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September 21, 1995

Please accept this statement on behalf of the Review and Analysis Staff, of the 1995
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission.

To whomever shall investigate the analyses and recommendations of this
Commission, let it be known that the analytical process was carried out with all the
care and sincerity commensurate with this important and difficult task. The decisions
made by this Commission will have a significant impact on the future national
security strategy of these United States, as well as on the economic well-being of
hundreds of communities across the nation. Its importance was made clear from the
beginning and we, on the Review and Analysis Staff, remain humbled by its
ramifications on the American people. In the end, we are firmly convinced that the
decisions we have taken reflect the best interests of the United States. To all, thank
you for the opportunity to serve this great nation.

Sincerely,

Stephen M. Ackerman,
Analyst, Air Force Team
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
SUMMARY SHEET

REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR ACTIVITY

(REDCAP)
BUFFALO, NEW YORK

INSTALLATION MISSION

The REDCAP is a ground test facility that simulates elements of an enemy air defense system,
such as early warning radars and command, control, and communications (C3) systems. It is
designed to provide a simulated hostile air defense environment for testing aircraft penetration
tactics, electronic combat concepts, and test aircraft equipment operating in a hostile C3
environment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION

e Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) activity.

e Relocate required test activities and necessary support equipment to the Air Force Flight Test
Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, California.

e Remaining equipment will be disposed of.

DOD JUSTIFICATION

e The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) recommended that the
REDCAP’s capabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation possessing a
Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range.

e The REDCAP’s basic hardware-in-the-loop infrastructure is duplicated at other Air Force
Test and Evaluation facilities.

e Projected workload for the REDCAP is only 10 percent of its available capacity.

e Available capacity at AFFTC is sufficient to absorb REDCAP’s workload.

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD

e One-Time Cost: $3.7 million (cost)

e Net Cost (Savings) During Implementation: $0.1 million (cost)

e Annual Recurring Savings: $0.9 million (savings)
e Return on Investment Year: 4 years (2002)

e Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $8.9 million (savings)
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES

CONTRACTORS)

Military Civilian Students
Baseline 2 1 0
Reductions 1 1 0
Realignments 1 0 0
Total 2 1 0

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS)

Out In Net Gain (Loss)

Recommendation Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian
REDCAP 2 1 0 0 ) €))

(Manpower reduction is at Eglin AFB, FL)

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Minimal environmental impact.

REPRESENTATION

Governor: George Pataki
Senators: Daniel Patrick Moynihan

Alfonse D’ Amato

Representative: John J. LaFalce (29)

Jack Quinn (30)

ECONOMIC IMPACT:

Potential Employment Loss (1996-2001): 5 jobs (3 direct and 2 indirect)
Erie County, NY MSA Job Base: 526,898

Percentage: 0.0 percent decrease
Cumulative Economic Impact (1994-2001): 0.0 percent decrease

MILITARY ISSUES

The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group applied a functional analysis evaluation, in
order to achieve consolidation of core and non-core activities. The projected workload at the
REDCAP facility could be feasibly consolidated into one of the twelve designated core




T & E activities. This action would reduce the number of activities involved in the
accomplishment of Electronic Combat testing, and would potentially save Operations &
Maintenance (O & M) and Investment & Modernization (I & M) funds.

Based on the DoD’s recommendation, the Air Force proposes to relocate approximately 44
percent of the REDCAP mission to Edwards AFB. Documentation has been obtained which
lists the specific test systems equipment that are proposed to be transferred.

The revised COBRA data shows that the One-Time cost to disestablish/move the REDCAP
activity to Edwards AFB to be $3.7M, as compared to prior data which listed this cost as
$1.7M. This is in part due to increased MILCON, as well as additional moving costs
associated with this action. Accordingly, this has lengthened the Return on Investment time
from 1 to 4 years, in order to achieve a savings.

Staff findings verified the designated equipment proposed to be moved from the Buffalo
facility to Edwards AFB will be located in an area within the main building, adjacent to the
anechoic chamber. Specifically, additional floor space will be added in order to
accommodate the approximately 44 percent of REDCAP’s current test simulation capabilities
proposed to be transferred. Source data both on the specific test systems, as well as on the
requisition (and specifications) for the construction of the additional floor space have been
verified and reviewed. Based on this information and substantiated by COBRA data, there
will be approximately $700K to $900K in MILCON costs to house and operate the
equipment.

According to revised COBRA data, based primarily on site survey information, there will be
an additional $1.3M cost to restore the Buffalo facility as it was prior to the incorporation of
the government’s equipment. This was not reflected in the Air Force’s initial estimates, but
as previously noted, incorporated in the revised COBRA estimate.

The REDCAP facility is in the final stages of a $75M upgrade (projected completion October
1995), which has incorporated test simulation elements of the former Soviet AWACS
system, with the exception of the radars. Included as part of this upgrade is a $49M joint Air
Force and GAO project, in conjunction with GAO’s Central Test and Evaluation Investment
Program (CTEIP) to add the ground and sea portions of the Soviet radar system to meet
multiservice needs and develop a prototype link between the REDCAP and the Navy’s Air
Combat Environment Test and Evaluation Facility (ACETEF) located at NAWC Patuxent
River.

The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group noted, in their BRAC 95 T & E Analysis
Alternative Documentation, that “fully integrated avionic suites will benefit if Hardware-in-
the-Loop (HITL) and Installed Systems Test Facilities (ISTF) capabilities are collocated,
allowing shared use of costly resources and promoting enhanced testing with [a] better
correlation of results.” Further, that this alternative “takes advantage of excess capacity in
ISTF facilities” by consolidating the REDCAP activity into this facility at Edwards AFB.
The Air Force has asserted that future testing will be primarily based on integrated (ex. F-22)
versus federated (F-16, B-52, etc.) systems. Given this, the Air Force argues that the loss of
‘real-time’ capability on particular test operations has become a major point of concern, with
attempting to achieve test simulation operations through the use of data linking the necessary
facilities. This point has been raised with both the Community, as well as with the
Department of Defense’s Office of Inspector General.
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e The results of the issue on the feasibility and desirability of data-linking are as follows:
e The DoD-IG expressed concern over the danger of the illicit interception of test data.
They further noted that depending upon the type of test involved, maintaining ‘real-time’
capability can degrade the effectiveness of the test result. Nevertheless, it has been
shown that data transfer delays can be mitigated or overcome thru the use of ‘corrective’
computer programs. These programs can be installed into the test simulation computer
systems. The concern over the illicit interception of transmitted data can be countered by
data encryption systems.
e The Air Force and the T & E Joint Cross-Service Group also expressed concern
over the potential for illicit interception, as well as stated that they do not intend to rely
on live-flight tests except as necessary for validation and verification of model simulation
tests. This is in recognition of the relatively higher costs and limited results of live-flight
testing. Verification of this last point was emphasized by the DBCRC, Air Force Team,
as it relates not only to cost effectiveness, but also to ensuring the most thorough and
comprehensive test possible.
The Air Force Team has also raised data-linking as a more cost effective alternative to co-
location as a more cost effective option. Data to support data-linking as a more cost effective
alternative was provided primarily by the Georgia Tech Research Institute (GTRI), which is
completing a study, for the Department of the Air Force, on the feasibility and cost
effectiveness of various data-linking and consolidation options for Hardware-In-The-Loop
(HITL) facilities.
As a further source of information, the Air Force Team (working in conjunction with the
Cross-Service Team) has utilized portions of the Board of Operations Directors (BoOD)
study on HITL feasibility and cost effectiveness consolidation study. This study has been
tasked, in part due to Congressional interest, by the Department of the Air Force, to look at
the technical feasibility and cost effectiveness of consolidation versus data-linking. The Air
Force Team is of the opinion that data-linking remains a viable option, due primarily to allow
retention of all of REDCAP’s current capabilities. The Air Force Team is also of the opinion
that completion of the BoOD study, and the work of GTRI is abundantly necessary, in order
to provide ‘strategic direction’ to the consolidation of current and future test capabilities.
With respect to workload estimates, the Air Force Team utilized the analysis by GTRI as a
source, both in terms of the methodology employed, as well as its overall definition of the
test process.
According both to the Air Force Electronic Warfare Group at Edwards, as well as the Test &
Evaluation JCSG, the F-22 will complete its Hardware-In-The-Loop testing at the REDCAP
in Buffalo. The transfer of equipment is not scheduled to begin until FY 98/1, following the
completion of the F-22 project. This is substantiated by the “Electronic Combat
Consolidation Master Plan,” which states the “earliest date for equipment disassembly to
begin is 1 Oct 97.”




COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

CALSPAN, as the contractor for the Air Force’s REDCAP activity, has noted that the
operation possesses a ‘unique capability’ in that it is the only “fully integrated” air defense
test simulation system, and is also the only facility capable of simulating the former-Soviet
AWACS system. They have also claimed that the total facility would be needed to perform
the REDCAP mission, and that failure to move the entire facility would significantly hamper
its test capability effectiveness.

CALSPAN, as the sole contractor for the REDCAP activity, has asserted that the Air Force
underestimated the projected workloads for this test facility. The contractor claims that these
estimates were based on 1992/3 averages, which were ‘lower than normal’ customer-usage
levels. CALSPAN claims that these ‘low’ levels are due to the fact that many of the test
systems are being upgraded, and cannot be fully utilized. CALSPAN asserts the Air Force
understated REDCAP’s test utilization time by counting only the actual test operation hours,
as opposed to test preparation and data results analysis, which CALSPAN claims occupies
the test system. Finally, CALSPAN notes that test operation time typically averages
approximately 15 percent of the total test process time.

CALSPAN has asserted that there is insufficient space to absorb all the necessary equipment,
and that there are associated MILCON and moving costs, not listed and underrepresented,
respectively, in the recommendations.

The ability to electronically link and maintain real-time capability simulation activities
fulfills the objective of “cost effective” consolidation without moving the facility. Thus,
according to CALSPAN, geographical proximity is of no value and would not be a
compelling reason to move the facility.

A House Armed Services Committee Congressional Report (103-499) stated that allocation
of “fiscal year 1995 defense funds or prior year funds” for the consolidation of electronic
combat capabilities will only be allowed following the completion and submission by the
Secretary of Defense of a “Master Control Plan” detailing the “required electronic combat
capabilities” and a “road map” for the consolidation of these activities. Further, a 1994
Senate Appropriations Committee Congressional Report (103-321) directs that the Secretary
of Defense “shall provide a study clearly demonstrating that data linking is: 1) technically
feasible, or 2) less efficient and cost effective than consolidation.”

Steve Ackerman/AF Team/09/22/95 1:30PM




1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications

Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor Activity,
Buffalo, New York

Recommendation: Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor activity
(REDCAP) at Buffalo, New York. Required test activities and necessary support equipment will
be relocated to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, California. Any
remaining equipment will be disposed of.

Justification: The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) recommended that
REDCAP’s capabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation with a Major Range
and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. Projected workload for REDCAP is only 10
percent of its available capacity. AFFTC has capacity sufficient to absorb REDCAP’s workload.
REDCAP’s basic hardware-in-the-loop infrastructure is duplicated at other Air Force T&E
facilities. This action achieves significant cost savings and workload consolidation.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is
$1.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$1.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.9 million with a return on
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is
a savings of $11.0 million.

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 5 jobs (3 direct jobs and 2 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001 period in
the Erie County, New York economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area
employment. This action will have minimal environmental impact.
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FISCAL YEAR 1994

NEW YORK

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

Navy Other
Personnel/Expenditures Total Army & Air Force Defense
Marine Corps Activities
1. Personnel - Total " 115,870 73,378 19,331 20,608 2,553
Active Duty Military 23,735 15,412 2,565 5,758 0
Civilian 15,492 8,473 304 4,162 2,553
Reserve & National Guard 76,643 49,493 16,462 10,688 0
11. Expenditures - Total $5,523,001 $1,711,744 $1,715,826 $1,638,906 $456,525
) A. Payroll Outlays - Total 1,893,655 1,055,889 235,640 499,673 102,453
" Active Duty Military Pay 752,727 494 224 94,175 164,328 0
Civilian Pay 551,412 275,194 17,402 156,363 102,453
Reserve & National Guard Pay 187,769 131,420 13,853 42,496 0
Retired Military Pay 401,747 155,051 110,210 136,486 0
B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000
Total 3,629,346 655,855 1,480,186 1,139,233 354,072
Supply and Equipment Contracts 1,623,114 235,506 613,168 443,568 330,872
RDTAE Contracts 670,935 59,335 189,825 413,229 8,546
Service Contracts 1,226,156 252,677 676,554 282,369 14,556
Construction Contracts 68,662 £7,858 639 67 S8
Civil Function Contracts 40,479 40,479 0 0 0
- ‘
, Expenditures Military and Civilian Personnel
Major Locations Major Locations
of Expenditures Payroll Prime of Personnel Active Duty
" Total Outlays Contracts Total Military Civilian
Bethpage $668,841 $10,852 $657,989 | Fort Drum 12,439 10,529 1,910
New York 648,511 223,146 425,365 | Griffiss AFB 5,316 3,194 2,122
Fort Drum 437,961 399,023 38,918 | Uest Point Mil Res 4,980 2,952 2,628
Schenectady 286,991 21,521 265,470 | Plattisburgh AFB 2,073 1,725 348
Ovego 265,966 3,756 262,210 | Uaterviiet 1,822 6 1,816
Rome 232,920 190,981 41,938 | Richmond 1,576 520 1,056
Binghamton 225,918 4,223 221,695 | Ballston Spa 1,270 1,270 0
West Point Mil Res 221,467 149,786 71,681 | Niagara Falls 765 77 688
Syracuse 218,032 27,418 190,614 | Newburgh 754 309 445
Great Neck 153,401 8,155 145,246 | Fort Hamilton 751 501 250
Navy Other
Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Army & Air Force Defense
{Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities
Fiscal Year 1993 $4,641,425 $611,418 $2,052,782 $1,461,199 $516,026
Fiscal Year 1992 5,429,803 565,496 2,876,555 1,485,312 502,440
Fiscal Year 1991 6,860,402 538,249 3,613,706 2,187,678 520,769
Top Five Contractors Receiving the largest Major Area of UWork
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Auards Total
in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description Amount
1. NORTHROP GRUMMAN CORPORATION $669,170 Maint & Repair of Eq/Aircraft Structural € $118,463
2. LORAL CORPORATION 433,419 Elct Countermeasures & Quick Reaction Eq 158,812
3. GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 366,330 Operation/Govt-Ouned Contractor-Operated R 174,400
4, CAE INC 308,248 RITE/Other Defense-~Engineering Development 199,090
5. UNISYS CORPORATION 143,928 Guided Missile Systems, Complete 54,499
Total of Above $1,921,095 ( 52.9% of total awards over $25,000)

w

Prepared by:

Uashington Headquarters Services

Directorate for Information

Operations and Reports
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CLOSiJRE HISTORY - INSTALLATiONS INNEW YORK

15-Mar-95
SvC INSTALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL
PLATTSBURGH AFB 88/93 DEFBRAC/DBCRC ONGOING CLOSE/9-95 1988 DEFBRAC:
Directed transfer of KC-135s from Closing Pease
AFB, NH to Wurtsmith, Carswell, Eaker and
Plattsburg AFB. (See 1991 DBCRC for other bases.)
1993 DBCRC: Close
Close Plattsburgh and redistribute assets as
appropriate.
Net personnel movement out is 2095 Mil and 352
Civ.
ROSLYN AGS
SCHENECTADY AIRPORT AGS
STEWART IAP AGS
SUFFOLK COUNTY AIRPORT AGS
MC
IST MARINE COPRS DTR, GARDEN CITY 93 DBCRC CANCELLED CLOSE 1993 DBCRC:
Rejected proposal to close the activity.
N .
DOD FAMILY HOUSING, NIAGARA FALLS 93 DBCRC ONGOING CLOSE l 1993 DBCRC:
! Close the housing office and the 111 housing units it
administers.
NAVAL STATION BROOKLYN 88 DEFBRAC CLOSED CLOSE 1988 DEFBRAC:
‘ ‘ BRACI relocated facilities to NAVSTA New York.
NAVAL STATION STATEN ISLAND 88/93 DBCRC ONGOING CLOSE 1988 DEFBRAC:
Through action of BRAC1, received support
functions previously located at NAVSTA Brooklyn.
1993 DBCRC:
Directed the closure of NAVSTA Staten Island and
relocation of its ships, personnel, equipment, and
support to NAVSTAs Norfolk, VA, and Mayport, FL.
NRC JAMESTOWN 93 DBCRC ONGOING CLOSE 1993 DBCRC:
Recommended closure of NRC Jamestown, NY
because its capacity is in excess of projected
requirements.
NRC POUGHKEEPSIE 93 DBCRC ONGOING CLOSE 1993 DBCRC:

Recommended closure of NRC Poughkeepsie, NY
because its capacity is in excess of projected
requirements.




CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS INNEW YORK

{

15-Mar-95
SVC  INSTALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL
READINESS CMD REGION 2 93 DBCRC

ONGOING

CLOSE

1993 DBCRC:

Recommended closure of Readiness Command
Region 2 because its capacity is in excess of
projected requirements.
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BASE VISIT REPORT
(STAFF ONLY)
REDCAP, BUFFALO, NEW YORK

MAY 29,1995

LEAD COMMISSIONER: None
COMMISSION STAFF: Frank Cirillo
LIST OF ATTENDEES:

Major Gale Myers, Air Force Representative

Mr. Pete Calinski, CALSPAN, Vice President for Information

Dr. Dave Culp, CALSPAN, Technical Director, REDCAP

Mr. Jack Wagner, CALSPAN, Sr. Vice President and General Manager
Mr. Dave Beck, CALSPAN, REDCAP Test Director

Mr. Glen Miller, CALSPAN, Washington D.C. Representative

Mr. Kraig Siracuse, Staff Member, Senator Alfonse D’ Amato

Mr. Chris Mueller, Washington Office, Governor Pataki

Mr. Russ Davidson, Staff Member, Congressman Paxon

Mr. Ron Hayes, Staff Member, Congressman Quinn

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION:

The Buffalo, NY site is the home of the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor
activity (REDCAP). The REDCAP is a ground test facility that simulates elements of an enemy
air defense system, such as early warning radars and command, control, and communications
(C3) systems. It is designed to provide a simulated hostile air defense environment for testing
aircraft penetration tactics, electronic combat concepts, and equipment operating in a hostile C3

environment.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION:

Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) activity.
Relocate required test activities and necessary support equipment to the Air Force Flight Test
Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, California.

¢ Remaining equipment will be disposed of.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION:

e The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) recommended that the
REDCAP’s capabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation possessing a
Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range.

D-4-1




o The REDCAP’s basic hardware-in-the-loop infrastructure is duplicated at other Air Force
Test and Evaluation facilities.

e Projected workload for the REDCAP is only 10 percent of its available capacity.
Available capacity at AFFTC is sufficient to absorb REDCAP’s workload.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

I was picked up at the Buffalo, NY International Airport by CALSPAN representatives and
escorted to the REDCAP facility where I received a mission briefing, system demonstration and
BRAC concern briefing. Several members of CALSPAN were present as were numerous
CALSPAN volunteers who actually performed the demonstration. The entire visit took place on
the one floor of the building where the REDCAP is housed.

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED

e Dr. Culp gave the mission briefing, explaining the concept of REDCAP, to serve numerous
customers by simulating ground acquisition equipment and defensive weapons.

e Dr. Culp explained the value of the REDCAP as compared to range tests and the
relationship to AFEWS located in Ft. Worth, TX. He emphasized the state of the art
imagery which simulates exact terrain and environment and expected “Red” defensive
mechanisms the customers systems might encounter in several different hostile
environments.

o System is entirely integrated where the hardware-in-the-loop concept is used to
simulate the “Blue” on ‘Red’ SCENARIOS.

¢ Noted the extensive time required for Planning, Preparing, and Evaluating the tests as
compared to the actual Testing itself. Noted it appears the Air Force does not seem to
understand this.

e The Volunteers demonstrated an actual, yet very basic, test sequence, utilizing most of the
system. The test gave a real picture of the capabilities of REDCAP.

e Mr. Calinski gave an updated version of CALSPAN’s concerns presentation with the Air

Force proposal to disestablish REDCAP. He noted that REDCAP has undergone a major,

$75M equipment update over the last two years. This did restrict customer usage and as a

result wrongly skewed the workload calculations.

Major Myers provided some of his concerns regarding the expected workload and potential

loss of capabilities when asked about his sense of the recommendation.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

o The major concerns expressed were by the community as they were the originators of the
visit and the responsible briefers.

e The major issues addressed by CALSPAN were the underpricing by the Air Force of the one
time cost to close REDCAP and the lack of understanding by the Air Force on the actual
equipment and capabilities that would be transferred to Edwards AFB, as well as the loss to
the customers and the DoD that would incur if the disestablishment takes place.

D-4-2




CALSPAN pointed out the recent Congressional report language that both a “plan” outlining
the direction of consolidation of electronic combat capabilities, as well as a “study” on the
technical feasibility and cost effectiveness of data linking be completed prior to the transfer
of electronic combat capabilities.

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT QF VISIT:

o Commissioner Gen. J.B. Davis USAF (RET) requested staff to receive the ‘Classified

Briefing’ on the specific test capabilities and programs that encompass the REDCAP
mission. This briefing was completed on June 9, 1995.

The request will correlate the community concerns with the Congressional language directing
both the plan and study of electronic combat capabilities of Test and Evaluation systems
prior to any organizational changes.

Staff will follow up with questions to the USAF to explain the cost, equipment, and the
capability differences associated with the DoD recommendation. Staff discussed these issues
at the June 9th Classified briefing, given by the Air Force, on the REDCAP mission.

D-4-3




PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

} CONNECTICUT
w
//1/ David Kelly Stratford Army Engine Plant
/ Phil Wheeler Stratford Army Engine Plant
Ay, Gen. Blumelal
3.  Mike Meshay Stratford Army Engine Plant
A~ Rudolf Weiss Stratford Army Engine Plant
_57 Bill Moore NUWC, Power Schools
&~ Ted Molligen NUWC
A7 Bob Bulmer NUWC
NEW YORK
/1/ Mayor Joe Griffo Rome Lab
/./ RoAnn Destito Rome Lab
\®37" Dr. Marvin Ki R Lab
o % r. Marvin King ome La

% / State Senator Nancy Larraine Hoffman Rome Lab

%577 RustyPormer REDCAP
/6./ State Senator Bob DiCarlo Ft. Hamilton
/ John Lincoln Seneca

A\
viﬁ%& Jack Russo Roslyn Air Guard
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DRAFT

REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY
REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR (REDCAP)
NEW YORK REGIONAL HEARING
USS INTREFPID AIRCRAFT CARRIER-TECHNOLOGIES HALL
May 5, 1995

Congressman Jack Quinn - REDCAP does not meet the BRAC criteria of 300 employees,
and thus should not be considered under the BRAC process. He does not agree that the move
will be “cost effective,” given that a major upgrade program is near completion, coupled with
the fact that the REDCAP facility has demonstrated a solid customer-service record. The
loss of the REDCAP activity from the Buffalo facility would be a loss of “truly unique
military value.”

Mr., Peter Calinski: Program Manager CALSPAN Corporation - The REDCAP activity tests

the penetration effectiveness of different aircraft electronic combat systems by simulating
enemy air defense systems. The estimates of projected workloads for the REDCAP activity
were underrepresented. They were based on 1992/3 annual averages (years prior to the
completion of this current upgrade program). Moreover, they were based on projected future
budget reductions for test and evaluation programs. It is also much cheaper to conduct model
simulation tests at the REDCAP facility than to perform live-flight tests. The CALSPAN
facility possesses experienced and trained operators, maintains low overhead costs to the
government, and is in a region with relatively lower salary levels than in Southern California.
Finally, the return on investment figure is actually a ‘cost’ of approximately $9.1M, as
opposed to a ‘savings’ of $11.0M as asserted by the Department of Defense.

Mr. Rusty Portner, President, Association of Old Crows - The disestablishment and

movement of the REDCAP activity will result in a Joss of ‘Hardware-In-The-Loop’ test
capabilities, based on the cost to move and replicate the activity at Edwards AFB, as well as
the need to train and prepare both the personnel and the facility at Edwards. This potential
loss of test capabilities could affect both the B-2 and the upgraded B-1 programs.

Steve Ackerman/AF Team/May 22, 1995

DRAFT
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UESTIONS FOR THE NEW YORK CITY REGIONAL HEARING -
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1. You have stated that the Air Force estimations on projected workload at the REDCAP
facility incorporated only the actual testing time and not any related setup time. Please describe

the major factors that, in your view, should be included when estimating projected workloads of
your facility. '

2. Please describe the major phases of the test simulation process, and that should be
included when estimating workload at your facility.

Stephen M. Ackerman/AF Team/April 27, 1995/6:31PM




DRAFT (3/13/95, 16:10)

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1995 Regional Hearing Time Allocations

Hearing Location: New York City
States with Facilities at Hearing: NY, CT, MA, NJ

New York (facilities listed in descending order based on DoD job loss data): ~ ._._ . _.
- Job Loss Allotment

1. Rome Laboratory -1067 45 minutes
2. Seneca Army Depot - 325 25 minutes
3. Griffis AFB (Airfield Support for 10th Inf. (light) Div.) - 150 10 minutes
4. Ft. Hamilton - 49 10 minutes
5. Roslyn AGS ‘ ’ - 44 10 minutes
6. Ft. Totten - 43 10 minutes
7. Reserve Center, Staten Island - 14 10 minutes
8. Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Proc.
Activity, Buffalo - 3 10 minutes
Total Job Loss: -1695 Time Allotted: 2 hours
Public Comment: 10 min.
(onnecticut
Job Loss Allotment
1. Stratford Army Engine Plant -1000* 45 minutes
2. NUWC-Newport Division, New London - 627 25 minutes
Total Job Loss: -1627 Time Allotted: 1 hour
Public Comment: 10 min.
Massachusetts
Job Loss Allotment
1. NAS South Weymouth - 936 25 minutes
2. Sudbury Training Annex - 13 10 minutes
Total Job Loss: -1049 Time Allotted: .5 hour

Public Comment: 10 min.




~w’

New ,[QI‘,SQE

Job Loss Allotment
NAWC, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst -1763

1. 45 minutes
2. Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal -1367 45 minutes
3. Ft.Dix - 739 25 minutes
4. Caven Point Reserve Center - 3 10 minutes

* Includes both DoD job loss data, and potential private contractor job loss.

“ Total Job Loss: -3872 Time Allotted: 2.25 hours
Public Comment: 10 min.

Total Testimony Time: " 5.75 hours (345 min.)
Total Public Comment Time: - ... . ___ 40 min.
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COBRA REAL IGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2
Date As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department

: USAF
35:%:22’???3’ ::E;::oéiiég\u\ow\ksog;w.tF:BR (ﬁeq/ T‘MC 0 71‘{// (O/VJIU)/[M
: C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT . SFF A /
M 77—(’»' f/ocem’m’ /QC w:; )fﬂa/o

Std fetrs File :

Starting Year : 1996
Final Year : 1998
RO! Year : 1999 (1 Year)
NPV in 2015¢(3K): -10,974
1-Time Cost(SK): 1,748
Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
MilCon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Person 0 0 -54 -125 -125 -125 -630 -125
Overhd 1 1 -1 -4 -4 -4 -9 -4
‘Moving 0 0 35 0 0 0 (35 0
Missio 0 0 -810 -810 _ =810 ~810 -3,240 -810
Other 0 0 1,700 0 0 0 1,700 0
TOTAL 1 1 870 -939 . -939 . -939 -1,945 -939
1996 1997 1998 TTI999 T T TT2000 T T 2001 Total

POSITIONS ELIMINATED

off 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Enl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civ 0 0 | 0 0 0 1

TOT 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
POSITIONS REALIGNED

Off 0 0 1 4} 0 0 1

Enl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civ 0 C 0 0 0 0 0

ToT 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Suvmary:

MOVE PORTION OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS
DOWNSCOPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT

DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2
Date As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Crested 18:56 03/03/1995

Department

s USAF
?‘ZZ&Z’??TZ’ Zfilo;::;swwoo\asow.csa (ﬂe‘(( "T“”'? e & 5(1"1 / A/ (0/\’/!0/ M
std Fctrs File : C:\COSRA9S\AF\DOO\DEPOT,SFF A,&M /77'@/ //9(055- 0,/ 4 ./m)}/ % ,Q‘:O}C
ch v
)

starting Year : 1996
Final Yeer : 1998
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year)

NPV in 2015¢SK):  -10,976
1-Time Cost(S$K): 1,748

Net Costs (3X) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
MilCon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Person 0 0 =564 -125 =125 -125 -430 =125
Overhd 1 1 -1 -4 -4 -4 ) -6
‘Moving ] 0 35 ] 0 .0 C 35 > (]
Missio 0 0 -810 -810  _ -810 -810 -3,240 oo-8t0 . .
Other 0 o] 1,700 0 0 0 - 1,700 0
TOTAL 1 1 870 -939 - -939 -939 ~1,945 i -939
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

POSITIONS ELIMINATED

off 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Ent 0 o] 0 0 0 0 0

Civ 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

T07 0 0 2 e 0 0 2
POSITIONS REALIGNED

off 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Enl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stu "] o] 0 0 0 0 o]

Civ 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0

TOT 0 0 1 o] 0 0 1
Summary:

MOVE PORTION OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS
DOWNSCOPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT

DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF

TE-1 (EC)
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
C:\COBRAFS\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Costs ($3K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
MilCon 0 0 0 0 -0 0
Person 0 0 18 9 9 9
Overhd 1 1 4 3 3 3
Moving 0 0 36 0 0 0
Missio 0 0 390 390 390 390
Other 0 0 1,700 0 0 0
TOTAL . 1 1 2,148 402 402 402
savings (3$K) Constant Dollars
; 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
MilCon [ I ¢ 0 : 0 0 0
Person 0 0 72 134 134 134
Overhd 0 0 - 5- - 7 7 7
Moving 0 0 1 0 0 0
Missio 0 0 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1,278 1,341 1,361 1,341




NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Date As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fectrs File

Year
1996
1997
1998 .
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005 -
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\REDCAP .CBR
C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

Cost($)

870,468
-939,134
-939,134
-939,134
-939,134
-939, 134
-939, 134
-939, 134
-939,134
-939,134
-939, 134
-939,134
-939, 134
-939,134
-939,134
-939,134
-939,134

-939,134

Adjusted Cost($)

-854,066
-831,207
-808, 961
-787,310
-766,238
745,731
-725,772
-706,348
-687,443
-669, 044
-651,138
-633,711
-616,750
-600,243
-584,179
-568,544
-553,327

NPV($S)

-38,506

-869,713
-1,678,674
-2,465,985
-3,232,223
-3,977,956
-4,703,726
-5,410,074
-6,097,517
-6,766,561
-7,417,699
-8,051,410
-8,668, 160
-9,268,404
-9,852,583
-10,421,126
-10,974, 454




TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

(ALl values in Dollars)

Category Cost Sub-Total
Construction

Military Construction 0

Family Housing Construction 0

Information Management Account 0

Land Purchases 0
Total - Construction " 0
Personnel

Civilian RIF 0

Civilian Early Retirement 0

Civitian New Hires 0

Eliminated Military PCS 9,142

Unemployment 0
Total - Personnel 9,142
Overhead

Program Planning Support 2,941

Mothball / Shutdown ) . 0
Total - Overhead 2,941
Moving

Civilian Moving 0

Civilien PPS 28,800

Military Moving 7,255

Freight 300

One-Time Moving Costs 0
Total - Moving 36,355
Other

HAP / RSE 0

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0

One-Time Unique Costs 1,700,000
Total - Other 1,700,000
Total One-Time Costs 1,748,439
One-Time Savings

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0

Military Moving 1,570

Land Sales 0

One-Time Moving Savings 0

Environmental Mitigation Savings - 0

One-Time Unique Savings 0
Total One-Time Savings 1,570

Total Net One-Time Costs 1,746,869




ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department s USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File C:\COBRA9Y5\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: EDWARDS, CA
(ALl values in Dollars)

Category Cost Sub-Total

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction 0

(=== Na)

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemployment

Total - Personnel 0

[= N~ NN

Overhead
Progrem Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdown
Total - Overhead 0

(=N =)

Moving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving 0

00000

Other
HAP / RSE 0
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0
One-Time Unique Costs 0
Total - Other 0

..............................................................................

..............................................................................

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0
Military Moving n 0
Land Sales 0
One-Time Moving Savings 0
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0
One-Time Unique Savings 0

Total Net One-Time Costs 0




ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: EGLIN, FL
(Atl values in Dollars)

Category Cost Sub-Total
Construction
Military Construction 0
Family Housing Construction 0
Information Management Account 4]
Land Purchases : 0
Total - Construction 0
Personnel
Civilian RIF 0
Civilien Early Retirement 0
Civilian New Hires 0 -
Eliminated Military PCS 9,142
Unempl oyment 0
Total - Personnel 9,142
Overhead
Program Planning Support 2,941
-Mothball / Shutdown : ' : 0
Total - Overhead 2,941
Moving
Civilian Moving 0
Civilian PPS 28,800
Military Moving : 7,255
_ Freight 300
One-Time Moving Costs 0
Total - Movin 36,355 ./& .
Other 4 w ZM
HAP / RSE 0 gy
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 A
One-Time Unique Costs 1,700,000 {

Total - Other

Total One-Time Costs

706000~ <,
S

1,748,439 .7

One-Time Savings

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0
Military Moving 1,570
Land Sales V]
One-Time Moving Savings 0
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0
One-Time Unique Savings 0
Total One-Time Savings ’_,_,5_70,\7'

Total Net One-Time Costs < /E 1,746,869 }




TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department

Option Package
Scenario File
S$td fctrs File

All Costs in $X

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP,CBR
C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

Total IMA Lend Cost Total
Base Name MilCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost
EDWARDS 0 0 0 0 0
EGLIN 0 0 - 0 I 0
Totals: 0 0 0 0 0




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF

Department :
: TE-1 (EC)

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP .CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

“\PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR:

EDWARDS, CA

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):

Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
728 3,75 0 3,876
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: EGLIN, FL
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0
TOTAL ~ 77 0 0 1 0 0o T 1
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into EDWARDS, CA):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civitians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
729 3,754 0 3,876
\\PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: EGLIN, FL
BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
w’ Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
1,428 6,087 0 4,061
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: EDWARDS, CA
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students ¢} 0 0 0 0 0 [o]
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of EGLIN, FL):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 0
Entisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 4} 0 0 o] 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
officers 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1
TOTAL 0 0 -2 0 0 0 -2




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pege 2
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF

TE-1 (EC)
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std fctrs File

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

Enlisted Students Civilians ..

.......................




TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department s USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA9S5\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASS\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 TYotal

cven cmwm cem- camw seve —-an ceee esmme=

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement® 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilien Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilien Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED [4] 0 1 0 0 0 1
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 [1] 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 1 0 4] 0 1

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from
base to base.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%
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Dats As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF

TE-1 (EC)
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP .CBR
C:\COBRA9S5\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fetrs File

[N RN

Base: EDWARDS, CA - Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 o] 0 0 4] 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 1} 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%




PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3
Datas As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : YE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRADS5\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA®5\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: EGLIN, FL Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 (¢]
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 -0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 ] 4] 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Mot
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%




Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

ONE-TIME COSTS

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fem Housing
Land Purch
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIF
Civ Retire
CIV MOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
Home Purch
HHG
Misc
House Hunt
PPS
RITA
FREIGHT
Packing
Freight
Vehicles
Driving
Unemployment
OTHER
Program Plan
Shutdown
New Hire
1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
HHG
Misc
OTHER
Elim PCS
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

s o0 se e

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA Vv5.08) - Page 1/9
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995
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TE-1 (ED)
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Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std fetrs File

RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
O8M
RPMA
BOS .
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
“"Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COST
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
O8M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

TE-1 (EC)
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Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

ONE-TIME NET
----- ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fem Housing
OM
Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage

1-Time Other -

Land
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET

FAM HOUSE OPS
08M -

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/9
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

C:\COBRAGS\AF\DOO\REDCAP .CBR

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

1996 1997
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 1

1996 1997
0 ]
0 0
0 0
0 0
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/9
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: EDWARDS, CA~

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
----- ($K)---=-
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIFs 0 0 0
Civ Retire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Purch 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FREIGHT
Packing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unempt oyment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Program Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 0 0 o]
New Hires 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 o]
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0
Misc o] 0 0 0 0 Q ]
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 0 3] 0 1] 0 0
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 1]




APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9

Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

Department
Option Package

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
: C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Std Fctrs File

Base: EDWARDS, CA
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996
""" ($K)----- m---
FAM HOUSE OPS 0
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
0ff Salary

Enl Salary
House Allow =~
OTHER

Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

[N =NolwNaNe]

(=] [~ NeoNoNal (o= Nl

TOTAL COSTS

ONE-TIME SAVES 1996
..... (sK)----- e
CONSTRUCTION

MILCON ]
Fem Housing 0

1-Time Move 0
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Moving 0
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

OO0 Oo0O0O

RECURRINGSAVES 1996
----- ($K)----- ----
FAM HOUSE OPS 0
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHRAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
Kouse Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission

Misc Recur
uUnique Other _
TOTAL RECUR

(=R =NaleNal [N =N (=R N aNale)

o

TOTAL SAVINGS
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/9

Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Base: EDWARDS, CA
ONE-TIME NET 1996
----- ($K)-=-~~ m---
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

fam Housing

Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
Land
TOTAL ONE-TIME

OCO0OO0O00O0O

RECURRING NET 1996
..... (SK).---- PR
FAM HOUSE OPS
0&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

[= N = N NoNa] oo 0OO0OO0O0O0O0O (=]

o

TOTAL NET COST

o oo oo
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0
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Total Beyond
0 0
0 0
13 3
0 0
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0 0
0 0
0 0
36 9
0 0
1,560 390
0 0
0 0
1,609 402
1,609 402




APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/9
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995
Department USAF
Option Package : TE-1 (EC)
Scenario File C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

or ee en

Base: EGLIN, FL
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

----- ($K)-=--- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- .-- —----
CONSTRUCTION -
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIFs 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Retire 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TTRHG 0 -0 N 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
~House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPS 0 0 29 0 0 0 29
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FREIGHT
Packing ) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unemployment 0 0 0 0 0 o 0
OTHER
Program Plan 1 1 1 0 0 ] 3
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hires 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 5 0 0 0 5
Misc 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 o 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 1,700 0 0 0 1,700
TOTAL ONE-TIME 1 1 1,746 0 0 o} 1,748




Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fetrs File

Base: EGLIN, FL

RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
Off salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER

Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COSTS
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
O8M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Lend Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unigque Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER _
Procurement
Mission

Misc Recur
Unigue Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS
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Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF
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Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Base: - EGLIN, FL

ONE-TIME NET

CONSTRUCTION
- MILCON
Fam Housing
O&M
Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER
HAP. / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage

1-Time Other )

Land
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET.

FAM HOUSE OPS
O8M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS

MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA Vv5.08) - Page 9/9
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP .CBR
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PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department
Option Package
Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

Base
- EDWARDS
EGLIN

Base

EDWARDS
EGLIN

Base

" EDWARDS

EGLIN

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Personnel
Change XChange

1 0%
-3 0%
RPMA(S)
Chenge X%Change Chg/Per
0 (1) 0
0 0% 0
RPMABOS(S)

Change XChange Chg/Per

2,305

0% 3,222
-6,914 0%

SF
Change XChange Chg/Per
0 0% 0
0 0% 0
BOS($)
Change %XChange Chg/Per
3,222 0% 3,222
-6,914 0% 2,305



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Net Change($SK) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond

RPMA Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BOS Change 0 0 -1 -4 -4 -4 -12 -4
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -1 -4 -4 -4 -12 -4




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department ¢ USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRASS\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF
INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION
Model Year One : FY 1996

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes

Base Name Strategy:
EDWARDS, CA Realignment
EGLIN, FL Real ignment -
Summary:

MOVE PORTION OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS
DOWNSCOPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT

DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE

From Base: To Base: Distance:

EDWARDS, CA ' " EGLIN, FL : 2,092 mi
INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE

Transfers from EGLIN, FL to EDWARDS, CA
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Officer Positions: 0 0 1 0 0 0
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missn Egpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Suppt Egpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military Light Vehicles: 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0
INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EDWARDS, CA

Total Officer Employees: 728 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 47,109
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,754 Communicationg ($K/Year): 19
Total Student Employees: 0 BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 49,855
Total Civilian Employees: 3,876 BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 0
Mil Families Living On Base: 64.04 Family Housing ($K/Year): 9,411
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 10.0% Area Cost Factor: 1.00
officer Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 0
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 0
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 9,196 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9%
Officer VHA ($/Month): 157 Activity Code: 19
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 165

Per Diem Rate ($S/Day): 140 Homeowner Assistance Program: No

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 Unique Activity Information: No




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department s USAF
Option Package :
Scenario File :
Std Fctrs File :

TE-1 (EC)
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
C:\COBRA9S5\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

EGLIN, FL

Total
Total
Total
Total

Officer Employees:
Enlisted Employees:
Student Employees:
Civilian Employees:

Mil Families Living On Base:
Civilians Not Willing To Move:
Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):

Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):
Per Diem Rate ($/Day):

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EDWARDS, CA

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save (SK):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save (3K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(X):
Shutdown Schedule (X):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: EGLIN, FL

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($X):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(X)
Shutdown Schedule (%):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($X):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

1,428
6,087
0

4,041
34.0%
10.0%

0

0
9,932
84
57

91
0.07
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RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHRAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:
Unique Activity Information:

1997
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1998 1999 2000
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

390 390 390
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
(074 0% 0%
0% 0% 0%
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

Family Housing ShutDown:

1998 1999 2000
1,700 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 .0
1,200 1,200 1,200
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0%
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

Perc Family Housing ShutDown:

19,708
323
48,998
0

8,792
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0
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pege 3
Date As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

USAF
TE-1 (EC)

Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION

Neme: EGLIN, FL

1996
0ff Force Struc Change:
Enl Force Struc Change:
Civ Force Struc Change:
Stu Force Struc Change:
0ff Scenario Change:

Enl Scenario Change:

Civ Scenario Change:

off Change{(No Sa! Save):
Enl Change(No Sal Save):
Civ Change(No Sal Save):
Caretakers - Military:
Caretakers - Civilian:

(= =NoRal-RoloNeNoNaleNa]

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL

Percent Officers Married: 76.80%
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90%
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00%
Officer Salary($/Year): 78,668.00
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00
Enl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00

Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18

Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00%
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00%

5.00%
39.00%
Depot Factors

Civilian Regular Retire Rate:
Civilian RIF Pay Factor:
SF File Desc:

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54
(Indices are used as exponents)

Program Management Factor: 10.00%
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00
Avg Femily Quarters(SF): 1,320.00
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates:

1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00%

1997

2000

1998 1999 2001
0 0 0 0 -0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0" -1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 -1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00%
Priority Placement Service: 60.00%
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00%
Civilian PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00%
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00%

Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION

Material/Assigned Person(lLb): 710
HKG Per Off Femily (Lb): 14,500.00
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb): 9,000.00
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00

0.20
700.00

Air Transport ($/Pass Mile):
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ):

Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00%
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90%
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00%
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00%
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00%
Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00%
Info Management Account: 0.00%
MilCon Design Rate: 0.00%
MilCon SIOH Rate: 0.00%
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00%
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 0.00%
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75%
inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROl: 0.00%
1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00%
Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00
Mil Light Vehicle(S/Mile): 0.43
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 4.10
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 9,142.00
One-Time Enlt PCS Cost($): 5,761.00



A

'a/

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995

Department USAF

Scenario File

Option Package ; TE-1 (EC)

Std Fctrs File

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP .CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Category

Horizontal
Waterfront

Air Operations
Operational
Administrative
School Buildings
Maintenance Shops
Bachelor Quarters
Family Quarters
Covered Storage
Dining Facilities
Recreation Facilities
Communications Facil
Shipyard Maintenance
RDT & E Facilities
POL Storage
Ammunition Storage
Medical Facilities
Environmental

UM

(sY)

(LF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(EA)
(SF)
(SF)

C(SFY
(SF)
- (SF)

(SF)
(BL)
(SF)
(SF)

)

$/UM

0
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Category
OTHER

Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
optional

" Optional

Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional

Category B
Category C
Category D
Category E
Category F
Category G
Category H
Category 1
Category J
Category K
Category L
Category M
Category N
Category O
Category P
Category Q
Category R

UM

(SF)
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2
5 Data As 0f 13:02 02/20/1995. Report Created 07:41 03/61/1995
. w
Department : USAF
Option Package : TE-1 (EC)
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF

Starting Year : 1996

Final Year : 1998
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year)
NPY in 2015(%$K): -10.974
1-Time Cost($K): 1,748
Net Costs-($K) Constant Dollars -
- 1986 1997 1998 1899 2000 2001
Mi lCon 0 0 0 0 0 o]
Person 0 0 ~-54 -125 -125 -125
Overhd 1 1 -1 -4 -4 -4
Moving 0 0 35 - 0 [¢] 0
Missio 0 0 -810 -810 -810 -810
Other 0 - 0 -- --1,700 - -~ - Q0 o] 0
TOTAL 1oy 870 -939° 939 .939
1996 1997 1988 7{999 2000 2001
POSITIONS ELIMINATED
off 0 0o 1 0 0 0
Ent 0 0 0 0 o] 0
Civ V] 0 1 0 0 o]
707 0 0 2 0 0 o]
POSITIONS REALIGNED
off 0 o 1 0 0 0
Enl 0 o] 0 0 0 0
Stu .0 .. 0 o] 0 0 b}
Civ o] : 4] o] 0 0 0
. 70T -0 0 1 1] 0 0
Summary:

MOVE PORTION OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS
DOWNSCOPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT

DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT

—-~ O 00—
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Department

Option Package

Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Costs ($K) Cons

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2

Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995. Report Created 07:41 03/01/1985

: USAF

TE-1 (EC)

: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \F INAL \REDCAP . CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND \DEPOT . SFF

tant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1989 2000
Mi lCcon 0 0 0 0 0
Person 0 \} 18 9 9
Overhd 1 1 4 3 3
Moving 0 0 36 0 0
Missio 0 0 390 390 g0
Other 0 0 1,700 0 ) (]
TOTAL 1 1 2,148 402 402
Savings ($K) Constant Dollars
: 1996 - 1997 1998 1999 2000
MitCon - ~ - 0 0 0 0 0
Person 0 .0 72 134 134
Overhd ] 0 5 7 7
. Moving 0 4] 1 o] ' 0
Missio [ 4] 1,200 1,200 1,200
Other 0 4] 0 0 4]
TOTAL 0 0 1,278 1,341 1,341

402
2001
134

1,200

1,341
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NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1895, Report Created 07:41 03/01/1885

Department

Option Package :
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND \F INAL \REDCAP . CBR
: C:\CDBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \DEPOT . SFF

Scenario File
Std Fetrs File

Year
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

: USAF

TE-1 (EC)

Cost($) Adjusted Cost($) NPY($)
1,272 1,255 1.255
954 916 2.1
870,468 813,389 815,560
-939,134 -854 066 -38,5086
-938,134 -831,207 -869,713
-939,134 -808,961 -1,678,674
-939,134 -787.310 -2.,465,985
-939,134 -766,238 -3,232,223
-939,134 -745,731 -3,977,954
-839,134 " -725,772 -4,703,726
-939,134 -706,348 -5,410,074
-939,134 -687,443 -6,097,517
-939,134 -669,044 -6,766,561
-939,134 -651,138 7,417,699
-939,134 -633,711 -8,051,410
-939,134 -616,750 -8,668,160
-939,134 -600,243 : -9,268,404
-939,134 -584,179 -9,852,583
-839,134 -568,544 -10,421,126
-939,134 -553,327 -10,974,454
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TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORY (COBRA v5.08)
Dats As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Crested 07:41 03/01/1995

Department ¢ USAF

Option Packsge : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\REPORTSS\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP-CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF

(All values in Dollars)

Category ) Cost Sub-Total
Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases
Total - Construction 0

[~ NoNaNa)

Personnel
Civitian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS 9,14
Unemp loyment

Total - Personnel 9,142

omoOoOoOo

Overhead . .
Program Planning Support 2,941
Mothball / Shutdown 0
Total - Overhead 2,941

Moving
Civilian Moving 0
Civilian PPS 28,800
Military Moving 7,255
Freight 300
One-Time Moving Costs 0
Total - Moving 36,355

Other
HAP / RSE 0
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0
One-Time Unique Costs 1,700,000

Total - Other _ 1,700,000

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0
Military Moving 1.570
Land Sales 0
One-Time Moving Savings 0
Environmental Mitigation Savings - 0
One-Time Unique Savings 0

Total Net One-Time Costs 1,746,869
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TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 07:41 03/01/1995

e

Department : USAF
Option Package : TE-1 (EC)
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF
All Casts in $K

Total IMA Land Cost Total
Base Name MilCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost
EDWARDS 0 0 ] ()] o '
EGLIN 0 o] 0 0 0
Totals: 0 0 0 0 0-
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PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 13:02 02/20/)295, Report Created 07:41 03/01/1995
Department : USAF -
Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRAVREPORT5\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: EDWARDS, CcA

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students o Civilians

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:-
From Base: EGLIN, FL
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

eree - PR -—.-- - cram | ceman

Officers 0 0 1 0 [¢] Q 1
Enlisted 0 0 0. -0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ] 0 1 0 0o "o 17

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into EDWARDS, CA): S ’ -
1886 1997 1988 1999 2000 2001 Total

officers 0 0 1 0 [ 0 1

Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Students 0 0 o] .0 0 0 0

‘Civilians 0 0 0 -0 o] o} 0

TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 _ 1

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): - : .

officers Enlisted Students . Ciy'i lians

728 3,754 0 3,876

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: EGLIN, FL

BASE POPULATION (FY 1886, Prior to BRAC Action): o .
officers Enlisted Students Civilians

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: EDWARDS, CA

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
officers [¢] 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 s} o]
Civilians 0 o] o] 0 0 1] o]
TOTAL 0 ¢} 1 0 70 0 1

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of EGLIN, FL):

1996 1997 1998 1899 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 o] 0 1
Enlisted o] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Civilians o] 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES:
1896 1987 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

- ceee -—.a m—.ee R, cmer ameaa

Officers 0 0 -1 0 0 o] -1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 o]
Civitians 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1
TOTAL 0 0 -2 0 0 0 -2




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Dats As Of 13:02 02/20/1885, Report Created 07:41 03/01/1995

Department s+ USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - .
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF

)] BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

\ ' Officers Enlisted Students civilians
1,426 6,087 Y 4,040
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TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 07:43 03/01/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fotrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\REGOMEND\DEPOT .SFF

Rate 1996 1897 1988 1899 2000 2001 Total

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OuTt 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover® 15.00% o] o 0 ] 0 V] 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Early Retirement 10.00% 0- 0 0 0 0 0 o]
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 a 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 o}
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving =~ =~ 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 o} 0 0

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 [+] 0 0 0 ]
Civilians Moving 0 0 o] 0 0 0 Q
New Civilians Hired 0 0 o 0 o 0 0
Other Civilian Additions +] 0 0 0 0 0 -0

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 [}

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# [ 0 1 0 0 0 1

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 o] 0 0 o] 0

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from
base to base.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%
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Department

Option Package :
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \F INAL \REDCAP .CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\RECOMEND\DEPOT . SFF

Scenario File
Std Fectrs File

ONE-TIME COSTS
..... (SK)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
Land Purch
0&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIF
Civ Retire
CIY MOYING
Per Diem
POV Miles
Home Purch
HHG
Misc
House Hunt
PPS
RITA
FREIGHT
Packing
Freight
Yehicles
Driving
Unemployment
OTHER
Program Plan
Shutdown
New Hire
1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem
POY Miles
HHG
Misc
OTHER
Elim PCS
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995. Report Cremted 07:41 03/01/18895

: USAF

TE-1 (EC)

1996 1997 1998 1999
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1] 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 o 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
o] 0 0 0
Q 0 0 0
0 0 29 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 ]
0 0 0 0
0 0 v} 0
0 0 0 0
1 1 1 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0
¢} 0 5 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 9 0
0 0 0 0
] o 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1,700 0
1 1 1,746 0

2000
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Department
Option Package
Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

RECURRINGCOSTS
----- ($K)-----
FAM HOUSE OPS
O8M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER

Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL coST

ONE-TIME SAVES
----- ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
0&M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmentatl
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 07:41 03/01/1995

: USAF

: TE-1 (EC)
: C:\COBRA\REPORTYS5\RECOMEND \F INAL\REDCAP .CBR
C: \COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \DEPOT . SFF

1996

0

[e N oNololole)

oo

oo oo

—_

1896

OO0

1896

oo o [=NeNoNals]

[~ N =Nai=Na]

1997
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oo oO0oooC
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1997

[=NaBale]

1997

ooo0oo0o oo [aNeNoNoNo]

[=)

1998

0

Oo0oOo0oOWwo

oo

390
0
0
402

2,148

1998

1998

0

OO0OO0ODOWOoO

@0 oo

380

402
402

1989

o

[ oo I o Y o ]

1999

~ R
0 ow ONO~ND

o

1,200

1.34

1.341

2000

0000 WOo

w oo
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402

402

2000

(=]

oocoo

w oo

380

0
402
402

2001

[ofefelo]

200

-~
0w o w (= N e B N ]

(=]

1.200

1.341

1.341

—_

380

402

402




Department

Option Package :
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND \F INAL \REDCAP . CBR
C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND \DEPOT . SFF

Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

) ONE-TIME NET
----- ($K)-----

WY construcTioN

MILCON
Fam Housing
O&M
Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
Land
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET
..... ($K)-----
FAM HOUSE OPS
0&M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur

‘ /' Unique Other

(.

TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3
Data As of 13:02 02/20/1895, Report Creared 07:41 03/01/1995

: USAF

TE-1 (EC)

1996

0
0

- 00

Q00000 o

1996

oo o [o N =] (=N oNoRo NN

—

1997

0
0

-

00000

1897

OCOO0OO 0O OCOoOOOOo

—_

1998

oo o

1,700
1,745

1998

1999

0
0

(o Nola)

o

-810

-839

-838

2000

oo

coo

-79
-0

-810

-939

-838

2001

ooo

-810

-839

-838

ocooococo

=79
-0

-810

-938

-938




PERSONNEL. SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (LUBMA v3.uy)

Data As Of 12502 02/20/1895, Report created 07:41 03/01/1995
Department 1 USAF -
Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTO5\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF

; Personnel SF
_ase Change %Change Change %Change Chg/Per
EDWARDS 1 0% 0 0% 0
EGLIN -3 0% 0 -~ 0% 0
RPMA(S$) BOS($) -
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per
EDWARDS 0 o 0 3,222 ox 3,222
EGLIN 0 0% 0 -6,914 0% 2,305
RPMABOS($)
Base Change %Change Chg/Per
EDWARDS 3,222 - 0% 3,222 - - :
EGLIN

-6.914 o% 2,305




RPMA/BOS CMANGE REPORT {COBRA v5.08)
‘Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1885, Report Created 07:41 03/01/1985

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC) . .

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS5\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF

)‘ Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond

' RPMA Change .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
‘I BOS Change : 0 0 -1 -4 -4 -4 -12 -4
Housing Change . o, . o . o v] 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -1 -4 -4 -4 =12 -4




-/

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Dats As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created Q7.4 03/01/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPQRTQS\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP .CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTGS\RECOMEND\DEPOT,SFF

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION

Model Year One : FY 1996

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes

‘Base Name Strategy:
EDWARDS, CA Realignment
EGLIN, FL Realignment
Summary: -

MOVE PORTION OF REOCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS
DOWNSCOPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT

DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE

From Base: To Base: Distance:

EDWARDS, CA EGLIN, FL
INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE
Transfers from EGLIN, FL to EDWARDS, CA

1996 1997 1898 1989 2000

officer Positions: a 0 1 0 0
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 1] 0
civilian Positions: 0 0 [ 0 0
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 D 0 0 0
Suppt Egqpt (tons): 0 o] 0 0 0
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 ]
Heavy/Special VYehicles: 0 0 0 o] o]
INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EDWARDS, CA

Total Officer Employees: 728 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,754 Communications ($K/Year):
Total Student Employees: 0 BOS Non-Payrotl ($K/Year):
Total Civilian Employees: 3,876 BOS Payroll ($K/Year):

Mil Families Living On Base: 64.0% Family Housing ($K/Year):
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 10.0% Area Cost Factor:

officer Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 9,196 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Officer VHA ($/Month): 157 Activity Code:

Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 165

Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 140 Homeowner Assistance Program:
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 Unique Activity Information:

2001

[ NelNojelsolalal

47,108

48,855
[¢]

9,411
1.00

20.9%
18

No
No



v auv

INPUT DATA REPORY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 07:41 03/01/19g5

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC)

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR
Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTSS5\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EGLIN, FL ~

Total 0fficer Employees:

Total Enlisted Employees:

Total Student Employees:

Total Civilian Employees:

Mil Families Living On Base:
Civilians Not Willing To Move:
Of ficer Housing Units Avail:
Entisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):

Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted YHA ($/Month):
Per Diem Rate ($/Day):

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):

1,428
6,087
0

4,041

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):

34.0% Family Housing ($K/Year):

0

10.0% Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:
Unique Activity Information:

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EDWARDS, CA

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):

Construction Schedule(%):

Shutdown Schedule (%):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc(%$K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: EGLIN, FL

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd{$K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):

Construction Schedule(%):

Shutdown Schedule (%):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

1996

1986

OODQDOSEOOOOOOOOOO

1997 1998 1998 2000

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 o]
0 4] 0 0
0 0 0 o]
0 0 0 0
0 390 390 390
0 0 0 J
o 0 4] o]
0’ 0 0- 0
0 0 0 4]
0% 0% 474 0%
0% 1r4 0% 0%
o] 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 o 0 0
a o} 0 0
a 8} 0 o}
Perc Family Housing ShutDown:

1997 1988 1989 2000

0 1,700

0o

0 1.20 1.20 1,20

[«ReBoloNele)
[=NeNolN-NeNeNeNo ]

SOOOOOOOOO

o
[=N-N-N-N-N=
»
oooooQooo
FR T
ooooo0oQQo
R

Perc Family Housing ShutDown:

19,708
323
48,998

0
8,792
1.00
0

0
20.9%
21

No
No

2001

w
. w

32

o

2001

1,20

o



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 07:41 03/01/19g5

Department 1 USAF
Option Package : TE-1 (EC)
Scenario File

: C:\COBRA\REPORTY5 \RECOMEND \F INAL \REDCAP . CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION

Name: EGLIN, FL

1996
Off force Struc Change: 0
Enl Force Struc Change: 0
Civ Force Struc Change: 0
Stu Force Struc Change: 0
Off Scenario Change: 0
Enl Scenario Change: 0
Civ Scenario Change: o]
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0
Enl Change(No Sal Save): 0
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0
Caretakers - Military: 0
Caretakers - Civilian: 0
STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNE
Percent Officers Married: 76.80%
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90%
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00%
Officer Salary($/Year): 78,668.00
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00
Enl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00
Avg Unemploy Cost(3$/Week): 174.00
Unemp loyment Eligibility(Weeks): 18
Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00%
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00%
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00%
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00%

SF File Desc: Depot Factors

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): D0.54
(Indices are used as exponents)

Program Management Factor: 10.00%
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00.
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00

Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates:

1996: 0.00% 1887: 2.90% 1998: 3.00%

" STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb): 8,000.00
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6.400.00
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18.000.00
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00

1997 1998 1949 2000 2001
0 0 0 0 0
o] 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 ] 0 0 0
0 -1 o] 0 0
0 0 o] 0 0
0" -1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
o] 0 0 o] 0

L
Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00%
Priority Placement Service: 60.00%
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00%
Civilian PCS Costs ($): " 28,800.00
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00%
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00%
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00
2ivilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00%
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90%
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00%
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00%
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00%
Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00%
Info Management Account: 0.00%
MilCon Design Rate: 0.00%
MilCon SIOH Rate: 0.00%
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00%
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 0.00%
Discount Rate for NPY.RPT/ROI: 2.75%
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00%
1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00%
Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile): ' 0.43
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 4.10
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 9,142.00
One-Time Enl PCS Cost($): 5,761.00




w

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report CrOltﬁg;07;41 03/01/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package :
Scenario File

Std Fetrs File :

TE-1 (EC)
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND\F INAL\REDCAP . CBR
C:\COBRA\REPQRTOS \RECOMEND \DEPOT . SFF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Category

Horizontal
Waterfront

Air Operations
Operational
Administrative
School Buildings
Maintenance Shops
Bachelor Quarters
Family Quarters
Covered Storage
Dining Facilities
Recreation Facilities
Communications Facil
Shipyard Maintenance
RDT & E Facilities
POL Storage
Ammunition Storage
Medical Facilities
Environmental

UM
(sY)
(LF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(EA)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
{SF}
(SF)
(BL)
(SF)
(SF)
()

$/uM

O0000OCOCOO0D0DODD0DOOOODOOO

Category
OTHER

Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional

Category
Category

Category -

Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category

PP VOZTZITrXC=IOHDMMOOD
BT e i e i )

UM

(SF)

N Nl Nt Nt Nkt N Nt et Nt N o Nl N ot et Nt St

$/uM

’
]
+
'

OCOO0O0DODODODDOOODOOOODOOOO




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY

(COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2

- - -_bData As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards

Scenario File : C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Starting Year : 1996 .

Final Year : 1998
RO1 Year :+ 2002 (4 Years).
NPV in 2015($K): -8,905
1-Time Cost [$K): 3,748°
Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars
1996 1997 1998
MilCon o} 700 0
Person 0 0 -54
Overhad 1 1 15
Moving 0 0 1,735,
Missio 0 [ -810
Other 0 0 4]
TOTAL 1 701 886
1996 1997 1998
POSITIONS ELIMINATED
ort 4] 0 1
Enl 1] ] 0
Civ [+] 1] 1
TOT 0 0 2
POSITIONS REALIGNED
off o] 0 1
Enl 0 0 0
Stu 0 ] 0
Civ 0 0 0
TOT 0 0 1
Summary:

Realign REDCAP from AFDIC (Buffalo) to AFFIC Edwards

1999

-125
12

-810
1,300

377

1999

[~ NN

[« Ne o Nl

2000

-125

12

-810

-923

2000

(=N NN}

QOO O0O0

2001

-125
12

-810

-923

2001

(=l oo N

O OO0

Total Beyond
700 0
-430 -125
54 12
1,735 0
-3,240 -810
1,300 4]
119 -923

Total

1

0

1

2

1

0

0

0

1

TAB ¥




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2

- - ‘.Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:10 05/08/1995
T
N\ Department : USAF
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards
K Scenario File : C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
w Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF
Costs ($K) Constant Dollars
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
"Hilcon o 00 0 0 0 0 700 0
Parson 0 : Ve 18 9 9 9 45 9
Overhd 1 1 P 20 19 19 19 . 80 19
Moving 0 0 : 1,736 o] 0 0 1,736 0
Missio 0 0 L 390 %0 390 390 1,560 390
Other 0 0 0 1,300 [} ) 1,300 0
TOTAL 1 701 2,164 1,718 418 418 5,421 ° 418
savings ($K) Constant Dollars
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
MilCon [ 0 0 0 0 0 [ [}
~7Y Person 0 0 727777 T3 134 134 475 134
"~ Overhd 0 0 S 7 7 7 25 7
Moving o . -0 b 0 0o 0 1 0
Missio 0 0 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 4,800 1,200
Other ] [ 0 ] 0 ] 0 0
TOTAL ) 0 [} 1,278 1,341 1,341 1,341 5,302 1,341




TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95., Report Created 11:09 05/08/199S
N Department : USAF
\\ Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards
Scenario File : C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
“" Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

{All values in Dollars).

Category Cost Sub-Total
Construction . I

Military Construction « 700,000

Family Housing Construction R I

Information Management Account 0

Land Purchases 0
Total - Construction . 700,000
Personnel

civilian RIF 0

Civilian Early Retirement [}

Civilian New Hires ]

Eliminated Military PCS 9,142
~ Unemployment 0
Total - Personnel 9,142
Overhead

Program Planning Support 2,941

Mothball / Shutdown 0
Total - Overhead . 2,941
Moving ’ e : . :

Civilian Moving 0

Civilian PPS 28,800

Military Moving 7,255

Freight ) 300

One-Time Moving Costs © 1,700,000
Total - Moving 1,736,355
Other

HAP / RSE 0

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0

One-Time Unigue Costs 1,300,000
Total - Other 1,300,000
Total One-Time Costs 3,748,439

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0
Military Moving 1,570
Land Sales [
One-Time Moving Savings 0
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0
One-Time Unique Savings 0

Total Net One-Time Costs 3,746,869




TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3

Department 3 USAF
~~ Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards
\ Scenario Flle : C:\COBRAS0S\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
std Fctrs File 1 C:\COBRASOS\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF -
w ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998
T mmees ($K) ~-~-~ ———- ——e- ———-
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 700 [
Fam Housing 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIF 0 0 0
Civ Retire 0 0 0
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0
Home Purch ] 0 0
HHG 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0
House Hunt [ 0 0
pPS [ 0 29
RITA 0 0 0
FREIGHT
Packing 0 0 o
Freight 1] 0 0
Vehicles 0 0 0
Driving [} [} [}
Unemployment 0 0 0
OTHER - .
Program Plan 1 1 1
Shutdown 0 ] 4]
New Hire 0 '] Q
1-Time Move [} 0 1,700
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
. Per Diem 0 0 1
o POV Miles 1] 0 [
. N HHG [4 0 5
Gowm Misc 0 o 1
o OTHER ‘
\) Elim PCS 0 [+ 9
OTHER -
’ HAP / RSE 0 0 o
“‘ Environmental 0 0 o
Info Manage 0 0 1}
1-Time Other 0 0 4]
TOTAL ONE-TIME 1 701 1,746

(.

