TRAINING RANGES I I50 miles I 

--- . 

K.I. Sawyer (C) 
- 

Not ranked 
-- 

88/180 (?) 

I<&A CRI'T 2 SCORE 
( 1:ACI l.I1?ES SCORE) 

I?& SCORE ' r 0 - r ~ ~  

21/25 (?) 

-- 

109 (?I 

C = 1)01> recommendation for closure 
' R = DoD recommendation for realignment 

= Commissioner candidates for further study 

ONE 'IIME CLOSE ($M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($M) 

Seynlour-Johnson (') Cannon ('1 

-- 

154.6 (143.6 cost for Do1 1 

rec to close) 

47.6 (62.4 DoD rec 
savings) 

Gl.c,i~p 2 o f  3 I Group 2 of 3 

- -- 
75 ~niles 26 miles 





DRAFT INTERNAL WORKING DOCUMENT (11) - April 6,1995 

AIR FORCE TEAM ACTION/GOALS FOR FIRST PHASE ANALYSIS 
(VERIFICATION OF EXCLUSIONS AND CATEGORIES) 

This is a continuation of our plan of attack with specific team assignments 
set up. 

I have attached a copy of the 1993 Round of Exclusion Review and write up. 
I also attach a copy of the Vol V Tab and have marked up OPRs for 
Msn/Geo and Cat exclusions. Steve is the Lead on putting together the 
Write-up but each need to feed him your input. Please work with Steve on 
this. It is vital that we finish this look no later than 20 April in case we need 
to suggest to commissioners that some of the exclusions are light and might 
need to be looked at. (As an example, we are already reviewing F E 
Warren.) 

In a related issue we should be well on our way on doing capacity analysis. 
Frank is the overall lead on our write-up and Merrill is the major input to 
him on UPT and Small Aircraft bases. Each of you should be concentrating 
on your respective categories where there are re~c~rnmendations. If in your 
review of the three category exclusions (Steve, Craig and Mark), you find 
that the exclusions are flawed - you will need to pursue capacity analysis. 

The bottom line is that we will be expected to discuss if not brief the 
category assignments, exclusions and capacity analysis at the 10 May Adds 
hearing 



-tions for d i s c k o n  with the Base Closure Working G r o w  
Meeting with DBCRC Air Force Team, March 14, 1995, 1 :30 PM-4:00 PM 

($ Please define 'Total Aircraft Inventory". 

@ b y  is TAI used as a measurelfactor in assessing excess capacity when funding \resources are 
authorized and appropriated for PAA? 

3. Please explain the difference in the manpower baseline numbers chart and the personnel numbers used 
in the COBRA runs. 

 he Cannon AFB chart used in the AF hearing reflects F-1 1 1s moving to Nellis. Why, if the aircraft 
are being dropped fiom the inventory? 

5. Was a COBRA run done on an option to close Grand Forks AFB? Malmstrom AFB? Minot AFB? If 
so, may we have a copy? 

6 .  Do you have an estimate of when we may receive copies of the site survey reports/summaries? 

7. Please provide a copy of Atch 1 to the 7 Jul94 BCEG minutes. It is missing. 

@ Plsase define and explain "level playing field." 

9. The Air Force has recommended closing the minimum essential airfield at Griffiss Air Force Base, and 
providing the mobility/contingency/training support to the 10th Infantry Division fiom the Fort Drum 
airfield. 

a. Could you please describe the concept of operations the Air Force intends for the operations at 
the Fort Drum airfield? 

b. What agreement has the Air Force established with the Anny to operate the airfield at Fort 
Drum? Would you please provide us with a copy of any of the agreements? 

c. Has the Army or the Air Force calculated the additional costs associated with operating the Fort 
Drum airfield as a result of this proposal? 

d. Does the Air Force expect the Army to fund all the costs associated with operating the field at 
Fort Drum? 

e. The information the Air Force has provided us indicates the Army desired a 200 feet wide 
runway. Are you aware of the Army's rational for desiring a 200 foot runway? Did the Army 
have other concerns? Could you please provide us with them? 

f. Could you please provide us with a copy of all the costs associated with keeping the minimum 
essential airfield at Griffiss AFB open? 

10. If the Defense Base Closure Commission voted to close Minot AFB, where would the Air Force 
prefer the B-52s to go, and why? 



1 1. In deciding to realign Grand Forks Air Force Base, did the Air Force take any actions attempting to 
resolve ABM Treaty implications? If so, what were they? 

12. The Air Force has proposed inactivating the 485th EIG rather than transferring the unit to Hill AFB. 
One of the reasons is the very high costs of renovating Hill AFB. What are these costs? (The 1993 site 
survey data showed the cost to Hill at $13.5M) 

13. Could you please provide us with information about all the USG organizations other than Air Force 
organizations effected by the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base? 

a. How would these organizations be effected by the realignment of Kirtland AFB? How much 
coordination has been performed with these organizations? 

b. The Air Force has proposed leaving the 898th Munitions Squadron in-place. How does the Air 
Force plan to support this organization with such things as medical, base exchange, and 
commissary privileges? 

c. In realigning Kirtland AFB, it appears the Air Force did not calculate the potential increase of 
CHAMPUS costs. Could you please provide us with the reason why? And could you please 
calculate these costs for us and provide us with the information? 

14. Would like to discuss measures of effectiveness that were used to evaluate the mission effectiveness 
of the missile fields at Grand Forks, Minot, and Malrnstrom. (2 Nov 94 BCEG Minutes fiom the 
classified annex). 

15. P,equest you discuss the rationale for the lack of a small aircraft base on the closure list. 

16. \Ve recognize the fact that there are no bad bases in the Air Force, but would give us some detail on 
how closely the UPT bases compared and what was the deciding factor for naming Reese? 

17. How did the UPT JCSG rank the bases (A, N, AF) functionally? Discuss. 

18. Where did the suggestions to consolidate ANG units onto larger bases originate? Were they 
suggested by the ANG? Did the BCEG identify other ANG candidates for consolidation? 

19. What distinguished the Air Reserve Component units the Air Force recommended for relocation to 
other bases as candidates for this action? Did the BCEG identify other ANG candidates for 
consolidation? 

20. How did the BCEG identify and validate costs associated with recommended ANG consolidations? 

2 1. Austin Community approved major bond issue worth $400M on May 1, 1993 to convert the base to a (2 unicipal airport. 93 Commission directed Air Force to keep Bergstrom ARB open if community acted 
before Jun 93. What is the Air Force position about transferring the Carswell unit to Bergstrom? 
22. Although the operating cost to operate Bergstrom today are high (due in part, it seems, because the 8 ha.s had to retain much of the base because of environmental cleanup), what would be your estimate of 
operating only the residual cantonment area? 



I b BCEG -~kf 

~~ . 'AETC Capacity Analysis. Is there sufficient remaining capacity if one base is closed? 
BASE ( Projected Pilot Production I Maximum Capability I Limiting Factor I 

@ Why did the Air Force rate Reese so low (Tier 111) compared with other bases in the Undergraduate 
Flying Training category, especially considering that the Air Force: 

(1) selected Reese as its first Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training site; 
(2) introduced the T-1 training aircraft at Reese; and 
(3) initiated the consolidation of UPT with the Navy in a joint program at Reese? 
(4) (We understand) ranked Reese as the number 2 UPT base in 1991. 

@What is the Air Force rationale for closing Reese and transferring all of its aircraft, particularly the 
newly introduced T-1 training aircraft, along with the joint training program to Vance AFB, Oklahoma; 
Laughlin AFB, Texas; and Columbus AFB, Mississippi, when these bases have yet to transition to these 
programs? 

26. The 199 1 DBCRC recommended that the Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility 
at Williams Air Force Base, Arizona, be relocated to Orlando, Florida. In the current round of base 
closures and realignments, the Air Force recommended that the Laboratory remain at its present location 
in Mesa, Arizona, as a stand-alone activity. The Air Force's justification states, in part, that the activities 
are consistent with the community's plans for redevelopment of the Williams Air Force Base property, 
including a university and research park.. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 states that "In considering military installations 
for closure or realignment, the Secretary may not take into account for any purpose any advance 
conversion planning undertaken by an affected community with respect to the anticipated closure or 
realignment of an installation" (Title XXIX, Part A, Sec. 2903, paragraph (c)(3)(B)). 

Why was facility reuse planning used as a consideration factor for this recommendation? 

Please recognize that there will be continuing questions throughout our analysis process that we 
will try to direct to the appropriate individuals as they arise. We will try to keep the pressure as 
low as possible. 

Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Team Leader 



STIONS ON FORCE AN- 

1. Why did BCEG members use their judgment to evaluate the overall rating 
for an installation (based on the eight selection criteria) rather than the 
mathematical roll-up method? In other words, why did BCEG members not roll- 
up criterion grades into an overall color rating for an installation? 

2. Color grades were assigned for some subelements (based on an 
installation's capability relative to other installations' capabilities) rather than by 
applying an objective measure. Why were color grades assigned for some 
subelements and not for other subelements? What are some examples of color 
~rades assigned to subelements? '3 

3. Why was a standard deviation (o) method used? Please describe the 
standard deviation method used. 

4. Wouldn't a score at the mean (p) or above (a Green grade) or at the mean or 
below (a Yellow or Red grade) distort the subelement roll-up compared with those 
subelements in which a standard deviation was not used? 

5.  Why doesn't the standard deviation mean correspond to a Yellow grade? 

6. Did use of the standard deviation affect substantially any outcome? If so, 
please elaborate. 



GEOGRAPHICALLY KEY/MISSION ESSENTIAL EXCLUSIONS 

The Secretary of the Air Force, with the advice of the Base 
Closure Executive Group, decided to exclude geographically key and 
mission essential bases. The Air Force used the rationale that 
these bases are strategically significant to the mission of the 
Air Force. We feel that the Air Force decision to exclude the 
following bases from consideration for closure is supported by the 
indicated rationale included in the DoD BRAC Report of March 1993. 
Additionally, GAO stated in their Report of April 1993 entitled 

tions and Selection Process for 
osures a d  Re- that "there were 16 bases excluded from 

the process because they were considered geographically or mission 
essential. We found no reason to question the  exclusion^.^ 

Andersen AFB, Guam, and Hickarn AFB, Hawaii, are strategically 
located bases in the Pacific Ocean. They are critical for the 
defense of the Island of Guam and the Hawaiian Islands, and 
crucial for military operations in the Pacific Ocean and the Far 
East. 

Andrews AFB, Maryland, is essential in providing world-wide 
Presidential and Congressional airlift support. 

Bolling AFB, D.C. is a key base for support of Air Force and 
j~int activities in the Washington metropolitan area. 

Edwards AFB, California, and Nellis AFB, Nevada, support 
extensive, irreplaceable testing facilities for Air Force aircrew 
and force structure. Edwards AFB is also the primary landing site 
for the space shuttle. 

Falcon AFB, Colorado, supports the Consolidated Space 
O?erations Center, and the National Test Facility for Strategic 
Defense Initiative. 

F.E. Warren AFB, Wyoming, is the Air Force's Peacekeeper 
missile base. The Peacekeeper is the Air Force's newest 
intercontinental ballistic missile. The DoD Force Structure Plan 
reflects the Peacekeeper missiles remaining at the present level. 



Patrick AFB, Florida, and Vandenberg AFB, California, support 
the USAF's sole equatorial and polar space launch facilities, 
accordingly. Patrick AFB provides crucial support for Cape 
Kennedy Space Center, and Vandenberg AFB is home for the Western 
Space and Missile Center. 

Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, supports numerous research and 
training facilities. It is also the Headquarters of Air Force 
Material Command. 

Kirtland AFB, New Mexico, supports several irreplaceable 
research and testing facilities essential to DoD, DOE, and other 
governmental agencies. 

Maxwell AFB, Alabama, is a unique education complex that 
supports the Air University, Air War College, Air Command and 
Staff College, Squadron Officer School, and numerous other 
training and education programs. 

USAF Academy, Colorado, is a one-of-a-kind facility and is 
the primary commissioning source for USAF officers. 

Eielson AFB, and Elnendorf AFB, Alaska. The Air Force stated 
in the DoD report of March 1993 that Elmendorf and Eielson AFBs, 
Alaska, are crucial to the defense of Alaska and the reinforcement 
of the Pacific Ocean and the Far East. Elmendorf AFB is a port of 
entry for Alaska, and Eielson provides critical access to ranges. 

We felt that additional information was needed to validate 
the exclusions of Eielson and Elmendorf. As a result, we 
questioned the Air Force's reasoning in a letter of April 5. 
Their response was: "The Air Force needs Eielson and Elmendorf 
for four reasons. First, Air Force fighter-interceptors are based 
at Elmendorf to provide air defense and establish air sovereignty 
for Alaska and Canada as part of NORAD. While the Cold War threat 
of Soviet bomber attack has significantly reduced, the Air Force 
believes it is prudent to maintain an air defense capability. No 
one can predict the future of US-Russian relations, particularly 
as Russia enters an era of high volatility and uncertainty. 
Furthermore, these fighter-interceptors are the cation's y~arantor 
of national sovereignty for US territory in that region. Second, 
the USAF element in Alaska constitutes a significant part of our 
forward-deployed combat forces for use in an Asian contingency. 
They are based in Alaska to be closure to their potential 
operational areas, not necessarily because the Air Force believes 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
FLYING CATEGORY - -  SPECIAL OPERATION FORCES (SOF) SUBCATEGORY 

Hurlburt Field,  Florida 

Hurlburt AFB is the home of the Air Force Special Operations 
Command and supports 50 unique special operations aircraft. 
Hurlburt's location is ideal for special operations training. It 
is located adjacent to the Eglin range which is exceptional for 
night low altitude training. Also, because of its location on the 
Gulf of Mexico, it has easy access to over water training. 

Hurlburt is the only base dedicated to special operations. 
Even though many portions of the Air Force structure is 
decreasing, special operations forces are increasin~. The Air 
Force decision to exclude special operations forces from 
consideration for base closure is valid. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
TRAINING CATEGORY - -  TECHNICAL TRAINING SUBCATEGORY 

Four bases were considered in the Training Category-- 
Technical Training Center Subcategory: Goodfellow AFB, TX, 
Keesler AFB, MS, Lackland AFB, TX, and Sheppard AFB, TX. 

These bases were excluded from further consideration based on 
two factors: (1) two technical training centers recommended for 
closure in 1988 and 1991 will result in relocating 39% of all 
technical training courses to the four bases listed above; ( 2 )  an 
accession level of 32,000 personnel each year through 1997 will 
require 100 percent of these four bases' capacity. Based on 
capacity analysis, no excess capacity was identified in this 
subcategory. The Air Force's rationale for excluding these bases 
appears to be sound. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT CATEGORY - -  

TEST FACILITIES SUBCATEGORY 

One base was considered in this subcategory: Eglin AFB, FL. 

Eglin AFB was excluded from further review because of its 
extensive range and testing complex, the replication of which 
would be cost prohibitive. Additionally, DoD's Force Structure 
Flan does not indicate a reduction in testing requirements. We 
found this exclusion supportable. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT CATEGORY - -  
PRODUCT CENTER AND LABORATORY SUBCATEGORY 

Three bases were considered in this subcategory: Brooks AFB, 
TX, Hanscom AFB, MA, and Los Angeles AFB, CA. 

These bases conduct research, development, and acquisition 
functions that require expensive, specialized facilities. Two of 
the bases are heavily supported by resident Federally Funded 
Research and Development Centers (FFRDC). They were excluded from 
further consideration because excess capacity was not sufficient 
to justify closure without incurring prohibitive costs. We find 
this exclusion to be sound. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
MAJOR HEADQUARTERS SUBCATEGORY 

Six bases were considered in this subcategory: MacDill AFB, 
FL; Offutt AFB, NE; Peterson AFB, CO; Randolph AFB, TX; Scott AFB, 
IL; and Langley AFB, VA. 

All bases in this subcategory have unique/specialized command 
and control facilities. Further, DoD1s Force Structure Plan does 
not indicate a significant reduction in the missions that these 
bases support. Additionally, there is not sufficient excess 
capacity to permit closing one of these bases and relocating 
functions without significant expense. We concur with the Air 
Force's decision to exclude this subcategory from further 
consideration, but urge the Air Force to consider consolidation of 
these functions during BRAC 1995. 



