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September 2 1, 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 
JREDCAP) 

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 

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. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

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. 
The REDCAP's basic hardware-in-the-loop infrastructure is duplicated at other Air Force 
Test and Evaluation facilities. 
Projected workload for the REDCAP is only 10 percent of its available capacity. 
Available capacity at AFFTC is sufficient to absorb REDCAP's workload. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: 
Net Cost (Savings) During Implementation: 
Annual Recurring Savings: 
Return on Investment Year: 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: 

$3.7 million (cost) 
$0.1 million (cost) 
$0.9 million (savings) 
4 years (2002) 
$8.9 million (savings) 



MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 

Baseline 2 1 0 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

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 (2) (1) 

(Manpower reduction is at Eglin AFB, FL) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Qlv 
Minimal environmental impact. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: George Pataki 
Senators: Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

Alfonse D'Arnato 
Representative: John J. LaFalce (29) 

Jack Quinn (30) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: 

Potential Employment Loss (1 996-200 1): 5 jobs (3 direct and 2 indirect) 
Erie County, NY MSA Job Base: 526,898 
Percentage: 0.0 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-2001): 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 
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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 ( 0  & 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. 



'C' 
The results of the issue on the feasibility and desirability of data-linking are as follows: 

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. 

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. 

w 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 9811, 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 CONCERNSnSSUES 

'C 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 199213 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 

'Crrr 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 (1 03-321) 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 AckermanIAF Tearn/09/22/95 1 :30PM 



1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

w 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 $1 1.0 million. 

i(l 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-to-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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NEW YORK 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Air Force 
brine Corps 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

Personnel/Expendi tures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard 

.---------------------------------------. 
11. Expenditures - Total 

- . . . . - - - - 

A. Payroll Cmtlays - Total 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

0. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDTLE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construct ion Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

235,506 613,168 443,568 330,872 
59,335 189,825 413,229 8,546 

252,677 676,554 282,369 14,556 
67,858 639 67 98 
40,479 0 0 0 

I 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 Total 
(Prior Three Years) ---------------------------------------- 

Fiscal Year 1993 $4,641,425 
Fiscal Year 1992 5,429,803 
Fiscal Year 1991 6,860,402 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Bethpage 
New York 
Fort Drun 
Schenectady 
Owego 
Rone 
Bingham ton 
West Point Mil Res 
Syracuse 
Great Neck 

, bjor Locations 
of Personnel 

Fort D m  
Griffiss AFB 
West Point Mil Res 
Plattsburgh AFB 
Watervliet 
Richmond 
Ballston Spa 
Niagara Falls 
Newburgh 
Fort Hanilton 

Army & Air Force 
Marine Corps 

$2,052,782 $1,461,199 
2,876,555 1,485,312 
3,613,706 2,187,678 

I I 

Expenditures Military and Civilian Personnel 

Other 
Defense 
Activities --------------- 

$ 516,026 
502,440 
520,769 

Total 
.-----------------------.------------------------------------- 

$668,841 
648,511 
437,941 
286,991 
265,966 
232,920 
225,918 
221,467 
218,032 
153,401 

Total -------------------------------------------------.----------- 
12,439 
5,316 
4,980 
2,073 
1,822 
1,576 
1,270 
765 
754 
751 

- - 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount 

- -- 

I Major Area of Uork 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$10,852 
223,146 
399,023 
21,521 
3,756 

190,981 
4,223 

149,786 
27,418 
8,155 

Active hty 
Military 

10,529 
3,194 
2,352 
1,725 

6 
520 

1,270 
77 
30 9 
50 1 

FSC or Service Code Description 
. .-------------------------------------------- 

Naint h Repair of Eq/Aircraft Structural C 
Elct Countermeasures & hick Reaction Eq 
@perillion/Govt-Owned Contractor-Operated R 
RKE/Otl>cr Defense-Engineer ing Dwelopmenr 
G v i C ~ d  Missile Systems, Cmplete 

( 52.91 of total awards over $25,000) 

Pr h e  
Contracts 

$657,989 
425,365 
38,918 
265,470 
262,210 
41,939 
221,695 
71,681 
190,614 
145,246 