1999

[=R=N=]

OO0 OO0 0OQOOQOO [=N=]

[~ N~ N-0-) o [~ -~ -]

(=&~

2000

[« R-N~]
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[~ ==

Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:10 05/08/1995

2001
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pa‘ge 2/3

- - - “.Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:10 05/08/1995
\ Department t+ USAF
) ; Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards
‘[’ Scenario File .: C:\COBRA5S08\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
. std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOS\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFP
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
----- (SK)==wum ———- ———- -——— ———— ———- --—- —— ——————
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O&M . .
RPMA 0 0 16 16 16 16 64 16
BOS 0 0 3 3 3 3 13 3
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 []
Civ Salary -0 [} 0 0 [ 0 0 0
CHAMPUS [¢] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker 0 o 0 0 0 0 /] 0
MIL PERSONNEL
Otf Salary 0 [} 0 1] 0 0 [} 0
Enl Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow 0 0 9 9 9 9 36 9
OTHER
Mission 1] [+] 390 390 390 390 1,560 390
Misc Recur 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 ]
Unique Other 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR. ] [¢] 418 . 418 418 418 1,672 418
TOTAL COST 1 701 2,164 1,718 418 418 S,421 418
ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
..... (SK) ~===m ———— —— [, m——— ———— ———— —————
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON [] [} 1] 0 [ 1] ]
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 [}
O&M
1-Time Move 0 0 [+] 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving 0 0 . 1 [} o 0 1
OTHER . R
Land Sales - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0
Environmental [} 0 ] [} [} 0 [}
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 1 [} 0 0 1
RECURRINGSAVES © 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
----- {SK)->—=~ -——-- ———— - .——— ———- ——— ————- ——————
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 ] 0 0 0 [¢] 0 0
O&M
RPMA 0 0 0 [+] 0 0 0 0
BOS 4] 1] S 7 7 7 25 7
Unique Operat 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 4] 0 23 47 47 47 163 47
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 1]
MIL PERSONNEL
Off Salary 0 0 39 79 79 79 275 79
Enl Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow, 0 0 9 9 9 9 36 9
OTHER
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mission 0 [] 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 4,800 1,200
Misc Recur 0 [ ] 0 [ [} 0 o]
~Unique Other 0 [} ] 0 1] 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 1,276 1,341 1,341 1,341 5,300 1,341
TOTAL SAVINGS 0 [+] 1,278 1,341 1,341 1,341 . 5,302 . 1,341




Department
Option Package
Scenarjo File
Std Fctrs File

ONE-TIME NET

Fam Housing
O&M
Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
MLl Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
Land .
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET

Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Misslion
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

14

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3
- ‘.Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:10 05/08/1995

USAP
TE-1 (EC) - Edwards
C: \COBRASO8\TEST\REDCAP1 .CBR

C:\COBRASOS\TEST\DEPOTFIN. SFF

1996 1997
0 700
0 0
0 0
-0 0
1 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0o
1 701

1996 1997
0 0
0 ]
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 [}
0 0
0 [}
0 0
0 0
[} 0
[} 0
1 701

1998

1998

16
-1

-23

-39
-0

-810

-858

886

1999

2000

oo

coo

-79
-0

-810

-923

-923

2001

coo oo

(=3

QOO0 O0O

2001

16
-4

-47

-79
-0

-810

-923

-923

-3,240

-3,628

119

-79
-0

-810

-923

-923




"!t_‘ggf/

Department

Option Package :

Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

Base

EDWARDS
EGLIN

Base

EDWARDS
BGLIN

Base

EDWARDS
EGLIN

PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95. Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

: USAF
TE-1 (EC)

-~ Edwards

t C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR

m=6,914 os

C:\COBRAS08\TEST\DEPOTFIN. SFF

Personnel
Change tChange

1 113

-3 [1}3

RPMA(S)
Change tChange Chg/Per
15,960 0t 15,960
0 0 0

RPMABOS ($)

Change tChange Chg/Per
19,182 ot 19,182

2,305

. SF
Change tChange Chg/Per
3,350 0% 3,350
0 o [}

BOS($)

Change MChange Chg/Per
3,222 0% 3,222
-6,914 131 2,305




TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08)
Data Ag Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

- Department : USAF

\_ Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards
- Scenario Pile : C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
" Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

All Costs in $K

. Total IMA Land Cost Total
Base Name . MilCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost
EDWARDS 700 0 0 0 700
EGLIN o] 0 0 0 0
Totals: 700 0 0 0 700




)
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Data

Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Year
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
—- -2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT {COBRA v5.08)
As 0(_11:1{ 0§/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

¢+ USAP

+ TE-1 (EC) - Edwards

t C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
t C:\COBRASO8\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Cost ($) Adjusted Cost ($)
1,272 1,255
700,954 673,003
886,428 828,302
376,825 342,692
-923,174 -817,082
~923,174 -795,213
-923,174 -773,930
-923,174 - -753,217
-923,174 -733,058
-923,174 -713,438
-923,174 -694,344
-923,174 -675.760
~923,174 -657,674
-923,174 -640,072
-923,174 -622,941
-923,174 -606,269
-923,174 -590,043
-923,174 -574,251
-923,174 ~558,882
-923,174 ~-543,924

1,255
674,257
1,502,560
1,845,252
1,028,170
232,956
-540,974
-1,294,191
-2,027,249
-2,740,687
-3,435,031
-4,110,792
~4,768,466
-5,408,538
~-6,031,480
-6,637,749
~7,227,792
-7,802,043
-8,360,925
-8,904,849




‘ﬁ/

TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 11:18 0_5/02/95. Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards

Scenario File : C:\COBRAS0S8\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:i\COBRASO08\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Rate

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT
Early Retirement® 10.00%
Regular Retirement®* 5.00%
Civilian Turnover* 15.00%

Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+
Civilians Moving (the remainder)
Civilian Positions Available

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED

Early Retirement 10.00%
Regular Retirement 5.00%
Civilian Turnover 15.00%

Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+

Priority Placement?® 60.00%

Civilians Available to Move
Civilians Moving
Civilian RIFs (the remainder)

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN
Civilians Moving
New Civilians Hired
Other Civilian Additions

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTSS

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES

1996

COOODLOOOOD CO0O0O00O

QO O0O (=N~ N1

1997

QOO0 OO0OO COO0OOCO0O0O

[= 3= ]

oo oo

1998

0

[=R=R ] OO OO O OW [~ NN NNl

OO0

1999

CO0O0OO0OO0O0OOCQ [-R-R-N-No-N-N-]

[~ -]

[~E=-R-R-]

2000 2001 ‘Total

0

OO0 CTUOCO0O OO0 O0

[~ NN

(=< NN

o000 OOQ

[~ N-N-N-

[-N~-N~N-]

QOO OO OO~ COQOOO0CQ

o000

o oo

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Tumover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIPs) varies from

bagse to base.

4 Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station.

of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%

The rate




Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs Pile

Base: EDWARDS,

PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

: USAF

: TE-1 (EC) - Edwards
1+ C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
t C:\COBRASOS\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

CA

Pers Moved 1In

Year Total
1996 0
1997 0
1998 1
1999 [}
2000 0
2001 0

TOTALS 1

Percent

100.00%

Base: EGLIN, FL

Pers Moved In

Year Total
1996 [}
1997 0
1998 0
1999 - 0
2000 0
2001 0

TOTALS 0

Percent

MilCon
TimePhase

100.00%

MilCon
TimePhase

100.00%

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn

Total

Percent TimePhase
0.00% 16.67%
0.00% 16.67%
0.00% 16.67%
0.00% 16.67%
0.00% 16.67%
0.00% 16.67%
0.00% 100.00%

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn

Total

Percent TimePhase
0.00% 0.00%
0.00% 0.00%

100.00% 100.00%
0.00% 0.00%
0.00% 0.00%
0.00% 0.00%

100.00% 100.00%




~ v

PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 11:1_8 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995%

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards

Scenario File : C:\COBRASOS8\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: _EDWARDS, CA

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students . Civilians

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Bage: FEGLIN, FL

1996 1997 1998 V 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 1
Enlisted o V] 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 [ 0 o]
TOTAL 0 0 1 [} 0 0 1
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into EDWARDS, CA):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers [} 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL - 0 0 1 [ ] 0 1
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): E
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
729 3,754 0 3,876

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: EGLIN, FL

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): .
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: EDWARDS, CA

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 [¢] 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0
Students 0 0 0 Q 0 Q [¢]
Civilians 0 0 0 0 "] 0 1]
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of EGLIN, FL):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 [} 1 [} 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0o 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. Civilians o 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 4] Q 1 0 [} [} 1
SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1
Enlisted [} [} 0 0 0 [+] [¢]
Civilians 0 ] -1 [ 0 [} -1
TOTAL 0 [} -2 [+ 0 0 -2




W

PERSONNEL, SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2

Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/199S

Department t USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards

Scenario File : C:\COBRAS08\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOS\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

BASE POPULATION {After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students

Civilians




-

-

RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

Department

Option Package :

Scenario File
std Fctrs File

Net Change ($K)
RPMA Change
BOS Change
Housing Change

t+ USAF

TE-1 {EC} - Edwards

+ C:\COBRA508\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
+ C:\COBRA5S08\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

1996

1997

1998

16

1999

16
-4

2000
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05,/08/1995

Department

Option Package :

Scenario File

+ USAF
TE-1 (EC) - Edwards
+ C:\COBRASOS8\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOS8\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF
INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION

Model Year One : FY 1996

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes

Base Name Strategy:
EDWARDS, CA Realignment
EGLIN, FL Realignment
Summary:

Reallgn REDCAP from AFDIC (Buffalo) to AFFIC Edwards

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE

From Base: To Base: Distance:
EDWARDS, CA EGLIN, FL 2,092 mi
INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE
Transfers from EGLIN, FL to EDWARDS, CA

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Officer Positions: 0 o] 1 ] 0 0
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
civilian Positions: [ 0 0 0 0 0
Student Positions: [} 0 0 0 [ ]
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 [ 0 0 [
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 [ 0 0 0 0
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION
Name: EDWARDS, CA 4

Total Officer Bmployees: 728 RPMA Non-Payroll {$K/Year):

Total Enlisted BEmployees: 3,754 Communications {($K/Year):
Total Student Employees: 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Total Civilian Employees: 3,876 BOS Payroll (SK/Year):

Mil Families Living On Base: 64.0% Family Housing ($K/Year):
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 10.0% Area Cost Pactor:

Officer Housing Unite Avail: 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
Total Base Facilities{KSF): 9,196 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Officer VHA ($/Month): 157 Activity Code:

Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 165

Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 140 Homeowner Assistance Program:
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 Unique Activity Information:

i
47,109
19/

49,855

0
9, 411/

1.00

20.9%
19




-
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As 0! 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/199S

Department USAF

Option Package

TE-1 (EC) - Edwards

2
]

Scenario File : C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
3

Std Fctrs File

C: \COBRAS08\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: BEGLIN, FL

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Bmployees:
Total Student BEmployees:
Total Civilian Employees:

Mil Families Living On Base:
Civiliang Not Willing To Move:
Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities{KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month}:

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile}:

1,428
6,087
0
4,041
34.0%

10.0% _

0

0
9,932
84

57

91
0.07

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 19,70
Communications (SK/Year): 32

INPUT SCREEN PIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EDWARDS, CA

1996

1-Time Unique Cost
1-Time Unique Save
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost ($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(%):
Shutdown Schedules (%):
MiliCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoldnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc{$K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

(SK) :
($K) s

Name: EGLIN, FL

1-Time Unique Cost
1-Time Unique Save
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd{$K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost ($K):
Misc Recurring Save{$K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(t)
Shutdown Schedule (%)
MilCon Cost Avoidnc{$K):»
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): -
Procurement Avoldnc(SK):
CHAMPUS In-Patiemts/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown (KSF) s

{SK) ¢
(SK) ¢

B

OOOOOOngOOOOOOOOO

BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 48,998
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 0
Family Housing ($K/Year): 8,792
Area Cost Factor: 1.00
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 0
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 0
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9%
Activity Code: 21
Homeowner Assistance Program: No
Unique Activity Information: No
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
0 0 0 0 [+]
] 0 [ 0 0
0 0 0 0 [
Q o] [} [ 0
0 1] [ 1] 0
0 390 390 390 390
0 [+] [ 0 0
0 0 0 0 ]
0 [+] 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1]
os ot [} ot 0r
[/} ] os 0 or os
0 0 0 0 [+]
0 0 0 0 0
o [+] 0 [ 1]
0 [+] [¢] o 4]
1] 0 0 0 0
Perc Pamily Housing ShutDown: 0.0t
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
0 o] 1,300 0 0
0 o 0 0 0
] 1,700 4] 0 0
0 1] 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
[+] 0 0 0 [+}
] 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200
0 ] 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 4]
o] 0 0 0 0
ot o 0% /1] ot
ot 1) ] [1] ot 0t
"] 0 0 0 1]
o] 4] 0 0 W]
0 0 0 0 0
0 [+] 0 4] 0
0 4] 0 0 0
Perc Pamily Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

8
3




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3
Data Ag Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

Department + USAF

Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards

Scenario File : C:\COBRASOB\TEST\REDCAP1.CBR
Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF
INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE, PERSONNEL INFORMATION

Name: BGLIN, FL

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enl Force Struc Change: o] 0 0 [ 1] 0
Civ Force Struc Change: . 0 0 0 0 [ 0
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Off Scenario Change: 0 0 -1 0 0 [
Enl Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 ~1 0 o] [}
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enl Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 Q 0 0 0
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 4] 0 0
Caretakers - Military: 0 0 0 [ [ ]
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 0 0 0 0
INPUT SCREEN SEVEN -~ BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION
Name: EDWARDS, CA
Description Categ New MilCon " Rehab MilCon  Total Cost($K)
Anechoic Lab OTHER ’ 3,350 0 700
Add/alter BAF
STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL
Percent Officers Married: 76.80% Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00%
Percent Enlisted Marriedq: 66.90% Priority Placement Service: 60.00%
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00% PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00%
Officer Salary($/Year): 78.668.00 Civilian PCS Costs (S): 28,800.00
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00
Enlisted Salary(5/Year): 36,148.00 Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00
Enl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00%
Avg Unemploy Cost {$/Week): 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimbursi{$): 22,385.00
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 Howme Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00%
Civilian Salary(S$/Year): 46,642.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs{$): 11,191.00
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00%
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90%
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00%
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00%
SF File Desc: Final Factors RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00%
STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES
RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: a.00%
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 Info Management Account: 0.00%
{Indices are used as exponents) MilCon Design Rate: 0.00%
Program Management Factor: 10.00% MilCon SIOH Rate: 0.00%
Caretaker Admin(SP/Care): 162.00 MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00%
Mothball Cost ($/SP)}: 1.25 MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 0.00%
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SP): 256.00 Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75%
Avg Pamily Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00%
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates:
3.00%

1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00%t 2001:




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page ¢
Data Ag Of 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : TE-1

(EC) -

Edwards

Scenario File : C:\COBRASOS\TEST\REDCAP1,CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOS8\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN.THREE - TRANSPORTATION

Material/Assigned Person{Lb): 710
HHG Per Off Family (LD):
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb):
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb):

HHG Par Civilisn (Lb):

Total HHG Cost ($/100LDb):
Alr Transport ($/Pass Mile):
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ):

14,500.00
9.000.00

6,400.00 °

18,000.00
35.00
0.20
700.00

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) ¢
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile):

. Heavy/Spec Vehicle{$/Mile):

POV Reimbursement ($/Mile):
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years):
Routine PCS{$/Pers/Tour}:
One-Time Off PCS Cost($):
One-Time Enl PCS Cost ($):

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Category

Horizontal
Waterfront

Air Operations
Operational
Administrative
School Buildings
Maintenance Shops
Bachelor Quarters
Family Quarters
Covered Storage
Dining Facilities
Recreation Facilities
Communications Facil
Shipyard Maintenance
RDT & E Facilities
POL Storage
Ammunition Storage
Medical Pacilities
Environmental

uM
(SY)
(LF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
{SF)
(SF)
{SF)
(EA)

(SF) -

(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
(SF)
{BL)
(SP)
(SP)
()

S$/UM

[~R-R-R-R-N-N-N-N-NoN-NoN-NoNo NN~

Category UM
other (SF)
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category
Optional Category

WODWOZICXUNIOITMOND
e o o o o~ o o~~~ —
e o e e e e e

284.00
0.43
1.40
0.18
4.10

6,437.00
9,142.00
5,761.00

$/UM

[-N-N-N-N.N-N-F-N-N-N-N-N-Ne NN NNl




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPQ2.C8R
v Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Starting Year 1996

Final Year
ROI Year

1998
2003 (5 Years)

NPV in 2015($K): -7,320
1-Time Cost($K): 4,151

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars
1996

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
MilCon 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000 0
Person 0 0 -54 -125 -125 -125 -430 -125
Overhd 1 1 15 12 12 12 54 12
Moving 0 0 1,838 0 0 0 1,838 0
Missio 0 0 -T2 -T2 -7T21 -721 -2,884 ~721
Other 0 0 0 1,300 0 0 1,300 0
TOTAL 1 1,001 1,078 466 -834 -834 878 ~834
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
POSITIONS ELIMINATED
off 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
10T 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
POSITIONS REALIGNED
off 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
v ToT 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Summary:

Realign REDCAP from AFDTC (Buffalo) to AFFTC Edwards

COMMISSION MODIFIED COBRA. CHANGES ACTIVITY MISSION COSTS, MOVING COST,
AND MILCON.

) [ 4




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department t USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
Milcon 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000 0
Person 0 0 18 9 9 9 45 9
Overhd 1 1 20 19 19 19 80 19
Moving 0 0 1,839 0 0 0 1,839 0
Kissio 0 0 479 479 479 479 1,916 479
Other 0 0 0 1,300 0 0 1,300 0
TOTAL 1 1,001 2,356 1,807 507 507 6,180 507
Savings ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
MilCon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Person 0 0 b4 134 134 134 475 134
Overhd 0 0 5 7 7 7 25 7
Moving 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Missio 0 0 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 4,800 1,200
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1,278 1,341 1,341 1,341 5,302 1,341




NEY PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department
Option Package
Scenario File
§td Fetrs File

Year
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

USAF
TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

C:\COBRA95 \AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR

C:\COBRAPS\AF\DQOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Adjusted Cost($)




TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3

Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF
TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Department
Option Package

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR
: Cz\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Std Fctrs File

(ALl values in Dollars)

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civitian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unempl oyment

Total - Personnel

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdoun
Total - Overhead

Moving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving

Other
HAP / RSE
Enwvironmental Mitigation Costs
One-Time Unique Costs

Total - Other

1,000,000

9,142

2,941

1,839,355

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances
Family Housing Cost Avoidances
Mititary Moving
Land Sales
One-Time Moving Savings
Envirormental Mitigation Savings
One-Time Unique Savings

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total Net One-Time Costs

4,149,869




OME-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department 1 USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP0Z2.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Base: EDUWARDS, CA
(ALl values in Dollars)

Construction
Military Construction 1,000,000
Family Housing Construction 0
Information Management Account 0
Land Purchases 0
Total - Construction 1,000,000

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Nires
Eliminated Nilitary PCS
Unemployment

Total - Personnel 0

[-X-X-X-¥-J

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdouwn
Total - Overhead 0

[N =]

Moving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving 0

[-N-N-R-N-J

Other
HAP / RSE 0
Envirormental Mitigation Costs 0
One-Time Unique Costs 0
Total - Other 0

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0
Military Moving 0
Land Sales 0
One-Time Moving Savings 0
Envirormental Mitigation Savings 0
One-Time Unique Savings 0

Total Net One-Time Costs 1,000,000



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3
Dats As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Crested 13:32 06/14/1995

Department ¢ USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
Sconario File :

std Fctrs File :

Base: EGLIN, FL
(ALl values in Dollars)

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemployment

Total - Personnel

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdown
Total - Overhead

Noving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving

Other
HAP / RSE
Environmental Mitigation Costs
One-Time Unique Costs

Total - Other

C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Cost

cona

[-X-X-N-J

Sub-Total

9,142

2,941

1,839,355

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances
Family MHousing Cost Avoidances
Military Moving
Land Sales
One-Time Moving Savings
Envirormental Mitigation Savings
One-Time Unique Savings

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total Net One-Time Costs

3,149,869




TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Of 13:24 06/146/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department 1 USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

All Costs in $K

Total IMA Land Cost Total
Sase Name MilCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost
EDUARDS 1,000 0 0 0 1,000
EGLIN 0 0 0 0 0

Totals: 1,000 0 0 0 1,000




MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Crested 13:32 06/14/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPOZ2.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF
MilCon for Base: EDWARDS, CA

ALl Costs in $X

MilCon Using Rehab New New Total

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost*

Anechoic Lab OTHER 0 n/s 3,350 n/a 1,000
Add/alter BAF

Total Construction Cost: 1,000

+ Info Management Account: 0

+ Land Purchases: 0

- Construction Cost Avoid: 0

TOTAL: 1,000

* ALL NilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and
SION Costs where applicable.




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department USAF

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:2\COBRA95 \AF\DBCRC\REDCAP0Z.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DQOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR:

EDWARDS, CA

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):

Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
728 3,754 0 3,876
PERSONMEL REALIGMMENTS:
From Base: EGLIN, FL
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
TOTAL PERSONMEL REALIGNMENTS (Into EDWARDS, CA):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
729 3,754 0 3,876
PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: EGLIN, FL
BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
1,428 6,087 0 4,041
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: EDUWARDS, CA ’
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
officers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of EGLIN, FL):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1
TOTAL 0 0 -2 0 0 0 -2




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2

Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students

Civilians




Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

ONE-TIME COSTS

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
Land Purch
OdM
Cl1V SALARY
Civ RIF
Civ Retire
CIV MOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
Home Purch
HHG
Nisc
House Kunt
PPS
RITA
FREIGHT
Packing
Freight
Vehicles
Driving
Unemployment
OTHER
Program Plan
Shutdown
New Hire
1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL NOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
HHG
Nisc
OTHER
Elim PCS
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Envirormental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/9
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department t USAF
Option Package : TE-1CEC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
----- ($K)-~~-~ -——- ..e- - --e- ---- ---- - S
FAN HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O2M

RPMA 0 0 16 16 16 16 64 16
BOS 0 0 3 3 3 3 13 3
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MNIL PERSONNEL

Off Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enl Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nouse Allow 0 0 9 9 9 9 36 9
OTHER

Mission 0 0 479 479 479 479 1,916 479
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 507 507 507 507 2,028 507
TOTAL COST 1 1,001 2,356 1,807 507 507 6,180 507
ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

----- ($K)~---- -—e- .--- ce-- “-e- ---- ---- cenee
CONSTRUCTION

MNILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ok

1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Moving 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

OTHER

Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
RECURR;:GSAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 8eyond
----- ( )..... . . mmee [p—— - ccmw PR - P
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02M

RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BOS 0 0 5 7 7 7 25 7
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 0 0 23 &7 47 47 163 47
CHANPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSOMNEL

Off Salary 0 0 39 ™ 7 79 275 79
Enl Sslary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nouse Allow 0 0 9 9 9 9 36 9
OTHER

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mission 0 0 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 4,800 1,200
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 1,276 1,341 1,341 1,341 5,300 1,341
TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,278 1,341 1,341 1,341 5,302 1,341




Department

Option Package
Scenario File
$td Fctrs File

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing

OkM
Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other

MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving

OTHER
AP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
Land

TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET

Unique Operat
Caretaker

Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/9
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR

C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/9
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:\COBRAP5\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR
C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Base: EDMWARDS, CA

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
----- ($K)-=--- ee- ---- ---- ---- —ee- —ee- —eee-
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000
Ffam Nousing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIiFs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Retire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Niles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Nunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
pPPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FREIGHT
Packing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
briving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unemployment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Program Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hires 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 1} 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000




Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9

Data As Of 13:26 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:\COSRA95 \AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Base: EDUWARDS, CA

RECURRINGCOSTS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COSTS
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
NILCON
Fam Housing
okM

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Nil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
oM

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHANPUS

MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/9

Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department USAF

Option Package

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR

Std Fetrs File

Base: EDWARDS, CA
ONE-TIME NET 1996
----- ($K)-==-=- ===
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
OdM

Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
Nil Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
Land
TOTAL ONE-TIMNE

[-N-N-N--X_¥-J o [- X -¥-] (- X -]

RECURRING NET 1996

Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHANPUS

MIL PERSONNEL
Nil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

o [-X-N-¥_N-] (-} -] [-R-X-N-¥-X-]

TOTAL NET COST

C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF
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Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Base: EGLIN, FL

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
Land Purch
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIFs
Civ Retire
CIV MOVING
Per Diem
POV Niles
Home Purch
HHG
Misc
House Hunt
PPS
RITA
FREIGHT
Packing
Freight
Vehicles
Driving
Unempl oyment
OTHER
Program Plan
Shutdown
New Hires
1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem
POV Niles
HHG
Misc
OTHER
Elim PCS
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/9

Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:\COBRAP5\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR

C:\COBRAP5\AF\DQD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF
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Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Bage: EGLIN, FL

RECURRINGCOSTS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary

CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
Off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COSTS
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
OokM

1-Time Move
NIL PERSONNEL
Nil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

NIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow

OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other

TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/9

Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF
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Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fetrs File

.
-
.
.
.
B
.
.

Base: EGLIN, FL

ONE-TIME NET

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
OkM

Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Noving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
Nil Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
Land
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET

FAM HOUSE OPS
OM

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

USAF

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/9
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP(2.CBR

€:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF
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PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Base
EDWARDS
EGLIN

Base
EDWARDS
EGLIN

Base
EDWARDS
EGLIN

USAF

TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1
C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP(2.CBR

C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Personnel
Change XChange
1 oX
-3 (1) 4
RPMA(S)
Change XChange Chg/Per
15,960 0X 15,960
0 0X 0
RPMABOS(S)
Change XChange Chg/Per
19,182 0X 19,182

0X 2,305

SF
Change XChange Chg/Per
3,350 ox 3,350
0% 0
BOS(S)
Change XChange Chg/Per
3,222 0% 3,222
-6,914 0% 2,305



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department t USAF
Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP0Z2.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond

-------------- LR cmee nm- cove coon cne- remm- cemsee

RPMA Change 0 0 16 16 16 16 64 16
B80S Change 0 0 -1 -4 -4 -4 -12 -4
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 14 12 12 12 51 12




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department 2 USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF
INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION

Model Year One : FY 1996

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes

Base Name Strategy:
EDWARDS, CA Real ignment
EGLIN, FL Real ignment
Susmary:

Realign REDCAP from AFDTC (Buffalo) to AFFTC Edwards

COMMISSION MODIFIED COBRA. CHANGES ACTIVITY MISSION COSTS, MOVING COST,
AND MILCON.

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE

From Base: To Base: Distance:
EDMARDS, CA EGLIN, FL 2,092 mi
INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE

Transfers from EGLIN, FL to EDWARDS, CA

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Officer Positions: 0 0 1 0 0 0
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student Pogitions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0
INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EDWARDS, CA

Total Officer Employees: 728 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 47,109
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,754 Communications ($K/Year): 19
Total Student Employees: 0  BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 49,855
Total Civilian Employees: 3,876 BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 0
Mil Femilies Living On Base: 64.0X Family Housing ($K/Year): 9,611
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 10.0X Area Cost Factor: 1.00
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 CHANPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 0
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 0
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 9,196 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9%
Officer VHA ($/Month): 157 Activity Code: 19
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 165

Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 140 Homeouwner Assistance Program: No

Freight Cost ($/Tor/Mile): 0.07 Unique Activity Information: No



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF
TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

.
-
.
.
.
.
.
H

C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EGLIN, FL

officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:

Mil Families Living On Base:
Civilians Not Willing To Move:
Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):

Total

57
9
0.07

RPMA Non-Payroli ($K/Year)
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
B0S Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Nousing (SK/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:
Unique Activity Information:

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: EDWARDS, CA

1996
1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save ($KX):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($X):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(X)
Shutdown Schedule (X):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: EGLIN, FL

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Noving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(X)
Shutdown Schedule (X):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Aveidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

1997

1998

»

»

SsOOOOOOOOOO

Family Housing ShutDown:
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRAS5\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION

Name: EGLIN, FL
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0
Enl Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0
off Scenario Change: 0 0 -1 0 0
Enl Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 -1 0 0
off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0
Enl Change(lio Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0
Caretakers - Military: 0 0 0 0 0
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 0 0 0
INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

Name: EDWARDS, CA

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total
Anechoic Lab OTHER 3,350 0
Add/alter BAF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL

Percent Officers Narried: 76.80X Civ Early Retire Pay Factor:
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90X Priority Placement Service:
Enlisted Housing NilCon: 80.00X PPS Actions Involving PCS:

Officer Salary($/Year): 78
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,0
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 36
Enl BAQ with Dependents($): 5
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): (3
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks)
Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642,
Civilian Turnover Rate: 5

Civilian New Hire Cost($):
Nat Median Home Price($): 11
Home Sale Reimburse Rate:

Home Purch Reimburse Rate:
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 1
Civilian Homeouwning Rate:

00
00
00
00
.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00
18
00
00%

2001

(- X-N-X-N-N-N-N-N-¥-N-N-)

Cost($K)

9.00%
60.00X
50.00%

Civilian PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00

4,000.00
4,600.00
10.00%

5.00%
1,191.00
64.00X

1
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00X HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90X

Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00X HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00%
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00X RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00%
SF File Desc: Final Factors RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00X

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost:
B80S Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 Info Management Account:
(Indices are used as exponents) MilCon Design Rate:

Program Management Factor: 10.00X MilCon SION Rate:
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 MilCon Contingency Plan Rate:
Mothball Cost ($/8F): 1.285 MilCon Site Preparation Rate:

Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI

Avg Femily Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI:

APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates:

1996: 0.00X 1997: 2.90X 1998: 3.00X 1999: 3.00X 2000: 3.00% 2001:

W ONOPOOQO
§ RNRIRRRE



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page &
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

USAF
TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fetrs File

C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION

o

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 7

HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb): 9,000.00
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00
Total KNG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton):
Wil Light Vehicle($/Mile):
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($S/Mile):
POV Reimbursement($/MNile):
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years):
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,43
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 9,142,
One-Time Enl PCS Cost($): 5

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Category UM $/UM
Horizontatl (SY) 0
Waterfront (LF) 0
Air Operations (SF) 0
Operational (SF) 0
Administrative (SF) 0
School Buildings (SF) 0
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0
Family Quarters (EA) 0
Covered Storage (SF) 0
Dining Facilities (SF) 0
Recreation Facilities (SF) 0
Communications Facil (SF) 0
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0
RDT & E Facilities (SF) 0
POL Storage (BL) 0
Asmunition Storage (SF) 0
Medical Facilities (SF) 0
Environmental « ) 0

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE)

88835548

e
¢
<
HE
g

(2]
-

Nl Nt Nl N N NP Nl N N N N P Nl N NT NP NP S

Category B
Category C
Category D
Category E
Category F
Category G
Category N
Category 1|
Category J
Category K
Category L
Category #
Category N
Category O
Category P
Category Q
Category R

la R ol oW W W oW W W W W W W W N W W Y

1. Changes “Activity Mission Cost® from $390K to $479K to account for higher

utilities at Edwards for increased computer equipment.

[-R-N-N-N-¥-N-¥-N-¥-N_-¥-§_-¥-¥.-N-¥_-N-]

2. Changed “1-Time Moving Cost“ from $1,700K to $1,803K to account for higher

moving costs.

3. Changed MilCon estimate for Anechoic Lab at Edwards from $700K to $1,000K.




TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department t USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement* 5.00X 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civiliane Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 1 0 [+] 0 1
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00X% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Noving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Wilting to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from
base to base.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP(02.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Base: EDWARDS, CA Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT

Early Retirement* 10.00%

Regular Retirement*® 5.00%

Civilian Turnover* 15.00%

Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00%
Civilians Moving (the remainder)
Civilian Pogitions Available

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED

Early Retirement 10.00%
Regular Retirement 5.00X
Civilian Turnover 15.00%
Civs Not Moving (RI1Fs)* 10.00%
Priority Placement# 60.00X

Civilians Available to Move
Civilians Moving
Civilian RIFs (the remainder)

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN
Civilians Moving
New Civilians Hired
Other Civilian Additions

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS#
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES

[-X-X-X-] [~-N-X-N-] X~ -X-N-X-N-¥-N-} [-X-N-N-X-X-¥-J
[-X-X-X-] (- -¥-X-] (~X-N-X-N-N-N-¥-N-J [-X-N-¥-X-N-N-J
coocoo (- N -4 X -] -X-R-X-X-N-N-¥-N-J [-X-N-N-X-¥-N-}
[-X-X-¥-~] [-N-FX-N-] ~X-N-X-X-X-N-¥-N-J (- X-X-N-¥_-¥-N-J
[-X-X-X-] [-N-¥-N-] [-X-N-X-N-N-¥-¥-N-} [-X-N-N-¥N-N-¥-J
[-N-¥-X-] (- N -¥--X-] [-X-N-X-N-¥-¥-¥._.N-} [-R-N-N.¥-N-¥-]
o000 [~-X-X -] [-X-N-X-N-X-N.-¥_-¥N-} COoOO0O0O0OOO

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA Vv5.08) - Page 3/3
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995

Department s USAF

Option Package : TE-1(EC) REDCAP Alt1

Sconario File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\REDCAP02.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRAS5\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF

S8ase: EGLIN, FL Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
CIVILIAN POBITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% [/} 0 1 0 0 0 1
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civiliane Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilisns Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW WIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilisn Turnover, and Civilians Not
Witling to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permenent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%



Document Separator




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

IXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # C\SC)Q ( L\— L“\

Fm ™ L AF‘AL(__E . do%(\) A TO: O L XORD
o 2l () TILE: (A QA
ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION:
A S COnGReESS RiCeAe
DNSTALLATION (9 DisCUSSED: R 2 () (AP
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FY1 | ACTION | INIT COMMISSION MEMBERS FYI | ACTION | mT

CHAIRMAN DIXON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA L
STAFF DIRECTOR s COMMISSIONER COX L~
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR L COMMISSIONER DAVIS -
GENERAL COUNSEL L COMMISSIONER KLING e
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMISSIONER MONTOYA —

e COMMISSIONER ROBLES e
DIR/CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON Z; ) COMMISSIONER STEELE e
DIR.COMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

DIRECTOR OF R & A v
En of VE SECRETARIAT ARMY TEAM LEADER
U NAVY TEAM LEADER
JRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER X
“HIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER v
MRECTOR OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER
NR/INFORMATION SERVICES
_ TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED
7//) Prepare Reply for Ciirman's Sigoature Prepare Reply for Camaninioner’s Sigrature
X ACTION: Offer Camments and/or Saggestions / FYI

ubject/Remarks:

LETIER OF Sueroer Fo@ &EOchP.

SOG\ | e GEGILY | P o Ty | Mt




JOHN J. LAFALCE FEDERAL BUNDING
29TH DISTRICT. NEW YORK BUFFALQO, NY 14202
1716) 846-4086

2310 RAYBURN BUILDING

R Congress of the Mnited States ey

{718) 284-9976

w Rouse of Representatives L
Washington, DC 20515-5229 Ty
June 9, 1995
The Honorable Alan Dixon mEAALE L AN
Chairman e ST C\S Cfo\f—j_ L\

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

I write tc express my strong support for the Real-Time
Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP), which has been
placed on the list of defense facilities facing possible closure.

I believe that REDCAP should remain in Buffalo, New York,
rather than being moved to Edwards Air Force Base, because that
is how this country will best be served by REDCAP's capabilities.
Calspan Corporation, the company that founded REDCAP and has
operated it for over 30 years, has a unique understanding of
Electronic Combat issues as they relate to protecting the safety
of the war fighter. By using REDCAP and many other contracts

‘.-' which Calspan holds, the Air Force and other services have been
able to gain an unprecedented understanding of how to defeat
enemy electronic warfare systems. This unique synergy between
Calspan people operating REDCAP, the Calspan people servicing the
other contracts, and their association with the intelligence and
Electronic Combat communities provides an asset to this nation
that far transcends any perceived benefits from moving REDCAP.

If REDCAP were moved, the infrastructure supporting this unique
capability would be lost forever.

As I am sure you are aware, this country has experienced
major problems and expended hundreds of millions of dollars
trying to build successful Electronic Combat systems. In the
late 1980's, the Air Force put forth the "Electronic Combat Test
Process" in order to convince Congress that the same mistakes
will not be made again. This process took many years to refine,
and many millions of taxpayers dollars were spent to support this
process =-- $75M at REDCAP alone. I firmly believe that if REDCAP




Page 2

is moved, we will revert to the same situation that caused all
the wasted millions in the past. I am concerned about programs
such as the F-22 which, I believe, will not be adequately tested
if they are not tested in an Lndependent facility such as REDCAP,
by people with adequata backgrounds in this type of testing. I
know my colleagues in Congress are also concerned -- concerned to
the extent that the Committee Report accompanying the 1995
Defense Authorizations Act included language requiring an
Electronic Combat Master Plan before taking any action 1nvolv1ng
facilities that perform Electronic Combat testing. Again, moving
REDCAP will destroy a valuable tool that the DOD and Congress can
use to avoid the mistakes of the past and the expense associated
with those mistakes.

In addition, I believe there is no need for BRAC to take any
action affecting REDCAP. It does not meet the criteria of being
a base, nor does it have the prerequisite number of civilian
(government) employees. Also, I have loocked at the Return on
Investment figures and it seems to me that clearly a 35 year
payback would not warrant moving REDCAP. Further, consider the
effect of such a move as it relates to our desire to shift jobs
from the government sector to the private sector. The May 24
"Report of the Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed
Forces" strongly recommends outsourcing to the maximum extent
possible, including Research, Development, Test and Evaluation.
Clearly, REDCAP falls in this category, yet moving REDCAP to
Edwards would mean moving jobs from the private sector to the
government sector. This is the opposite of the intentions of
this report and government policy.

I have also looked at the planning utilization of the
facility and can see that even the most pessimistic projections,
as shown on the attached charts, show nearly full facility
utilization for at least the next two years.