Exclusions of 
GeographicalIglMilitarilp Unique or Mission Essential Bars 

Andersen AFB, G urn: Essential staging base for Combat Forces and 
Military Operations in the Pacific. 11s 
geographic location provides an implaceable 
resource for overseas contingencies 

Andrews AFB, Maryland: Necessary base for k s i d e n d r n n ~ s s i o n d  
airlift support. The presence of an installanon 
capable of airlift operations near the nation's 
capital is essential to this mission 

Arnold AS, Tennessee: One-of-a-kind Joint Service Center for wind 
tunnel and engine testing. Possesses unique and 
costly equipment, servicing all of DoD 

Edwards AFB , California: Supports an irreplaceable, extensivJspecialized 
t e s ~ g  center and range complex. Naturd 
izatms as well zs facilities to support space 
shuttle opsrarions are unique resources 

-. - . .  
- 7 - i  -A-- 2 - - L . L ~ S ~ Z :  
-A_.L 

cxcid to ~ i n f o - - o ~ t n t  of the Pacific md :3 <it 
&-f=ns= of .4lsi::: i x d o n  is ~ i k i ~ d  for ze)' . . . .. - 
z::=ss t3 ~ ~ ? i a ~ ~ ~ 3 : e  sF:lzlizS r a p e s  ;;L 

&,space, 

",nendc15 .LIZ. -4Jzsl;r: Necessary Port of Entry into United States: 
,cia1 to reinforcement of Pacific; proviaes 
GSU support to 21 remote sites including 18 
long range radar sites crucial to the defense of 
ti~e US, ready access to speciaiized r m p s  and 
airspace 

FE Warren AFB, Wyoming: Air Force's only "Peacskeeper" missile base; 
DoD Force Structure Plan reflects a requkement 
for Peacekeeper missiles through the pcnd 
under which SRAC 95 actions must k taken; 
START treaty imp~cadons 

UNCLASSIFIED 



/Z:(y Hickam AFB, H;iwaii: 
L- - 

cflfll y Maxwell AFB, Alabama: 

7.1 
UNCLASSIFIED 

Necessary Pon of Entry into the western US: 
crucial to reinforcement of Pacific; key to 
suppon of USCINCPAC 

Unique educational complex supports the Air 
University, Air War College, Air Command and 
Staff College, Squadron Officer School, Officer 
Training School, Senior NCO Academy and 
numerous other raining and education proprns 

McChord AFB, Washington: Located with Fort Lewis, the primary 
deployment base for the US I Corps that 
provides suppon for rapid deployment of mops 
to the Pacific theater 

m,r\ ( 1  Nellis AFB, Nevada: Supports an irreplaceable, extensive/specialized 
range complex and the Air Force Weapons 
Center. Range and airspace resources are vital 
to Air Force operations and training 

14 )?!Y - Patrick FIoridz: Critical support to Cape Canaveral (th:: narioc's 
- .- sole wuaroAal ~ ~ b i t  space launch fazilin.,,: h ~ n : :  - of Easten! Space zqc! !ulissi!e Cezzer 

P 
I , . -  

r - .  "-311";: . - /.: A?~?e J-3. !ic~Li eL Coiioczred uric? FOZ 5,2gg, tiis p r i m .  
dcpic>mzn: bzse far .,?z i8 t i  .k'mmz 
proviacs rims ciidcal acploynsnc and cssenSL 
joint mining capability for the US -4.riny's 
primaii.contingency corps 

C f in  / 0. 
Academy, Colorado: Uniquc faciiiries s u p n  all asp-,crs of cadet 

4 raining, including acaacmic, athietic. surnmsr 
encainpixnt, airri~ld opmuons, and sunivd 

D!E Vandenterg Californiz: Narion's sole polar orbit space launch facility 
- and homc of Western Space and Missile Center 



Cat~gorj~/Subcategor!~ Exclusions 

C'~l/c Administrative Support: Thex arc four installations in this category: Battle Creek Federal 
d 

Cenrer, Micnigan; Bolling AFB, N'ashington DC; DFAS/AWC, Colorado; and MacDill AFB, 
Florida. After a thorough capacity analysis of rh:~ facilities in this category, it was determined 
that no excess capacity esists within the categor).. 

C /?/: ! 7 Education and Traininflechnical Category: There are four hases in this sukategory: 
Goodfellow AFF3, Texas; Keesler AFB, Mississippi; Lackiand AFB, Texas; and Sheppard 
AFE3, Texas. Two other Technical Training Center bases were selected for closure in 1988 
and ! ''9 1. This resulted in 39 percent of t~,chni:al training courses relocaring to the remaining 
four !- .ises. DoD's Force Structure Plan will require the Air Force to r emi t  and rain 
approximately 103,033 pexonnel per year. This accession level will require approximteIy 80 
Frcent of the remaining fo~i i  bzses' c a p a c i ~  w.ith minimal pzacetirn:: surge czpabiiiry. 
Closuii of any one tnining ccntcr would reduce zzpaciry to 2 Ip_vp_l '~10s~ ti.lat rrsxired to 
s ; 1 ~ m r ~  . . z r 3 s m d  . - L ~ C  con5ngcn: 0,7-,rzrioris. E2s55 0;: :2xicil;.. LYLCJ~S~S- thtr~r i: ?O 

z x z t ~  czxsir\f ir. his sn=?x:zz~n'. - - 
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SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
AIR FORCE TEAM 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to determine whether or not the 
Air Force applied its methodology correctly and consistently, and 
to identify substantial deviations. Where substantial deviations 
are identified, we will recommend options for redressing those 
deviations. 

PROCESS 

The Air Force team used a structured process consisting of 
four distinct parts to evaluate whether the Air Force carried out 
its methodology correctly and treated all bases under consideration 
equally. The Air Force methodology is clearly outlined in both the 
DoD Detailed Analysis and is re-stated in the Air Force Team's 
General Compliance report. 

Part one of the process verified the accuracy of the source 
data used. To do this the General Accounting Office (GAO) checked 
a random sample of data elements from the three base questionnaires 
used by the ~ i r  Force (General, ~nvironmental, and Airspace). The 
GAO then visited a selected number of bases to verify these 
specific date elements. 

Part two verified the correct use of the data from the sourcc 
c.ocuments through the establishment of criteria ratings. Source 
documents included ell base questionnaires and updatec! data, if 
recessary, es provide2 to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). 
The team's 2rocess consists2 of rzndomly selecting four sets of 
eight or nine bases (34 bases totzl) to verify Criteria I througt 
V.  Three sets of bases were used for Criteria I, I1 .and 111. The 
fourth set of bases was used for ~riterie IV and V. Each sub- 
element ratinq in Criteria I, I1 an6 I11 was verified by tracin~ 
the source data sugporting each sub-element rating to the overall 
criteria rating. In carryinq out this process across the differen: 
base categories, the team aiso checked for consistens applicatio~ 
cf criteria and sub-element content and standards. The team 
analyzed eight or nine bases per Criteria as this represented e 
reasonable sample of the bases considered by the Air Force. 

The Air Force used the Cost oL Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model to estimate and compare one-time closure costs and 
recurring savings for each base. This data was used for criteria 
IV and V. To assess the adequacy and accuracy of the specific cost 
figures used in the COBRA Model, the team selected a sample of 
bases to accomplish a detailed verification for selected cost 
elements. The cost elements selected accounted for most of the 
one-time costs involved in a base closure or realignment. These 
elements were: military construction, transportation of equipment 



and Permanent Change of Station of personnel, shutdown costs, 
civilian attrition costs, and base administration. The eight bases 
selected included two recommended for closure, four recommended to 
remain operational and two Air Reserve Component (ARC) bases. The 
team traced the selected cost eleme~ts from the Air Force Detailed 
Analysis furnished to the Commission back to the primary source 
documents. 

Because the Air Force did not use the COBRA Model to calculate 
the cost and savings to be realized in closing an ARC base, the 
team used a different verification technique. It involved 
ascertaining the procedures used, how the Air Force determined 
which bases had potential for cost savings, and how the Air Force 
computed the savings. 

Part three validated the methodology by base category. In 
this part, four bases per category were randomly selected to 
provide a reasonable sample. Additionally, all closure candidates 
not in the random sample were evaluated. The validation process 
consisted of reviewing all source data used to establish sub- 
element and criteria ratings for Criteria I, I1 and 111. The team 
then traced the data from the source through the sub-element to the 
final criteria rating. Through this process the team searched for 
factual errors, consistent application of the sub-elements and the 
associated standards, and the ability to replicate the BCEG 
ratings. 

Part four valicate6 the overzll base ranklngs 2nd t h ~  Do3 - .  - .  - .  Closur~ recomaens? =ions. T ~ E  proEess chec1:ez tk-: va-:z:'cy 0: ti;= . * base ranl:inq/~roupinc ane clgscre rec=nmenGztions ~y e>:2z.1rA13c t h ~  - .  sub-elemer,~ razlnqs, zss~c;zzs~ cr~zeriz r~zincs, EIC res,-tlnT - - cverzll szan5inss of e l -  bases wizzir each kese cz'ceccrxr. The A i r  
-. - A 

.rorz~ zssicneC cslcr r z r i n c s  == ~ e c 2  cf scb-eleme~zs fcr- 
sscrln; enL rezin~ t h e  bases f2r six zf zr,e eishc criteri~. Tnc . - ocher two criterie were civer, nunerlcei v~lues. The I---r Forc~ 
me~hodclosy depended upon the reasonec judgement of Zen sexier Air 
rorce officiels. The  tea^, could. nor dupiicare this expertis&. 
Therefore, =he team applied a three step process to highliaht an:- 
inconsistencies in final rankings. 