Civilian 

1,910 
2,122 
2,628 
348 

1,816 
1,056 

0 
688 
445 
250 

1. NORTliROP G R W  CORPORATION 
2. LORAL CORPORATION 
3. GENERAL ELECIRIC COMPANY 
4. CAE INC 
5. UNISYS CORPORATION 

Total of Above 1 $1,921,095 

--- -- - - 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for 1 nfornation 
Operations and Reports 



ocp.r tnmt : MUT 
wtlm ~ a c k a v c  : 1411-2 
Scwur io  f i l e  : C:\EO~RLPSWWI\IIT~-Z.~R 
Std F c t r l  f l l c  : C : \ C O I R A P S \ A R W Y \ S F ~ E C . S F F  

WPV i n  20lS(SK): -477.856 
1 - T i m  CoSt(lK1: 19,432 

Wet Costs (SKI Constant Oollbrs 
1996 1W7 1998 l9W 2000 2001 Tots l  Beyond -..-. .--.-- 

0 0 
-56,056 -16.438 
-62,766 -21,832 

5.802 0 
0 0 

854 0 

MilCon 
Person 
Ovcrhd 
Moving 
Missio 
Other 

TOTAL 

Total 
- . m e -  

POSITIWS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Enl 0 0 6 0 0 
Civ 

0 
0 0 383 0 0 0 

101 0 0 390. . 0 0 0 

POS1710VS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 62 0 0 0 
Enl 0 0 24 1 0 0 0 
StU 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 46 0 0 
TOT 

0 
0 0 349 0 0 0 

Srmnary: - - - - - - - -  
Close Ft. Dix, N.J. 
Move a l l  A rmy  organizations t o  Base X.  
R I F  c i v i l i a n s  i n  Garrlson nor r q u l r e d  t o  remain t o  s u m r t  Amy Reserve 
Garrison. 
ENCLAVE ALL Tenant organizations. 
ENCLAVE RC Bldg, Land, ranges and organizations. 
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15-Mar-95 

SVC INSTALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

PLAlTSBURGH AFB 88/93 DEFBRACIDBCRC ONGOING CLOSE.19-95 I988 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 -E COPRS DTR, GARDEN an 93 

N 

DOD FAMILY HOUSING, NIAGARA FALLS 9 3  

NAVAL STATION BROOKLYN 88 

NAVAL STATION STATEN ISLAND 88/93 

NRC JAMESTOWN 

NRC POUGHKEEPSIE 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

CANCELLED 

ONGOING 

CLOSED 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

CLOSE 

CLOSE , 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

1993 DBCRC: 
Rejected proposal to close the activity. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Close the housing ofice and the 11 1 housing units it 
administers. 

1988 DEFBRAC: 
BRACl relocated facilities to NAVSTA New York. 

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. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Recommended closure of NRC Jarnestown, NY 
because its capacity is in excess of projected 
requirements. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Recommended closure of NRC Poughkeepsie, NY 
because its capacity is in excess of projected 
requirements. 



3- 
CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN NEW YORK 

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. 





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: 

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 

w Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. 



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

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

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. 
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. 

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. 
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: 

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

w 



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. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

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. 



PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
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DRAFT 

REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 
REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR (REDCAP) 

NEW YORK REGIONAL HEARING 
USS INTREPID AIRCRAFT CARRIER-TECHNOLOGIES HALL 

May 5,1995 

Conpressman - Jack Ouim - 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: P r o p  Manager CAISPAN Cornoration - 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 199213 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 $9.1 M, as 
opposed to a 'savings' of $1 1 .OM 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 loss 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 AckerrndAF Tearn/May 22,1995 

DRAFT 





,wLme'L &Me c;$*. - Less h ~ u  3- 9 4 C A  e m , , b y e e *  
- -  - - .  - - 

a P - j  e& ~ O ~ L J  

-. - 
1 -. 6 z&CettU 

P& &hAd \ / -- . vwkT 



QUESTIONS FOR THE NEW YORK CITY REGIONAL HEARING -cu)L,/.- 
'CI' Real-Time Dipitally Controlled Analvzer Processor (REDCAP) activitv; 

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. AckernlanIAF TeamfApril27, 1995/6:3 1PM 



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): -. -. - - - . . - - - -  - 

s k ! u Q S S  Allotment 
1 .  Rome Laboratory -1067 45 minutes . 
2.  Seneca Army Depot - 325 25 minutes 
3 .  Grifis 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 "3 8. Real-Time Digitally Controioiled Analyzer Proc. w Activity, Buffalo - 3 10 minutes 

Total Job Loss: -1695 Time Allotted: 2 hours 
Public Comment: 10 min. 