In summary, moving REDCAP will render ineffective an asset
that the DOD, Congress and this country sorely needs. The
savings in moving are illusory or negligible. The gains from
keeping it where it is will last for decades.

Singerely,

J. LaFALCE
Member of Congress
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MEMORANDUM TO: MR. STEVE ACKERMAN
FROM: Congréssman Jack Quinn

SUBJECT: Redcap Hearing

DATE: 6/9/95

Mr. Ackerman,

| have enclosed for éour reference two pages of questions | would like to have
answered by the Airforce Briefer at the upcoming Redcap Hearing.

Your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,

a inn
Member of Congress
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REDCAP is currently supported by a staff of om the order of SB peopls.
~ What are the gkill lsvels and quantities of people now working on REDCAP?

v— Vhat plane do you have to replicats that steff or portion of the ataff
that you nwoed?:

~ Uhore iz the consideration of the costs for relocating the nsaded staff?

2%2@410& of REDCAP do you plan to wouwe and to where?

- 0f tha syatenc you are nwot noving, nany have not been used recantly
becauss they simulate the Former Soviat Unjon (FSU) capabilities and the
F8U is not considered a threat currantly. If the F8U becomee a threat or,
more likely, if the FSU axports thesc suystems to areas of the world we
c«meidas hostiln, how will you resurrect the ability to test against thosa
systens

31 Heldenreich has stated that AFFIC includes infrastructurs to support
REPCAP, including scenario and sweironmsnt generation capability, data
analyens computears. Has anyone destermined that this infrastructure is
conpatibla with REDCAP data structures and formats?
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In response to BRAC fwquirles, General Bluwe stated!

~"0ther Intoygrated Air Defecnae Systems (IADS) test capability exists which
can accommodats REDCAP’ s workload. This other capability already conducts
IADS testing and, as such, has psrzonnel posseszing IADS exparience and
expertisc." .

~ £ another IADS test capability can accommodats REDCAP’z workload, why
ian’t thic work being donc at that capability nou rathor than ut{lizing
REDCAP at close to 180% doing [ADS testing?

= Is this other capability so undorutilized that it can accommodate the
nearly 1802 workload from REDCAP?

- Can this ather capability simulate specific geographic locatiows such as
Iraq, Morth Xorex, etc.?

~ Customore uss REDCAP to do Mission Lovel Assossnent, which requires:
Spacific geagraphic locations
8pocific types and gonerations of threat equipment
Specific locations for this equipment
8pecific and unique iInterconnections
Thaze all nesd to de changed for different arses of intersst.
Can thiz other test capability accommodate this requirensnt?
Can this other capability tost syctane and tecinmiguess that are Just
wh such as the crozs section of an alrcraft before the alreraft is
biilt or a jammar before it is made flight worthy?

~ Hiam thero boon adequats allowance for the relative cost differences for
testing at thic other capebility?

Gamaral Blume also stated:

“Only one of REDCAP’ s 16 capabilities (the off-line simulation capability)
enjoys high currant ugagse...”.

-~ Uhat value do tsst custoners realize by testing thelr squipment or
tochniques againgt tha “of'f lins sirulation capability".
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Bouse of Representatives
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HOSPITALS AND HEALTHCARE

JoinT Economic COMMITTEE

June 6, 1995

Mr. Alan Dixon

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Mr. Dixon:

I have enclosed several documents which should clarify some pending questions
regarding the REDCAP facility located in my district in Buffalo, New York. I hope you

will find this information helpful.

If you have any further questions regarding this information please do not hesitate to

contact me or Beth Meyers of my staff at (202) 225-3306.

- Thank you in advance for your assistance with this matter.

ember of Congress

JQ:bmm

n

PLease Resrono To

WASHINGTON OFFICE
331 CANNON BUuitorag
WasrinGTon, OC 20515
(202) 225-3306
Fax: 226-0347

MAIN OFFICE:
403 Main STRPEE™
SuiTe 240
BuFFaLo, NY 14203-2199
(716} 8455287
Fax: 847-0323

SATELLITE OFFICE:
1430 UEFFERSON AVENLE
BurraLo, NY 142028
(716) 886-407€
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FAX (518) 455-3962

May 25, 1995

Honorable Alan Dixon

Chairman

Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

‘ Dear Chairman Dixon:

I am writing to you regarding the Base Realignment and Closure Commission’s (BRACC)
proposal to designate for closure the REDCAP Netted Air Defense Simulation Facility operated by the
Calspan Corporation in Buffalo, New York. Iam greatly concerned that BRACC may include REDCAP
on the closure list; this would be a grievous mistake.

If BRACC does not reconsider the plan to close REDCAP, this action will result in a loss of
approximately 75 jobs and 20 percent of Calspan’s business. Further, without the REDCAP facility,
Calspan may not be large enough to remain in business. Calspan currently employs 526 people in
Western New York.

However, above and beyond the potentially devastating economic impact of job loss, I believe
REDCAP should never even have been considered for closure. REDCAP is not a base -- it is a
technology incubator for Western New York. More than 30 companies in the area were started by
former Calspan employees. During their employment at Calspan, these men and women were able to
develop special technology and learn how to run a business, enabling them to endeavor to open their own
companies. Cumulatively, they represent hundreds of millions of dollars for Western New York’s
economy.

1 urge you consider the importance of REDCAP and request that the Commission reverse the

decisinn to discontinue the REDCAP program. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

s Printed on re: ycléd paper.
A




Honorable Alan Dixon
/ May 25, 1995
Page 2

Thank you for your attention to this matter of utmost importance.

Sincerely,

%/Wég

Paul A. Tokasz
Member of Assembly

PAT/sl

cc: Honorable Alfonse D’ Amato
Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan
Honorable Jack Quinn
Honorable Bill Paxon
Honorable John J. LaFalce
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May 8, 1995

/Y3

Mr. Alan Dixon
AT s

Chairman . L Ageiehl .
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission wann = n““‘%owii ' ‘\‘[ L‘1
1700 North Moore Street : :

Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Mr. Dixon:

I'am writing to thank you and the Commission for allowing me to testify at Friday’s
hearing in New York City. I appreciate your giving me the opportunity to express my views
on the importance of keeping the Real-time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility
(REDCAP) operating in Western New York and your interest in my testimony.

As you know, REDCAP and Calspan provide crucial training and testing functions for
the Air Force. I feel that this important element would be lost for the Air Force and the
Department of Defense should this facility be merged or eliminated.

As you heard in my testimony. it is also my view that the REDCAP-Calspan program
should not be considered for closure because it does not meet the criteria of 300 employees
nor is it a base.

1 also have concern about the possible realignment of the REDCAP-Calspan program
because of the significant. positive impact that it has had on the Buffalo economy. Over 30
separate, new businesses have emerged in Western New York as a result of its location in our
community.

Again, thank you for allowing me to testify before the Commission and for your
interest in my views and opinions on REDCAP. 1 hope that you do not hesitate to contact me
at anytime should you or any other members of the Commission require any additional
comment or have any additional questions.

Best wishes.
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v WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

March 13, 1995

'The Honorable Alan Dixon
Chairman, Defense Base Closure Y .
& Realignment Commission Flezza rater o thiz numbey

1700 North Moore Street - Suite 1425 when responcing AL O\ 5=

Arlington, VA 22209
‘Dear Chairman Dixon:

We are writing to request a judgement by the Commission on the
appropriateness of the Defense Department (DoD) including the Real-
time Electromagnetic O0Oigitally Coantrolled Analyzer & Processor
(REDCAP) facility on the list of bases recommended for closure.

REDCAP is contractor owned and operated. CALSPAN Corporation

- developed the original REDCAP simulation using independent research

and development dollars. Since then, under contract with the Air

Force (AF), CALSPAN has been responsible for the operation and
modernization of REDCAP. Aall of the engineering, test, support,

and maintenance perscnnel are CALSPAN employees. The AF presence:
on-site is limited to one officer. REDCAP itself, part of a larger

- complex housing a range of test and evaluation operations, is
‘.'V wholly owned by CALSPAN. As is typical with defense contractors,
the test equipment, though CALSPAN developed, is government owned.

We believe DoD erred by including REDCAP on the closure list.
REDCAP no more qualifies as a: "“base, camp, post, station, vard,
center, homeport for any ship, or other activity under the
Department of Defense, including any leased facility”, as described
in P.L. 101-510 (as amended), than does Lockheed’'s "Skunk Works".

We would aporeciate it if your legal team could provide us
with a ruling on the appropriateness of including REDCAP on the
closure list as quickly as possible. If REDCAP does not meet the
criteria for inclusion on the list, we would value any guidance you
could offer on rectifying this errcr. If, on the other hand, your
staff finds that DoD acted correctly, we will need as much time as
possible to prepare a defense of the facility.

We look forward to hearing f£rom you.

Sincerely,

8
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 2{@@5”6
703-696-0504
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F,. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR,, USA (RET)
WEND! LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Shelia Cheston
General Counsel

United States Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670

Dear Ms. Cheston:

I am forwarding a letter from the New York Congressional delegation, dated March 13,
1995, concerning the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense to disestablish the REDCAP
facility in Buffalo, New York and move its test support equipment to Edwards AFB.

The Base Closure Commission will perform an independent review and analysis of this
recommendation. The issues raised in the attached letter question the legal authority of the
Commission to consider this recommendation. We would like your views on the issues raised in
the attached letter. Unfortunately, and as you are well aware our time is short. Could you please

v provide your comments on this letter to no later than April 20, 1995.

Thank you for your assistance and support in this matter.

Sincerely,

emnéral Counsel

- N
cc: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp
Hq USAF/RTE
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WASHINCTON, D.C. 20310

' March 13, 1995

''he Honorable Alan Dixon

Chairman, Defense Base Closure
’ Slexzorzfor to ivin

& Realignment Commission S Sumber

1700 North Moore Street f Suite 1425 ‘“mmr&xwmﬂmu5532iﬁﬁ§’3L~

Arlington, VA 22209
Dear Chairman UDixon:

We are writing to request a judgement by the Commission on the
appropriateness of the Defense Department (DoD) including the Real-
time Electromagnetic Digitally Controlled Analyzer & Processor
(REDCAP) facxilty on the list of bases recommended for closure.

1

. REDCAP is contractor owned and ooerated CALSPAN Corporatlon
- developed the original REDCAP simulation using independent research
and development dollars. Since then, under contract with the Air
' Force (Ar), CALSPAN has been responsible for the operation. and
modernization of REDCAP, Aall of the engineering, test, support,
and maintenance personnel are CALSPAN emplovees. The AF presence
-on-site is limited to one officer. REDCA® itself, part of a larger!
complex housing a xrange of +test and evalvation operations, is!
wholly owned by CALSPAN. Acs is typical with defense contractors,;
. the test equipment, though CALSPAN developed, is government owned.

w !
we believe DoD erred by lnclud;ng REDCA?P on the closure Iist.

REDCEP no mere gualifies as a: " "base, camp, post, station, yvard,
center, homepcort ZIor any ship, oxr other activity under tha.

. Department of Defense, lnCTud*ng any leased facility", as described,

Lin 2.L 101—310 (as amcnaed), than does Lockheed's "Skunk works "

\""’*‘”We-would.apcrec;ate~iﬁ.Lﬁ_vou:_legal_team_could_prOVLde,us

with a..ruling on the appropriateness-: ‘of:iincliuding -  REDCAP on the
*closure list as quickly as- nosszb‘e. “If: REDCAP does not meet the
i criteria for inclusicn on the list, we would value any guidance you
-~ vocould offer on rectifying this error. .If, on the other hand, your

~i‘s*aff finds that DoD acted correctly, we will need as much time as
poss;ble to. prepare a de-ense of the facxllty

N'\’D\-A

We look forward to hearlng f*om vou.

N\ '-

—er

o
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MEMORANDUM TO: MR. STEVE ACKERMAN
FROM: Congréssman Jack Quinn

SUBJECT: Redcap Hearing

DATE: 6/9/95

Mr. Ackerman,

| have enclosed for your reference two pages of questions | would like to have
answered by the Airforce Briefer at the upcoming Redcap Hearing.

Your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated.

Ve‘ry truly yours,

a inn
Member of Congress
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REDCAP is currently supporied by a staff of ow the order of S8 peopls.
~ What are the skil)l levels and gquantities of people now smorking on REDCAPT

~ What plane do you have to replicate that staff or portion of the staff
that vou noed? -

- Whore {x the conzlderation of the costs for relocating the nesded staflf?

iu}tw&iom of REDCAP do you plan to move and to whare?
= Of the systens you are nwot moving., many have not boon used recently
. becauss they simulate the Former Soviat Unlon (FSU) capabilitiss and the
F8U is wot conzidered a thrsat currently. I the FSU becomes a threat or,
mare llkely, if the PSU axports those systems to aveas of the world we
cunsidus,hnsti!a, how uill you resurrest the ability to tast against those

systens

1l Heldenreich hag stated that AFFIC includex infpastructurs to support
REDPCAP, including scemario and environment genaration capability, data
amalyces Computers, Hax anyone determined that this infrastructurs is
conpatible «ith REDCAP -data structures and formate!
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In response to BRAC fwquirins, General Bluwe stated!

“Othesr Inteyrated Alr Defense Systems (IADE) test capability exists which
oan accomnodats REDCAP' ¢ workload. This other capability already conducts
1ADS testing and, as such, has parsonnel pomsessing IADS exparience and
oxportisec."

~ If anothor JADS test copability can accommaodate REDCAP'= uorkload, why
isn’t this work boing done at that capability nou rather than utilizing
REDCAP at clove to 1802 dalug 14DS testing?

= Is thiz other capability so undorutilized that it can sccommodate the
nearly 1802 workload £rom REDCAP?

~ Can this otlher capability simulate specific geographic locations such as
Iray, North Xorex, etc.?7

~ Customors uss REDCAP to do Mixsion Loval Assessnent, which requires!
Speacific geographic locations

Specific tupes and generations of threat eguipment

Specific locatfons for this equipment

Spacific and uniqua intercomnections

Thaza all wesd to be changed for different arsas of interest.

Can thiz othar tast capab{lity accommodate this requirenent?

= Cau this other capability test syctens and technigquse that are just
concepte, such as the crozz section of an aircraft before the alrcraft is

vunt or a Jammar befare it is made flight worthy?

~ Ham thero boon adequate allowvance for the relati{ve cost differences for
torting at this other capability?

Canaral Blune alsc stated!

‘Only one of REDCAP’s 16 capabilitise (the off-line simulation capability)
enjoys high current ugags...".

- Uhat value do teet customsrs realize by teating their equipment or
techniques againet the “off lins simulation capability",

PRSP

S e
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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 10, 1995 S. LEE KLING

- RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Mr. Peter J. Calinski

REDCAP Facility Manager

CALSPAN Corporation ?

P.O. Box 400 B rie X0 il oA .
Buffulo, NY 14225 sinen mesoring A0 I - |
Dear Pete:

Please thank Major Myers as well as the CALSPAN/REDCAP staff for their assistance.
Specifically, please extend my appreciation to Dr. Dave Culp for his fine briefing and to the
superb staff members who gave up a portion of their holiday to support the visit and carry out the
very informative system demonstration,

Frincis A. Cirillo, Jr.
Air Force Team Leader
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08/15/95 at 10:54:14 Page 1
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS)

;!Ill.’lS (1, 0)

Originated: 03/30/95 Received: 03/31/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 04/24/95 COMPLETE.
From: D'AMATO, ALFONSE (SEN. (NY) at U.S. SENATE), and MOYNIHAN, DANIEL (SENATOR (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS).

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).

Installation(s): s (=)

Contents: REQUESTING COMMISSION VISIT REDCAP.

950405-6 (0, 0)

Originated: 04/03/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/05/95 COMPLETE.

From: CREEDON, MADELYN R. (GENERAL COUNSEL at DBCRC).

To: CHESTON, SHELIA (GENERAL COUNSEL at USAF).

Installation({(s): . (=)

Contents: FORWARDING LETTER FROM NEW YORK DELEGATION, WHICH QUESTIONS THE LEGAL AUTHORITY OF DBCRC TO CONSIDER THE
RECOMMENDATION, AND REQUESTING THEIR VIEWS. ( REDCAP )

950405-6R1 (I, R)

Originated: 06/20/95 Received: 06/20/95 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 06/20/95 COMPLETE.
From: CHESTON, SHELIA (GENERAL COUNSEL at USAF).

To: CREEDON, MADELYN R. (GENERAL COUNSEL at DBCRC).

Ingtallation(s): s (=)

Contents: STATING AIR FORCE PROPERLY PLACED REDCAP ACTIVITY ON LIST FOR CLOSURE

950410-6 (0, 0)

Originated: 04/08/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Cloged: 04/10/95 NONE REQ.

Fr CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC) .

T JME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT).

Imion(s): MALMSTROM AFB, MT (F-N2ZAS), and EGLIN AFB,FL (F-FTFAa).

Contents: FORWARDING COPIES OF: 1) " DEFENSE SUPPORT INITIATIVE " BY EGLIN AFB, 2) " REDCAP REALIGNMENT: THE FACTS " AND "
AMERICA, MONTANA, OUR HERITAGE, OUR FUTURE: MALMSTROM AND REQUESTING WRITTEN COMMENTS.

950510-7 (I, 0)

Originated: / / Received: 05/10/95 Referred to: Due: / 7/ Closed: 05/10/95 NONE REQ.
From: HEIDENREICH, WES (ELECTRONIC WARFARE DIRECT at EDWARDS AFB).

To: ACKERMAN, STEVE (ASSOCIATE ANALYST at DBCRC) .

Installation(s) : EGLIN AFB, FL (F-FTFA), and EDWARDS AFB,CA (F-FSPM).

Contents: RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS REGARDING MOVE QF REDCAP TO EDWARDS AND AFEWES TO PATUXENT RIVER.

950511-14 (1, 0)

Originated: 05/08/95 Received: 05/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 05/22/95 COMPLETE .
From: QUINN, JACK (REP. (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS).

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).

Installation(s): s ().

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP.

950531-8 (1, 0)

Originated: 05/19/95 Received: 05/31/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 06/05/95 COMPLETE.
From: GORSKI, DENNIS T. (COUNTY EXECUTIVE at ERIE CO., NEW YORK).

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).

Installation(s) : ;o (=)

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP.

NOTE: 12 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria:




08/15/95 at 10:54:14 Page 2
Defenge Base Closure and Realignment Commission

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS)

N oo

Originated: 05/25/95 Received: 06/05/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 06/07/95 Closed: 06/08/95 COMPLETE.
From: TOKASZ, PAUL A (ASSEMBLYMAN at STATE OF NY).

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) .

Installation(s) : . (=)

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP.

950606-20 (I, 0)

Originated: 06/06/95 Received: 06/06/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 06/08/95 Closed: 06/15/95 COMPLETE .
From: QUINN, JACK (REP. (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS).

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) .

Installation(s): ;o (=)

Contents: FORWARDING DOCUMENTS REGARDING REDCAP
1) COST OF REALIGNMENT
2) REDCAP UTILIZATION INFO

950607-8 (0, 0)

Originated: 06/07/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 06/07/95 NONE REQ.
From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC).

To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT).

Installation(s) : (=)

Contents: REQUESTING CLASSIFIED BRIEFING ON REDCAP - SCOPE AND NATURE OF ACTIVITIES

950614-4 (1, 0)

or’ “ted: 06/09/95 Received: 06/14/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 06/16/95 Closed: 06/16/95 COMPLETE.
F LAFALCE, JOHN (REP. (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS).

TMXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).

Installation(s): ;o (=)

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP

950621-13 (I, 0)

Originated: 06/20/95 Received: 06/20/95 Referred to: Due: / 7/ Closed: 06/21/95 NONE REQ.
From: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT) .

To: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC).

Installation(s): .o (=)

Contents: FORWARDING COPY OF ELECTRONIC COMBAT CONSOLIDATION MASTER PLAN - REDCAP, AFEWES, EMTE

w

NOTE: 12 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria:
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209
(703) 696-0504

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING
DATE: April7, 1995
TIME: 10:00 AM
MEETING WITH: Representatives of CALSPAN Corporation
SUBJECT: Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) facility
PARTICIPANTS:

Name/Title/Phone Number:
Mr. Peter J. Calinski, REDCAP Facility Manager
Mr. Glen Miller, Director, Business Development, CALSPAN Corporation
Mr. Kraig M. Siracuse, Legislative Assistant, Senator Alfonse M. D’Amato
Ms. Beth Meyers, Legislative Assistant, Representative Jack Quinn

Commission Staff:
Madelyn Creedon, General Counsel
Ralph Kaiser, Counsel
Chip Walgren, Manager, State and Local Liaison
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader

Steve Ackerman, Air Force Team
Mark Pross, Air Force Team

MEETING PURPOSE:

The purpose of the meeting was to provide an opportunity for CALSPAN, as the
contractor for the REDCAP facility to offer its comments and concerns regarding the Department
of Defense’s recommendation to “disestablish” the facility and move its test simulation
equipment to Edwards AFB. The representatives of CALSPAN stated that the company is
concerned about the economic impact, and specifically job losses to its operation at its Buffalo
facility. The company noted that their REDCAP facility possesses a ‘unique capability’ in that it
is the only “fully integrated” air defense test simulation system, and is also the only facility
capable of simulating the former-Soviet AWACS system. On the question as to whether
‘synergism,’ through the co-location of simulation test equipment on open-air ranges was
necessary or would result, CALSPAN responded that, given the use of satellite communications,

no ‘real-time’ loss of information occurs between the aircraft and the simulation facility. Thus,
1




according to CALSPAN geographical proximity is of no value and would not be a compelling

reason to move the facility.

CALSPAN’s main assertions were as follows:

e The Air Force estimations on projected workload at the REDCAP facility underestimated its
actual utilization. CALSPAN asserted that the Air Force incorporated only the test portion of
the total simulation time and did not include any related preparation time, as part of the total
test simulation period. CALSPAN claimed that the actual test time averages approximately
15 percent of the total test simulation period.

o The total facility is needed to perform the REDCAP mission, and that failure to move the
entire facility would significantly hamper its test capability effectiveness.

o There is insufficient space to absorb all the necessary equipment, and that there are associated
MILCON and moving costs, not listed, and underrepresented, respectively in the
recommendation.

o The REDCAP facility is in the final stages of a $75mi upgrade, which has incorporated all
threat simulation aspects of the former Soviet system. (The exception to this was in the
radars, which are not part of the upgrade program)

o The ability to electronically link simulation activities fulfills the objective of “cost effective”
consolidation without moving the facility.

Discussion then ensued on the terms and conditions of CALSPAN’s current
Operations/Maintenance contract with the Air Force. The Commission staff requested contract
information, with specific reference to conditions of termination, as well as a possible 18-month
extension option. Further, CALSPAN’s Net Present Value estimates of the proposed action were
requested by the Commission staff as part of its review and analysis process. Finally, the issue
of the movement of private contractor to government employees was raised, with the
Commission staff requesting any information CALSPAN has available on this issue.

The meeting ended with an explanation by the Commission staff of the base closure
process, in order to ensure a full understanding by the Community. sma
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MOVING PORTIONS OF REDCAP WILL DESTROY ITS
MILITARY VALUE

THE GREATEST MILITARY VALUE IS ACHIEVED AT
ITS PRESENT LOCATION

OUR FINDINGS DIFFER SIGNIFICA
AIRFORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

ITLY FROM THE
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REDCAP Realignment -
The TESTER’s Perspective

ASSERTION

Projected workload for REDCAP is only 10%
of its available capacity.

FACT

W REDCAP is being utilized at over 100% capacity.
Current usage is 12/hours/day, 5 days/week.

W Projected workload of REDCAP is under-
represented.

W Projected Workload was artificially defined as
72% of the FY92 & 93 average.

W FY92 & 93 were before Redcap Upgrades

| Utilization in 94 and 95 increased by 400%

W Anticipated Linking will increase workload

REDCAP Realignment -
The SECDEF’s BRACC Recommendations

Recommendation:

Digsestablish the Real-Time Digitaily Controlled Analyzer
Processor activity (REDCAP) at Buffalo, New York.
Required test activities and necessary support equipment
will be relocated to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC)
at Edwards AFB, California,

Any remaining equipment wiil be disposed of.

Justitication:
The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG)
recommended that REDCAP's capabilities be relocated to an
existing facility at an installation with a Major Range and
Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. Projected work-
load for REDCAP is only 10 percent of its available capacity.
AFFTC has capacity sufficient to absorb REDCAP's workload.
REDCAP's basic hardware-in-the-loop infrastructure is duplicated
at other Air Force T&E facilities. This action achieves significant
cost savings and workioad consolidation.

Return on investment:

The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $1.7 million. The net of all costs and
savings during the implementation period is a savings of $1.9
million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are
$0.9 million with a return on investment expected in one year.
The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years
is a savings of $11.0 million.

impacts:
Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could
result in a maximum potential reduction of 5 jobs (3 direct jobs
and 2 indirect jobs) over the 1996-2001 period in Erie County,
New York economic area, which is less that 0.1 percent of
economic area employment. This action will have minimal
environmental impact.




TEST CUSTOMER W
b

SYSTEM 112{314/5/6/7/8] 9101112113114/15/16/17 181192021 22/2324 25/ 2627 W
C2 XIXIX X XEXIXEX X XXX X X{Xi X XXX Wm
REACTIVE Al XX X XIX X X X X XIXIX X XiXT X XXX .
R1 X XiX XIX XX XiXIX! XiXXix .
R2 X XiX XiX! X xix xix! ixixixix .
R3 X X X X' X XX X XX X XXX .
R4 X XX XX XX X X X! X XXX
R5 X XiX XIX, X X X XX iXxXiXxXxx .
EW/HF-1,2.3 X (X iX XiX XX X iXxix X iXiX X .
EW1,23 X XX XIX: XX xixix X XX X .
SUAWACS X X XXX X X X X X .
PEG X X X .
SSDL X X X
CVYDL
UDL X X X
SYS CONTR XXX X X X X XX X X X X XIXiIXixXix XX
VOICE SWITCH XXX X X X XXX X X X X IXIX X X XXX .
OFFLINE XXX XX XIXIXI X XXX XX XX X XXX X X X XX X X
REMOTE INTERFACE X X X X X X X X X
RADAR SWITCH | X; X X X




Military Value (given priority consideration)

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

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

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

4. The cost and manpower implications.

Return on Investment

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

Impacts

6. The economic impact on communities.

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

The environmental impact.
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1. Current and future mission requirements and impact on
operational readiness

REDCAP’s Mission is more important than ever. Electronic
Combat systems are integral to our defense structure.

REDCAP’s Mission is growing because:

- We now have the only modern threat systems
to test against

- With reduced budgets, REDCAP can reduce expensive
flight testing.

- REDCAP’s capabilities are not duplicated anywhere

H R
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3. The ability to accomodate contingency, mobilization, and
future total force requirements at both the existing and

potential processing sites:
Buffalo, New York

50 people with technical degrees
experienced with operating REDCAP

Over 40 people trained as enemy operators

Nearly 400 skilled degreed contractor’s employees
to draw on in peak periods

The contractor can “absorb” surplus staff during slow
test periods

Current location has space available equal to more
than twice the current REDCAP space

Large number of nearby colleges and universities
can supply technical degreed people at low
Western New York labor costs

Edwards AFB
California

No one experienced with
operating REDCAP

No one trained as enemy operators

No provision to handle peak loads
Government will have to pay entire staff
continuously irrespective of testing load

No facility to accomodate even existing
REDCAP equipment

Very limited labor pool at very high
California labor costs
- typically 29% higher
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MILCON

MOVING

MISSION (SAVINGS/YR)
OTHER

NPV (20 YRS)

ROI YR

ROI PERIOD

USAF ($M)

0.7
1.7

0.8

1.3

-8.9 (SAVINGS)
2002

4 YRS

Likely ($M)
6.0
6.5
0.3
1.3
7.8
2033
35 YRS

.
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- Some advocates say REDCAP needs to be moved to Edwards AFB to
provide IADS capabilities

- The REDCAP IADS is needed at multiple locations
- EDWARDS AFB California
- ACETEF, Patuxent River MD
- JETTA - Joint Environment for Testing, Training and Analysis
- JADS - Joint Advanced Digital Simulation
- ADS - Advanced Digital Simulation
- B2 Simulator

- We have proven that the REDCAP IADS can be electronically linked
to ail, therefore, no need to move REDCAP.
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It is not really a base, camp, post, etc. including any
leased facility

There are less than 300 civilian jobs at REDCAP (none)

Electronic combat testing has experienced major
problems

Congress has required the DOD to produce
- an Electronic Combat master plan

- a study of Linking initiatives for REDCAP and
AFEWES

- a study for F22 testing at REDCAP, AFEWES, and
ACETEF

BRACC actions now could disrupt this process

If these studies direct actions affecting REDCAP,
Congress and the Air Force can implement these
actions at will

Rl e e e s e e
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LEAD SHEET

CALSPAN CORPORATION
ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY CENTER
MACHINE: RICOH-FAX-.60-AUTOMATIC For verification or in the event of
Group - 1, 2, or 3 problems, please call the following:
) (716)631-6722 (716)632-7500, x%5043
WHh o~y
TO (Addressee) Loc. Dept. Group Bidg. | Telephone Number (Fax)
W,& M&wﬂw ’703»*6;6._05—5*0
Company City State
FROM (Sender) Loc. Dept. Group Bidg. | Telephone Number
No. Pages Attached Date Attached Material (Title or Subject Matter)
Remarks

Aleve |
- Aoy & %%@WWJW
on i in T dat, " Peados s AT

ARVIN/CALSPAN ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY CENTER 4455 Genesee Street, Post Office Box 400
Buffalo, New York 14225

3JLE: CALSPAN/TELEX: 91-270; TELEPHONE: (716)632-7500

351(10/89)
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LEAD SHEET

CALSPAN CORPORATION

\ ADYANCED TECHNOLOGY CENTER
THINE: RICOH-FAX-60-AUTOMATIC For verification or in the event of
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SCHEDULED REDCAP
UTILIZATION FY’95 TO FY’98
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v This list includes all items (including completed ones) for GFY 95 and following years.

1 MLAT Modeling & Simulation I
Contract Status: Completed
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al
Voice Switch, OL Support, SCIF Support
POC: Capt Kurt Rinke (505) 846-5328
Organization: AFOTEC/ST
Performance Period: 8/26/94 - 4/17/95

2 F-117 CLOAR OT&E Prep

Contract Staws: On Contract
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al,
Voice Switch, OL Support
POC: Maj Sue Fuller (916) 643-6935
~ Organization: SM-ALC/QLA
Performance Period: 8/23/94 - 4/24/97
3 MLAT Modeling & Simulation Il
Contract Status: On contract
Assets Required: System Conuol, Ground C2, Reactive Al,
Voice Switch, OL Support, SCIF Support
kY POC: Capt Kurt Rinke (505) 846-5328
‘ Organizanon: AFOTEC/ST
v Performance Period: 1/31/95 - 4/24/96
4 B-1 MLAT Test Program
Contract Status: SOW submitted. Awaiting contract award.
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al,
Voice Switch, OL Support, SCIF Support
POC: Mike Marker (505) 846-5202
Organizagon: HQ AFOTEC/XRR
Performance Period: 6/15/95 - 2/14/96

5 REDCAP/ACETEF Linkage*
‘ Conmact Status: On contract.
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al
Voice Switch, OL Support, R1...R5,
EW/HF1...EW/HF3, EW1.. EW3, SCIF Support
SSDL, UDL, PEG, Remote Interface, Radar Switch

POC: Mr. Bob Ruddy (301) 826-6192
Organization: NAWCAD/ACETEF
Performance Pertod: 5/15/95 - 6/30/96

‘Ttx

w

*Uulizes Electronic Linkage to one or more other facilities 7 June 1995
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V6 JADS Link Development*
* Contract Status: Future
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, Voice
Switch, OL Support, Remote Interface, Radar Switch
POC: Lt Col Homer Jeffers (505) 846-4203
Organization: JADS/ITF
Performance Period: - 11/1/95 - 6/30/97
7 JADS Correlation and Validation*
Contract Status: Future
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, Voice

Switch, OL Support, Remote Interface, Radar Switch,
-R1..R5, EW/HF1._.EW/HF3, EW1..EW3, PEG,

SUAWACS
POC: Lt Col Homer Jeffers ©(505) 846-4203
Organizadon: JADSATF
Performance Period: 10/1/96 - 6/30/98

8 JADS Mission Level Assessment*
Contract Status: Future
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactdve Al, PEG, Voice
Switch, Radar Switch,OL Support, Remote Interface,
SUAWACS, RI1..R5, EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EW1.. EW3

POC: Lt Col Homer Jeffers (505) 846-4203
h Organization: JADS/ITE
R Performance Period: ?-12/30/99
w\f
9 Air Force Advanced Distributed Simulation*
Contract Status: Unfunded
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, Radar Switch,
N Voice Switch, OL Support, Remote Interface
POC: Capt Ron Wiegand  (505) 846-6265 DSN 246-6256
Organization: AWC/DET 4 TACCSF
Performance Period: 1/19/95 - 12/8/95

10 B-2 STRATC(OM Penetration Test
Contract Status: Future
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, Voice
Switch, OL Support, SUAWACS, R1...RS5,
EW/HFI1...EW/HF3, EW1...EW3, Radar Switch

POC: Mr Bob Linnell (402) 294-1095
Organization: US STRATCOM/I5/CPC
Performance Period: 10/1/95 - 4/2/96

4

*Uiilizes Electronic Linkage to one or more other facilitics 7 Junc 1995
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11

12

13

14

15

*Utlizes Electronic Linkage to one or more other facilitics

JETTA*
Contract Status:
Assets Required:

POC:
Organization:
Performance Period:

I T T ol o IO o I | I S S A D=0 G i

[ L i)

Study effort on contract, second year effort not funded.
System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, Voice Switch,
OL Support, SUAWACS, R1...R5, Radar Switch

-EW/HF1...EW/HF3, EW1..EW3, Remote Interface

Ms Laura Knight (619) 553-3969
Naval Research & Development Center
11/1/95 - 4/30/96

B-2 MLAT III Penetration Analysis*

Contract Status:
Assets Required:

POC:
Organization:
Performance Period:

Future

System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al,
Voice Switch, OL Support, Radar Switch,
R1...R5, EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EW1..EW3,
Remote Interface, SCIF Support

Capt Kurt Rinke (505) 846-5328
AFOTEC/ST

2/1/96 - 2121/97

REDCAP/ACETEF Testing*

Contract Status:
Assets Required:

POC:
Organization:
Performance Period;

F-117 CLOAR
Contract Staws: _ -
Assets Required:

POC:
Organization:
Performance Period:

F22 CNI Test
Contract Status:
Assets Required:
POC:

Organization:
Performance Period:

Pending funding release.