In step one, the tear, tebuiztee the reef yellow, and greeR 
rankings. Step two employee the t e e m  membersf 2udgment tc 
estzblish the criteria and overali rating. Step three was to 
zissign a numerical value to all ratings (colors and numerical 
ratings). The team then sunmed the numerical values to cstablisk 
sn order of merit for each criteria. similarly the overall base 
order of merit was established by again assigning numerical 
rankings to the criteria totals and summins the velues. The team 
ran two analyses. For the first analysis each criteria was given 
equal w~iuht. For the second analysis the first four criteria were 
civen additional weight, In concert with DoD guldance to the 
services. In all cases the result was compared with the Air 



Force's final base ran3,ings to identify incg2n.cistencies which could 
not be justified by military value. The assigned numerical ratings 
follow: 

Red 1 
Red+ 2 
Yellow- 3 
Yellow 4 

Yellow+ 5 
Green- 6 
Green 7 
Green+ 8 

The above process addresses those categories from which the 
Air Force attempted to find closure candidates. The Air Force Team 
consciously did not readdress bases or categorical exclusions 
because they were previously assessed under general compliance. 
During that process not only was the principle of exclusions 
considered but also the correctness of the particular bases 
included under an exclusion. For completeness, the detailed 
analysis supporting the exclusions is repeated in an attachment to 
this section. 

FINDINGS 

The detailed results of this four part process are included in 
the attachments. The following sumarizes the resclts of the 
team's analysis. 

Pzrt One - Datz Accuracy 

Pzrt Twc - Dztz Ter i f i c t t i c r -  

- .  men----=- - -  --.- 7v-o -  - 7 ~  -e=- ---"--‘ . .  . L A L L  ,- V - ~ E E  CE?Z';>t.' A -  - . c.--,~,,,,- L S 2 E L  
;--- -,-- :.c:"-- - 
-;,c L z, - , ~ ~ c - : a r .  tzrouq*? Zi lc  c:s----- w e  - --- . - - - -  - - c n ~  f cr Criz~r-z - -- - --- --_ - - --, znc ,LA an< znocher f c r  Crizer~c - 1  ERC , . Accor2inqll-, :he 
,-, - .  r2ncrncs  e r e  z d c r ~ s s e c  i -  ~ 7 : s  s c z t l c n c .  

The EeeP. iaentifiec a= errar r z t e  cf less t k e r  one percent ir. 
C a - -- -7-7 LIE Lir Forcers sub-elemex ratings cf C r i t e r ~ z  i, ,, an6 -1,. The 
zeen concludee r h e t  these errors S i c ;  not juszif:- E change cc the 
c-riteriz rztinc. The team founz nc inconsistencies in the 
a?plic~tion of sub-elements and associzte2 szanaards wizhin ant 
across cztegories. There were cifferences in b o ~ h  sub-elements anc 
s-:andarcis across base categories. Iiowever, these changes were 
reasonable, and were explained with adequate justification in the 
Detailed Analysis. When source data was applied to the sub-element 
definitions and standards according to the Air Force methodology, 
the sub-element ratings were adequately supported. 

For Criteria IV, the data used to calculate the one-tine costs 
to close a base and the procedures used were consistently appiied 
to all bases with only a few exceptions. These exceptions did not 
increase or a,-crease the cost zo close any base enough to 



characterize it as a significant deviation. However, because of 
the high CHAMPUS costs and the costs the federal government will 
incur for Medicaid, the closure of the Carswell hospital has raised 
some concerns. The Air Force is currently taking a second look at 
the decision to close the hospital. For criteria V, the payback 
period calculated and included in the Detailed Analysis for the 
bases were all correct. The team noted one typographical error for 
Mountain Home Air Force Base. 

Part Three - Category Validation 
The data and methodology used to support the ratings for 

Criteria I through I11 in each of the base categories was valid, 
reasonable and correctly applied. There were very few minor errors 
noted by the team, and none of the errors was significant enough to 
demand a change in the final criteria score for any base. The two 
largest base categories, Flying-Strategic and Flying-Tactical, had 
a combined data accuracy rate of better than 99 percent. 

Part Four - Base Validation 
The base validation process checked the validity of base 

rankin~lgrouping and subsequent closure recommendations. The Air 
Force process was purposefully not a purely objective or a 
numerical analysis of a base's military value. Therefore, the 
team's numerical validation of the accuracy and consistency of a 
base's overall rating could only identify anomalies. These 
.z.norr;alies were justified by militery valu~. 

The numerica1- validation, using boch equzl weighting for each 
zriteria and Increasee weightin5 fs- X ~ E  i ~ . i l i ~ z r \ -  vz lue  criteriz, 
cupported the recommended closures. 5 3 2 ~  ~ Z S E S  n3t  recommence^ f c r  . - -  r1sszr~ werE iiienzified. nurner:cz--1- zs ke\-inq lower rels~L1-e 7 ' 2 1 2 ~  - - - -  . .  - 
L,,c,- C-OSUIE canc2cates. z m -  ..-,?... --  - -  A -  ~ 3 3 s ~  base ~ S E T ~  1s 

. - ,  - h"C -l eiequate I L K -  reasori zc I-~T'' - '- se-C,,-nz t,?e RE,:: iecs- 
- * -  \clca>le bese for closcr~. 

As part of the s?ecific conrliance process, the members of the 
l-.ir Force Tearr! were challenged to 1031; for evicience of the ratings 
 rein^ nore sensitive xo one sub-elemen-, or criteris, in establishinq 
the criteria and/or overall rating. This challenge was 
particularly difficult when one considers the number of sub- 
elesents in the analysis and the fact that the Air Fcree 
acknowledged that military judgment was applied in determining che 
criteria and overall base rankings. 

By using a large number of sub-elements, the Air Force 
rethodology inherently limits its sensitivity to any one elenent. 
This was borne out by the fact that the errors found by the team 
did not change a single criteria rating. Additionally the 



inability to hold all other sub-element ratings constant and change 
one precludes making a definitive statement on the sensitivity of 
the analysis to any element. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Air Force applied its methodology correctly and 
consistently to all the bases not excluded from potential closure. 
While the team did find limited errors, they were not statistical1.y 
significant nor did they justify a change to any of the criteria 
ratings. There are no substantial deviations in either the data or 
the application of the methodology. 

The GAOfs data accuracy check at a sample of bases found no 
significant errors. This supports the team's conclusion that the 
source data was accurate. The results of the data verification 
review support the conclusion that the Air Force used the data and 
methodology both consistently and correctly to reach the criteria 
ratings for the bases. The results of the category validation 
review reinforced the above conclusion for each base category by 
using a statistically significant sample within each category. The 
Air Force used its methodology both correctly and consistently. 

The results of the base validation review confirm the 
conclusion that the Service's recommendations are supported by both 
the facts and the methodology. In short, the Air Force recommended 
closing bases of the lowest military value. 

Since = h ~  number of A i r  Fcrce Sesec reca~xence2 for closu:-c c r  
:eelignrner,t Ls consistent wicl-.  t:?~ forc~ strxcture zn2 ~ h c ;  DOE -. r n  - ~. ,ri~eria. -nc_ X z r  ar=cess SEET. . , -~zT,  ~ c t  - -  ' s . ~ b ~ - , ~ n = : ~ -  se-,-:e-,ions, ,znc ~ n e r f  LZ zc -----; J-zL-- -bcLL3"  s ;  --6 - Z2 2e' OZ 
- - . - .. . , e - e r ~  Lases frar. rhe b-2: 5 c r e ~ ' s  :is=. 

. The= zhe Commission acce?: c h ~  A i r  Force ciosurs iisc as 
neezinc the requirements cf specific con~liance with t h e  law zne 
\?it5 t h e  DOE Criteria. 

- 
L .  The services be challengec5 zo proviee z cleerer 

ciocumentation of the rcilitary judgment element of their process to 
future Commissions. 



Air Force Team 
Specific Compliance 

CATEGORY VALIDATION (FLYING TRAINING) 
Criteria 1-3 

Process 

This process checked the validity of data for criteria 1-3 for 
eight bases within the Flying  raining category. The team randomly 
selected four bases with the category to validate. This selection 
process included the one closure within the category. The 
validation process involved an examination and review of all source 
data used to determine sub-element and criteria ratings. The 
source data included responses to base questionaires and updated 
information, if necessary, as provided to the Base Closure 
Executive Group. 