- 

Connecticut 
Job Loss Allotment 

1 .  Stratford Army Engine Plant - 1 000* 45 minutes 
2. WWC-Newport Division, New London - 627 25 minutes 

Total Job Loss: -1627 Time Allotted: 1 hour 
Public Comment: 10 min. 

Massachusetts 
Job Loss .4llotment 

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. 



\ 
I Job Alkmml 

1.  NAWC, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst -1763 45 minutes 
I(Y 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: 57 75 hours (345 min.) 
Total Public Cornment Time:--- - - - - -  - 40 mine 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA 6.08)  - Pose 1/2 
D a t a  As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  18:56 03/03/1995 

D e p a r t m t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOo\DEPOT.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year  : 1996 
F i n a l  Year  : 1998 
ROI Year  : 1999 (1  Year )  

N e t  C o s t s  (SK) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - - - - - -  

U i  l C o n  0 0 
P e r s o n  0 0 
Overhd  1 1 

.Moving 0 0 
M i s s i o  0 0 
O t h e r  0 0 

TOTAL 1 1 

1996 1997 - - - -  1998 - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 
E n  1 0 0 0 
C i v  0 0 1 
TOT 0 0 2 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 1 
En1  0 0 0 
r tu  o o o 
C i v  0 C 0 
TOT 0 0 1 

Sunnary: - - - - - - - -  
UOVE PORTION OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS 
DOWNSCOPE CONTRACT02 TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT 
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT 
DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT 

T o t a l  Beyond 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W Y  (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Q t i o n  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
S c w r i o  F i  Le : C:\COBRA9SUF\DW\REOUP.C8R 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C:\CO;RA9S\AF\DOO\DEPOT .SFF 

s t a r t i n g  Year : IW6 
F ina l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 1999 (1  Year) 

Net Costs (SKI Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

M i  icon 0 0 0 
Person 0 0 - 54 
Overhd 1 1 - 1 
Moving 0 0 35 
Miss io 0 0 -810 .. 
Other 0 0 1,700 

TOTAL 1 1 870 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITlONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 1 
En 1 0 0 0 
C iv  0 0 1 
TOT 0 0 2 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  0 0 1 
En1 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 
C iv  0 C 0 

/- TOT 0 0 1 

MOVE PORTIOW OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS 

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

-430 - 9 
C 3 5 )  
-3;240 

1,700 

:I, 945 

To ta l  
- - - * -  

1 
0 
1 
2 

1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-125 - 4 
0 

-810 - .  . 

0 

DOWNSCOPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT 
TERMINATE CilRREWT REDCAP CONTRACT 
DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUCUURY (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page t/Z 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Departmmt : USAF 
Option Package : T E - 1  (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOO\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lcon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 1 1 
Moving 0 0 
Hissio  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1 1 

Savings (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCm 0 . - 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
n iss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

45 
16 
36 

1,560 
1,700 

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

4 75 
25 

1 
4,800 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
9 
3 
0 

390 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

134 
7 
0 

1,200 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  
Date As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Crea td  18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario Fi l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\REDUP.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOo\DEPOT.SFF v Year Cost($) Adjusted Cost(S) ----  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1996 1,272 1,255 
1997 954 916 
1998 870,468 813,389 
1 999 -939,134 -854,066 
2000 -939,134 -831,207 
2001 -939,134 -808,961 
2002 -939,134 -787,310 
2003 -939,134 -766,238 
2004 -939,134 -745,731 
2005 -939,134 -725,772 
2006 -939,134 - 706,348 
2007 -939,134 -687,443 
2008 -939,134 - .  . -669,044 
2009 -939,134 -651,138 
2010 -939,134 -633,711 
201 1 -939,134 -616,750 
2012 -939,134 -600,243 
2013 -939,134 -584,179 
2014 -939,134 -568,544 
2015 -939,134 -553,327 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5 .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 F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDWP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\DEPOT.SFF 

(V ( A l l  v ~ l u e s  i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Family Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construct ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 

. C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Tota l  - Other 

Cost - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  One-Time Costs 1,748,439 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 1,570 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Tota l  One-T ime Savings 1,570 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 1,746,869 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Depnrtmmt : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  Le : C:\COBRAPS\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF 

Base: EDWARDS, U 
( A l l  values in  Dol lars)  

Category .------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
1 nformet ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Wen Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenpl oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i  l i e n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 

Cost - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

One-Tim Unique costs 0 
Total - Other 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 0 
Fami 1 y Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Tim Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



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

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scener i o F i l e  : C: \COBRA9S\AF\OOD\REDCAP. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EGLIY, FL 
( A l l  values in  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i  l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i e n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i  li t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 
Onc-Time Unique Costs 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