System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al,

Yoice Switch, OL Support, R1...R5, Radar Switch,
EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EWI1.. EW3, SCIF Support
SSDL, UDL, PEG, Remote Interface

Mr. Bob Ruddy (301-826-6192)
NAWCAD/ACETEF

6/30/96 - 12/31/96

On Conmact

System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, , Radar
Switch, Voice Switch, OL Support, SCIF Suppon,
R1...R5, EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EWI1...EW3

Maj Sue Fuller (916) 643-6935
SM-ALC/QLA

10/1/96 - 4/28/97

Unknown

New Radar Simulator, SCIF

Maj Lhomond Jones (513) 255-1715 ext 2485
ASC/YF

6/1/97 - 1/31/97

7 June 1995
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19

20

21
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F22 FMS / REDCAP Test Phase I*
Contact Status: Unknown
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, Voice Switch,

oo O

Radar Switch, OL Suppor, Remote Interface, SUAWACS,

R1..R5, EW/HF1.. EW/HF3, EW]..EW3

POC: Maj Lhomond Jones (513) 255-1715 ext 2485
Organization: ASC/YF
Performance Period: 10/21/96 - 10/17/97

F22 Baseline RCS Test

Contract Status: Unknown

Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, Voice
Switch, OL Suppor, Radar Switch, SUAWACS,
R1..R5, EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EW1..EW3,

POC: Maj Lhomond Jones (513) 255-1715 ext 2485
Organization: ASC/YF
Performance Period: 2/12/97 - 10/28/97

F22 EC Effectiveness RCS Test*

Contract Status: Unknown

Assets Required: System Conrrol, Ground C2, Reactive Al Voice -
Switch, OL Support, Remote Interface, Radar Switch
R1..R5, EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EW1..EW3, SUAWACS

POC: Maj Lhomond Jones (513) 255-1715 ext 2485
Organization: ASC/YF
Performance Period: 4/1/97 - 10/27/97

F22 FMS/REDCAP Test Phase 1I*

Contract Statws: Unknown

Assets Required: System Contro!, Ground C2, Reactive Al, Voice
Switch, OL-Suppor, Remote Interface, Radar Switch
RI..R5, EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EW1..EW3, SUAWACS

POC: Maj Lhomond Jones (513) 255-1715 ext 2485
Organizagon: ASC/YF
Performance Period: 6/8/98 - 11/27/98

Precision RTJ Paths

Contract Status: Completed

Assets Required: OL Suppon

POC: Maj Rick Hale (904-882-3410)
Organization: AFDTC/46TW

Performance Period: 1/10/94 - 12/31/94

Combat ID Technical Support

Contract Status: On contract

Assets Required: OL Support

POC: Ms Sue Angell (617) 377-6540
Organization: ESC/ZN

Performance Period: 1/3/94 - 6/30/95

*Ullizes Electronic Linkage to one or more other facilities 7 June 1995
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23

24

26

27

28

TO&M Management
Contract Status:

Assets Required:

POC:

Organization:
Performance Period:

TO&M Maintenance
Contract Status:

Assets Required:

PQC:

Organization:
Performance Period:

U o WO W I I oo = N

Ongoing

OL Support

Maj Rick Hale
AFDTC/46TW
1/10/95 - 9/30/96

Ongoing

All hardware and software
Maj Rick Hale
AFDTC/H46TW

1/10/95 - 9/30/96

Data Reduction Enhancements

Contract Status:
Assets Required:
POC:

Organization:
Performance Period:

F22 Inquiry Support
Contract Starus:

Assets Required:

POC:

Organization:
Performmance Period:

Study effort ongang, major effort contract award eminent.

All hardware and sofrware
Maj Rick Hale
AFDTC/M46TW
7/1/95 - 7/1/96

Completed

OL Support

Maj Rick Hale
AFDTC/46TW
1/10/94 - 1/31/95

B-2 ASC/YS Modeling & Simulation

Contract Status:
Assets Required:
POC:

Organization:
Performance Period:

JADS Ptanning Support

Contract Status:
Assets Required:
POC:

Organization:
Performance Period:

Project Warlock
Contract Status:
Assets Required:

POC:
Organizagon:
Performance Period:

On contract

OL Support, SCIF Access
Maj Keith Carter
ASC/YSDT .

6/1/95 - 2/26/96

Completed

OL Support

Lt Col Homer Jeffers
HQ AFOTEC JADS/ITF
2/15/95 - 4/11/95

Future

(904-882-3410)

(904-882-3410)

(904-882-3410)

(904-882-3410)

(513) 255-9682

(505) 846-4203

R1..R5, EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EWI...EW3,
System Control, OL Support, Radar Switch

Michael Caprario
HQ US Army CECOM
1/1/96 - 6/1/96

*Utlizes Electronic Linkage 10 one or more other facilitics

(908) 544-5529

7 June 1995




29 US STRATCOM Model Validation

Contract Status: White Paper in Development

Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, SUAWACS,
OL Support, Radar Switch

POC: Maj Lou Ranhoffer

Organization: HQ US STRATCOM

Performance Period: 8/1/95 - 2/1/96

30 AFEWES/ACETEF/REDCAP DMSO Architecture Test Evaluation*
Contract Status: Concept Development Meeting 19-21 June
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al, R1...RS,
EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EW1.. EW3, Voice Switch, PEG,
OL Support, SSDL, UDL, Remote Interface, Radar Switch

PQC: J. R. Smmullen (301) 826-6004
Organization: NAWCAD/ACETEF
Performance Period: FY 96/97

31 AFIWC Technical Support
Contract Status: On contract
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive Al,
R1...R5, EW/HF1..EW/HF3, EW1..EW3,
Voice Switch, OL Suppor, Radar Switch

POC: Lt Col Tom White (210) 977-2427
Organization: AFTWC/SA
Performance Period: 7/31/95 - 2/22/96

*Utilizes Electronic Linkage 1o one or more other facilitics 7 June 1995

TOTAL F.O=2
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4/17/95

Steve:

This is our first pass at answering the questions from our meeting.
Consider this as a draft and give me an indication if this is the level of detail you

desire.

1. Regarding the additional facilities needed at Edwards.

As we have discussed, I know they were planning a two story addition to a
building. I heard that the two story addition cost $16M. I also heard that the
design was $16M. I don’t know which is correct. In any event, I later picked up a
rumor that they were changing plans from a two story addition to a five story
addition in order to house REDCAP and AFEWES. From what I can tell, they are
going ahead with this plan as though the Air Force recommendation to the

BRAC is final.

2. I have enclosed a Return on Investment analysis (ROI) (Attachment 1, 2).

We had to derive certain numbers to “back into” the Air Force assertion.

3. Regarding the property clauses in the contract, we are still researching the
subject but it appears that the normal facilities property clause FAR2.245-7, 8, 9 10
and/or 11 are not on the contract. In addition, the Operations and Maintenance

(O&M) contract is a Firm Fixed Price contract with no requirements to deliver




¢

property. At one time, property purchased on a Firm Fixed Price contract that
was not on the list of deliverables became the property of the contractor
(Attachment 3). This may not be true any longer. Ihave enclosed a copy of the

O&M contract and the latest Upgrade contract (Attachment 4).

4. The current O&M contract expires 30 September 1995. The Air Force has
started- the process to extend the contract for an additional 18 months. Basically
the O&M contract consists of approximately 70 contract line items (CLINS) that
allow the Air Force to buy time on various simulators or other effort. For
example, the Air Force may buy four weeks of test planning, one week of testing

on each of four simulators and a final report. See Attachment 3.

5. Competing Option E. As I said, the Air Force is considering an open
competition for simulators of Advanced Radars for REDCAP. We wrote a letter
to the Eglin contracts department (Attachment 5) last December (attached)
describing our concerns and problems they could encounter. We have yet to

receive a response.

6. Regarding Private Sector capability, Attachment 6 is text from a BRAC
document ( I don’t have the reference at hand). It focuses on depot maintenance
but could logically be extended to the maintenance and operations we perform.
In addition some of the “measures of merit” called out identifying “potential for

contracting out”. REDCAP is already “contracted out”. At any rate, if moved, the




¢
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Air Force will undoubtedly add civilian jobs to support some or all of the facility.
For the part they don’t fill with civilian jobs, they would have to fill by
contractors with salaries higher than those of our employees because the labor

scale in California is much higher than the Buffalo area.

Attachment 7 consists of two pages from the Draft Procurement Reform
Legislation. The second page directs procurement of services from sources in the

private sector.

The concept of taking equipment that is operated by Calspan out of
Calspan’s building and moving it to an Air Force facility then trying to train Air
Force, civilian or contractor personnel to operate it is contrary to the spirit of re-
inventing government which both the administration and congress says they are

intent on doing.

7. Linking of REDCAP. This wasn’t an action item but there were a lot of
discussions about whether linking REDCAP is possible. It is possible without a
doubt. We have conducted two demonstrations using low speed modems (9600
band). Both were very successful. We are starting on a new link to ACETEF, the
navy facility at Pax River. It will use the industry standard T1 lines which

transmit at 1.5 million bits per second. It is funded through OSD.




There is no question regarding the ability to link REDCAP. ARPA has
spent the last 3 or more years on a major linking effort called War Breaker. It
consists of over 12 sites all around the country, from San Diego to Arlington,
Seattle to Orlando. They used this effort to perfect the methods for linking
including the types of lines (T1), the protocols (Distributed Interactive

Simulation Protocol Data Units (DIS PDU), and security (KG194 encryption).

At REDCAP, we have a DIS complaint link capability including KG194
encryption. As I mentioned above, we are starting a link to ACETEF. We are
also planning other linking efforts such as JETTA, JADS, and ADS and a B2

simulator link to REDCAP Points of contact are:

Joint Environment for Training Testing and Analysis (JETTA)
Elaine Allen
Department of the Navy
NRAD-NOSC
Sa;l Diego, CA

(619) 553-6398

Joint Advanced Distributed Simulation (JADS)

Ken Haines (drop by and see him, he is in your building) % mr F TE R _ v “

v

e P

1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1910




R
”

Arlington VA 22209
(703) 528-0883
(703 SB-3Y(7
Advanced Distributed Simulation (ADS)
Capt. Ron Wiegand

(505) 846-6265

B2 Simulator to REDCAP link

John Schatz

1710 Goodridge Drive

McLean, VA 22102

(703) 821-4326

(Ask for copy of the study on the feasibility of this link. The study

was done for the Air Force Operational Test Center)

As you can see, there are a number of facilities or groups of facilities that
require links to REDCAP. The question is why incur the expense of moving
REDCAP, training new people or moving Calspan people, and then linking
REDCAP around the country? Why not just link it from where it is? Given that
we have just added $75M in additional equipment, have a fully-trained staff, and
the Air Force does not incur costs for rent, utilities, guard force, etc., how can it be

cost-effective to move REDCAP?




Thank you for affording use of this opportunity to be heard. Let me know

)
w if you need anything else.
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‘ REDEAR, Gittduls,
09/22/95 at 13:22:20 A/y Page 1

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS)

16 (I, 0)
Originated: 03/30/95 Received: 03/31/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: /7 Closed: 04/24/95 COMPLETE.
From: D'AMATO, ALFONSE (SEN. (NY) at U.S. SENATE), and MOYNIHAN, DANIEL (SENATOR (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS).
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).
Installation(s): , (=)

Contents: REQUESTING COMMISSION VISIT REDCAP.

950405-6 (0, 0)

Originated: 04/03/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/05/95 COMPLETE.

From: CREEDON, MADELYN R. (GENERAL COUNSEL at DBCRC) .

To: CHESTON, SHELIA (GENERAL COUNSEL at USAF).

Installation(s): . (=)

Contents: FORWARDING LETTER FROM NEW YORK DELEGATION, WHICH QUESTIONS THE LEGAL AUTHORITY OF DBCRC TO CONSIDER THE
RECOMMENDATION, AND REQUESTING THEIR VIEWS. ( REDCAP )

950405-6R1 (I, R)

Originated: 06/20/95 Received: 06/20/95 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 06/20/95 COMPLETE.
From: CHESTON, SHELIA (GENERAL COUNSEL at USAF).

To: CREEDON, MADELYN R. (GENERAL COUNSEL at DBCRC).

Installation(s): s =)

Contents: STATING AIR FORCE PROPERLY PLACED REDCAP ACTIVITY ON LIST FOR CLOSURE

950410-6 (0, 0)

Originated: 04/08/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/10/95 NONE REQ.

F CIRILLO, FRANK (ATR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC).

' i UME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT) .

In lation(s): MALMSTROM AFB, MT (F-NZAS), and EGLIN AFB,FL (F-FTFA).

Contents: FORWARDING COPIES OF: 1) " DEFENSE SUPPORT INITIATIVE » BY EGLIN AFB, 2) " REDCAP REALIGNMENT: THE FACTS " AND "
AMERICA, MONTANA, OUR HERITAGE, OUR FUTURE: MALMSTROM AND REQUESTING WRITTEN COMMENTS.

950510-7 (I, 0)

Originated: / / Received: 05/10/95 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 05/10/95 NONE REQ.
From: HEIDENREICH, WES (ELECTRONIC WARFARE DIRECT at EDWARDS AFB).

To: ACKERMAN, STEVE (ASSOCIATE ANALYST at DBCRC).

Installation(s) : EGLIN AFB, FL (F-FTFA), and EDWARDS AFB,CA (F-FSPM).

Contents: RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS REGARDING MOVE OF REDCAP TO EDWARDS AND AFEWES TO PATUXENT RIVER.
950511-14 (1, 0)

Originated: 05/08/95 Received: 05/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: /7 Closed: 05/22/95 COMPLETE.
From: QUINN, JACK (REP. (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS).

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).

Installation(s): P G I

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP.

950531-8 (I, 0)

Originated: 05/19/95 Received: 05/31/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 06/05/95 COMPLETE.
From: GORSKI, DENNIS T. (COUNTY EXECUTIVE at ERIE CO., NEW YORK).

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).

Installation(s): s (=)

Cortents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP.

NOTE: 12 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria:




09/22/95 at 13:22:20

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS)

Page

2

23 (I, 0)
Originated: 05/25/95 Received: 06/05/95 Referred to: LIAISON
From: TOKASZ, PAUL A (ASSEMBLYMAN at STATE OF NY).
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) .
Installation(s): s (=)

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP.

Due: 06/07/95

Closed: 06/08/95

COMPLETE.

950606-20 (I, 0)

Originated: 06/06/95 Received: 06/06/95 Referred to: LIAISON
From: QUINN, JACK (REP. (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS).

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).

Installation(s): o (=)

Contents: FORWARDING DOCUMENTS REGARDING REDCAP
1} COST OF REALIGNMENT
2) REDCAP UTILIZATION INFO

Due: 06/08/95

Closed: 06/15/95

COMPLETE.

950607-8 (0, 0)
Originated: 06/07/95 Received: / / Referred to:
From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC).

To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT) .

Installation({s): P

Due: / /

Contents: REQUESTING CLASSIFIED BRIEFING ON REDCAP - SCOPE AND NATURE OF ACTIVITIES

Closed: 06/07/95

NONE REQ.

950614-4 (I, 0)

o} ated: 06/09/95 Received: 06/14/95 Referred to: LIAISON
LAFALCE, JOHN (REP. (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS).

To: IXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC).

Installation(s) : (=)

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP

Due: 06/16/95

Closed: 06/16/95

COMPLETE.

950621-13 (I, 0)
Originated: 06/20/95 Received: 06/20/95 Referred to:

From: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT).

To: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 19%3 DBCRC) .
Installation(s) : (=)

Contents: FORWARDING COPY OF ELECTRONIC COMBAT CONSOLIDATION MASTER PLAN - REDCAP, AFEWES,

Closed: 06/21/95

EMTE

NONE REQ.

w

NOTE: 12 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria:
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3000

i FACSIMILE w:
3/3/95

DIRECTOR, TEST FACILITIES AND RESOURCES
FAX# (703) 614-9103

DSEN 224-5103
PHONE # (703) 657-4813 , DSN 227-4813

T0: ()?2 %M&m

TELECOPIER PHONE NUMBER: Clqé OS5I O

OFFICE PHONE NUMBER:

COMMENTS :
w
: _/ HONE :
FROM: /QL4{;L3§¢év£_, PHONE
DATE COPY SENT 3 ul 095
-

This case consists of é/ pages including cover sheet.




e mv e v ve Wt ' Seve o wo o BN S Ve avavars-sus

a!

Calendar No. 5385
103D CONGResS REPORT
2d Seasion J BENATE 109821
. L RS

-

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1695

JuLy 29 (legislative day, JULY 20), 1864.~~Ordered to be printed

l Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 4650}

The Committee on Appropriations, to which was referred the biil

(H.R. 4660) making appropriations for the Department of Defense

for the fiscal ysar en September 30, 1995, and for other pur.

e poses, reports the same to the Senate with amendments and rec-
v ommends that the bill as amended do pass.

New obligational authority

Total of bill as reported to Senats .........c.cevrvvrneres $248,414,029,000
Total of 1995 budget estimate .........cc.cccvvmrerivivenes 244,711,178,000
Amount of bill as' passed by House .........ccveuennnees
Amount of fiscal year 1994 enacted ......ccecveeenreeaens
The bill as reported to the Senate:

Below fiscal year 1898 budget estimate ..........

Ov&rg:nacmd appropriations for fiscal year
Below the House passed bill ........cccereevverecruneee

Lt
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forl !!iscnl Year 1995, which den; .
» ni loyment of AEOS. The Committes directs that rts within
:n‘x):: grlgpc:leﬁent for the military ﬁiqu:. :f ationa) Asronautics and Space Administration [NASAJ Office
thatptx;:é’eMi e Federal Aviation Admiy. o Space Sclence conduct an independent review of the AEOS de-
litary avionics wore L“ding Bystem Pro K ggn. The review should be led by the Director of the Space Geod-
d that :xonlncg \lvvere 8upposed 10 interface, & &y and Altimetry Project Office. The Committee believes this re-
would be dooapn PUitioning ayster-based K view should concentrate on the ability of AEOS to perform the
sproved the b 3”"{ g 0TI mission and should address such key requirements as track-
vehicles —Th: 38 request. X2 ing precision, jitter, ali ent, telescope mirror meintenance pro-
of $7,700,000 ¢ fglnmxtu,e recommands c.gures, and related subjects. The Committee directs that interim
‘he Hc;use' allowo e budget re uest, for € sd Ainal review results be provided to the Committec. Interim re-
DT&E defense;&cev- transferred al) ¥ vew results must be submitted not later than December 14, 1994,
, €’ appropriations gc. £ and final review crlcaulu max;jt ‘be :lub$?(i)tbe(;io gy l}{uar;.h }1,31}9961 'I‘lge i
1827 . ki Committee provides an addition 0, which » only be
0080 a oéggfn‘: gx:e:: mdknown funding ¥4 gvailable fox? transfer to NASA to provide funds necessary to con-
ilities consoligatio‘:-l fedueed Overheag ey duct this review. The Committee directs that this transfer shall -
nentation—The Commi By ocour within 80 days of enactment of thia act. .
$8,000,000 to the bud ? foo allocates " " Defense Support Program [DSP]—This program element sup-
Houge' allowance forgimr Squest and the g ports efforts to maintain and improve the operationa of the current
1e Committee's 'recomm:n rggr am ele. &' pytem of DSP early warning satellites. The Committee allocates
n in the “RDT&E defensewig lon about & $67,359,000 for RD%’&E activities and transfers $8,982,000 to the
sught for ill-defined counte " u?mum' k *Other procurement, Air Force” appropriations account. The Air
Tproliferation W rorce requested this transfer to accelerate the initial operational

oning system [GPSJ (g:ace and control B capability of the Talon Shield/ALERT early warning capability

recommend { against theater ballistic missile threats,

requeet.e?oratﬁgaa '4?gérgg; ae}gﬁf??‘ %"{ 518'I‘he House allowance transferrsd all requested funds to the

pgrade projects w}fich are unjugﬁl}{d f; ¥ “RDT&E, defensewide” appropriations account,

rt that there are no major technol y sl §  Threat simulator velopment—The Committee provides

he NAVSTAR GPS satellite and °§ffd I $45,664,000, an increase to tﬁe budget request of $5,589,000 and
groun ' an amount £589,000 above the House recommendation.

b

" 3,100,000 for spac ini b The Committee deletes $4,000,000 to slow the pace of upgrades
nm operations su p%nec:;?&t?l;‘;%g, 5 to the Alr Force electronic warfare evaluation simulator
'an operational control segment simuls. § (AFEWESL The Air Force may make substantial adjustments in its
aboratory. * test and evaluation infrastructure, so accelerated modernization ef-
ensferred all requested funds to the forts are premature at this time.

Opriations account. ;'  The Committes adds $9,589,000 to the budget request for the

ttee provides $63,196,000, incre f real-time electromagnetic digitally controlled analyzer and proc-
by $18,800,000. The House allowa:ring § essor [REDCAP] project. The Committee directs that the full
ls $15,800,000 below the Senate rec- £ amount 316,589.0(?0, shall be made available only to complete the
§ option o) upgrade of the REDCAP facility, to initiate the option E
f“n.dsb the Committee directs that P DCAP upgrade; and to perform data reduction updates.
wailable only to continue development [ The Committee provides $912,000 the budget request amount,
cal system (AEOS), providing a much [ only to continue activities under the flave Note Program.
mhancement of the capabilities of the E ’ﬁ\e Committes also approves the requested amount, $2,000,000,
rveillance Site (MSSB). Furthermore, [ only to fully fund ongoing activities at the Rome Laboratory An-
12ll be made available only to acquire [ tenna Measurement Facility. .
¥ to support the observations assigned Furthermore, the Committee is aware of proposals to consolidate
in this amount, the Committee directs @ threst hardware-in-the-loop electronic combat test facilities at a

lable only to continue the development single site. Data linking, rather than mo%fadlmea could prove
to ge far more efficient and cost effective:

-rgjgmph. erefore, at least 12

t] & telescope and the extreme chal- days prior to the approval of any effort to consolidate, transfer, re-

:t.? °°°F§O‘?1"h‘°h can support the space ~align;, aiter, or downaize any mission or activity at any threat hard-
on . 1) mission, the Commlttee ware-in-the-loop electronic combat test facilities, the Secretary of

in review could ensure the successful Defense shall provide to the congressional Defense commitices e
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Jtud clearly demonstrating that data linking ia: (1) technically in-
feasible, or (2) less efficient and cost effective than consolidation,
RAND praject Air Force.—The Committee a s with the House
recommendation to provide $27,000,000, a reguction of $1,089,000
to the budget request, for this program element, which funds the
service's studies and analyses federally. funded research and devel-
opment center.

Ronge improvement.—The Committee approves $65,101,000 to
support caombat training rangs systems and develop Interoper-
ability improvements. The amount provided r:gresenu & reduction
of $13,200,000 to the budget request and to the House allowance,
The Committee eliminates $13,200,000 requested to develop the
joint alr combat tralningNsystem [JACTS). The Air Force now plans
to participate with the
system [ S) development effort, which allows the JACTS Pro-

to be canceled.

Major T&E investment; test and evaluation 3? rt—The Com-
mittee approves $52,5630,000 for the Major T&E Investment Pro-
gram element, a reduction of $1,014,000 to the budget request and
an equal amount below the House allowance. The Committee also
recommends $370,800,000 for the Test and Evaluation Support
Pro element, providing a decreass of $3,076,000 comp to
the ud‘fet nest and the House allocation. All of the reductions
are made t.ongxe request for the developmental manufacturing and
modification facllity [DMMF]. These funds support modernization
and operation of the DMMF. The primary D customer, the
4950th Test Wing has moved to Edwards Air Force Base. The Alr
Force intends to transition this facility to reliance on reimbursable
customer funding, and the Committee's recommendation initiates
this transition. .

Navigation /radar/sled track test sup ri.—The Committee rec-
ommends $29,128,000, adding $8,100,000 to the budget uest
and providing $800,000 less than the House allowance. The Com-
mittee adds $4,000,000 only to accelerats the modernization of the
gled track at Holloman Alr Force Base. The Committee denies
$800,000 sought to develop next generation pylons, an effort which
has been proposed to the OSD Central Test and Evaluation Invest-
ment Program [CTEIP} for fund.in§.

Initial operational test and evaluation.—In the past, _$6,300,000
was spent in this program element to develop an open air cqmpari-
son test plan to evaluate whether the F-22's mission effectiveness
is twice that of the F—15. Conducting these tests ia estimated to
cost $71,000,000. The Committee directs that no flscal year 1995
funds be spent to continue such test planning activities. The Com-

mittee directs the Air Force to prepare a repori outlining the ad: -

vantages and disadvantages of conductinf this program, and care-
fully discussing the impacts on the overal! F-22 test program of de-
leting this open air test requirement. The Qommittee urges the
Under Secretary of Defense (acquisition and technology) to consider
deleting this requirement. While the teat may provide some data,
it is highly unlikely that the F-22 Program would be atopped or
altered%ased on the outcome of these costly tests.

Manufacturing Committes approves

technology.—The

848,260,000, an amount $46,740,000 below the House recommenda-

K fUapiéyiya

avy in the joint tactical combat training-

70368605508 &
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tion. While the Air Force
for msmu.fm_:turing technoﬁ;lgyngzt'ogzgge
; defensewide prcgmm slement for e'
ﬁzo? neods. The Committee has trang
$5,000,000 th suroiram clement an
bud etood Slsvil{ of SSD ‘f’\?;fgf%.wmh w
e anufacturin
cluded $15,000,000 for thrge :r?:i:gt]:g{
mercial lines, manufacturing technc
radomes, and design and manufactyre
gine. The funds for these projects have

n the JAST Program discussion in the *

vations” section of this report.
Within the addition fv:md
8, t
32.2100,000 shall be made available g:b
uve Yy awarded product datg exchange us
; on ;;lrot.ocola_ for composites pro,lect, refe:
e‘x‘-tmdj offort is designed to develop the t.
po gital exchange of design, manufact
8 Ix%nm ;om osite components and asse:
- 2718 program element fund
hancements to the KC-186 aerial refue?.ir
e;: gystemn. The Committee recommends
of $12,000,000 to the budgat request anc
thg I'g:t;s;e allowance.
tal of $9,000,000 is added
1o continue development of the m:lrtlic{pc;};?:}
;Ixﬁy dr&g;p:;rt% enable Air Force tanker
) i ;
fu;inon;:loa(é s;' 'w:nxfcraﬁ, most of which ¢
other $3,000,000 has been t
receptacles project from the “Mmra;-nage;-%%
R}mg:iationa account, where it wag inace
: nds are to be used as planned for the en
ul:!x;x;g develggﬁent eﬂgrt to procure sircras
rtake install

reprocurement techrficalatdi:':la ke P

epr package an
The Committee directs th
the flscal year 1985 funds :némt:hfo?; 6%
glress for fiscal year 1994 for the multipo
maotis directed to include full funding for
zo%n , and deployment of the capability in
1 Future Years Defense Pro am. ;i’he
Force that the funds provided for the
avellable for no other urpose. The service i
gram any of these funds away from the multi
P e Committee again finds Itself compell:
orce’s budget and mllitary priorities in viewn
tance to accomplish the muﬂi int program
program {s about $192.100,OO({O which the C:

th
in:;nhet}frgtg;gfmble price tag for about two ads
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1996

MAY 10, 1894 —~Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union and orderesd Lo be printed

Mr. DELLUMS, from the Committee on Armed Services,
submitted the following b S

REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL AND DISSENTING VIEWS

[To acxxompany H.R. £301]

[Including cost eatimste of the Congressional Budget OMcs)

The Committee on Armed Services, to whaom wes referred the bill
(fLR. 4301) to authorize appropriations for fiscel year 1995 for
military ectivities of the Department of Defense, to prescribe mili-
‘ery personnel strengths for flscal year 1985, end for other pur.
poses, having considered the same, report favorably therecon with
amendments and recommend that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendments are as follows:

The amendment to the text of the bill is a complete substitute
therefor and appears in italic type in the reported bill.

The title of the bill is amended to reflect the amendment to the
text of the bill,

EXPLANATION OF THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The committee adopted sn amendment in the nature of & sub-
stitute during the consideration of H.R. 4301 The remainder of the
report discusses the bill, as amended.

PURPOSE

The bill would—
78825
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DEerense-WIDE PROGRAMS
SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS

w C}:,cmi:n:x-%::i‘l biological warfare defernse program
: ry 1w The reports on the chemical and biological warfgte defense pro-
e wacommmATIN uired by Title XVII of the National Defense Authorization
_— fct fo?%‘ ear 1984 (Public Law 108-180), have not been
—_— transmitted offitially wo the congressional defepse committees. The
B e committee has hed the opportunity, however, to review advanco
Prord ] coples of the reports and s pleased that the Department of Defense
"'-"‘, e has taken a numbk\r of management, regéarch _aad development,
-—sts7es end training initiatixes which should result in significant improve-
o ments in the chemical and blological wArfare defense readiness of
‘ i U.S. armed forces.

The committee also notes that the
logical warfare defense program
signed as program manager.
which the Department regax;

Department has created a bio-
and a general officer has been as-
§ indicates the seriousness with

She potential threat posed by such
weapons of mass destruction axd the need for a viable medical and
} non-medical biological defensg’) am,

The commiittee is disappojited. that the Army budget request has
4 decreased funding for the £hemical and biological warfere defense
4 program. These decremeyits appeahto be contrary to specific direc-
i tions to complete criticdl research, development, test, and evalua-

: tion and acquisition of improved chemical and biological detaction
o E systems, identificatigh and warring sysiems, individual and collec-
' ‘ tive protection meésures, medical support, and decontaminstion
systemns. The comfnitiee notes that the AlP\Force has terminated its
program for deyélopment of collective pro on systems and thst
reductions hayé been mede by the other miktary services as well.
se notes that these actions will.seriously undermine
long-term efforta to reduce battlefieid vulnerahility wo chemical or
bioiogical warfare attacks, The comritee believwes that each serv-
ice must allocate an appropriate amount of its budget to fund its
share of the .integrated defense prograem, and directs that the Sec-
ret.ari of Defense ensure that such allocation is accomplished In en-
nual budget guidance.

Accordingly, the committee has recommended increased author-
izations in several of the relevant chemical and biological defense
program elements to restore critical program reductions in the fis-
cal year 1935 budget request. N

Consolidation of electronic combat test and evaluation facilities \l/
and

The committee recognizes the heed for consolidating test
-evgluation facilities, organizations, and resources in order to reduce
infrastructure costs. The committee believes, however, that facili-
ties should only be consolidated based on & _master plan for future
ft%};irbd eloctronic combat test capabilities.

erefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to de-
velop a master plan for future consclidations of DOD-wide elec-
tronic combat test and evaluation assets, This mester plan shall
provide a statement of required electronic combat capabilities and
% road map for consolidation of these activities. The committee fur-

Ur A T 0 2 2 LN RIS
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ther directs that no fiscal year 1985 or prior year funds be usged for

assets until 80 days aftar the submission of this master plan to th
congressional defense committees.

\ )transferrin or consolidating electronic combat test and evaluati:r}?

The committee recognizes that both the Department's and the
Advanced Research Projects Agency’s (ARPA) programs in elec-
tronics technology are the “seed corn” for high tagm ology electronic
research that will fuel military and commercial product develop-
ment. Without {t, the vision of American companies developing
electronic products for the informsation super highways will not be -
achieved. :
~ The committee also believes that the success of the SEMATECH
consortlum, which has enabled the United States to recapture the
lead in integrated cirouit development and srles, must be sus-
tained. The committee further believes that advanced lithorragh_y

ead is

“should be a top priority of SEMATECH to ensurs that the

~ malntained.

The committee is alarmed by the Department'’s request to reduce -
the advanced lithography program from over $71 million in 1992
to $10 million in 1996. This has caused {ndustry to deery the budg-
et request as one which is tantamount to an abandonment of the
industry and as an accaytance of total rellance for this critical tech- _.
nology on foreign suppliers. This will eventuelly jeopardize U.S.
domipance of electronics system innovation. -

The committee notes that the Department has incressed its
budget request for electronics and that it is sufficient to fund the

. overall electronics investment. However, the committee believes

that because the Department does not have an investment strategy
for advenced lithography it has resulted {n an investmen: porifolio
imbalance. Therefore, the commitiee recommends the following ac-
tion for & atrengthened end continued program: .

(1) Increase ARPA in request in PE 80878SE for research in
lithography from $10 million to $55 million;

(2) Redirect $20 million of the $80 million requested for
SEMATECH to advanced litho hy development;

(8) Provide $25 million to A for the procurement of li-
thography tools (alignment tools, steppers, etc.) to be placed at
government sponsored research institutions (Federal and na-
tional laboratories, FFRDCs, universities) currently supported
advenced lithography development. This will accelerate and in-
tensify research and stimulate U.S. tool manufacturing; and

(4) Direct the Secretary of Defense to implement section 263
of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994
(Public Law 103-160) to complete the staffing of the Semi-
conductor Technology Councll and facilitate it8 operation to im-
medlately address a strategy for lithography development and
industrialization.

The committee understands that, when possible, these funds will
be matched by private industrial research funding. Funding for the
above rese and development should be in accordance with the
current lithography plan contained in the National Technology
Roadmaps for SBemiconductors.




Document Separator



x
A S

[—

ECRITICS QUESTION PLAN Mgk

Bl w P'Q - ’\"’““t
“D -"Q"L% ” \
Fneey W

Brerty _J-‘.
"t{:“:a'%"

TOSTRANSFER,EW; FACILITIES; SE

Ps "ﬁ"b P f“f;""‘}- Sy

PHIUPJ KI.ASS/WASHINGTON

YA Wt

NREARE

RIPRRUINTS

EA‘AP.» g el WEhes. v a g

H Knowled'geoble critics are chollengmg =
" moving Redcap to Edwards would save

the savings claimed by the Pentagon
. for the proposed transfer of two of the na-

:tion's key electronic warfare simulation -
F test facilities 16° Air Force Flight Test Cen— )

t 'er, Edwards AFB, Calif. %

n:—. e

¥ M Air Force Electronic Wcrfore Evaluo~

£ thrects—many more than’are possible i

S open—onr EW ranges. Afewes was first de- -
E'ployed in the late 1950s 1o test the effec-

f hveness “of the B—58's defensnve counter

trolled ‘Analyzer: Processor {Redcap)-op-
& £erated by Calspan in Buffalo, which eval

Fuates the’ performance ‘of EW systems'i
¥

peration in the mid-1940s, is undergoing

£ uled for ‘completion in October,” " - .
‘The two facilities are complementary
: Redcap focuses on simulating initial pen
¢ efration of an air defense system and coun:
£ering its’command and control System.