Findings 

The findings supported the Air Force analysis. The specific 
data follows: 

Sample Used: 

- Columbus AFB 
- Reese AFB 
- Vance AFB 
- Williams AF9 (Cl~scre CenCiie~te  

- - .  .,-5.,c -*--... kd E'5: 
- FinEings: 

-- ?Subslenencs 231 anc 2 5 2  cf cricer~5 1 r e q c i r e c  

explenetior.. 
-- Subelemorit ZA (lot: L e x 7 e l ;  zf zriterlc f reqziree 

A 

/ ex2lanation. 
-- No other elenenc questions were Zocnk. 

- Conclusions : 
-- Subelements were validated. 
-- +Overall rating for criteria 1, 2, and 3 were 
valiaatec. 

Rsese AFB 
- Findings: 

-- Subelement 2D1 and 2D2 of criceria 1 required 
explanation. 
-- t- Subelement 22. and 5A of criteria 2 required 
explanation. -- No other element questions were found. 

- Conclusions: 



-- Subelements were validated. 
-- aoverall rating for criteria 1, 2, and 3 were 
validated. 

Vance AFB 
- Findings: 

-- Subelement 2D1 and 2D2 of criteria 1 required 
explanation. -- 4- Subelement 2A of criteria 2 required 
explanation. -- Subelement 1 (Munitions Storage) of criteria 3 
required clarification. -- No other element questions were found. 

- Conclusions: -- Subelements were validated. 
-- GOverall rating for criteria 1, 2, and 3 were 
validated. 

Williams AFB 
- Findings: -- Subelement 2D1 and 2D2 of criteria 1 required 

explanation. -- Subelement 2A (LL) of criteria 1 required 
explanation. -- &Subelement 2B (LL) of criteria 2 required 
explanation. -- Subelement 1 (Proximity of Army) of criteria 3 was 
ratedt'red" incorrectly. It should have been "c-".y'~rror dic! 
not change overall criteri~ reting. 

- Conclusions: / - . -  c+: Z r m -  - 'k4- -- c%~uSelemenz rezin~, WE:-€ 1-z~~cetec with t-' c. 

-- - - Overzll r a t i n ?  fcr criteriz 1, 2, znc 2 were 
valida~ec. 

OT7ERfiLL: CONCLUSIONS 

- Flying Trainin5 cateaory was v~licated for criteria 1, 2, 
2nd 3. 



Air Force Team 
Specific Compliance 

BASE VALIDATION (FLYING TRAINING) 

Frocess 

This process checked the validity of the base ranking/grouping 
and closure recommendations by examining the subelement ratings, 
associated criteria ratings, and resulting overall standings of the 
all bases within the s lying s raining category. The ~ i r  Force 
assigned color ratings to each of the sub-elements for scoring and 
rating the bases for six of the eight criteria. The other two 
criteria were given numerical values. As the Air Force methology 
using ten senior Air Force officials was not available a three part 
process was establish to attempt to highlight inconsistencies. 

Part one was to tabulate the ranking. Part two was to use the 
team member's judgment and establish the rating. Part three was to 
assign a numerical value to all ratings (colors and numerical 
ratings). The numeric values were then summed to establish an 
order of merit for each criteria. Similarily the overall base 
order of merit was established by again assigning numerical values 
and sunming the values. In all cases the result was compared with 
the Air Force decision to identify any possible inconsistencies 
which could not be explained by military judgment. The assigned 
values were as follows: 

Red 1 
Re64 2 
yeLlok--  - 
'Jell0.v- t 

- zeses E>:zr,inec : 
- h - - - -c LLK22S L z  .7 
- . -- Lauqnlin A:r - Reese AFB 
- Vance AFB 
- Williams APE 

Anelysis : 
- C r i t e r i a  1 

-- Columbus 
-- Laughlin 
-- Reese -- Vance 
-- Williams 

- Criteria 2 -- Columbus 
-- Laucnlin -- Reese 
-- Vance 
-- Williams 

- Criteria 3 
-- Columbus 

Yellowi 5 
Green- 6 - Creer, 
C3ree~- S 



-- Laughlin 4-1-5 Y Y- 37 -- Reese 4-0-6 Y- R+ 32 
-- Vance 4-2-4 Y Y 40 -- Williams 4-1-5 R+ Y- 37 

- criteria 4 and 5 are numerical. 
- Criteria 6 

-- Columbus 4-1-0 G G 32 -- Laughlin 4-0-1 G G- 29 -- Reese 2-3-0 Y Y 2 6 -- Vance 5-0-0 G G 
-- 

35 
Williams 2-0-3 R Y- 17 - Criteria 7 

-- Columbus 6-0-2 Y G- 44 -- Laughlin 5-3-0 Y G- 47 -- Reese 5-0-1 G G- 36 -- Vance 7-1-0 G G -- 53 
Williams 5-1-2 Y Y 41 

- Criteria 8 -- Columbus 4-8-0 Y Y+ 60 
-- Laughlin 8-3-1 Y+ G- 69 
-- Reese 8-3-1 G- G- 69 
-- Vance 4-8-0 Y Y+ 60 -- Williams 6-2-4 R Y- 54 

- Overall Rating 
-- Columbus 4-1-1-2-0-0-0 47 5.9 G- 
-- Laughlin 5-0-1-2-0-0-0 48 6.0 G- 
-- Reese 5-1-0-1-1-0-0 48 6.0 G - 
-- Vance 4-2-0-2-0-0-0 48 6.0 G- 
-- Williams 2-1-0-1-1-1-2 30 4.3 Y 

Finiiing : 
- None of the rztin~s by tear. xember vzried by e full letxer 
grade from the ratings of the BCEG. 
- Numerical racings were cansistent with the BCEG. 
- Williams is significanxly lower rhan tne other bases. 
Single rating error on wiliiams wouid not chanqe the resultins 
order. 

C~nclusions: 
- Base ratings were validatee. 
- Selection of Williams for closure is validated. 



CRITERIA I-IV 
80% WEIGHTED CRITERIA 

BASE 0.8 MULTIPLIER 

GOODFELL 4 3.2 
KEESLER 16 12.8 
LACKLAND 10 8 
LOWRY 7 5.6 
SHEPPARD 17 13.6 

CRITERIA V-VIII 
20% WEIGHTED CHITEl{IA 

0.2 MULTIPLIER 

TECH TRAINING 
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ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
CRITERION 7 

COYAUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the 
Department of Defense Servicest consideration of community 
infrastructure in their recommendations of specific installations 
for closing and realignment. The data on community infrastructure 
used by the Services in their installation-specific conclusions 
were evaluated. The methodologies used to consider community 
infrastructure were evaluated for consistency within each Service. 
A determination was made on whether the Services complied with 
Department of Defense (DOD) policy guidance issued pursuant to 
Public Law 101-510, as emended. Based on the analysis on how the 
Services considered community infrastructure, recommendations were 
made on whether a specific installationfs status pursuant to BRAC- 
93 could be revisel. 

The Services took varied approaches to evaluating this 
criterion. Criterion 7 is given in DODfs May 5, 1992 policy 
guidance as, "The ability of both the existing and potential 
receiving communitiesf infrastructure to support forces, mission 
and personnel." No specific guidance was provided on how the 
Services should evaluate this criterion. 

The specific com2liance analysis is broken down by Service. 
The following steps were caken in this analysis: 

1. Installation-s2ecific dzta (compiled in base 
questionneires or data calls) were reviewed and compkred tc the 
Services' conclusions on ccrnnunity infrastructure in the 
Xecommendations and P.nal1-ses Reporzs (Volumes 111-VI). 

2 .  The n e t h o 5 o l o g i e s  used by e a c h  Service were e v a l u a t e d  and  
determinations were nade on ;:hether this criterion was applied 
consistently withi? each Service, and 1,:hether it was evzluated 
pursuazz to DOD's direz~isn. 

3. Any discrepancies pursuant to the firs: ti:.c szeps werE 
consi5ered ir. recorr,rr,en?ir.g i.:hether a specific installzz;onfs status 
pursuant to BRAC-93 could change. 

After evaluating each Service, reco~zeriaticns f o -  
improvenents to the cor?.r;,uniry inf:-astructure evaluation process f L z  
BRAC-95 are 2resen~ed. 