. . I 

Total - Other 
- - ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - *  

Total One-Time Costs 1,748,439 ,, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - -  L <-2' 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 1,570 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i  t i g a t  i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------.- 

Total One-Time Savings 
--!A u-Q< .7 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - z r - - - - - - -  

Total Net One-Time Costs 



TOTAL MILITARY COUSTRUCTIOW ASSETS (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - 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 F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : C:\CDBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

A l l  Costs in  SK 

Base N m  
- - - - - - - * -  

Total IClA Lend Cost Total 
Mi l ton Cost Purch Avoid Cost ------ - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - 

EDWARDS 0 0 0 0 0 
EGLlN 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 0 0 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL SU9URY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\REOCAP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\DEPOT.SFF 

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

na 3,754 o 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Fran Base: EGLIN, FL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 0 1 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 

- - 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  EDWARDS, CA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - *  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 1 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i e n s  0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 

C i v i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  
3,876 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- -0- - 1 

2001 Tota l  

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C i v i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

729 3,754 0 3,876 

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f  i cer_s- En l i s ted  Students - - - - --- - - -  c. .?I ------ - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

6,087 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: EOUARDS, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 0 1 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 

C i v i  l i e n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
4,041 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  EGLIN, FL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 !!!! -- - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  * - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 - 1 0 0 0 - 1 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 0 0 - 1 0 0 0 - 1 
TOTAL 0 0 - 2  0 0 0 -2 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario Fi l e  : C:\COBRA95\Af\DOD\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\OEPOT.SFF 

BASE POWLATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians . - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

6,087 0 



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 

O c p a r t m t  : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOO\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  .--- -- - -  * - - -  - - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSlTlONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C iv i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RlFs ( the  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITlONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C iv i  Lians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL ClVILlAN 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 

Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage of C i v i l i ans  Not Wi l l i ng  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) var ies from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The ra te  
of  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSOUNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\CO8RA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DoD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EDWARDS, U Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
Civ i  l i ens  Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  1 i an  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs (the remainder) 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civ i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  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 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The ra te  
of  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Pane 3/3 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA%\AF\DOO\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

(V Base: ECLIN, FL Rate 1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 0 0 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving (the remainder) 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 0 0 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 0 0 

1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - *  - - - -  - - - - -  
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 
0 0 0 0  0 

ClVlLlAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 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 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i  l i e n  Turnover, end Civ i l i ans  Not 
Wi l t i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The ra te  

(I of PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPRWRlATlONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDUP.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 ----- (SK)----- - - - *  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M l  LCON 0 0 0 
Fern Housing 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 

Ogn 
CIV SALARY 

Civ R I F  0 0 0 
Civ Re t i re  0 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 

. . 
0 

Misc 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 29 
RITA 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 0 

Unerrpl oyment 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 1 1 1 
Shutdown 0 0 0 
New H i r e  0 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 1 

To ta l  - - - - -  

POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRlATlWS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  - Page 2/9 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\CDBRA95\AF\DW\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fct rs  FiLe : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\DEPOT.SFF 

Tota l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 FAM HWSE OPS 

om 
RPMA 
00s 
U n i q w  Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l o u  

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 1 1 2,148 402 402 402 

Tota l  - - - - -  ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK)-----  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

0861 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
o w  
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,278 1,341 1,341 1,341 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Sccosrio F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95VF\OOO\REOCAP .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 - - - - -  (SK)----- * - - -  * - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 
Fern Housing 0 0 0 

Ogn 
Civ Retir /RlF 0 0 0 
Civ  Moving 0 0 29 
Other 1 1 1 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 15 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
E n v i r o m n t a l  0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other - 0 0 1,700 
Land 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1 1 1,745 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HWSE OPS 0 0 0 
OW 
RPMA 0 0 0 
BOS 0 0 - 1 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 - 23 

CHAMPUS 0 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
n i l  Salary 0 0 -39 
House Allow 0 0 -0 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 -810 
Hisc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 - 874 

Tota l  - - - - -  

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 1 1 870 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

D m r t m t  : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

I, Base: EDUARDS, 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

okn 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Pecking 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
Neu Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Tota l  - - - - -  

Per Diem - :!:Miles 
Misc 0 0 0 

OTHER 
E l im PCS 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\REDCAP.CBR 

w Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 
- 

Base: EDWARDS, CA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1 999 2000 2001 Tota l  