#Afewes focuses on protecting against fer-

i mlnal threa?s For example, can a new
= radar, .warning system, correctly identify

" highest priority threats in o dense threat s
. environment and with an airborne jammer .

3 deploy effective‘countermeasures tech
#.niques against such t threafs - Afewes’ ’pan
E‘snmulcie both,radﬁ? ar rare
antlolrcrcﬁ Wweapon

" AVIATION WEEK & SPACE TECHNOLO-
GY has learned if was not until three weeks
: ofter the Defense Dept. issued its BRAC

recommendctuons, which estimated it~
fewes tacility, that Lockheed Martin was

The company's detailed estimate wos $44
xlhon, which included the cost of con’

,

‘wards to house Afewes as well as the cost
frrclmng AFFTC’ personnel to opercte
5 ond maintain Afewes. Ladigee

e ‘-’r.:vv- *» 'oyﬁq!y w-x —

“ The Pentagon’s eshmo?e of the cost of e
?ransferrmg Redcap to AFFTC was only -

+ $1.7 million. But this figure also was re-

; leased before seeking Calspan’s estimate, .
¥ % which was about $15 million, including "

. The two focnlmes, slated for transfer un-‘v:
der the new Base Reohgnment And Clo- §
; sure (BRAC) proposal, ore:: SRR

i tion Facility (Afewes), currently located ot -
¢ the Lockheed Martin Ft. Worth facility, -, ;
;‘ ‘which enables EW systems 1o be tested
¢“ogainst hundreds of simulated’ enemy:-‘

E‘l Real-hme Electromagnehc Dlglh Con-:

enabling’aircraft to penetrafe ‘a complete’
ir defense system: Redcap; which began

& g, ‘a $75-million” ‘odernization thar is sched- -

would cost $5.8 million to move the 3;
" tempted to conduct this enhre process .
sked for its own’estimate of fransfer cost. "5
* guided missiles] by means of a field test
-, ...we would have used over 200 flying::
- hours, 100 test range hours, and 4,000
;“MJU-23/B flares ot a cost of $5 mlihon
“obove the cost to orcomphsh the process "
“at Afewes,”

stiucting ‘a36,000-sq7f. facility ot Ed”.

w7 W \..,\’!g (k\{&.

v Ive Ko

The BRAC recommendohon claimed that_

$900,000 per year in operatmg costs.’
This is the amount that Calspan is paid
each year fo maintain the Redcap focili-

“ty. Additionally, Calspan typically is paid

up to several million dollors a year, based.

“on the number and durafion of system fests

it performs for its “customers,” such as the
B-2 or F-15 system program office, or a
forengn government. However, these fest-
ing costs are charged to cmd pmd for by .

these customers.” : i ey i
t and will be worth a total of $249 million,

~ THE PENTAGON S BRAC recomme
dations " project "an“annval saving of .
$800,000 by transferring Afewes to Ed-
wards AFB. To achieve such savings w:ll
require at least a 25% reduction in the siz X

AL 4

*wand upgrade’ lts'ccpablhhes Nond.S: cus®
ustralia;’ Belgium,. Cano-g
da’ France, Germdny, Israel; holy, Nor:

tomers includ

way, South Korea, Sweden, Swnzerlcnd
the Netherlands, Turkey and the U.K. =t
“In'the Pentagon’s justification for trans- -
ferring Afewes, it said that projected work- .

‘load was only.28% of the facility’s ca--
pacity. But according to Lockheed Martin,’

the averoge workload during the past two

*~ years was 90%—based on a 1&-hr. work-
~day. For Redcap;-the Pentagon claimed

he facility was being operated at only *

- 10% of its ccpocﬂy According to Calspan, .

the facility is belng used 12 hr /doy, fuve—
days a week 3. .- -

. As a result of obfcmmg the more recl-
istic cost figures from the twa contractors,
USAF is now considering transfer of on]y
a fraction ‘of the Afewes and Redcap fa- -
ilities o ESJw . ds

g Teshmony“to the tmportcnce and écon-

: omy of using electronic warfare simulo-.

ion facilities was offered during a recent

- meefing of infrared countermeasures spe-

* cialists by Warren Lee, USAF’s 513th En-
" gineering and Test Sqdn../Had we at-_

[evaluating B-1B vulnerability to"infrared -

'&h-‘p»..r' ‘

lee soid." ¥ i~
Beyond questions over whether the pro-:.
posed fransfer of Afewes and Redccp to
Edwards would result in any savings, there
is the more consequential issue of seri--
ous disruption and delay in sorely need--

1;, ;onstruchon needed to house Redccp roee ed elecfromc worfare system tests. i m

26 AVIATION WEEK & SPACE TECHNOLOGY/Mcy 8, 1995

TRW WINS
BRILLIANT EYES

LOS ANGELES

The Aiir Force Space and Missile Systems
Center selected a TRW/Hughes team
on May 2 to proceed with design of the
“Brilliant Eyes” space and missile tracking
system, If an option to flight test two satel-
lites is exercised in 1996, the contract could
be worth a fotal of about $484 million.

Rockwell was the other contractor study-
ing Brilliant Eyes, and was not selected. The
Air Force planned to have both contractors
each flight test two satellites but cut back -
plans last year to a single contractor,

The design work will continue into 1996

B

from the time the contract was let in De-
cember, 1992, The flight test option would
increase the value by about $235 million.

Brilliont Eyes is to be in low Earth orbit

= of the staff now used to operate Afewes‘."‘ below 1,000-mi. altitude, and each satel-

lite would be equipped with two sensors
to track intercontinenial and long-range
theater ballistic missiles. The sensors can
_ also survey other space objects and gath-

= er intelligence imagery.

A scanning sensor is for wide field-of-
view acquisition and uses short-wavelength
infrared detectors to see missiles in the
boost phase. The other is a staring high-
resolution tracking sensor with detectors
for three waovelengths—mid-infrared, mid-
to-far infrared and visual. Besides track-
ing missiles in midcourse, it is used for the
intelligence imagery. A Brilliant Eyes con-
stellation would be 12-24 or more 1,200~
1,5004b. satellites. The test satellites would
be crossdinked.

Brilliant Eyes would be a component o!
a space based infrared system {SBIRS) tha:
would include satellites in geostationary

~ and high Earth orbits. Hughes and TRW
t.% are teamed together fo compete for SBIRS.

TRW's role in Brilliant Eyes is program
management, systems engineering, space-
craft ond ground station design and system
test. Hughes Electro-Optical Systems is re-
sponsible for the sensor pay'oad and data
processing. ]

Headline News coverage continues with
these space ond business flying stories:
W NASA plans to launch three space shut

fle missions in six weeks .......cccoueeenan. 59
M NASA, Boeing siruggle to stabilize de-
velopment of station hardware........... 60
M Northrop Grumman begins final os-
sembly on Gulfstream 5 wings........... 61
B AMR Combs and Bombardier launch
shared business jet program ............. 62
M First flight for seven-passenger Cess:
na Citation Bravo .......ccceciicenennae, 67
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Cutting Room Floor

DOD BRACC Targets EC T'esting

kditor's note: This article 1y an expanded version of a story which appears in the May "EC Monmtor ™

The US Department of Defense's (DOD's) March 2 recommendations to the current Base Realignment and Closure
Committee (BRACC) includes plans to move key elements of the Air Force's current electronic combat
developmental test and evaluation (ECDT&E) capability to new locations at Nellis AFB, NV and Edwards AFB,
CA. The plan has contributed to a contentious final round of the BRACC hearings.

The DOD recommendations propose to relocate 8 threat simulators and 52 yovernment jobs from the
Electromagnetic Threat Environment (EMTE) range at Eglin AFB, FL, to the Nellis Range Complex. Currently
Nellis serves as an electronic combat training range The estimated cost of this move is $2.2 million

The DOD recommendation also includes moving the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDC AP)
activity at Buffalo, NY, and the Air Force Electronic Warfare Environment Simulator (AFEWES) at Ft. Worth, 1'X
: the Air Force Flight Test Center at Edwards AFB. The DOD estimates the cost of moving AFEWES at $5 8
w'vgon and the cost of moving REDCAP at $1 7 million.

Criticism of the recommendations has been swift and vociferous. Skeptics argue that while the recommendations
appear to suggest a coherent and inexpensive plan to consolidate Air Force open-air EC testing at Nellis and
hardware-in-the-loop (HITL) testing at Edwards, they are inherently flawed for several reasons -- and represent a
walk to the executioner’s block for EC testing.

To explain what capabilities this plan proposes to move, it is important to understand what functions this equipment
provides. In the late 1980s, the Air Force came under fire for a number of troubled electronic cambat (1:C)
procurement programs, most notably the ALQ-161A for the B-1B bomber In response to such procurement
problems, the DOD launched the EC Test Process, a plan to ensure that all DOD Systems Program Offices test their
EC systems rigorously throughout their development. Congress endorsed the EC Test Process in the FY94 Nationul
Defense Authorization Act, thereby requmng any EC system under development to meet an "appropriate, AgOrous
and structured test and cvaluation regime" before receiving authorization to proceed to the low-rate initial production
stage. The language went on to list the types of testing facilities, which included computer simulation and modeling
facilities, measurement facilities; system integration laboratories; simuolated threat HITL. test facilities, namely
REDCAP and AFEWES; installed system test facilities; and open-air ranges such as the Air Force's EMTE

First, cntics say that while the concept of moving resources from Eglin to Nellis does not in itself threaten Air Force

ECDT&E, the Air Force cannot possibly move and then rebuild the EMTE capabilities at Nellis for the $2 2 million

figure submutted to the BRACC. They argue that $2.2 mullion would only cover the actual move iselt and would

make no provisions to add the extensive command and control facilities the critics charge Nellis would require 1o
o~qrade the range (tom a training facility 1o full ECDT&E capability.

i “ spoke with MG Richard Gillis, USAF (ret.), who has argued to the BRACC that the EMTE should remain at
Eglin for several reasons. He has submitted itemized cost data to the BRACC indicating that the true cost of moving
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- the EMTE equipment to Nellis and building the proper facilities for the equipment is actually $11 million He argues
that it is less expensive to maintain the current capabilities of Eglin, where the EMTE command and control facihities

already exist

""" {’ revious investigations of DOD ECDT&E consolidation appear to support Gillis's contentions In 1994, the Board of
‘ectors (vice-chiefs for all the services) studied the issue of consolidating all DOD ECDT&E According 10 the
y, they found that the most capable range in the DOD was the EMTE at Eghn [t also concluded that the most
st-effective DOD plan for joint EC and munitions test consolidation would be to relocate the Navy's China Lake
and Pt. Mugu, CA, facilities to Eglin. Following that study, the Test and Fvaluation Joint Cross Services Group,
which recently studied the DOD ECDT&E consolidation issue for the BRACC, reached the same conclusion This
has led many to question why these findings were not part of the current DOD recommendations, and also why the
Air Force would want to dismantle the EMTE range, which the DOD twice identified as its most capable EC and

munitions test range.

-

The cost to move the AFEWES and REDCARP resources also appears to be in doubt. Sources close to the two
facilities, citing itemized estimates, contend that it would cost $66 7 million to move AFEWES rather than the §5 8 -
million estimated by the DOD BRACC recommendations, and at least $13.8 million to move REDCAP -- not $t 7
million. The sources explained that, from a cost point of view, the Air Force estimates would only hold true if thcrc
were no plans to put the HITL equipment back into service once it was maoved out.west

One reason for the discrepancies is that the Air Force allegedly did not request itemized estimates for moving the
equipment until after the DOD recommendations were made. According to a source familiar with the program,
AFEWES contractor Lockheed-Ft. Worth Co. (Ft. Worth, TX), was not contacted by Air Force officials to determine
the specific costs of moving AFEWES until March 22, three weeks after the DOD submitted its BRAC(C
recommendations Similarly, CALSPAN Corp. (Buffalo, NY), contractor for REDCAP, was not asked to provide a
similur cost estimate until March 21, according to industry sources.

Furthermore, congressional sources indicate that the Air Force has not identified the cost data that 1t used to provide
»‘hc estimates for the EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP DOD recommendations. They claim that if the Air Force cost
were available, they should have been provided to the BRACC information libraries in both the House and the
Ute They indicate that no breakdown of the EMTE, REDCAP and AFEWES cost estimates exists at those sites
An April Government Accounting Office report specifically concerned with the DOD recommendations to the
BRACC finds a similar conclusion regarding many Air Force estimates

Congressional sources suspicious of Air Force intentions also indicated that under the current BRACC system,
military value and operational cost savings are the major criteria by which the DOD recommendations are judged
They further stated that because of the high priority placed on cost savings aver a given period ol time, it is
advantageous for the Air Force to underestimate the cost of the moves if'it wunts to ensure that the BRACC will
accept the recommendations. In essence, not only are the up-front costs of a2 $5 8 million move cheaper than a $66.7
million move, but the payback will also occur significantly sooner.

However, the sources went on to say, if the Air Force underestimates the relocation costs too much, as has been
alleged, then it will either have to "mothball” the equipment indefinitely or identify money elsewhere in its budget to
put the equipment back into service. The sources added that given the DOD funding climate, the former option
secmed more plausible,

What makes the “mothball" scenario more likely for the EMTE, REDCAP and AFEWES equipment, said other

sources, 18 the lack of provision for moving any of the experienced personnel who run the equipment. Concerning the

EMTE, the DOD recommendation calls for the transfer of 52 government positions, mostly from the 46th Test Wing

at Eglin -~ the people responsible for running the EMTE equipment. The sources argued that while the positions are

beiny relocated to Nellis, it was likely that many of the technicians currently filling those positions would find other
\assigaments at Eglm since they are given that option. The sources therefore predicted that most of the positions will

7 Nellis ” empty ' This brings into question where the Air Force plans to find the skilled personnel necessary (o
te the equipment, since many agree that within the Air Force, the current expertise needed to run the EMTE
equipment resides only at Eglin

-
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. With'regard to REDCAP and AFEWES, the DOD recommendations make no provision 10 move any coatractor jubs

from REDCAP or AFEWES 10 Edwards, since the BRACC concerns itself anly with government positions
Operation of both sites relies almost exclusively on a contractor work force This includes approximately SO
CALSPAN personnel who directly maintain and operate REDCAP and 100 Lockheed personnel who pertorm the

“qame functions for AFEWES. Critics argue that the expertise requir.  to operate the equipment does not exist

‘where else. They also say that the Air Force has not come forward with any plan to move CALSPAN or
kheed employees to Edwards. They say that if such a plan existed, it should have been discussed with the
ntractors. Currently, no such plan is known to exist.

Further clouding the issue of cost is the uncertainty surrounding the number of systems the Air Force plans to
relocate. While the DOD recommendations cite 8 closed-loop simulators, Eglin sources contacted during the recent
Dixie Crow Symposium provided a list of 10 systems slated to move as part of the recommendations. Meanwhile,
another source has alleged that 17 systems have been identified following a site visit designated to determine which
assets are to be removed. The same source provided JED with an internal Air Force document, dated March 28, from
th+ 46th EC Test Squadron at Eglin The document purpons to list the capabilities that are to be removed from Fylin
These include.

tcstmg of integrated EC systems such as F 15 TEWS and the US Army's Advanced Threat Radar Jammer for
the Apache

full radar-warning-receiver (RWR) testmg for programs whu,h require high threat density such as the F 10
ALR-56M and the Navy's ALR-67(V)3&4 Advanced Radar Waming Receiver

full RF precision direction tinding development such as the High-Speed Antiradiation Missile (HARM)
Targeting System and E-3 AWACS electronic support measures

EC jamming effectiveness testing for programs such as the EF-1 11 System Improvement Program

electronic countermeasures (ECM) technique development for such programs as the ALQ- 131, 137, 184 pod
optimization and the B-52 ALQ-172 defensive avionics suite

HITL ECM technique development for programs such as the exploitation of SA-8 surface-to-air-missiles and
AC-130 Gunship ECM development

h Y ECM tactics development for Combat Talon 1T and MH-53J Pave Low III electronic wartare suites

countermeasures effectiveness testing for the Navy and Air Force aircrafl as well as dual infrared/RF decoys

" quick reaction jammer and RWR software reprogramming such as Coronet Quick | and Il

contingency deployment ECM system venification for aircraft such as AC-130 A/H and Combat Talon | and 11
radar cross section/chaff bloom measurements for programs such Air National Guard F-16, C-130 radar cross
section and defensive avionics assessment program

The document goes on to say, “We are basically out of any business that requires more than one emitter of a
particular type. This includes all closed-loop ECM testing, especially eflectiveness testing and ECM technique
evaluation measuring miss distances generated This is most of the Electronic Combat testing being accomplished
today.” Critics are concerned that these Air Force ECDT&E testing cupabilities will be lost 11 the DOD
recommendations are approved.

- Finally, crtics contend that if the DOD recommendations are approved by the BRACC and President Clinton, the

plan would put Congress in a "Catch 22" Specifically, a FY95 Senate Appropriattons Comnnttee Report durects the
Air Force to study clectronic networking solutions prior to consolidating any HITL simulation facilitics The reason
for thc mandate is to explore the relatively inexpensive possibility of electronically linking REDCAP and AFEWI:S
to Edwards rather than moving the sites. Similarly, Congress directed the DOD to submit an EC master plan for
congressional approval before moving any simulation equipment out of Eglin However, the final drafls of these
studies are not due to be presented until after Congress is scheduled to vote on the BRACC recommendations

Followmg the DOD recommendations to the BRACC, the committee has until May {7 to hear any arguments
concerning the DOD recommendation before it must present its final draft to President Chinton and ¢ ongress on July
3\ The President must then accept or reject the plan in its entirety. The same is Liue for passage i Congress 10

gress is presented with a BRACC plan whuch includes the current recotmmendations, then it must decide whether

vcct the entire BRACC '95 proposal or allow the recommendations to stand in defiance of i1s own mandates

The potential contlict between the BRACC and congressional mandates is u subject of debate. Air Force sources cite
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" - an unnamed congressional staffer, who assured the service that the mandates would still have to be met even if
Congress passed the BRACC '95 legislation.

However, according to knowledgeable congressional sources contacted by JE1), if Congress is presented with the
—~gurrent EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP recommendations and passes the BRACC '95 legislation. the legislation
~uld take precedence over the mandates, since the BRACC is an actual bill rather than a commuttee mandate The
ces also add that it was extremely unlikely that the conflict would cause Congress to reject the BRACC '9S
vg:slation, which involves approximately 140 other military installations besides the EC test facilities

With the congressional mandates in place, the inclusion of the EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP in the DOD
recommendation took many by surprise. Sources indicated that in light of the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross Seevice
Group findings the DOD had only been giving serious consideration to consolidating range equipment between Fylin
and the Navy's China Lake facility, not Nellis. However, sources allege that senior elements of the Air Force

Materiel Commangd and the Test and Evaluation Directorate implemented their EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP
recommendations at the "11th hour." Such timing prevented any debate within the ECDT&E community concerning,
the wisdom of the moves.

For REDCAP and AFEWES, the April Governmeént Accounting Otfice BRACC report already cited indicated that
the two sites did not meet the minimum personnel requirements of the DOD base re-alignment guidelines and should
not have been included in the DOD recommendations.

While the events seem confusing, the source of concern for many is that by allegedly failing to submit accurate cost
data in the DOD recommendations and failing to ensure that the EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP personnel will
move with the equipment, the Air Force Materiel Command and the Air Force Test and Fvaluation Directorate have
not properly ensured that the EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP equipment will ever be placed back into service once
moved. Consequently, critics also condemn the negative eftect the moves will have on the Air Force EC Test
Process.

" ™\Skeptics suggest two reasons why the future of Air Force ECDT&E is in its current situation. At best, they say. the
Force decided to implement a consolidation of ECDT&E equipment in a particularly carcless manner They
e that if the plan was to consolidate, it was underfunded, improperly staffed and, since the moves were added to
the DOD recommendations at the 11th hour, the chance to debate the plan was never presented to the DOD
ECDT&E community

As an aside, sources added that, with only the F-22 coming down the road as a new program, the Air Force Flight
Test Center at Edwards AFB is running out of missions for its Benefield Anechoic Facility They added that moving
EC HITL testing to Edwards will ensure the need for the facility, temporarily. However they allege that the Air Force
plan does not account for who will run the equipment or how it will tind the money to re-establish the full

capabilities of REDCAP and AFEWES.

At worst, they suggest the March 2 DOD recommendations were a deliberate effort by certain high-ranking elements
~ of the Air Farge to weaken, if not kill, key elements of its EC Test Process

Expounding on this second scenario, eritics suggest that amid the shrinking defense budget, the battle between the
acquisition and the testing elements of the Air Force has finally surfaced, with the acquisition elements in control.
They suggested that the acquisitions camp finds the potentially costly price tag of testing (and retesting) too
expensive for their constrained program budgets. Thus, System Program Offices (SPOs), especially the F-22, have
sought to bypass currently mandated EC testing procedures in favor of their own programs in an effort to cut costs

Last year, according to congressional sources, Congress requested that the F-22 System Program Office clearly
define in an F-22 Electronic Combat Effectiveness Testing Report, what testing it planned to do at REDCAP and
~AFEWES. This plan, due March 1, had not been delivered at press time The sources further allege that without
DCAP and AFEWES available to test the F-22 Integrated Electronic Warfare System (INEWS). Congress would
»Vrd pressed to find an Air Force facility that could properly test the INEWS against simulated integrated air
ense systems and missile threats -- leaving the SPO to find a way 10 test the system itselt. The F-22 SPO did not
respond to JED queries regarding these allegations.
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Critics believe that if REDCAP and AFEWES are relocated to Edwards -- and are mothballed or lose capabilities due
to the reasons cited above -- developmental EC systems testing would likely emphasize more expensive open-air
testing, since that is the current focus of the Flight Test Center at Edwards. More importantly, critics argue that the
rgosts associated with hardware fixes are extremely expensive once testing reaches the open air phase They cite
-rent Air Force efforts to fix ALQ-161A as an example.

%wcver, retired USAF L.t Gen Howard Leaf, director of Air Force test and cvaluation, did agree 1o address some of
these allegations. "The Air Force is participating in the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process and is
responding to consolidation recommendations forwarded to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)," said [.eaf

"in a written response to .J/:/) queries. "Equipment and manpower positions that would be located under the BRAC
recommendations and their receiving locations are being refined during site visits."

However, Leaf asserted that since "the majority of all Air Force developmental test and evaluation and a large
portion of its operational test and evaluation are currently conducted at Edwards AFB and Nellis Range Complex,
command and control facilities sufficient for test and evaluation exist." Further, Leaf said, “Hiring of additional
personnel and appropriate training will be accomplished if required "

The DOD recommendations do not violate the intentions of Congress, Leaf said. "The Air Force has not moved any
electronic warfare simulation equipment, and thus has not violated congressional direction “

In conclusion, Leaf said, "The Air Force remains strongly commutted to the electronic warfare test process and our
ability to implement it. Costs associated with reactivating needed test and evaluation capabilities realigned by the
BRAC process are borne by the BRAC; these funds are set aside for this purpose only "

At press time, the executive board of the BRACC was scheduled to meet with GAO and DOD officials to specifically
eddress test and evaluation issues. It remained unclear whether the issues raised by critics of the DOD
_recommendations for EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP facilities would be heard at that meeting. -- /. Know/ey

_ ‘RJ Gets New Manager
w

MAJ Glenn J. Benecke has been named the new assistant project manager for the US Army's Advanced Threat Rada
Jammer (ATRIJ). Major Benecke replaces Cheryl Meter at the Army's Aviation Electronic Combat Office in St
Louis. Meier is leaving for a position at the Monsanto Corp

Major Benecke previously served as an assistant professor of physics and research otficer at the US Military

Academy, West Point, NY. He commanded B Company, 1-13th Aviation Regiment at Ft Rucker, AL. He also was
an OH-58D and night vision goggle instructor pilot at Ft. Rucker. He also has served in Germany.

Major Beneke is a graduate of West Point and entered the Army as a second lieutenant in 1980 He will report to
COL Roy Oler, project manager for aviation electronic combat. - 8. Hardy

Last-Minute Switches on IEWCSS Teams

EW companies vying for a piece of the US Army's Intelligence and EW Common Sensor System (IEWCSS) program
did some last-minute pushing and shoving as the May 14 deadline for bids approached. As teams finally fell into
placed, the list of companies which decided not to bid proved almost as interesting as the roster of confirmed players

Now entering its production phase, the IEWCSS is designed to provide a common suite of direction-finding and
jamming equipment for US Army light and heavy ground combatants, as well as an airborne package carried aboard
~an EH-60 helicopter. The suite includes the TACJAM-A ESM and jamming system and the CHALS-X target locator,
~ of which are up for bid as part of the production program. Also on the block is a contract to integrate this
'“v)mcm, as well as an ELINT unit from Condor Systems, into the three target platforms

The surprising head of the list of TEWCSS spectators is Electrospace Systems Inc. Electrospace is the mcumbent on
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- the program. Company officials, citing corporate policy, declined to comment Other industry sources also offered no
explanations for Electrospace’s decision not to offer a bid.

Meanwhile, AEL and Lockheed Sanders, teamed in a joint venture for development of the TACJAM-A equipment,
~.attempted to make separate deals with Electronics and Space Corp. and Loral, respectively, to pursuc other portions
“the program. However, AEL has dropped its outside deal for fear of conflict within the joint venture. Fresh off of
iving 8 $24 9 million increment of a potential $55.5 million contract (signed during the advanced development
%c of the program) for six TACJAM-A ESM systems, the venture will pursue the TACJIAM-A portion of the

program.

Of course, some negotiations have proven more successful, and a line up of competitors has started to emerge. Two
teams will pursue the integration phase of the program. One, led by Magnavox Electronic Systems Co. and including
Motorola and California Microwave, has added a new partner. AAT Corp. has joined the team to handle the training

aspects of the deal. This group will oppase a téam of Loral and Lockheed Sanders.

For the TACJAM-A portion, the Sanders/AEL joint venture will see competition from Electronics and Space Corp
and potentially AlliedSignal (the latter company could not be contacted by press time). For the CHALS-X,
incumbent Loral Federal Systems will face off against Electronics and Space Corp., with AlliedSignal again
mentioned as a potential competitor. Loral Federal recently received an $8 9 million modification to a pervioius
contract for the CHALS-X.

Industry sources expect the Army to announce the winners this September - S. Hardy

B-2 Radar Test Set Pact Awarded

Northrop Grumman Corp , prime contractor on the B-2 stealth bomber program, has awarded a $2 8 million contract
to AAI Corp. for development of the aircraft's radar test set A separate contract for systent production 1s expected (o
follow.

“system will test the B-2's position location transponders. Working with the aircrafl's radar and the radur of other
aft, enables air-to-air identification and navigations in all weather conditions - S. Hardy

Navy to Test Combat ID Solution this Summer

The US Navy Space Command will bring a new, situational-awareness-based combat identification technology to the
annual All-Service Combat Identification (ACID) exercise scheduled for August 27-September 16, 1995 at Camp
Shelby, Ml. Known as Situational Awareness Beacon with Reply (SABER), the UHF-based system relies on both
GPS/SATCOM links and direct line-of-sight links to track the locations of friendly units, preventing fratricide
through constant, accurate positional updates

SABER is the first emerging technology confirmed for participation in thc ACID exercise, although both the US
Army, with its Battlefield Combat Identification System, and the Marine Corps, with its noncooperative VSX-2, are
considering bringing their new systems to Camp Shelby (see this month's cover story on combat 1D, p. 35). Held
annually, the ACID exercisc feeds new and existing combat identification systems into a small-scale battle
demonstration to evaluate both technologies and methodologies. ACID itself'is a specialized test group based at
Eglin AFB, FL, and funded by the Pentagon's Joint Combat Identification Office (JCIDO).

While the other services have invested in direct, platform-to-platform cooperative identification systems, the Navy
has approached the antifratricide problem from a different angle According to the Naval Space Command's
Commander Austin Boyd, "in the Navy, when we think fratricide, we tend to think, particulurly from a shipbeard
point of view, of what's over the horizon and that's difterent..from the Army perspective of antifratricide. which is
“who i« & kilometer to two kilometers in front of me?...Or from an Air Force point of view, which is who is closing on
/ith a four to eight hundred-knot closure speed that | have to make a missile decision on in a few seconds?"

s

In January 1994, the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Space Systems Division, and the JCIDO funded the
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. dévélopmcm of SABER, which coordinates over-the-honzon, GPS-sourced information with a local, 27-MHz, Uil
line-of-sight capability. Positions are displayed automatically in existing C2 systems (TAC-3, soon to be TAC-4)
using the Joint Military Command Information Systems software (which is evolving into the Global Command and
Control System standard). SABER beacons report unit positions once every 12 sec, the system network itself can

''''' \,_?pdatc 100 positions every two minutes through a single 5-kHz UHF SATCOM channel

Navy developed SABER with shipboard applications in mind, but the cigar-box-sized unit has also provoked
‘grest from the air and ground communities. According to Boyd, SABER recently complcted a
technical/operational evaluation at Little Creek Amphibious Base, VA, in which it tracked beacons attached 1o one
P-3 aircrafl, two seaborne vessels and two HMMW Vs over the course of a week For the ACID demonstration, he
" continued, the Navy is preparing to deploy about 30 beacons on Aegis cruisers, tanks, Bradley fighting vehicles, 7
fighter aircrafl and possibly a C-130, plus two C2 sites

One particular "layer” of SABER that ACID will explore will be the "Don’t Shoot Me™ (DSM) net concept - the thp
side of units' reporting position information to a central C2 center. In a DSM net, said Boyd, the €2 site (linked to a
weapon system, possibly) could issue the coordinates of an impending strike, {or instance, and tequest that any unit at
that spot report back. - Z. Lum

Laser Warning Becomes International Priority

The success of laser-guided smart weapons during Operation Desert Storm has sparked an interest in the
development and acquisition of adequate warning systems. Judging from the array of equipment on display at the
recent IDEX '95 conference in Abu Dhabi, countries around the world have not only attempted to meet their intesnal
laser-related requirements, but appear ready to export their technologies to willing customers.

Most of the better-known laser warning systems come from NATO countries Examples of these warners include the

AVR-2 from Hughes Danbury Optical Systems of the US and the Common Opto-Electronic Laser Detection System

_ (COLDS) from Daimler-Benz Aerospace of Germany. However, non-NATO countries have also tackled the problem
"Mof combating laser-guided weapons. o

Mw‘zxample, Fotona of Slovenia exhibited the LIRD-1 and -1A laser irradiation detector and warner systems The
systems are designed to warn ground vehicle crews of radiation trom pulsed laser rangefinders or laser
illuminator/designators. The basic LIRD-1 consists of a Detector Head Unit and an Indicator Unit The former
consists of direct and indirect detection modules which provide 360” coverage Signals picked up by the detector are
passed to the Indicator Unit, which provides an audio warning and displays both the direction of the incoming
radiation and the threat type.

The LIRD-1A adds automatic discharge of smoke grenades and a slightly modified [ndicator Unit to the basic
package. The timing of smoke grenade launching can be adjusted by the user, from 0 5 to S sec after initial detection
The user alsv may cancel sinoke dispensing if the situation warranis,

According to Bozo Vukas, head of marketing and sales for the company (which recently changed its name from Iskra
Electro-Optika), the LIRD | and -1 A are particularly well suited to T-72 and 1'-5S tank apphications The LIRD-2M,
not on display at the show, ofters similar protection tor surtace ships

Al Technique Corp of Pakistan (Pvt) Ltd. also has addressed the protection of tanks built in the former Soviet Union.

According to Dr. Badar Suleman, manager of R&D for the company. a US-led embargo of technology has forced

Pakistan to develop an internal development capability to meet its defense needs. 'L he Laser Uhreat Scnsor (1L18) |

represents one result. The system operatcs in the 0.8- to 1. 06-pm wavelength and provides 160° of coverage with 15°

of resolution. Elevation cavers -15° to 190° The I.TS 1 will distinguish between YAG laser tangefindets and target

designatars and can operate in conjunction with acoustic alarms, simoke generators and "other countermeasures
'\Pakislan's T-69 and T-59 tankys currently use the system, Dr. Suleman said

--v’vher country that has battled embargo, South Affica, also exhibited a home-grown laser warning system Butdt by
itronics, the LWS-200 Laser Warning System 15 available as a stand-alonc capabihity or can be purchased as part
of the company's Multi-Sensor Warning System. The LWS-200 can accommodate. up to six sensors for 360"
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. detection of both direct and indirect laser emissions The system's analyzer can discriminate among designator,
beamrider or ranging laser sources for threat identification. The standard configuration covers the 0 0- to | 8-pum
range, but extended frequency coverage is available Sensitivity ranges from 20 W/m2 at 0.9 pm to 14 W/m2 at | 06
pm. Ruby, GaAs, NdYAG and Raman Shifted lasers fall within the system'’s capabilitics
k ~cording to sources at Avitronics, the company initially developed the system for helicopters before expanding the

e of applications to include ground vehicles and ships. For tanks, the company is investigating a turret slewing

W oiliny.

Finally, the Russian Federation exhibited a laser countermeasures system, called the Shtora-1, which appeared to
include a laser-waring capability. Billed as a "jamming and optical countermeasures” system, the Shtora-1 includes
smoke grenades and an "optronic jammer.” However, system specifications included a "range of 1eceived lnser
radiation" of 0.6 to 1.1 um and "elevation angle degree” of -5° to +25° The system automatically dispenses smoke or
activates the jammer, which operates in the 0 7- to 2.5-um range. Russian representatives al the display were not
forthcoming with additional details. - §. Hardy ’ : :

Return to Home Page ) ‘ o S




Document Separator



e b e Y PRt AL et 4T |G Rt

Fop . Sreve A C’-/<F/2M4A/
,047‘675

Industry officials say service underestimated impact of dosure . .

USAF BRAC CHOICES COULD DISRUPT ELECTRONIC WARFARE TESTING

. The Air Force’s decision to close two small test and evaluation facilities could disrupt electronic combat
effectiveness testing for Air Force electronic warfare systems for up to three years and result in significantly higher
costs than what the service projected in its recent recommendations to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission
Industry officials contend the Air Force substantially underestimated the potential eroployment impact of closing both
the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) activity at Ft. Worth, TX, and the Real-Time
Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) facility at Buffalo, NY, and maintain that the excess capacity and
redundancy cited by the Air Force is overstated.

INDUSTRY: USAF UNDERESTIMATES BRAC IMPACT . . . begins page one

10

Earlier this month, Sen. Alfonse D* Amato blasted the Air Force, charging that the service was trying to use the
base closure process to avoid critical electronic combat effectiveness testing for the service’s high-priority F-22 fighter
program (Inside the Air Force, March 10, p1). D’ Amato cited problems with the B-1 bomber’s electronic countermea-
sures suite, which he said was inadequately tested, as a reason to ensure that F-22 electronic warfare capabilities are
roughly evaluated.