The Army's process for ranking the value of specific 
installations involved evaluating five "Measures of I4erit.I The 
Measures of Merit were derived from DOD's four Military Value 
Assessment Criteria. The Measures of Merit incorporate community 
infrastructure factors, specifically expandability and quality of 
life. These community infrestructure data are included in the 
Army's Installation Assessments. These assessments documented 
community infrastructure by providing ratings from the "Places 
Rated Almanactt, evaluating factors such as off -base housing status, 
public transportation availability, and health care and education 
opportunities. The Army's Volume I11 report includes a discussion 
of community infrastructure in the ttRecommendations and 
Justificationt1 section for each recommended action. This text on 
community infrastructure is identical for each action. The Army's 
canned text mentions that community infrastructure impacts have 
been considered, and will be addressed. Specific information on 
how any impacts will be addressed has not been documented. Because 
this Volume I11 discussion is all-encompassing, it is not 
inconsistent with the data compiled on specific bases in the 
Installation Assessments. 

Since the Army includes the same exact text for each 
recommended action in its Volune I11 discussion of community 
infrastructure, the Army is clearly internally consistent in this 
document. The Installation Assessnents consistently address 
community infrastructure issues in a thorough ranner, but do not 
consistently use the saze factors to gauge commu~ity 
infrastructure. For example, in many cases the "Places Rated 
61nanacM ratings are noted, in others (e.g. Fort Belvoir, Fort 
Leonard Wood) they are not. similarly public transportation 
availability is docuxented in the majority of cases, but is not 
universally noted (e.9. not given for Fort Huachuca). 

since the P.rsy utilized cocmunity infrastructure factors in it 
installation selection prozess, the Army is in compliance vith DOD 
quidance for considering this criterion. 

3. Inpact on Base Status 

There are no recommended chanoes to any specific base's status 
due to the Army's evaluation of criterion 7. 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Navy co~piled com~unity infrastructure inforxation via 
data calls from specific ir.stallations eliqible for closure or 
realijnment. Cor.zc.~ity infrzstruc:ure factors surveyed include 

-Lation, public utilit-es, public h~using availability, ed..- 



transportation, health care, and recreational facilities. The 
data calls rated impacts from hypothetical personnel- increases of 
20%, 50%, and 100% on these infrastructure factors. The Navy's 
Volume IV report noted whether community infrastructure impacts 
would result from specific recommended closure or realignment 
actions. The only two actions noted in Volume IV as having any 
significant community infrastructure impacts at receiving bases are 
the recommended closure of NAS Cecil Field, FL, with relocation of 
assets to MCAS Cherry Point, 1JC, and the recommended realignment of 
nissions at NSB New London, CT, to NSB Kings Bay, GA. 

The Volume IV Report's conclusions about community 
infrastructure impacts for these two recommended receiving 
j-nstallations accurately reflect the data call results. The Cherry 
Point data call notes that a 20% increase in personnel would result 
in impacts to local public schools, which would require investment 
to expand schools. In Volume IV, the Navy documented that in FY-96 
and FY-97 costs for additional school classrooms in two local 
communities would results in costs of $36.56M. Similarly, in the 
case of recommended moves to Kings Bay, the data call notes that 
increases in personnel will require investments to expand schools 
and roads. In Volume IV, total costs for these community 
infrastructure improvements are estimated at $46M. 

The Volume IV report also notes community infrastructure 
impacts for the recommended closure of Naval Air Station, Meridian, 
N S ,  with relocation to Naval A.ir Station, Kingsville, TX. These 
impacts are described as increased noise, requiring adoption of 
r,oise abatement procedures. These should be considered under 
environmental impacts, rather than connunicy infrastructure. In 
fact, the Navy includes a discussion on these noise impacts undsr 
The environnental attribute cf Land Use and Airspace Implications. 

The specific coxpliance relriew also included selected 
recornended actions for which the Xavy concluded t a a t  no 
significant conaunity infrastrucxure impacts will occur. In these 
cases, the Navyt s Volume IV accurately reflects the information 
c=r.?iled in specific installation data calls. 

The Navy's approach for evaluating conmunitp infrastructure 
impaczs was consistently applied across the Service. The Navy has 
c3mplied with DOD1s direction to consider this criterion in its 
2rocess. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific besels status 
5xe to the Navy's e~~aluation of Criterion 7. 



1. Data Evaluation 

The Air Force collected specific information on the current 
status of community infrastructure in base questionnaires. These 
questionnaires collected information on a wide range of community 
factors such as housing, transportation, and recreational 
facilities. The data in the questionnaires was translated into 
ratings (red, yellow, green) and compiled in the Air Force's Volune 
V report. Questionnaires for realigning and receiving bases were 
reviewed, and it was found that the Volume V report accurately 
translated the questionnaire data. 

The Air Force's approach consistently evaluated the current 
status of community infrastructure, both across the Service as a 
whole, and across their various flying and operations categories. 

The Air Force's Volume V report summarizes community 
infrastructure ratings for all installations, which demonstrates 
that community infrastructure was considered in recommendations for 
closure and realignment. Therefore, the Air Force is in compliance 
with the general direction given by DOD on this criterion. 
However, as a result of the approach used by the Air Force, there 
is no documentation showing that the Air Force considered impacts 
from specific recommended actions on community infrastructure. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific base's status 
due to the Air Force's evaluation cf criterion 7. 

DEFENSE AGEKCIES - Of the Defense Agencies impacted by BRAC- 
93, only the Defense Logistics Agency is being considered for major 
closures or realignments with potential community infrastructure 
impacts. 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) used an approach similar to 
the Army, in that they revised DOD's four Kilitary Selection 
Criteria to establish four DLA Measures of Merit in order to rank 
their installations and determine which to recommend for closure 
and realignment. These four DLk Xeascres of Nerit include 
consideration cf quality of life, a community infrestructu-e 
factor, under Mission Suitability. DLA's use of quality of life 
included consideration of how the communities surrounding the 
installations supported DLhfs missi.cn. DL>.'s Detailed Analysis 
Report ( ~ e r t  of Volu~e VI) documented that points wEre assigned for 
quality of life in the installation ran>.ing process. Another of 
CLA' s four Measures of Flerit , E>:pan5abi1ity1 focused nore on 
installation infrastructure (e.g., Is there space tc expand?) than 



on community infrastructure. Limited (relative to the other 
Services) information on community infrastructure was received 
through installation-specif ic questionnaires. The questionnaire 
data were not carried through to DLAfs Detailed Analysis Report 
under the specific discussions of criterion 7. This report 
contains an impact analysis on each specific recommended action 
which has a section entitled "DOD Selection criteria 6 - 8 . "  
However, this section does not include an analysis of Criterion 7. 

DLAfs consideration of community infrastructure did not appear 
consistent between installations, as specific installations 
provided different degrees of detail on community infrastructure in 
responses to the questionnaires. 

Since DLA documented their use of community infrastructure in 
their Measures of Merit (especially under Mission Suitability), 
they have complied with DODfs direction to consider this criterion 
in the installation selection process. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific base's status 
due to DLAfs evaluation of criterion 7. 

RECOXMENDED CHANGE FOR BiL2,C-95 

Specific directicn should be provided to the Services on what 
should be evaluated p~rsuant to this Criterion. Specific community 
infrastructure factors should be given, vith a description of hob: 
each one should be e;-alcated. The direction should include a 
requirene~z for an inpact analysis froa each specific recommended 
zction. Those Services that did conduct such impact analyses have 
much more meaningful evaluations of community infrasxructure. 
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ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC COKPLIANCE 
CRITERION 8 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the 
Department of Defense Services' consideration of environmental 
impacts in their recocmendations of specific installations for 
closing and realignment. The environmental data used by the 
Services in their installation-specific conclusions were evaluated. 
The methodologies used to consider environmental impacts were 
reviewed for consistency within each Service. A determination was 
made on whether the Services complied with Department of Defense 
IDOD) policy guidance issued pursuant to Public Law 101-510, as 
amended. Based on the analysis on how the Services considered 
environmental impacts, recommendations were made on whether a 
specific installation's status pursuant to BR4C-93 could be 
revised. 

The specific compliance analysis is broken down by Service. 
The following steps were taken in this analysis: 

1. Installation-specific data (compiled in base questionnaires 
or data calls) were reviewed and conpered to the Services' 
conclusions on environmental impacts in the Recommendations and 
Analyses Rep~rts (Volumes 111-VI). 

2. The Servicesf sunnaries of the environmental impacts ez 
specific installarions \:ere evaluared fzr c~nsistency b:ichin each 
Service, and for cor,pliance \:it5 3CD's December 4, 1 5 0 2  policy 
nenorandun. In this pol icy r.er,oran2unl qzidznce is provided to the 
Services for considering the environme!:ral izpacts on insral1etior.s 
?.ffected b > r  clssure an5 rs2lign~ent ac~icrs, including receiving 
~nstallations. 

3. Discrepancies purscant to the first two sceps were 
considered in recozriending ;,:nezher a specifie ins~allation's status 
rxrsuant ta sRL.C-53 could change. 