- - - * -  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

- - - - -  (SKI-----  
FAM HWSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAHPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 l o w  

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 402 402 402 402 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fern Housing 

DBU 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Hovi ng 

Tota l  - - - - - 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rormenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES -- - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
oSH 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operet 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House ALlou 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other- 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EDWARDS, CA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fm Housing 0 

08n 
Civ Retir /RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i r o m n t a l  0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
I-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
oa4 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 4.08)  - Page 719 
Data As Of 13:02 C2/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP. CBR 
Std Fct rs  FiLe : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EGLIN, FL 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 Tota l  - - - - -  - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
n l  LCON 
Fem Housing 
Land Purch 
om 

CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ  Re t i re  

CIV MOVlNG 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREl GHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdoun 
Neu Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Uisc 0 0 1 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 0 9 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 
E n v i r o w n t a l  0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Other 0 0 1,700 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1 1 1,746 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 8/9 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  i e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\Dm\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EGLIN, FL 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 Tota l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 
----- (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
Ogn 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMWS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l o u  

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 1 1 1,746 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES --- - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
ow 

1-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Moving 
OTHER 

Tota l  - - - - -  

Land Sales w E n v i r o m n t a l  - 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
08.H 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l o u  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,278 1,341 1,341 1,341 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1W5, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\REDCAP .CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EGLIN, FL 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fern Housing 

081( 

Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o w n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
I-Tirne Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI-- - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
081( 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A l l ou  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - *  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 1 1 468 - 1,341 -1,341 -1,341 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPHA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA 6-08) 
Data As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Departnrnt 
Option Package 
Scenario F i l e  
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  

Base - - - -  
EDUARDS 
EGLlN 

Base - - - -  
EDUARDS 
EGL 1 N 

Base - - - -  
EDUARDS 
EGLIN 

: USAF 
: TE-1 (EC) 
: C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR 
: C:\COBRAPS\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

PersonneL 
Change %Change - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

1 ox 
-3  ox 

RPM(S) 
Change XChange Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 ox ~' 0 
0 ox 0 

RPHABOS(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
3,222 OX - 3,222- 

_-6,914 OX 2,305 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 ox 0 
0 ox 0 

BOS(S) 
Change XChange Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
3,222 OX 3,222 

-6,914 OX 2,305 



RW/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA vS .08) 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

Net Change(SK1 

RPHA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 

2000 2001 Totel Beyond - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 - 4 -4 -12 -4 
0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

- 4 -4 -12 - 4 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 .08)  
Detr  As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created ?8:56 03/03/1995 

Dcpertment : USAF 
Option Peckage : TE-1 (EC) 
S c w r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

lNWT SCREEN OWE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Neme - - - - - - - - -  
EDWARDS, CA 
EGLIN, FL 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - * -  

Real igrrnent 
Realigrment - 

S m r y :  - - - - - - - -  
MOVE PORTION OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS 
DOWNSCOPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT 
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT 
DISPOSE OF REWINING EQUIPMENT 

INPUT SCREEN TW - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
EDWARDS, CA 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
EGLIN, FL 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
2,092 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from EGLIN, FL t o  EDWARDS, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 0 0 1 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FWR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: EDUARDS, CA 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Enployees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Tota l  Student Enployees: 
Tota l  C i v i  Lien Enployees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base Faci l i t iescKSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA (S/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 (fK/Year) : 
Comnunications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 



lNWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 2 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1995, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

w INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: EGLIN, FL 

Total O f f i c e r  Enployees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not M i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avail: 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA (S/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le):  

RPMA Yon-Payroll (SK/Year): 
C m i  cat ions (SK/Year): 
BOS Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INWT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: EDUARDS, CA 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 0 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%): OX 
Shutdoun Schedule ( X ) :  OX 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Fec i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Neme: EGLIN, FL 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (No: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd(SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Farn Housing AvoidncCSK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK1: 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 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 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 1,700 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
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 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 3 
Data As O f  13:02 02/20/1W5, Report Created 18:56 03/03/1W5 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\REDCAP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DbD\OEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMTlON 

Name: EGLIN, FL 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Of f  Change(No Sal Save): 
Enl Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ ChangeCNo Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i  1 i tary: 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  

STANOARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Milcon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary(S/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAP w i th  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary(S/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
AvgUnenployCost(S/Ueek): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  Lity(Ueeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  SaLary(S/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear l y  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i  l i e n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% w SF F i leDesc :  Depot Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPM Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPM vs population): 0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Achin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor QuartersCSF): 256.00 
Avg Family Puarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f  l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear l y  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs (S): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Net Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(S): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  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: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MiLCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANOARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHGPerOff Femi ly(Lb) :  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost (S/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Errploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack B Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle(S/Mile): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mile): 1.40 
POV Rei&ursement(S/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS CostCS): 5,761.00 