Under the service’s recommendation to the base closure cornmission, both REDCAP and AFEWES would
close sometime in FY-98, according to the Air Force's Feb. 1995 report to the defense secretary on base closure
recommendations. The Air Force Flight Test Center at Edwards AFB, CA, is slated to absorb the workloads from
AFEWES and REDCAP.

The Air Force, in its recommendations to the defense secretary, opted to close AFEWES and REDCAP because
the service projected future workloads at those facilities to be 28 percent and 10 percent of czpacity, respectively. The
Joint Cross-Service Group assessed the future workloads for test and evaluation facilities by “averaging the workioad
for FY-92 and FY-93 and multiply[ing] this average by an index of 0.72. The 0.72 index was provided by the
(Pentagon's) Comptroller based on the declining T&E budget through 2001, according to an Air Force response to
questions from /nside the Air Force.

The service also estimated the employment impact to be the loss of nine jobs from the closure of AFEWES and
five jobs for REDCAP, Although the number of service personnel supporting the two facilities is very small, the Air
Force’s estimates failed to consider dozens of contractor personnel who would likely be affected by basing actions,
industry sources said.

To close AFEWES and REDCAP, the Air Force anticipates a one-time cost of $5.8 million and $1.7 million,
respectively.

However, as recently as March 23, Lockheed, “at the request of the Air Force, provided detailed cost dam for
AFEWES relocation that totalled over $65 million,” according to responses by AFEWES-contractor Lockheed Fort
Worth Company (LFWC) to questions from Inside the Air Force. The projected $65 million bill includes disassem-
bling, transporting, reassembling and integrating AFEWES equipment at its new home at Edwards AFB. “The
equipment to be moved includes, potentially, all 39 threat simulators, support equipment and spares in which the Air
Force has invested $325 million,” according to LFWC,

Furthermore, an “operational readiness imapact for up to three years” is expected while the AFEWES simulators
are “disassembled, moved, reassembled and integrated, and Edwards AFB personnel are trained on simulator opera-
tion and maintenance,” LEWC stated.

AFEWES is a government-owned, contractor operated electronic warfare hardware-in-the-loop test facility run
by LFWC, which employs about 50 personnel to support AFEWES operations and maintenance and another 50 to
support AFEWES upgrades, according to 2 Lockheed. Should the facility close, “it is unclear what would happen to
the employees,” with some Likely to be absorbed by the company, but “there would be no guarantee that jobs could be
found for all,” according to LFWC.

The AFEWES facility includes hardware and software systems that simulate surface-to-air missiles, airborne
interceptor radars, anti-aircraft artillery radars, and command control and communicazions networks, according to a
Lockheed description of the pragram. LFWC claims such equipment is unique, “not only in the United States but in
the world.” Among the unique capabilities at AFEWES are a “multple emitter generator,” and an infrared laboratory
capable of a large quantity of IR threat simulations, according to LFWC.

The REDCAP facility, located in Buffalo, NY, is operated by the company Calspan, and employs “about 50
people directly on REDCAP,” including one Air Force representative, with an additional 25 personnel serving in
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BASE CLOSURE ANALYSIS EMPHASIZED T&E RANGES OVER HARDWARE SYSTEMS

. As the Air Force prepared its recommendations on test and evaluation facilides to the defense secretary for the
/ (® 1995 base closure process, the service followed a rigorous process of analysis to determine which of its installations
/

warranted closure or realignment. To assess the overall capabilities of the services, a Joint Cross-Service Group
evaluated test facilifies against a number of criteria, ncluding physical value, critical air and sea space, hardware in
the Joop, installed system test facilities, and integration labs, as well as topographic and climatic features.

Test and evaluation centers received a weighted “grade” depending on “the mission of the facility, with most
weight being assigned to the component reflecting the primary mission,” according to the Air Force's Feb, 1995
report w the defense secretary on the service's recommendations to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission.

Of the three categories of T&E facilities evaluated, electronic combat centers earned a total weight of 15
versus 3 weight of 70 assigned to armaments and weapons test centers. Air vehicle test centers received a weight of 15,
bringing a total of 100 between the three T&E categories. In judging test and evaluation centers, the joint cross-
service group placed substantially greater emphasis criteria such as “air and sea space” and “open air range” than on
“hardware-in-the-loop™ and installed systems, according to the Air Force’s base closure report to the defense secretary.

Prior to settling on the decision to close the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator activity and

B e uce T

‘s Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor facility and move test capabilities to Edwards, the Joint Cross-
“ Service Group cogsidered transferring both the REDCAP and AFEWES workloads to Navy Air Warfare Center
0 installations at either Patuxent River, MD or at Pt. Mugu, CA. The Air Force determmined that such moves would

“not provide either the cost savings or the farge aircraft test capabilities that a move to Edwards accomplishes,”
according to the service report.

A

i support functions, according to 2 source familiar with the facility. REDCAP allows electronic warfare equipment such

i as jammers to be tested against simulated integrated air defense systems tailored to represent a specific operating

¢ environment like Southwest Asia or the Korean Penigsula.

The cost to move REDCAP capabilities to Edwards could be “a factor of 10 higher” than what the Air Force
estimates in its BRAC recommendations as well, the source said. The facility’s technical equipment “was never made
"/-\‘i to be shipped,” the source said.

R LFWC and other industry offictals also take issue with the Aix Force's assessment of low future workloads for
REDCAP and AFEWES. The AFEWES infrared laboratory, for example, “is forecast to be almost 100 percent
utlized” for the next two years, LFWC stated. “There is no reason to believe . . . that {AFEWES) utilization will
decrease 1o 28 percent,” LFWC added. In order to decrease overall electronic combat program development costs,
“the Air Force and DOD actually emphasize more hardware-in-the-loop and installed system test facility testing as
part of the ‘EC Test Process,”™ according to LEWC. S——

or its part, the REDCAP facility in the last year was utilized nearly to capacity, such that no additional

orkloads could have been accommodated, a source said. At the same time, “if you wanted to make REDCAP look
bad, you would say that testing only occurs when there are operators in the chairs™ actually performing system
evaluations. However, the preparations required for a system to be tested at REDCAP can take more than six months
to complete, the source said. A test involving a simulated integrated air defense system, for example, *“takes six to pine
months to prepare for five weeks of testing,” the source said. — Tom Cu!
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-« AIR FORCE BASE CLOSURE CANDIDATES DRAW FIRE ON CAPITOL HILL

Crying foul, an influential legislator took to the floor of the Senate last week to upbraid the Air Force for trying
to use the base closure process lo avoid electronic combat etfectiveness testing for the service’s high-priority F-22
fighter program. The Air Force’s recommendation to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission to close two

small test and evaluation facilitics where testing for the electronic combat effectiveness of -

fighter would take place drew fire on itol

to the Air Force statement,

anced tactical

\ . b il il March 2 from Senate Appropriations Conunittee member Sen.
) _ﬁ}foq,s'feTD;"A\rﬁaté (R-NY), Tong a critic of the service’s F-22 test plans.

=" While the Air Foree Gites excess capacity and redundancy as reasous to close the service’s Real-Tine Digitally
Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) activity and the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator
(AFEWES) activity, D’ Amnato charged in remarks on the Senzte floor that the Air Force axed those facilities because
the service “has something (o hide™ about electronic combat effectiveness testing for the F-22, ,

—"The Senate Appropriations Committee’s report on the FY-95 defense appropriations bill directed the assismant
secretary of the Air Force to submit a report by Martch 1 that outlines the cost and schedule impacts of revising the F-
22’s test and evaluation master plan to include more robust electronic combat effectiveness testing. The report is to
include “thorongh electronic combat testing” at the REDCAP and AFEWES (ucilities and should identify funding
“required between fiscal years 1996-99 to allow [REDCAP and AFEWES] to thoroughly undertake effectiveness
testing in integrated avionics suites,” according to the Senate pancl’s report. '

e Air Force was expected to deliver that report to Congress March 9, according 1o a setvice response to
yuestions from Jnside the Atr Force. '[he report, written by an ad hoc team of the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board,
concludes that “the Air Force F-22 System Program Office has thoroughly analyzed the test facility opportunities and
established a test plan based not only on the facility assessments, but on the costs of both upgrade and use,” according

The study sought to determine whether the “available govemment EC [electronic combat) test facilities,”
including REDCAP, AFEWES, the Air Combat Environment Test and Evaluation Facility, the Avionics Test and Integration
Complex and the Westemn Test Range, “will be effectively employed to test F-22 subsystems,” according to the statement.

“We expect to be sandbagged on the report,” a congressional official said, who added the F-22 would most
likely come through electronic combat effectiveness testing “with flying colors™ and that the Air Force could “run
around fwith the test results] like it was a straight-A repont card,” the official said.

Although the F-22 program has been heralded by top Air Force leaders as a model development effort and
recently passed its air vehicle critical design review, the stealthy fighter program’s test plans have been repeatedly
criticized by congressional testing advocates. D’ Amato attacked the service's test profile for electronic combat
effectiveness, citing the example of the B-1 bomber, which has yet to be outfitted with adequate electronic coumtermeasures.

The senator promised to “lead the fight to strike F-22 funds” in coming budget deliberations. D’ Amato “can
fight a gnerilla war” over the F-22, given that the program is so tightly budgeted that a relatively small adjustment in-
funding could mean significantly increased costs down the road, according to a congressional swmffer. “If the Air Force
wants to play dirty, Sen. D’ Amato can teach them a few things about street fighting,” the official said.

D’ Amato took issue with the list of Defense Department-recommended military facilities forwarded last month
to the base closure commission that would close “two very small T&E facilities with a combined FY-95 budget of less
than $20 million,” while other Air Force T&E facilities went untouched. “The Air Force {tried] to eliminate the
facilities that could have rendered a judgment on the effectiveness of the F-22. Obviously, the Air Force has some-
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thing to hide, If they will not test it, we will not buy it,™
D’ Amato said.

The Air Force recommended closing the REDCAP
facility, located at Buffalo, NY, b¥cause the facility's
projected workload is “only 10 percent of its available
capacity,” according to the Defense Department’s report
to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission,
released publicly Feb. 28. The irmpact to the Buffalo area
from the closure of REDCAP would be “a maximum
potential reduction of § jobs,” according to the DOD base
closure report.

The service tagged AFEWES, at Fort Worth,
TX, for closure because its workioad will require only
28 percent of capacity. The Air Force Flight Test
Center at Edwards AFB, CA, will absorb the workload
for both REDCAP and AFEWES, since those systems’
“basic hardware in the loop infrastructure is duplicated
at other Air Force T&E facilities,” according to the
DOD report.

Electronics testing is not the only controversial test
issue. The F-22’s live-fire test plan is currently under
review by an independent Natignal Acaderay of Sciences-
sponsored panel. At issue is whether the Defense Depart-
ment may waive full-up survivability testing, despite
the fact that it failed to apply for such a waiver before
the milestone IT acquisition decision was wade, as is
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as a counter to enermy air defenses and to a Russian fighter, the Multi-role Fighter lmcrcept'f)r. expected 1o be ficlded
in quantity by 2020 (Jnside the Air Force, April 1, 1954, p3).
The Air Force plans to build 442 F-22s,

SEN. McCAIN BLASTS CLINTON’S CRITICISM OF ‘ISOLATIONIST’ CONGRESS

Scn. John McCain (R-AZ) last week had harsh words for a foreign policy speech Prefident Clinton made in
which he referred to Republicans as “hypocrites” and their foreign policy agenda as “isolationist.”

- “I have always respected the foreign policy precogatives of the commander-in-chief,™ said McCain, a
former Navy pilot who spent more than five years as a prisoner of war in Victnam. “Bbt I must say that at times
my fidelity to that principal has been tested by the frustration | have experienced as | have seen threats left
unanswered and opportunitics left unexploited by a foreign policy that as far as I can determine has no concep-
tual framework to guide it.” .

McCain was referring to a speech Clinton gave last Wednesday (March 1) injwhich he referred to
members of the 104th Congress as “the new isolationists” for their recent efforts to limit U.S, involvement in
international peacekeeping missions. Doing so would “radically revise the fundamentals of our foreign policy.”
Clinton said, charging that chublxcans would “deny resources to pcncckccpcrs and even to our troops, and,
instead; squander them on Star Wars.”

Speaking at the same podium about 12 hours later, McCain blasted Clinton’s foreign
and lacking vision, and challenged Clinton’s description of Republicaas as isolationists.

“I’ve also observed that because Republicans may be more reluctant after our experience in Somalia and
Bosnia to run with a chain of command with more dual-key command structures does not make us isolation-
ists,” McCain said. “Nor do our rescrvations about continuing to waste significant amounts of money on
sustainable development rather than using foreign aid to strictly serve the national secjirity interests of the
United States make us isolationist. Nor does our diswess in witnessing the United Statés succumb to nuclear
blackmail with North Korea make us hypocrites.”

McCain credited Clinton with inspiring Republicans to push for new peacekeeping legislation and other laws
that limit the president’s role in involving the country in such commitments,

The “inconsistency” that “has marked so much of the president’s foreign policy, from Bosnia to Korea, has
provided the incentive for congrcss:onal activism arguing for more realistic and steadfast foreign policies,”
McCain said.

Both Clinton and McCain made their comrments at a two-day conference sponsored by the Nixon Center for
Peace and Freedom, enttled “Definimg an American Role in an Uncertain World.™ |

!
i
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licies as “inconsistent”

LAWMAKER SAYS USAF USED BASE CLOSURE PROCESS TO EVADE F-22 TESTS

Sen. A1 D’ Amato (R-NY), never shy about expressing his opinions, last week accusel the Air Force of using the
base closure process to subvert testing requirements for the service’s prized F-22 Advanced Tactical Fighter. In a
March 2 floor statement, D’ Amato, a senior member of the Sénate Appropriations defense{subcommittee, said the A jr
Force wants to close two facilities — one located in D’ Amato’s home state ~ where Congress directed clectronic
combat testing of the F-22 be performed. “What is it about electronic combat effectiveness testing that terrifies the Air
Force?” D'Amato asked.

In the FY-95 Defense Appropriations Act, Congress said it was concerned the F-22 test and evaluation master
plan (TEMP) did not provide for sufficient electronic combat testing of the aircraft prior tq production. As a result, the
act directed the Air Force to deliver, by March 1, a report outlining the cost and schedule impacts as well 2s the
technical and operational advantages or disadvantages of revising the TEMP “to include significantly more thorough
electronic combat effectiveness testing.”

The report is to include, as a baseline, “thorough tlectronic combat testing at the Real-Time Electromagnetic
Digitally Controlied Analyzer and Processor (REDCAP) and the Air Force Electronic W Evaluation Smoulator
(AFEWES). The aircraft is also to be tested at an installed system test facility with a capable wide spectrum radio
frequency generator that js interfaced for real-time control from remote facilities and 2 high capability dome, visual
system cockpit simulator, according to the Senate Appropriations Committee’s FY-95 de spending report.

The committee said it is important for the F-22 to demonstrate its capabilities “in an pffensive air superiority
mission against a full array of likely threats,” which should chude 2 modern integrated air defense system.

D’ Amato said March 1 has come and gone, but no report has been delivered. “Howeler, there bas been an
interesting development,” he said. On Feb. 28, the Pentagon unveiled the list of bases and facilities it is proposing for
closure or realignment. D’ Amato said the Air Force operates 10 major test and evaluation facilitics and not one of
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- Grand Forks would “put Minot at risk. It’s important we all understand that.”

. Minot AFB, could not be chosen without Russian approval (Inside the Air Force, March 3, p.9).
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these was recommended for closure. However, REDCAP and AFEWES, described by D’Amato
evaluation facilities, were on the closure list,

et

“smaller’ test and

“The one facility mentioned in the Sepate report that was not closed, the installed system test facility, belongs to

the Navy. Apparently, the Air Force could not get at it,” D’ Amato said.

According to the Pentagon's base closure report, the REDCAP activity, located in Buffalo, NYY, is to be
“disestablished™ and “required test activities and necessary support equipment” are to be relocated o the Air Force

Flight Test Center at Edwards AFB, CA. DOD estimates $11 million over 20 years will be saved
which it says was recommended initially by the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group.

ough the move,

The AFEWES activity is located in Ft. Worth, TX, and, like REDCAP, the Air Force proposds moving necessary

equipment to Edwards AFB. “Projected workload for AFEWES was only 28 percent of its availab
explains the base closure package. An estimated $6 million would be saved over a 20-year period,
D’Amato said the “most perplexing thing about the aversion of thc Air Force to proper t
that the B-2 program is about to undertake tests at the REDCAP very similar to those being avoide
Waxing philosophical, D’ Amato then asked: Is the B-2 successful because it was thoroughly teste]
succcssful so it is (now] being thoroughly tested? Either way, what lesson can we draw about the
’3 With defense budgets decreasing, Congress cannot afford to invest money in programs that d
advcmsed D'Amato contnued. “Congress gave the Air Force the opportunity to prove its claims n
A% he said. “The Air Force responded by trying to eliminate the facilities that could have rendered a J
cﬁ'ectxveness of the F-22. Obviously, the Air Force has something to hide. If they will not test it, w
A1r Force officials could not be reached for comment at press time. — Richard Lardner
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RAC, DOD TIMETABLES CLASH ON GRAND FORKS AFB REALIGNMENT

Members of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commxsswn this week raised concer
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panel is to decide whether to recommend the realignment of Grand Forks AFB, ND, well before th
scheduled to determine whether such a change makes sense. The Defense Department has deferre
years a recommendation on whether to realign Grand Forks, which the United States identified in

for nearly two
¢ 1972 Ant-

Ballistic Missile Treaty as its single site for a strategic defense system. Although the ABM system has not yet been

built, the assumption has been that if it is built in the future, it will be at Grand Forks.

According to the Pentagon, Grand Forks’ 321st Missile Group would be inactivated and the base realigned

unless the defense secretary prior to December 1996 “determines that the need to retain ballistic missile defense
ieanwhile, the

.

options effectively precludes this action,” in the words of DOD’s recently released BRAC report. )
BRAC Commission is scheduled to submit its list of recommendations to the president by mid-Ma

“1f we don’t bear a word about Grand Forks by May 17, we could be in the position™ of]
make a recommendaton on it, BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said at a hearing Monday.

The DOD report said that if the defense secretary determimes that Grand Forks should not be
AFB, ND, will be realigned mstead, and the 91st Missile Group will inactivate.

One BRAC commissioner, Rebecca Cox, sought to determine whether the panel should rega
that might realistically be realigned. In response, Alr Force Secretary Sheila Widnall said that deci

It remains uncertain if the Russians would agree to allow the United Smés to shift its designa
site from Grand Forks to another location under the ABM Treaty. The treaty would permit the Uni]
designate Washington, D.C., as the country’s new missile site if Grand Forks closed, but another Iq

Treaty concerns aside, the Pentagon may choose o maintain Grand Forks for operational and
having worked with the assumption over many years that it would be the site for a ballistic missile

being unable to

realigned, Minot

d Mot as a base
ing not to realign

ted ABM missile

ted States to
ycation, such as

logistical reasons, .
defense system.

McCAIN QUESTIONS NAVY ON BRAC RECOMMENDATIONS . . . begins on page one

maybe we ought to just see how you feel about it and [(have you] make those recommendations.”

A Dalton spokesman denied that politics played s role in the secretary’s decision to reco
of only one California base, the Long Beach Nava] Shipyard. “If politics had played a role in this
odd {the secretary would] recommend that Long Beach be closed when it would bave a larger mp
other [bases],” the spokesman said following the hearing,

During March 6 testimony before the BRAC Commission, Dalton said that in addition to Lot
Navy’s base structure evaluation commirtee (BSEC) had advised closing the Naval Warfare Asses
Corona, the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center in Oakland, the Western Division Naval Facilities )
Command in San Francisco and the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Construction and Repair Facility, also in

In response to questioning by McCain, Dalton told the Senate Armed Services Committee od
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COVER STORY

DEFENSE T&E FOCUSES
ON CONSOLIDATION

WILLAM B. SCOTT/WASHINGTON AND WHITE SANDS, N.M.

Trailing the sharp downturn in new system ocquisitions by sev-
eral years, the defense test and evaluation community is still
enjoying healthy workloads, olthough tighter budgels are forc-
ing cutbacks and more efficiency. This reoort explores the sub-
stantial chonges the U.S. defense T&E infrastructure must un-

he Defense Dept.’s test and evaluation

infrastructure is in the early stages of o
sweeping, budget-driven transition that will
see large range complexes, resources and
missions consolidoted across service lines.

Faced with inevitable cuts, forwarddook-
ing Pentagon lecders olready have tok-
en steps to preempt military service and
field unit parochialism in the name of in-
creased overall efficiency. However, real
test and evaluation {T&E) gains are inex-

conducts most of the Air Force’s oircraft
development work, is expecting a 40%
drop in flight test hours by Fiscal 1996
(AWAST Apr. 18, p. 44).

Funds to support T&E will decrease ac-

cordingly, but ot an even faster rate than

test workloads. To compensate, the T&E
community must realize greater near-derm
efficiencies in order 1o get the most from
diminishing resources while still ensuring
that military systems perform as intended

tricably tied to defense acquisition reform;‘/wh{eu_ delivered to field units.

he Pentagon has been forcing im-

ond Congress having the courage to r
linquish its chronic
‘micromanagement
of wecpon sysiem
develepment. Con-
cressional decisicns
chbout the next
rsunc of kase cics-
ing: onc realign-
ments alse will have
¢ profound effect on
the defense festing
community, which
in general escaped
ecrlier cuts.

Senior Defense
Dep:., U.S. Air
Force, Navy, Army
end Marine Carps
leaders—realizing
thas significant cut-
backs ond changes are inevitable—have
toxen initial steps to shrink the nation’s T&E
infrastructure by consolidating and elec-
tronicolly linking range operations, ex-
panding the use of simulation and initiat-
ing cooperative test planning. High-value,
uniaue test capabilities are being pro-
tecied—even upgroded in some cases—
to ensure what remains is copable of ful-
filling Defense Dept. T&E needs.

hese actions anficipate a significent
decrease in test workload during the icte
1990s as the number of new deiense sys-
tems anz wecpons upgrodes plummers.
For instance, Eawards AFE, Calir., which

45

A helicopter mockup spews flares as it
slides along o three-mi. long, 2.5-in. dia.
Keviar cable at White Sands, N.M.

proved T&E efficiency over the lost five
vears or so and has made signiticant
progress. The services now are using com-
mon airborne instrumentation systems ond
introducing GPS-based time-spoce posi-
tioning equipment. “Live-fire” test focilities
ot China Loke Calif., ond Wright Patter-
son AFB, Ohio, have been upgraded to
meet current stanaards. A new smari-my-
nitions test suite, the lorge blest thermc!
simulator and on ceriol cable fociity are

AVIATION WEZK & SPACE TECHNOIOGY fJune 13, 1994

dergo during the next few years os consolidation and interser-
vice cooperation become the rule rather than exception. It also
highlighrs difficult conflicts foced by the Pentagon——merging troin-
ing ond testing resources lo preclude costly duplicction, while
baffhng political forces bent on prolecting jobs cnd focilities.

being buili—or ore in service—ct the
White Sends Missile Range, adding need-
ed copabilities for evoluating next-gen-
eration wecpons. The climatic loboratory
ct Eglin AFB, Flo., is being upgraded. Air
combct testing resources—including ¢ new
oerial torget control system—are in place
or will be soon.

The T&E iandscape in the late 1990s,
however, will look drastically difierent
when compared with the present. £ mul-
titude of factors, ranging from budget pres-
sures cnd new technology tc pragmatic
leoders committed
to Totel Quelity
Mancgementi prin-
ciples, ore forcing
reoid changes.
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rector of tesi ¢
evciuc?lon in the
Ottice of L"v‘c'
secretory cf De-
tense for Acouisi-
tion, to igentify key
issues that will have
o significant impezt
on reshopinc tne
conduct of detense
T&E. An experienced ex-Hlight test engi-
neer, Adolph spent the last six years ot
the Pentagon, focusing primarily on T&E
maters. In most cases, his insights were
backed by his replocement and new T&E
direcicr, John A. Bunt, as well as industry
ond covernment T&E professioncls.
These issves include:
® Dsfense ocquisition system reform. Pro-
visions for streamlining test ond evaluation
statuies are included in reform legislalion
now before Congress. However, T&E el
emen:s are not considered as high prior-
ity cs other, more pressing ones, anc may
no' be aadressed in tnis session,
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B Congressional resistance to cutbacks
of T&E facilities in their districts, coupled
with bloiont politicalpork maneuvers {see
=. 51). These continue to force spending of
scarce funds on unneeded or low-priority
oroiecis, ennually frustrating serious De-
fense Dept. atiempis to reclign T&E assets.
E Arificiol barriers between development
anc operational testing groups thot cause
significent inefficiencies. Legislation and
mingd-sets that dictate separate, ohien du-
plicative, tests squander scarce resources,
ye: produce few meaningful goins. “About
90% of testing satisfies both operational
and developmental requirements,” Adolph
said. Integrote developmental/operational
T&E plans, modeling and simulation, and
data reduction methods are needed. Once
a common set of tests is ogreed to, data
from one fiight then can be analyzed by
several groups for different purposes.

K Todoy's risk-overse acquisition envi-
ronment thot discourages technicol ad-
vancements ond lengthens test schedules.

( Unwillingness to take risks has many roots.

The primary end-effect is fo force o reliance
on costly flight testing, yet breeds conser-
vatism that demands unredlistic safety guar-
antees and no tolerance for loss. Con-
traciors ond government officiols believe
a balonce between anclysis, simulation
and flight tests—grounded in o risk-toler-
ant environment that accepts some fail-

Pentagon consolidation plans call for mov-
ing high-performance aircraft test and
training activities to the southwest U.S.
large-area ranges—such as the U.S.
Army’s White Sands Missile Range, N.M;
Edwards AFB, Cdlif., and the U.S. Navy’s
China Lake, Calif., facilities—eventualiy
will be linked electronically.

vres—would yield subsiantic! efficiencies.
“Risk-taking is the price paid for getiing
‘better, faster, cheaper,’” Adolph scic.
“Cuttures that evolved from legislation hove
complicated ond slowed the [testing]
process. One of the outcomes of acauisi-
tion reform will be more tolerance of risk
in development testing. It'll be o [better
balonce of] risk and rewerd,” he said
(AW&ST Jan. 13, 1992, p. 56}.

M Returning system design, development
and testing responsibility to contractors
ond limiting government involvement 1o
the role of evaluctor. Defense industry test
pilots noted that the Lightweight Fighter in
the 1970s and the recent YF-22/YF.23
profotype phase were successful programs
precisely becouse contractors were given
substanticl autonomy.

“We did in months what—under the
standard woy of doing business—would
have takén years to accomplish,” one pi-
lot said. Ambitious programs involving
small teams, risky technologies, weaoon

lounches ond a generclly aggressive ap-
proach yielded aircratt like the F-16—with-
out compromising safety.

Still, Jehn Burt, the new Pentagon T&E
chief, srressed that he strongly supports the
combinec test force (CTF) concept, noting
that one of his priorities is to ensure “we
get the right information to the decision
makers at the right time.” That, he believes,
is best done through a joint contrac-
tor/government fest program. :

E Redlizing immediate efficiencies by con-
solidating U.S. Air Force, Navy, Army and
Marine Corps aircraft and oir-delivered
weapon T&E resources. A recent study conr
cluded thot high-performance fixed-wing
testing could be moved from Patuxent Riv-
er, Md., to the southwest while preserving
“the Navy’s equity,” several defense offi-
cials agreed. Photo/safety chase and “pac-
er” aireroft could be shared between ser-
vices. USAF and Navy test pilot schools
should be combined, probably at Edwards
AFB, many ogree—although location re-
moins o highly emotional issue as yet un-
resolved ofter numerous studies. Electron-
ic warfore ossets also should be
consolidoted on southwest test and train-
ing ronges. Again, the primary impediment
to such @ move will be objections from con-
gressional delegations in states that stand
1o lose missions, jobs and facilities. .

B Elimination of duplicate T&E activities
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end resources in what is k~own os “the
clossified enviconment.” Al-ough detoils
were : ot discusses, an industry official
confirmed thot security concerns had led
to a proliferction of test capabilities that
no longer are offordable. Some studies
have shown that security costs for only spe-
cicl access programs—such os F-117 and
£-Z eorly developments—can consume 7-
40% of totc! contractor operating costs,
cecording to Steven Aftergood of the Fed-
erotion of American Scientis::.

A helicopter win-
dow struck by ¢
loser beam disinte-
grotes at the High
Enercy Loser Sys-
tems Test Facility.
The site’s lasers are
ovailable to com-
mercial users.

E Scziting up “e>
ecutve agents” such
cs cn inlerservice
bocrd of directors
ond joint program
office lo oversee les!
ong troining range
operation, equip-
men! acquisition
and infer-range elec-
tronic ong sitnulation link:

E Acknowledging that the military ser-
vices must work together 1o shase T&E
cutbacks and define workable central-
ization scheme: or suffer the conse-
guences of having others do it for them.
Personnel ot field instollations, howev-
er, are fighting hord to retain their pas!
cuionomy, often refusing to accep! the in-
evitable. Parochiclism is exacerbated
when loce!, stoie onc iecerc! politicians
get involved to proteci jobs anc defense

doiicrs fiowing to their disticts

® Exponding modeling ond simulation to
encompass T&E requirements definition,
test criteria development and more com-
plete integration with other testing tools.
tor years simulation has been opplied
electively tc «irfframe testing as ¢ sofety
enhancement and is routineiv linked 1o
high angle-olotiack, pedormance and han-
dling qualities Hlights. A comparable set
of modelinz tools is needed to test elec-

tronic waricre and highly integrated sys-

tems. These will necessitate more hard-
ware-indhe-locp simulations the! emuiote
realistic flight and combat conditions. The
repid expansion of distributed simulation
already is producing T&E ond training
goins by stimulating resource sharing be-
tveoen the services and with contractors.
That trend will continue to boost T&E pro-
dustivity [AWEST May 9, p. 73} :

E Building testing and refining demon-
strators, and producing only a limited num-
ber for operational use. The next gener-
ation of weapon system desians are being
cost, not performance-driven. Affordabil
ity and reiiability are higher priorities than
performance criteria, and the T&E com-
munity must adapt to that changed envi-
ronment. A “puils a littie, tes! a little, field
¢ lille” Fentagon phiiosophy will force o
new way of testing, Adoiph scid. “The ac-
cuisition process—and mind-sets—have
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to change to aliow thot sort of thing to
happen, though.”

B Improving the link between operational
needs and lesting requirements. Burt said
existing fest planning tools should be
strengthened to “keep things tied togeth-
er,” while allowing changes during the de-
velopment process.

With few prospects for large-scale pro-
duction runs of new aircraft, industry and
government fest organizations will hove
lo cooperate more than ever, Burt ond
Adolph noted. A suite of high-performance
testbeds such as the VISTA F.16 and Ad-
vanced Fighter Technology Integration (AFTI)
F-16 will become vital for checking out new
software, avionics ond weapon syslem mod-
ules before being incorporated into o lim-
ited number of new or upgroded aircraft.

“Technology has evolved to allow these
efficiencies, but the ocquisition [ond T&E]
processes haven't evolved with it,” Adolph
said. “They're still geared to lorge, one-
time buys of huge weapon systems.

“We'll be buying small quantities and
using commercial-grode geor in areas
where it mokes sense,” he added. “And
our T&E culture needs to cotch up with this
new way of improving a system’s capo-
bilities to meet today’s threat. Industry [ond
government] need to adapt and be flexi-
ble enough to handle low-rate, minimal-
quantity systems, ond clso be geared to
product improvements. Somehow, we have
to optimize the environment to handle [new
systems as well as] upgrodes to everything
from F.16s to B-2s and F-22s.” =

MISSILE RANGE SERVES
AS MODEL FOR T&E

WHITE SANDS MISSHE RANGE, N. M.

The Defense Dept.’s testing, evoluotion
ond training future is evolving today
ot the White Sands Missile Range, o fo-
cility Pentagon oflicials call “o model
of U.S. Army, Navy and Air Force co-
operation.”

The three services routinely support each
other’s tests, sharing resources and ex-
pertise through an integrated, business-
based arrangement. An Army general com-
mands the huge complex, assisted by Navy
and Air Force deputies. Together, they
oversee primarily missile and rocket sys-
tem development for all three services,
NASA, other government cgencies—such
as the Ballistic Missile Defense Organi-
zation—ond privote industry.

BETWEEN 1945 ond Sept. 30, 1993,
43,631 missile firings hove taken place
here. Although testing and training activ-
ity has dropped about 19% over the last
few years, typically 18 missile tests are in
some stage of their nominal three-week cy-
cle on any given day. About 320 firings
have been conducted annually over the
past few years. Additionally, 1,000 train-
ing missions, hundreds of laboratory en-
vironmental and captive flight tests, and
more than 3,000 nuclear effects tests oc-

52521 A helicopter mock-
© up suspended Tom
the White Sands
aerial cable test fo-
cility serves as a
cost-effective air-
borne target for
missile tests.

cur here each year.

“This is a busy
place. It's more thon
just a missile going
off now and then,”
Army Brig. Gen.
Richard W. Whar-
ton, WSMR com-
mander, said.

The range’s key
assets are thousonds
of acres of land and
controlled airspace
that permit large-
scale testing. The
White Sands Miss-
ile Ronge (WSMR),
Holloman AFB, and
Ft. Bliss, Tex., test
and training oreas
combine to creale o

7,100-sq.-mi. complex—equivalent to a
corridor stretching from Washington, D.C.,.

to Trenton, N.J. In south-central New Mex-

ico alone, WSMR boundaries encompass
on area almost 100 mi. x 40 mi. The
range is larger than five states and con-
stitutes 12% of all Army-owned land.

Defense Dept. T&E officials soid the
WSMR/Holloman AFB complex is “a na-
tional resource.” Replocement costs for just
the Army’s test resources at White Sands—
excluding lond——are estimated ot $12 bil-
lion. Air Force ond Navy ossets here push
the figure even higher.

Resources that make the WSMR/Hol-
loman complex involucble for Defense
Dept. T&E alse are ovailable for other gov-
ernment agencies and private use—and
Wharton is encouraging managers to so-
licit outside business. Some WSMR divi-
sions are marketing unique skills and os-
sets as a way to preserve defense
capabilities and jobs, while also en-
hancing U.S. commercial interests. Results
vary widely.

For instonce, John L. Meason, director
of the WSMR nuclear effects directorate,
expects to expand the unit's nondefense
work from 1993's 7-8% to obout 33% by
1998. The directorare now conaucis elec-
tromagnetic (EM) puise and interference
1esting for automobile companies to en-
sure air bag, engine conirol, braking and
cther sensors and microprocessors are rea-
sonably immune to strong EM fields.