Ef ter eLrz lusting each  Ser\lice, recsaxenilations f c r  
:nprovener.zs to the en-,rlronTer,tal inpacc evaluat,Dr :szess fcr 
E72AC-95 are preserzed. 

1. Data Zvaluation 

P-11 Am}. insrallat~ozs icpacted 5 .  naj cr clcsures and 
realign2encs i,:ere rel~ieved zo aeterr,ine e:hezher :he .:.rnyfs 
F.ecorL~en2atio~s 2nd Anal)-s;s Report (Tblolune III) accurately 
reflecred their Environx?enral Saseline Surveys (EBS). In severs1 



recommended actions, the conditions documented were in agreement. 
In the following cases, issues were raised in the EBSts that were 
not carried through to Volume 111. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA is recommended to receive missions 
from Letterkenny Army Depot, PA. The EBS for Tobyhanna notes 
potentic1 constraints related to obtaining air permits. The Volume 
I11 report does not specifically evaluate the environmental impacts 
at Tobyhanna. 

Rock Island Arsenal, IL is recommended to receive missions 
from Fort Monmouth, NJ. The EBS for Rock Island notes that new 
operations may be constrained due to difficulties with air permits. 
This point is not mentioned in the environmental evaluation of Rock 
I s l a n d  Arsenal in Volume 111. 

Fort Belvoir, VA is recommended for realignment. The Volume 
I11 report states that there are "no significant environmental 
issues involved.I1 However, the EBS for Fort Belvoir notes several 
environmental issues, including the presence of wetlands, 
threatened or endangered species, and leaking underground storage 
t a n k s .  

Fort Huachuca, AZ is recommended to receive missions from 
Fresidio of Monterrey, CA. The EBS for Fort Huachuca notes thet 
air permits may be a liriting factor to the receipt of additional 
nissions. This is not noted in the Volume I11 report. 

Tort Jackson, SC is recommended to receive nissions from Fort 
Ifonrouth, NJ. The EBS for Fort Jackson notes that pernizs for air 
eaissions nay be a liciting facror for the receipt of nei,: rr.issions, 
and notes that the presence of rhreatened or endangered species, 
"must be c~nsidered a ~ d  :.el* iapact receiving additional personnel 
cr missions. l1  The ;rnyls Volume I11 report did not evaluate 
environmental inpacts cn Forz Jac1:son. 

Red River >.my Depot, TX is recommended to receive nissions 
from both Letrerkenny kralr Depot, PA, and Tooele Army Depot, UT. 
rn' Ine EBS for Red River notes that :he receipt of new nissions may 
lead to delal-s due to :he need for pernits for increases in solid 
waste disposal and air ezissions. Additionally, rhe EES indicates 
that a Resource Conservation and Ftecovery Act (EFFJ.)  regulated 
landfill has been orciered co close and a new facility must be 
constructed. The A s  Volume I11 report did nct evaluate 
environnentel impacts from :he recommended noves to Red River. 

hnr,iston A r m y  Depot, k L  is recor;lrr,=inded to recei7,1e nissions 
from bozh Fort McClellan, >.L, an3 Letrerkenny Arny  Depot, PA. The 
E 3 S  for Anniston notes that :he receipt zf neid nissicns nay lead co 
delays due :o :he need for pernits for solid waste and air 
e-issions. The environnentzl inpac~s iron these reconrended noves 
were nct evaluated in the .L . rxy l s  Volune 111 report. 



Fort Leonard Nood, MO is recommended to receive missions from 
Fort McClellan, AL. The EBS for Fort Leonard Wood notes possible 
constraints on expansion due to vetlands and endangered species. 
The Volume I11 report notes that there is no impact from this 
realignment cn these resources, but does not mention how this 
conclusion was reached. 

The Army's consideration of environmental programmed 
costs/cost avoidances may not have been consistent. The output 
from the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model was 
reviewed to check for how specific bases considered environmental 
costs. Discrepancies were found between the costs noted by the 
Army in the EBS and Volume I11 report, and the funds noted in COBRA 
reports. Annual environmental COSTS were entered into COBRA for 
Fiscal years through 1997. These COBRA costs appear to be 
environmental compliance costs, and did not match the compliance 
costs given in the EBS1s or Volume I11 report. 

The Army's evaluation of criterion 8 at specific facilities 
made use of environmental restoration costs in a way that may be 
inconsistent with DOD1s policy. f3D1s "Policy Memorandum Two," 
December 4, 1992, stazes, wEnvironmer.tal Restoration costs at 
closing bases are not t~ be considered in cost of closure 
calculations.~ The memo goes on to stipulate that these costs can 
be "considered as a poeenzial Ilxita:ion on near-tern community 
reuse of the installation." Thus, si~ply by nozing restoration 
costs, the Arty is no: necessarily in nan-c3rpliance, chey are only 
In non-coapliznce if these :-estorztion ccsts are cse? in the cosr 
cf closure. 

. - .  In irs base speclrlc E5S1s, an5 in ics Vclune 111 report, the 
>.my often clces envFrsn~e~~:al restcr~tion cosxs, along xith :he 
environzental ccnpliance COSTS. In one specific czse, Tcoele Arny 
Depot, the dcccaentation pr~vide2 is only for restoration costs in 
1 1 1  and the E3S does ncr di.stinguish between restoration 
and compliance costs. This 2 o c ; ~ r e r t a r i o n  for Tooele cces not allox 
C  or cor.siaera:ion of conpllance zzs:s, gursuant to DOD's direction, 
in rhe evalu~zlon of Programned Ccsrs/Cost Avoidances. 

The ?.rmyls use of environrie~tal resroration costs in decisions 
c? Fort Nonroe, V k  is unclear. Cacunentation cn briefings given by 
the Army's 'Total Arny Basing Study (TABS) in late Zanuary, and 
early Februar)., 1993, discuss enviroxaental restoration impacts c.-~ 
the possible closing of Fort !.!snroe, \ i t . .  On February 3 ,  1993, che 
Secretary of the Arny and ;.rmy C h i e f  of Staff la:e:-e kriefed on a 
r~zonmendation for deferral cf close;-e of Forc JbIor.rce due to 
"environmental and oneraticrial consiCr-ations." During the ):arch 

7 ' 16 , 1593 Co~,:,rr,ission i-:.~az-ir.q, 3 r l g a d i e l -  General B z l l . - d  of T?.BS, 
stated that t h e  "nrina-y reason" for not closing Fc-z Iblonroe was 
cue to environ:,ental rrjsroratlsn ccszs. During the K z r c h  22, 1993 



Commission Hearing, r I!ewsone of the Army stated that the 
application of military criteria was the basis for the decision not 
to close Fort Monroe. 

On April 26, 1993, the Commission requested information from 
the Army on the process used in evaluating environmental ir,racts at 
Fort Monroe, the discrepancies in cost information, and the EBS 
questions that were not addressed in the Volume I11 report. The 
Commission's letter requested a response by May 10, 1993. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

The status of Fort Monroe, VA could potentially be revised 
given the possible improper use of environmental restoration costs 
in the Army's decision-making process. 

Pending the Army's response to the Commissionfs April 26 
letter, based on the Army's evaluation of criterion 8, there are no 
other recommended changes to the status of specific bases. 

NAVY 

1. Data Evaluation 

The base-specific conclusions in the ltav)71 s Recor.mendations 
and Analyses Reporc (Volune 1') v:ere checlred for accuracy by 
reviewing a subset of the individual Navy data calls on 
environmental issues. Sach reconmended closing, reali~r.ing, and 
receiving Navy installacicr: :.-as nct reviei.?ed, due TO ;re large 
number of installacions in~cl-~~e5. Tne specific bases xere selecced 
based on che magnlzude of cne closure or realignmen:, and the 
envircnnental significance cf z5e action (sssed on the ]uciqssent of 
the Concission sraf f )  . Tre cencluslsns aocunented blT zke Kavy's 
Tjolurne IV renorr acccr-ac~1)~ refleczec! the ~r~fsrnatior, f r c z   he 
I iavy ' s  data calls. 

One issue noted in rhe '.'alurne IV report that is not identified 
in the 1,lav)"s data calls IS t:?e syatcs of air poll~ca?.t non- 
artainment areas. This ~nforcaClcn \.:as included in the I'olune 117 
report after the installailon data calls i.:ere submitted, as the 
Iqaval Facilities Englneerlng Coxand com;2iled and entered d a ~ a  on 
non-atcainme~t status frox che Environnental Protection Agency. 