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 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\REDCAPPCBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRAPSUF\DW\DEPOT.SFF 

wt STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MlLlTARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Horizontal 
Uater f ront  - 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Adn in is t ra t i ve  
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Camrnicat ions Fac i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
E n v i r o m n t a l  

UM s/un - - -.-- 
(SY) 0 
(LF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF)  0 
(SF) 0 
(EA) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EL) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 

Category - - - - - - - -  
OTHER 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category I4 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

un s/un - - - - - -  
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 

- 0 - - -  

( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S U w R r  (COBRA ~5.08) - P a g e  112 
D a t a  A s  Of 13:02 02/20/1995. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  07:41 03/01 11995 

D o p a r t r e n t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : T E - 1  (EC) 
S c e n a r i o  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\RE~CAP.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\DEPOT .SFF 

--'-, \ ' S t a r t i n g  r e a r  : 1996 
? F i n a l  ~ ; a r  : 1998 

-# ROI y e a r  : 1999 (1 Y e a r )  

NPV i n  2015($K): -10,974 . - 
1-Time C o s t ( $ K ) :  1,748 

N e t  C o s t s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  -.-- - -. - 

M i  l C o n  0 0 0 
P e r s o n  0 0 ='-54 
O v e r h d  1 1 - 1 
M o v i n g  0 0 35 
M i s s i o  0 0 -810 
O t h e r  0 - 0 - -  1,700 - - 

TOTAL 1 - -  - 1 870 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - -. 

P O S I T I O N S  ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
E n  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 0 1 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 2 0 0 0 

P O S I T I O N S  REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
E n  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S t u  -- 0.- . 0 . 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 0 0 0 0 n 

T o t e  1 --... 
0 

-430 
- 9 
35 

-3,240 
1,700 

T o t a  1 
- - - - -  

B e y o n d  

---.---- 
MOVE PORTION OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS 
DOWNS COPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REV1 SED Ef FORT 
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT 
DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S U w R Y  (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data AS Of 13:02 02120llQQ5. Report Created 07:41 03/01/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l o  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l a  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\DEPOT .SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 .--. -. - - 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 1 1 
Mov i ng 0 0 
Missio  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1 1 2.1 48 402 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - * -. - 

Mi lCon. - - 0 0 
Person 0 - - 0 -- 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 1,278 1,341 1,341 1,341 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 
45 
16 
36 

1,560 
1,700 

T o t a l  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
9 
3 
0 

390 
0 

Beyond .--.-- 
0 

134 
7 
0 

1,200 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:02 0212011995, Report c reated 07:41 0310111995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  Le : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  be : C: \ C ~ B M \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ R ~ C O M E N D \ D E P O T .  SFf 

cost (S) -. -. - - - 
1,272 

954 
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($) ._..___---------- 
1,255 

91 6 
813,389 

-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 
-584.1 79 
-568,544 
-553,327 

NPV (%) -.---- 
1.255 
2,171 

815,560 
-38,506 

-869,713 
-1,678.674 
-2,465,985 
-3,232,223 
-3,977,954 
-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 
-1  0,974,454 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 13:02 02/20!1995. Report Created 07:41 03/01/1995 

Department : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 

1--, 

Scenario F i  10 : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.~BR 
~ t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF 

>., ', 
) I  ( A l l  values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category Cost - - - -  
Const ruc t ion  

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  0 
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  0 
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 0 
Land Purchases 0 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C i v i  t i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mo thba l l  / Shutdown 

Tota 1 - Overhead 

Moving - 
C i v i  Lian Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Sub-Total  - - - - - - - - _ 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  -Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 1,700,000 

T o t a l  - Other 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  1,700,000 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 1,748,439 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - * - 
One-Time Savings - 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 
Fami ly  Housing Cost Avoidances 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

U ---------------_-.I---------.----.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -------_-_-________.------ 1,570 
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 1.746.869 



TOTAL M I L I T * R ~  CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA "5.08) 
Data As of 13:02 02/2011995. Report Created O7:41 03/01/1995 ,$ 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP. cBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTS~\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF 

\ \ 

T o t a l  I MA Land Cost Tota l  w Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost - - - - - - - - - --.--- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - _  
0 0 0 EDWARDS 

EGLIN 0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 0 --------------_____-------.-----.-----.----------.--------.------------------- 
Tota ls :  0 0 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL S u w ~ y  REPORT (COBRA v5. 08) 
Data AS Of 1 3 ~ 0 2  02120/~.$95. Report c rea ted  07 :41 03/01/1895 

.-. 