Work continues fo flow in as more com-
panies learn about the directorate’s chil-
ities, helping finance expansion and
growth. “l don’t want to be dependent on
any single {government] funding line item,”
Meason scid. “We are actively pursuing
business with private industry.”

ON THE OTHER HAND, highly specialized
organizations such os the High Energy
Laser Test Facility ot White Sands are find-
ing few outside sponsors to keep them in
business. Despite considerable laser ex-
pertise and costly laboratories, HELSTF has
had little success in aftracting private-sec-
tor users. The facility may close in 1995
unless rescued by Congress a second fime
[see pp. 51, 52). .

Specialized T&E assets ot White Sonds
and Holloman include:
¥ lorge Blast/Thermal Simulator {LBTS).
The new $65-million facility basically is o
324 high, 600-t. long semicircular shock
tube that simulates a 600-kiloton nuclear
blast and thermal effects by releasing com-
pressed gos from nine &-ft.-dia. driver
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twbes. lorge test ilems such os combat tonks
or shelters ploced in the tube will be sub-
jected fo pressures in the 12-15psi. range.
Burning powdered oluminum ond liquid
oxygen sprayed into the shock tube will
create on intense wall of flome.The simu-
lator, now nearing completion, will reploce
lorge outdoor explosion tests conducted
every two years.

W Smart Munitions Test Suite. Still being
developed, the SMTS is an advanced in-
strumentation system capable of tracking
and acquiring test datc on submunitions
dispensed under redlistic bottlefield con-
ditions. Data from high-power, multiple-
objecttracking phased array rodars will
be merged with high-resolution optical im-
agery, providing trojectory, aoftitude and
miss-distance information on small objects.
The rodar system has been upgraded to
handle 40 track files simultaneously. Dig-
ital imagery will be derived from both vis-
ible ond infrored sensors.

M Aerial Cable. A three-mile long, 2.5-
in.dia. Kevlar cable strung between two
mountains here will serve as an econom-
ical “aerial sled track” carrying missile tar-
gets, vehicles dispensing submunitions
or bombs, or an electronic platform simu-
lating on airborne threat. Test conditions
can be more closely replicated with this
system than is possible using an aircrafi.
Sandia National Laboratories has oper-

. 1ote-night radar cross-section fests were

conducted on o scale model of the B-2

- bomber at Holloman AFB’s RAMS fo-
cility during the 1980s.

oted on oerial cable system ot Kirtland
AFB, N.M,, since the lote 1960s, but in-
creased firing restrictions there prompted
the Defense Dept. 1o build o new one at
White Sands. When tests begin here this
summer, fargets will be limited to 10,000
Ib. ond speeds of up to 250 kt. Eventual-
ly the cable system should handle 20,000-
Ib. payloads occelerated 10 550 kt., ond
support 400 tests per year. ‘
M Novyoperoted “USS Desert Ship” for
testing surface weapon systems. The ser-
vice anficipates conducting 60-63 missile
firings annually through the 1990s, sup-
porting Standard surface-to-air missile up-
grodes, as well as theater missile defense,
contractor and NASA projects, according
to Capt. Steve Beal, commander of the
Navy detachment here.

W Rodar Torget Scatter (RATSCAT) and -

the RATSCAT Advanced Meosurement Site
(RAMS). Operaied by the Air Force, these
measure oircraft radar signatures for all
three services. RAMS is the newest site,
featuring o 100-ft. pylon that retracts into
o 210t deep underground silo. Targets
weighing up to 30,000 Ib. can be raised
or lowered as necessary. Buill in 1935,
RAMS supported classified radar cross-
section tests, retracting a 0.4-scale B-2
bomber mode! before then-Soviet satellites
passed overhead of night. Fullsize F-16s5—
loaded with external ordnonce—and F-
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117 oircraft olso have been tested ot the
RATSCAT moin site.

M Central Inertial Guidance Test Facili-
ty. This Air Force unit tests oll guidonce
ond novigation units for Peocekeeper and
Trident strategic missiles, as well as oir-
craft inerial and GPS systems. The unit's
250,000-sq.-ft. facility is locoted here be-

cause the orea is “seismically quiet,” en-

obling accurale acceleration measure--
- ments to 1 ten-millionth of a g, according
“to Air Force Col. Carl Llyday, 46th Test

Group commonder. On the other end of
the scale, a 260-in.-dia. precision cen-
trifuge can test 300-Ib. guidance units
to 100gs, simulating strategic missile
launch loods.

M High Speed Test Track. The Holloman
rocket sled trock has been extended to ap-
proximately 50,000 ft. and in recent years

-has ochieved speeds up to Mach 8. Ad-

vanced sleds thot emulote dynamic pitch,
roll and yow maneuvers of aircraft cock-
pits are duplicating ejection condifions typ-
icol of today's fighters. F-22 ond JPATS
seats will be tested here, as are odvanced
F-111 capsule parachute systems.
Recent track innovations—such as en-
capsulating a 10,000-k. section in @ my-
lor tunnel to create a helium-rich atmos-
phere—are allowing theater missile
defense fests ot ever-higher Mach numbers
{see p. 54). [ ]
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CONGRESS DERAILS
T&E CONSOLIDATION

WASHINGTON

P entogon attempts to trim the T&E infrastructure, conduct cost-

effective missile evaluations of existing ranges and compress
lorge aircraft test programs have been thwaried repeatedly by
congressional intervention,

Examples ore easy fo find:

E A proposed large anechoic chamber to be built of the U.S.
Novy's Patuxent River, Md., test center would lorgely duplicate
one clready in service at Edwards AFB, Calif. So for the Navy
has not validated any requirement for this facility. Attempts 1o
scuttle the project have been deroiled by the powerful Maryiand
congressionol delegation, which allocated $10 million this year
for design studies.

“That's only the leading edge, though,” Chares E. (Pete) Adolph -

said. He is former Pentagon director of test and evaluation. “This
will be a $60-million investment to build @ chamber like [the one
that] exists ot Edwards. To instrument [the Patuxent River facili-
ty] will be another $40 million, and it'll take several million
dollars per year to operate ond maintain it.” PR

W The High Energy Laser Test Facility (HELSTF) ot White Sands,
N.M., was saved from closure this year by the New Mexico con-
gressional delegation. Despite concerted efforts fo find other uses

for the $800-million investment in Reogan/Bush-era laser de-

velopment facilities, the Defense Dept. concluded it was ex- .
pendable. The Army budgeted approximately $4 million to moth--

ball HELSTF, but Congress allocated $26 miliion ond kept it
operating through 1994. HELSTF officials said they will conduct
on important classified test this fall for the Navy, but must find
new sponsors or they will shut down next yeor (see p. 52}.

K The New York congressional delegation outhorized $11 mil-
lion for upgrades to the “Redcap* integrated air defense threat
simulotion facility in Buffalo, N.Y., although the Air Force nev-
er requested the improvements or funds.

W A Utch congresswoman, expressing concerns about rocket

debris falling on remote land areas in her stote, pushed through

a prohibition on lounching missile torgets from the Green River
ronge. In the post, fargets lounched at Green River were inter-
cepled by test vehicles fired from White Sonds Missile Ronge.
The Ballistic Missile Office may be limited to using Ft. Wingate,
N.M., as its sole target lounch point, or could switch 1o airdaunch-
es from o NASA SR-71 (AW&ST Mor. 21, p. 56). o

| Congressionally mandoted “hooks” imposed on lorge weapons
acquisilions—such as the C-17 and B-2—require certifications
ot specific milestones, which disrupt detailed test program sched- -

uvles in order fo obtain necessary supporting data. Such con-

gressional micromanogement “causes incredible inefficiencies
in a test program,” o senior flight fest engineer said. .
- On the positive side, Congress has improved pricing poli- -
cies at government facilities, ensuring commercial firms pay
the same rates as government users. In the past, multiiered pric-

. ing forced contractors or commercial companies to pay all over-

head and direct costs when using a government wind tunnel, .
long runway or other unique lest.resource. © . ... SRR LA
Similarly, legislation passed in recent years triggered a study.

that may lead fo consolidated maintenance of test range optical

tracking gear, potentially reducing overall costs substantially. -.m .
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REAGAN-ERA LASER FACILITY
SEEKS COMMERCIAL USERS

WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE, N.M.

The rapid changes ond difficult choices

facing the U.S. defense test and eval-
votion establishment during the next few
years can be highlighted in the brief his-
tory and now-uncertain fate of the High
Energy Loser Systems Test Facility.

A product of the nation’s rush to de-
velop sophisticated directed-energy an-
timissile defenses during the Reocgan Ad-
ministration, HELSTF was created by a
congressional mondote that the Defense
Dept. develop o high-energy laser test
site under the Army’s Space and Strate-
gic Defense Command. The facility’s cen-

_terpiece eventually became the Mid-In-
frared Advanced Chemical Laser or
MIRACL, o megawati-class device thot
could be throttled between 10% and
100% power levels.

More than $800 million in laser-related
test resources were built and assembled
in the middle of the White Sands Missile
Renge. By the time HELSTF had reached
its intended level of copability, however,
Pentagon priorities had changed. Thin bud-
gets essentially forced the Army to choose
between retaining a showpiece icser re-
search, development and test facility ond
mainiaining ¢ credibie fighfing force. As
c result, the service elected to mothbell
HELSTF in Fiscal 1994, Only intervention
py Congress has kept the site open, al-
though ifs workioad is severely limiied. The
Army did not request 1995 funding to

Infrared photo high-
lights a laser beam
during an atmos-
pheric propagation
test. Officials be-
lieve high-energy
lasers could power
o spacecraft.

keep the site open.

Facing a serious
threot of closure, a
stoff of relatively
young scientists, en-
gineers and techni-
cions is frying to con-

vert HELSTF into o'

“national resource”
for companies, uni-
versities and non-
defense agencies.
The focility’s out-
reach efforts re-
cently were consol-
idated under a
technology transfer
program known as
the High Energy
Laser Light Oppor-
tunity (HELLO). Dur-
ing the week of
Sept. 12, HELSTF
will make its pow-
eriul lasers—includ-

vy

BELSTF - A Versatile and /03
Unique Total Test Facility

tn
[N)
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ing the 1 million-w., 3.5-micron MIRACL
device—available to commercial compao-
nies, acodemic institutions and laborato-
ries for experiments. Costs are expected
to run $930 for each fest item and $1,440
per megajoule of laser energy.

The facility was designed to handie mul-
tiple experiments, rapidly moving o high-
power laser beam across as many as 100
separate targets on a single “shot” that
typically lasts about 80 sec. Costs ore
shared by users that contract for a brief
burst of energy on each target.

Astrophysicists, materials scientists, small
businesses interested in new manufoctur-
ing processes, and environmentalists re-
searching hazardous waste remediation
techniques ore likely users, according to

HELSTF can reroute its lasers to @ num-
ber of on-site areas, enabling effects tests
on hazardous or other materials under
specific conditions such as a simulated
space environment.
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4 section of the Holloman ATE high speed

test frack is encapsulatec in ¢ plastic tubs,
creating ¢ helium ctmosphere tha: reguces

drag end heating effecrs [ oo, A “Nightriz-
e rocke: sied raveling through the heli-
um-rich section &t 7,450 £../sec. dispizys
€ negres nose Cone, bt no fiame or ather
neching indicorions fcenrer. The sames siez,
now frovelins o 7,458 & . anz 800
f.. Gownranoe from the halium-crmaspnes:
semmion, is enguled in fiame coused b i
cvnamis heanng in nomma. gir (lowes. rxx
aomage done to fhe sree! Nighmider siez &
eviaen: in ¢ post-res view (e

drog o! hypersonic speeds. As o result, the same rocke® system
con boos! ¢ sled to higher Mach numbers in helium ther in air.
Secondly, material burning is greatly reduced in helium. Stag-
nation temperctures in cir of Mach 7-8 are roically 5,008-
6,0007, significantiy cbove sieel’s melting point (about 2,30:05;.
Damacge to sleds dus o heatir = has been one of several key lim-
itations on high-spee< tests, Minto scid. '
Enzineers and technizians create ¢ 40-psi. helium atmosphere
by enveloping the tes: raci: in ¢ 10,000-15,000-f. long plas-
tic turinel, or “bag.” Thin plasiz sheets over each end of the tun-
nel contain ihe gas——clthough controlied leakags is ozceptec—
and the slight'y positive pressure maintcined v.hin: respact to the
outside air keeps the “bag” inioted. Ter: items mounted on ¢

rocke: sled punch through the end of the neiium tunne. ot hizh

T

speect, where cny flomes cre quickiy eszingiished during finz!
occeieration tc the iarget hvoersonic regims. During ¢ Mack €

cliemot Icst year, the sied emerged from the helium sunne! chout
102 2. from farget impact and wos immediotely engulfed in
fizme, damzging the sied severely.

Tne embryonic magnetic levitotion project’s goal is to.reach
Mazch ©-12 by reducing vibration and weightvelated effects the!
now fimit the speed of sleds thot ride on meiai rails. Supercon-
ducting mognets will suspend o “wing"4ype sled in o field, sig-
nificantly reducing the amount of power needed to reach these
speeds. Braking clso will be done electromagnetizzliy.

Scheduied to begin operctions in 1998, the magnetic levite-
tion track system storted preliminary design and planning this
year with ¢ £3.5million aliocation. Ansiner $20 milion wil: fund
deveiopment ond construction of ¢ 20,0004 “guidewey” co-
pebie of cehieving siad speeds over Moch 9. Requests for pro-
posals were icc. =< this spring for prototype design conrrocts,
D STIC. | &

n




Document Separator



g

4y
b
P

ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST FACILITIES Zed 0dA3

(SLIDE E-0)

WE ARE GOING TO NOW TALK ABOUT THREE
INSTALLATIONS AS A GROUP BECAUSE OF THEIR
INTERRELATIONSHIP TO ELECTRONIC COMBAT TESTING. THE
THREE INSTALLATIONS ARE EGLIN, REDCAP AND AFEWES.

DOD PROPOSES CLOSING THE ELECTRONIC COMBAT
TESTING FACILITIES AT AIR FORCE’S ELECTRONIC WARFARE
EVALUATION SIMULATOR ACTIVITY, (AFEWES) FORT WORTH
TEXAS, REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER
PROCESSOR (REDCAP) BUFFALO, NEW YORK, AND MOVING THE
ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST ENVIRONMENT AT EGLIN AIR FORCE
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INDEPENDENT BOARD CONSISTS OF SENIOR LEVEL
REPRESENTATIVES FROM ARMY, NAVY AND AIR FORCE AND
HAS EXAMINED THE CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTRONIC
COMBAT TESTING FACILITIES. GEORGIA TECH RECENTLY
COMPLETED A COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF THE
ELECTRONIC COMBAT INFRASTRUCTURE. IN ADDITION, WE
OBTAINED DATA FROM AIR FORCE’S AIR WARFARE CENTER
AND SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND THAT SHOWED
ADDITIONAL COSTS OF HAVING TO CONDUCT OPERATIONS AT
NELLIS RATHER THAN EGLIN BASED ON THE PROPOSED MOVE.

THE TESTING COMMUNITY SUPPORTING THESE ELECTRONIC
COMBAT FACILITIES HAVE DEMONSTRATED STRONG SUPPORT
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EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA

(SLIDE E-1)

DOD RECOMMENDS THE REALIGNMENT OF EGLIN AIR FORCE
BASE BY RELOCATING THE ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST
ENVIRONMENT TO THE NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE COMPLEX. ALL
OTHER ACTIVITIES AND FACILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH EGLIN
ARE TO REMAIN OPEN.




(SLIDE E-2)

THE COSTS PROPOSED BY DOD HAVE IN CREASED, BUT ARE
STILL CONSIDERABLY BELOW STAFF FINDING THAT INDICATE
THE MOVE WOULD BE COST INEFFECTIVE. THE SECOND ISSUE
IS RANGE CONSOLIDATION. THE AIR FORCE PROPOSED
CONSOLIDATION OF TESTING AT NELLIS. THE COMMUNITY IS
CONCERNED WITH TESTING DELAYS AND POINTS OUT THAT
EDWARDS IS ALSO INVOLVED CAUSING INCREASED COSTS.
THE NELLIS/EDWARDS CONSOLIDATION DISMANTLES THE
HIGHEST RATED ELECTRONIC TEST RANGE IN DOD. THE LAST
ISSUE IS THE ELECTRONIC COMBAT MASTER PLAN THAT WAS




AGREED BY ALL AS NECESSARY PRIOR TO THE MOVEMENT OF
TEST ASSETS.

(SLIDE E-3)

THE SCENARIO SUMMARY INDICATES A DOD-PROJECTED TWO-
YEAR RETURN ON INVESTMENT, BUT AS PREVIOUSLY
DISCUSSED THE INCREASED COSTS INDICATE THERE WILL
NEVER BE A PAYBACK. THIS ENDS THE DISCUSSION ON EGLIN
AFB. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS?
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(SLIDE E-5)

ALTHOUGH THE CHART BEING DISPLAYED SHOWS THREE
ISSUES, I WILL RESTRICT MY COMMENTS TO COST AND
ESTIMATED WORKLOAD.

AS YOU CAN SEE , ESTIMATED ONE TIME COST TO CLOSE HAS
INCREASED FROM $1.7 to $3.7 MILLION DUE TO ADDITIONAL
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND MOVING COSTS ASSOCIATED
WITH THE ACTION. BASED ON DOD’S RECOMMENDATION TO
MOVE 44% OF THE TOTAL MISSION, COMMISSION STAFF
FINDINGS ESTIMATE AN ACTUAL ONE TIME COST OF $4.2




MILLION, WITH A PAYBACK PERIOD IN FIVE YEARS.
UTILIZATION WAS ESTIMATED AS VERY LOW BY THE AIR
FORCE, WHILE THE COMMUNITY DIFFERED GREATLY AT 93
PERCENT. THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS AT 50/60 PERCENT FOR
FY 94 AND 95.

(SLIDE E-6)
THE SCENARIO SUMMARY SHOWS THE PROS AND CONS, AND

THE DIFFERENCE IN THE COST FACTORS PREVIOUSLY
DISCUSSED. ARE THERE FURTHER QUESTIONS?
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AIR FORCE ELECTRONI ARFARE EVALUATI IMULAT
ACTIVITY, FORT WORTH, TEXAS

(SLIDE E-7)

DOD RECOMMENDS THAT THE AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC
WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR ACTIVITY IN FORT
"WORTH BE DISESTABLISHED AND MOVED TO EDWARDS AIR
FORCE BASE, CALIFORNIA. WORKLOAD AND SELECTED
AFEWES EQUIPMENT WILL BE TRANSFERRED TO EDWARDS
AND ANY REMAINING EQUIPMENT IS TO BE DISPOSED OF.
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AFEWES IS A UNIQUE LABORATORY CREATED IN 1958 FOR
TESTING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF AIRCRAFT DEFENSIVE
COUNTERMEASURES. IT IS LOCATED WITHIN AIR FORCE PLANT
4 AND OPERATED BY LOCKHEED FORT WORTH COMPANY.

(SLIDE E-9)

1 WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS THREE ISSUES; COST, CAPABILITY
AND ELECTRONIC DATALINKING. THE DOD BOARD OF
DIRECTORS, GEORGIA TECH AND THE AFEWES COMMUNITY
HAVE RAISED SIGNIFICANT CONCERN OVER THE COST TO
MOVE AFEWES TO EDWARDS. STAFF BELIEVES THAT COSTS
HAVE BEEN SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATED BY AIR FORCE.



THE CURRENT ONE TIME COST ACCORDING TO AIR FORCE IS $9
MILLION WITH A PAYBACK OF 13 YEARS. AS YOU CAN SEE ON
THE CHART BEING DISPLAYED, AFTER APPLYING COMMISSION
STAFF ESTIMATES, THE DISESTABLISHMENT OF AFEWES IS NOT
COST EFFECTIVE.

RELOCATING AFEWES’ CAPABILITIES POSES A MAJOR
TECHNICAL RISK BECAUSE OF THE SYSTEM’S UNIQUE ABILITY
TO FULLY EVALUATE AIRCRAFT PERFORMANCE IN A DENSE
THREAT ENVIRONMENT.

ELECTRONIC DATALINKING AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO
COLOCATING ON A MAJOR TEST RANGE HAS BEEN
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REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR

¢

BASE ANALYSIS

(REDCAP)
BUFFALO, NY

/M

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish and relocate the required test activities and necessary support equipment to the Air
Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, CA. Remaining equipment will be disposed of.

CRITERIA DOD RECOMMENDATION J
USAF TIERING N/A |
BCEG RANK N/A
FORCE STRUCTURE Air Defense Ground Test Simulation Facility
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 3.7
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 0.9
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 2002 (4 Years)
NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 8.9
ri BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) N/A
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 1/1
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 1/0
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95/ CUM) 0.0% /0.0%
ﬁ ENVIRONMENTAL N/A




ISSUES REVIEWED
REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR

(REDCAP)

Cost to Close
Projected Estimation of Workload

Legality of Disestablishment Action

Ability to Electronically Link REDCAP with Other Facilities

Environmental Impact of Disestablishment Action




|

ISSUES

REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR
(REDCAP)

ACTION

impact

electricity for cooling
equipment. Proposed
receiving site is located on a
100 year floodplain area

(Continued)
ISSUES DoD POSITION COMMUNITY POSITION R&A STAFF FINDINGS
ABILITY TO Feasible, but results in data Cost effective Concur in community’s
ELECTRONICALLY LINK transfer delays on some tests Feasibl decision Electronic linking is
i REDCAP WITH OTHER casible feasible and more cost
Data transfer delays on . )
FACILITIES . Data transfer delays can be effective than collocation
integrated tests (ex. F-22) can . F tolerated
degrade effectiveness of test overcome ot folerate Collocation of entire
results REDCAP mission at Edwards
e . AFB: $18M-$30M v.
Electronic linking would electronic linking: $3M
require ‘avionics suite’ for
every new aircraft program to Every new aircraft program
be built at REDCAP, because currently has an avionic suite
integrated tests have to be built at contractor and AF
tested as a whole facility
Results of linking: No cost to
move, retain full capability,
no disruption in operations
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT Minimal environmental 747,000kwh of generated No significant environmental
OF DISESTABLISHMENT

impact




( (
SCENARIO SUMMARY

REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR
(REDCAP)

,\M\k

i e ——— —1

DoD RECOMMENDATION

I Disestablishment. Relocate required test activities and necessary support equipment to the Air Force Flight Test Center at Edwards AFB,
CA. Remaining equipment will be disposed of.

% One Time Costs ($M): 3.7

Annual Savings ($M): 0.9

Return on Investment: 4 years (2001)
Net Present Value ($M): 8.9

PRO CON
» Consolidation would create minor savings e One-Time cost increased from $1.7M to $3.7M, Return on Investment period
u (annual savings: $0.9M, NPV: $8.9M), increased from 1 to 4 years.
eliminate duplication, and reduce excess o $700K in MILCON at receiver site, and $1.3M in restoration costs at current
capacity facility would be required

e Excess capacity will be reduced at Edwards

@ Collocation will result in minor logistical
| efficiencies

~1 under BRAC statutes
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Association SENIOR OFFICER TESTIMONIALS

The best evidence in support of the military value of a base is the testimony of experts
who have served as commanders or in other responsible positions on the various
installations. Below is an accounting of such experience. Of particular interest is the
number of people who have served in key positions at other bases yet select Laughlin
as their top choice.

LEGEND
W - Wing Commander
B- Base Commander
DO - Deputy Commander for Operations
MA-Deputy Commander for Maintenance
S-Squadron Commander
ATC - ATC Headquarters Staff

NAME LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE REESE RANDOLPH SHEPPARD
Smothermon W ATC

Garrison wW MA ATC

Divich W ATC

Falls W ATC

Carr B S ATC

Hearne W ATC

Ellis w DO ATC S
Gagliardi W ATC

Phillips DO ATC W
Edwards S W B ATC
Campbell B ATC W
Warner B S ATC

Boyd B DO ATC

Craigie B W ATC
Grosvenor W DO ATC

Note that there is at least one officer who served as wing commander at each UPT
base and that all served in positions of responsibility in ATC Headquarters. Some
officers such as the ATC Commanders only served one tour in ATC although ali
attended pilot training. Expert testimony!!!!

Albert A. Gagliardi, Jr.
Brig. Gen., USAF, Ret.

1815 AVENUE F ¢ DEL RIO, TEXAS 78840




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concemn

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Air Training Command commander, I can
unequivocally state that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two
factors--good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather
than any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student
training, fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at
a reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of
airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure.
Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the
nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

/ﬁ Oaks =
General, USAF (Retired)
1500 Twisting Tree Lane

McLean, VA 22102




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: To Whom It May Concern

From all indications it is apparent that the Base Realignment and Closure Commission will
evaluate Undergraduate Pilot Training bases during this cycle's deliberations. Any decision will
take into account the recommendations of the Department of Defense Joint Cross-Service
Working Group studying each service's pilot training program.

As a former Air Training Command Commander, I would like to express my strong support for
the retention of Laughlin AFB in Del Rio, Texas. First on the list of factors taken into
consideration is current and future military value of the installation. The military value of a pilot
training base is predominantly driven by two factors good weather and unencumbered airspace.
Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the other USAF pilot training bases.
This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer review flights, and can be directly
factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost to the American taxpayer. The
airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation
community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable
encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for
neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation's airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin's value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available land that
surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such as the
ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin's one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be
some concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by
the closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in
support of Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country.

Sincerely,

:\:,os,wq_____
drew P. Josue
General, USAF (Retired)
14726 Aegean Way
Selma, TX 78154
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TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concem

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot

training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Air Training Command commander, I can
unequivocally state that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two
factors--good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather
than any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student
training, fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at
a reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of
airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure.
Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the
nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thap Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

'Q !
. LR A

/" Bennie L. Davis

General, USAF (Retired)
825 Bimam Wood Drive
McLean, VA 22102



TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concem

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995, One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot

training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Air Training Command commander, I can
unequivocally state that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two
factors--good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather
than any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student
training, fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at
a reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of
airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure.
Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the
nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

General, USAF (Retired)
6122 Windy Knoll
San Antonio, TX 78239




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concemn

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training, This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Air Training Command vice-commander, I can
unequivocally state that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two
factors--good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather
than any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student
training, fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at
a reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of
airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure.
Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the
nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

Lleut.enant General, USAF (Retired)
3603 Thomas Avenue
Montgomery, AL 36111




JAMES PATRICK SMOTHERMON
MAJ. GEN. USAF RET.

June 14, 1994
To: Whom IT May Concern:

In the previous rounds of military base closures the overriding factor in the decision process has
been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be! As a former commander of
a pilot training wing and vice-commander of the Air Training Command, I can attest that the
two most important factors in producing quality military pilots in a safe and productive
environment are good flying weather and a large area of unencumbered airspace. When
considering these two most important factors among the current five Undergraduate Pilot
Training (UPT) bases, Laughlin AFB is my choice as the most productive location at the best
price to the American taxpayer. It is a matter of record that the Laughlin operation accounts for
fewer additional review rides (reduced cost) because of weather aborts and limits on available
airspace. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the Laughlin airspace structure,
and I know of no plans by the Clinton administration to alter the excellent flying weather of
South Texas.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available land for
possible future growth if additional military or civil missions are needed. The sparsely populated
areas of Southwest Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population

centers. Laughlin’s one-of-a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993
as the best base-level aircraft maintenance organization in the United States Air Force.

The bottom line is: There is no better active UPT base available to meet the pilot training
requirements of the USAF than Laughlin AFB ! Thank you for asking.

Warm Regards,

Ol pwat- :
James P. Smothermon
Major General, USAF (Retired)

10208 COLONIAL CLUB * AUSTIN, TEXAS 78747 « PH. (512) 280-2831




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concern

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
tramning bases. :

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Air Training Command vice-commander, 1 can
unequivocally state that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two
factors--good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather
than any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student
training, fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at
a reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of
airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure.
Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the
nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

W@/ Loder
William P. Acker
Major General, USAF (Retired)

823 Highway 24 East
Milledgeville, GA 31061




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concern

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the end of the Cold War, the size and cost of the United States
Military structure must be re-evaluated to meet the more limited, yet varied threats of the future. The
most visible actions to date have been base closures, some in 1993, and more expected in 1995. One
area which will receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. Recently, a Joint Cross-
Service Working Group within the Department of Defense was formed to evaluate pilot training
bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the overall military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state that
the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good weather and
unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the other USAF
pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer review flights,
and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost. The airspace
around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is
minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment
within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and
does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant land
that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such as the
ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest Texas
offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-a-kind
civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastate economically by the closure
of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of Laughlin
AFBy/ the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

Reynoldsburg, Qhio 43068




CHARLES E. WOODS

MAJOR GENERAL, USAF (Ret)
2531 Turkey Oak

San Antonio, Texas 78232 1820 30

(210) 494-4313 ‘

June 7, 1994

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concern

The fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union has triggered, probably
correctly to some degree, efforts to re-size the United States military to meet a perceived limitation
of threats to our nation and the world in the future. It is a certainty that, while we need to be prudent
in the extreme in our reductions of force structure, we definitely need to continue the consolidation
and reduction of our base structure. The next logical step is the upcoming round of base closures
scheduled for 1995. One area appropriately apt to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot
Training. This is evidenced by the formation of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the
Department of Defense to evaluate pilot training bases.

It has been hearteningly apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding
consideration in the decision process has been the relative military value of each installation. This
is profoundly appropriate and, perforce, brings us to Laughlin AFB, the community of Del Rio, TX
and the pertinent environments of both. As a former Instructor Pilot and Operations Officer at
Williams AFB, AZ, Director of Operations and, subsequently, Commander of the then 3575th Pilot
Training Wing at Vance AFB, OK, and Commander of 47th Flying Training Wing at Laughlin AFB,
I can unequivocally tell you that the military value of a pilot training base is driven by two profound
factors - good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than
any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training,
fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced
cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present nor foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe flying
environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be
some concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the
closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

Very Respectfully,

A TS Mt

““Charles E. Woods




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concem

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thabhLaughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

L 5.0 o

Chris O. Divich

Major General, USAF (Retired)
7031 North Hidden Hills

San Antonio, TX 78244




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure

To: Whom It May Concern

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military ptlots thas Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well,

Jq}éﬁ ?7\
Harry Falls, Jr

Major General, USAF (Retired)
10203 Shinnecock Hills Drive
Austin, TX 78747




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concemn

With the fall of the Berlin Wali and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
1s no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thay Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have rauked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

arry ; ifgham %\
Major General, USAF (Ketired)

422 Crestwind Drive
San Antonio, TX 78239




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concern

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in
the future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One
area to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the
formation of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate
pilot training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This brings me to Laughlin AFB and

Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state that the military
value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good weather and
unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the other
USAF pilot training bases. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation.
There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. These two factors
account for more productive student training on each sortie flown, fewer review flights, and can
be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost for the American

taxpayer.

Adding to Laughlin's value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of
Southwest Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population center.
Laughlin's one-of-a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best
base-level aircraft maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be
some concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by
the closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of the community have ranked at the top in support
of Laughlin AFB, The United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as
well.

g

Chalmer's

7402 John
San Antonio, TX 78244



TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure

To: Whom It May Concern

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former UPT wing commander in Air Training Command,
I can unequivocally state that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by
two factors--good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to
weather than any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved
student training, fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training
productivity at a reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is
devoid of airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to
other areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace
structure. Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict
with the nation’s atrline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

A F—0

Richard E. Heamne

Brigadier General, USAF (Retired)
6811 Congressional Boulevard
San Antonio, TX 78244



TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concern

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, apd their country. They deserve consideration as well.

Brigadiér Gefieral, USAF (Retired)
15840 East Cavern Drive
Fountain Hills, AZ 85268



TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concemn

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training, This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases. '

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots that Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

rey 1.
Brigadier General, USAF (Retired)
281 Longbeach Drive

Hot Springs, AR 71913




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concem

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, 1 can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thad Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

SeEE=e
Albert A. Gag ;

Brigadier General, USAF (Retired)
14218 Bold Ruler
San Antonio, TX 78248




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure

To: Whom It May Concemn

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former wing commander in Air Training Command, 1 can
unequivocally state that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two
factors--good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather
than any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student
training, fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at
a reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of
airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure.
Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the
nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concemn for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

William F. Phillips
Colonel, USAF (Retired)
8406 Delphian Way
Universal City, TX 78148




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concem

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former wing commander in Air Training Command, I can
unequivocally state that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two
factors--good weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather
than any of the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student
training, fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at
a reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of
airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure.
Laughlin offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the
nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to tram military pilots than Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

ALL .

Charles R. Edwards
Colonel, USAF (Retired)
8832 Polo Bay Circle
Las Vegas, NV 89117




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom it May Concern

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in
the future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One
area to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the
formation of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate

pilot training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors...good

- weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of
the other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training,
fewer review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a
reduced cost for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways
and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the
nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin
offers a safe flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation's

airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin's value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of
Southwest offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin's
one-of-kind Civil Service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level
aircraft maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots than Laughlin AFB!!! Moreover, there must
be some concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by
the closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in
support of Laughlin, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration

o femphet!

Jgsse W. Campbell
olonel, USAF (Retired)
Universal City, TX 78148




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concem

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that tlie overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thad Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

David A. Wamer
Colonel, USAF (Retired)
15006 Polynesian
San Antonio, TX 78248




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concemn

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
‘future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military valuc of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thaLaughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closurc of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

]%oyd 2/9\,
Colonel, USAF (Retired)
107 North Rosebud Lane

Starkville, MS 39759




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure T duneE | Q-

To: Whom It May Concemn

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thay Laughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

Ralf Miller
Colonel, USAF (Retired)

7035 North Hidden Hills
San Antonio, TX 78244




TESTIMONIAL

Subject: Base Closure
To: Whom It May Concern

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot

training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thanLaughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

j 2 SN
Donald F. Craigie
Colonel, USAF
10 North Park

Randolph AFB, TX 78148




TESTIMONIAL

& Ssp 9y
Subject: Base Closure

To: Whom It May Concemn

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the
United States military has required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the
future. The process continues with the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot
training bases.

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision
process has been the military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state
that the military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost
for the American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines,
~ and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation’s airline industry.

Adding to Laughlin’s value is the excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant
land that surrounds the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin’s one-of-
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force.

There is no better place to train military pilots thanLaughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some
concem for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the

closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well.

LA

Willard Grosvenor

Colonel, USAF ( Reneso)
" Phrza

Randelph-AFB—XF8148
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