In some specific cases, cost figures in citsd in the I:avyls 
L'olune 111 repcrt could be rezcnciled ;.:ith costs noted ir, the bzse- 
specific data calls. In c:her cases zhese coszs e i d  nct exactly 
ratch. Environ~enta? ccsts ;.:ere entered into COBFLL. for che 1:avy's 
recornnended aczions. ~ ~ s = ,  m y - - +  on the lqavy's - 3  Scenkrio 

. . Cevelopnent docuaenta~ion, tksse costs include add:tlonal 
environmental compliance ccscs izcurred as a result cf closure or 



realignment actions, and cost avoidances for environmental projects 
which are no longer necessary as a result of closure or 
realignment. Specific costs in COBRA could not be exactly 
reconciled with other cost documentation provided by the Navy. 

The Navy's installation-specific data summarizes the 
environmental attributes consistently with DOD1s policy guidance. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

No recommended change in any specific base's status due to the 
Navy's evaluation of criterion 8. 

AIR FORCE 

1. Data Evaluation 

All Air Force installations impacted by major closures and 
realignments were reviewed to determine whether the Air Force's 
Recommendations and Analyses Report (Volume 1') accurately reflected 
the information compiled in base-specific questionnaires. The Air 
Force assigned ratings (red, yellow, green) for twelve 
environmental factors in their Volune V report. These ratings did 
not accurately ref1ec.c the base ques~io~naires. For example, 
Plattsburgh AFB, NY is raced es "Y" for air quality, which means 
the base is located in a non-attainnenc area, and pollutants are 
classified as noderate cr carqinel. However, the base 
questionnaire for "lattsburgh indicates that it is not in a non- 
attainment area. In soxe cases che discrepancies are widespread. 
For example, on I:. I. Sawyer A F B ,  eight of the t:,.lelve ratings in 
Volume V do not reflect the Lase questionnaire. Through 
discussions -,.:ith 'he Air Fcrce's Envir~nnental Planning Division, 
it xas learned that, in sa-e cases, the ;.ir Force's Base Capacity 
Evaluation Teaz, uzon r y e ; :  e cuescionnaires, revised che 
znswers  to the quesci~nnalr?~. Rsvisions were based on the Tean's 
evaluation of rhe base, and rheir knowledge of h o v  the base 
completed the questionnai-e . These revisions ;.:ere sased cn the 
Tean's professionzl ju29e:e;;z 2nd are nec cocuxented. 

The Air Force rated t;,elve envi:-on:ner:al factors, and ccmbined 
these into one olrerall enxJironmental rating for each trzse. In 
assigning these overall ratlngs, the Air Force ccncluded that the 
twelve factors are ~ 2 :  of e q u ~ l  value. However, t?,ey chose not to 
assiqn nunerlcal values to ;:elgh these factors. Instead, a 
cualitative a~nroaz!~ ... as used, cased on the judgeme.?: c f  the Air 
Force decision-zakers. -nls & . . -  qdalltative approach ;.:as not 
documented. 

Because 3 s  '~'clune ;: rseorzendations did noz reflezt the base . . questionnaire resulzs e - . ~  s ~ n ~ s  the nethcdology fcr deter3ininq an 



overall environmental rating was not documented, the Air Force has 
not demonstrated that their methodology was applied- consistently 
within each base category. 

As noted in General Compliance with Criterion 8, the Air Force 
did not consider Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances in 
:heir environmental analyses in either the base questionnaires or 
the Volume V report. On April 2, 1993, the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission wrote to the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) requesting the Air Force's 
explanation for not evaluating this environmental attribute. The 
Air Force responded that their evaluation process did include 
environmental compliance, but referred to a section of the base 
questionnaires that does not address these costs. li follow-up 
letter is being drafted from the Commission to the Air Force. 

Results of the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model 
were reviexed for specific bases, and it was found that 
environmental costs were only entered for McClellan AFB and Newark 
k F B  . For other recommended actions, the Air Force entered 
environmental costs of zero i ~ t o  the COBRA model. 

Relative to the other Services, the Air Force's approach to 
evaluating criterion 8 provides minimal information on the 
environmental impacts of specific reconnended closure or 
realignment actions. \.?hereas =he other Services compiled baseline 
data, and subsequen~ly e~lalu~ied envircnmental impacts fron each 
specific recommended action, the Air Force compiled data on the 
current status of e n - , ~ i r c n n s r . e z l  cc;ndizicns an2 sunnarized the 
impact of environnental arrribcrss on continued militarjv nission at 
each installation. The i Force's approach does not examine 
specific actions to dererr?.ir.e environ~ental ir;.,pacts fron closure or 
realignment. Despize the abse:-.:e cf this discussion regarding 

-7,c 7 specific r e ~ c ~ c e ~ ~ ~ a t i o n s ,  . ,ir Fcrcels approach is not 
inconsistent ~ . : i t h  DOZ's y~i2ance cr. considering envir~nmental 
impacts, as enT,7ir,-nzenzal co::ditions at all izpacted bases were 
sur,narized. 

It is unli1:ely the discrepzncies in the Air Force's use of 
questionnaire data in zssigning ratinqs would dreratizally change 
the overall environnental ratings. Again, using K.I. Sawyer AFB as 
an exanple, four cf the eighr dlszrepancies qive "hiqher" ratings 
(e.g. Yellow instea? of Zed), i.:hile f o ~ r  discrepencies q i - ~ e  "l~;,:er'~ 
ratings (e. g. Yelloi.! instead cf Green j . ICone cf :he recormended 
bases had discrepzncies in racings 'ha: i.:ould l e z d  ro r:ajor swings 
in the overall en\ir=nr!enrzl razinqs. 

L l t h ~ u g h  :he 5cc~::enta:icn y - s v i C s C  by the Air 'orce dces not 
de~~onstrate an incsrna 1117 a ~ ~ , . - ~ -  -U--,e or consistenz z?thadoloqy, and 
zpparently does r.;t fully f-llo;.: CS3's rslic)- fsr e-;.a:uaring 



environmental impacts, because the overall environmental ratings 
would not significantly change, and since this criterion was not a 
primary factor in the Air Force's decisions, it very unlikely that 
the status of any base would be revised due to the Air Force's 
analysis of the environmental criterion. 

DEFENSE AGENCIES - Of the Defense ~gencies impacted by BRAC- 
93, only the Defense Logistics Agency is being considered for major 
closures or realignments with environmental impacts. 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Defense Logistics Agency's (DLAfs) Recommendations and 
Analyses Report (Part of Volume VI) accurately reflects the 
information compiled in DLAfs environmental questionnaires for the 
recommended installations. 

COBRA environmental costs were entered for DLA's recommended 
action at DPSC-Philadelphia, however these costs were not entered 
into COBRA for DESC-~ayton. The installation questionnaire for 
DESC-Dayton indicates that environmental costs at this facility are 
relatively low. 

3. Impact on Ease Status 

o recommended chzncje in base status due to evaluation of 
zriterion 8. 

?-. Specific, detailed direction shocld be given to the Services on 
h ~ w  to evaluate environzen~il ixpacrs. Cuidanze shosle be given cn 
the perspective the Ser;rizes s;?~uld use to zddrezs each of the 
environmental attribursc, zrc !  hov the enVirsnaen:?l ::pact of the 
Servicesf recommended acricns sho~ld be evaluzted. 

2. The consideration cf environnental costs should k~ nodified to 
consider incremental resroration costs associate6 sit? closure. 

There are several ur.l,-::P factors that contrib~te zo additional 
restoration costs at clcsing bases. 

a. The Cornmcni-T. L ,  Environnental Response, Far-iliration Act 
(CERFA) includes requlrezen~s un7 ,,Iq~;e to closir.3 5asss. '::..ere -2s: 
be an assessnent of rhe przpercy to identify c-ean pcr=e:s in cr5er 
to attempt to facilizare resse. T h e  costs of these 2ssescments are 
typically ic the saze o r 5 e r  of ragnirude as many cf r;?e conpliance 



costs that are currently tracked under Programmed Costs/Cost 
Avoidances. 

b. Investigation and cleanup acceleration is necessary due 
to pressure to convert to civilian use. Deadlines, unique to 
closing bases, for the completion of the investigation phase have 
been established by Congress. This acceleration will often lead to 
additional costs due to: 

1) The need to use "off -the-shelf cleanup technology 
rather than seeking more cost-efficient innovative approaches, 
which by their nature require more testing prior to application. 

2) Spending incremental funds in near-term fiscal 
years, that is not currently programmed 

c. In some cases, cleanup standards for converting to a new, 
civilian use may be more stringent than standards for continuing 
military use. This could result in significant incremental costs 
at closing bases, relative to restoration costs at bases that 
remain open. 
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