Department : USAF 
Op t i on  Package : TE-1 1EC) 
Scenar io F i  l a  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\REC~MEND\FINAL\REDCAP .CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF 

\ PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: EDWARDS. CA 

V BASE POPULATION (FY 1996. P r i o r  t o  BRAG Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: EGLIN, FL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  . . . . - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---.- 
O f f i c e r s  0 0 1 - 0 0 0 1 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 -  0 - - - 0  

" .  
1 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  EDWARDS, 
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 1 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 

2001 T o t a l  
- - a -  - - - - -  

0 1 
0 0 

- 0 0 
0 0 
0 - 1 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  ------.--- ---.------ --------.- - - - - - - - - * .  

729 3,754 0 3,876 
- 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: EGLIN, FL 

3 BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  ------.--- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: EDWARDS, CA 

1996 1997 1908 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - -  --..- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 U 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 CI 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  EGLIN, FL): ' 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - * -  -.-- - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  - - - * - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - -. - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 - 1 0 0 0 - 1 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 -1 0 0 0 - 1 
TOTAL 0 0 - 2 0 0 0 - 2 



PERSONNEL S U ~ R Y  REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - P.9. 2 
Data As Of l?:oz 02/20/1995, Report croatod 0?:41 0 3 / 0 1 [ 1 ~ 9 5  

- 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT ~S\RECOME~D\FINAL\REDCAP.  CBR 

, s Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C: \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ R E C ~ M E N D \ D E P O T .  SFF 

1) BASE POPULA1 ION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  students -.---.-.__ .......... 

1,426  6,087 0 

C i v i  t ians ------..-- 
4,040 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
0.t. AS Of 13:02 0212011Q95, Report c rea ted  O7 :41 03/01 11995 

Ompartrent : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenar io F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP .CBR 

. S td  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\DEPOT .SFF 

Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement' 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5 .OO% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i e n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving - --- - 

C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - " -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - _ _ _  _.__ -.-*. 
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 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
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 

' E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  1 l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les.  

" P  + The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) v a r i e s  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Pa90 113 
Data As of 13:02 0212011995. Report Created 07 :41 03/01 11995 

Department : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenar io F i  Le : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP. CBR 
S t d  F c t  r r  F i  Le : C: \ C ~ B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ R E C O M E N D \ D E P O T .  SFF 

2001 Tota 1 -. . - - - - - - - - - - - ( 8 K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

OM1 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehic Let 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program PLan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

. . Per Diem 
;TI; Mi Les 

Mi sc 
OTHER 

ELim PCS 
OTHER 

HAP 1 RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Envi ronmenta 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other D 0 1,700 0 0 0 1,700 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1 1 1,746 0 0 0 1,748 



TOTAL APPRO~I(IATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 213 
oat. AS o t  13:02 02t2011995. Report eraatad 07 : 4 i  03/01/1995 

Department 
Opt ion  Package 
Scenar io F i l e  
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  

) RECURRlNOCOSTS 

: USAF 
: TE-1 (EC) 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\RE~CAP.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECO~ND\OEPOT.SFF 

Tota 1 Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

- - - - -  ($K)----. 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O M  

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----. (%K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O M  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

T o t a l  -.--- 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES Tota 1 
--.-- 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

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

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - page 313 
~ a t a  AS of 13:02 02/20/1995. Report Crr.=;ed 07:41 03/01/1995 

Department : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenar io F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ ~ E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ \ F I N A L \ R E D C A P . C B R  

. S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ R E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ \ Q E P O T . S F F  

) ONE-TIME NET 2001 T o t a l  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

)(IPI) CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OLM 
Civ R e t i r I R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environment8 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 
0 0 
0 1,747 

2001 Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - - - - -  ---.-- 

0 - 0 0 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary  
House A1 Low 

Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 

T;:;:u;E;:;er 

TOTAL NET COST 1 1 870 - 939 - 939 - 939 -1,945 -93s 



PERSONNEL, SF, Rpw, AND BOS DELTAS (GUB"A VJ.UI)) 

Data AS Of 13,:02 021201lg95, Report c reated 07 :41 0310111~95 . * 
Department : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenar io F i  1s : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP .cBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF 

EGLIN 

Personne 1 SF 
Change %Change Change %Change ChglPer -.---- - - - - - - -  -----. .------ - - - - - - -  

1 OX 0 OX 0 

-3  0% 0 --OX 0 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change ChglPer Change %Change ChglPer 

EDWARDS 
EGLIN 

Base - - - - 
EDWARDS 
EGL I N 

RPMABOS ($) 
Change XChange ChgIPer _ _ _ _ - -  _ _ - - _ - -  --.---- 



RPul8OS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
~ a t a  AS Of 13:02 O2IZOllgg5, Report c reated 0 7 ~ 4 1  03l0111995 

Oepartnent : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:  \COBRA\REPORT~S\RECOMENO\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:  \COBRA\REPORT~S\RECOMEND\DEPOT .SFF 

j) Net Change(lK) 1996 1997 1998 --------_--.-- - - - -  - - - -  - _ _ _  
0 0 0 

BOS Change mlf lPYl Change 0 0 - 1 
Housing Change 0 ._ 0 0 _-.-__-___---_-------------------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 - 1 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
- 4  
0 .-.---- 

- 4  



- 
- 

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBu ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
0.t. AS of 13:02 02/2011gg5. Report Created 07:41 03/01 11995 

Department : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenar io F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCA~.  CER 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF 

\ INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Mode 1 does Time-Phasing of  Construct ionlShutdown: Yes 

Base Name 
- - * - - - - - -  

EDWARDS, CA 
EGLIN, FL 

Strategy: -.---.-.- 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - -  
MOVE PORTION OF REDCAP EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS 
DOWNSCOPE CONTRACTOR TO SUPPORT REVISED EFFORT 
TERMINATE CURRENT REDCAP CONTRACT 
DISPOSE OF REMAINING EQUIPMENT 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
EDWARDS, CA 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - -  
ECLIN, FL 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from EGLIN, FL t o  EDWARDS, CA 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 0 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  0 0 A 

. C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  0 0 
Student Pos i t i ons :  0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  0 D 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  0 13 
Heavy/Spe.cial Veh ic les :  0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: EDWARDS, CA 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
Tots 1 Base Fac i  l i t i es (KSF) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA (%/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA (%/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/TonlMi le ) :  

Distance: 
- - a m - * - - -  

2,092 mi 

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  (8KIYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  I n fo rma t i on :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Pa99 2 
~ a t a  As Of 13:02 02/20/1995, Report c rea ted  07 :41 03101/1~g5 

Department : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenar io F i  Le : C: \CO~RA\REPORT~S\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP. CBR 
S td  Fc t  r s  F i  l e  : C: \ ~ B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ R E C O M E N D \ D E P O T  .SFF 

\j ' INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORYLTION 

Name: EGLIN, FL 

T o t a l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  li ties(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications (SKIYear ) : 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($KIYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMTION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  I n fo rma t i on :  

Name: EDWARDS, CA 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (8K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save (8K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 

3 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (a): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedu le(%) : OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): OX 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 ' Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t i en t s /Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: EGLIN, FL 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($I(): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 -. - - . -. - - - - -  . - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 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 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% OX 
0% OX OX 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: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - 3 
p at. AS Of 13:02 O2/20/1995, Report c rea ted  0 7 ~ 4 1  03/01/1995 

Department : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenar io F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP. CBR 

.- S td  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\DEPOT.SFF ' INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORUTION 

-11 Name: EGLIN,FL 

Off Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
Civ Force s t r u c  Change: 
Stu  Force St ruc  Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenar io Change: 
O f f  Change(No S a l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied:  66.90% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($lWeek): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  l i a n  Salary($lYear) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00X 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: Depot Factors  

1 STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs  popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I n d i c e s  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00. 
Mo thba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Puarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Hat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sa l e  Reimburs($) : 22,385 .OO 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i  l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency P Lan Rate: 
Mi lCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
111f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Ma te r i a l IAss igned  Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb):  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehic le($/Mi l e ) :  0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehic le($/Mi l e ) :  1.40 
POV Reimbursement($lMile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years):  4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
oat. AS Of 13:02 02/20/1gg5, Report Createpr07:41 03/01/1995 

Department : USAF 
Opt ion  Package : TE-1 (EC) 
Scenar io F i  l a  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~S\RECOMEND\FINAL\REDCAP.CBR 

. , Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~S\RECOMENO\DEPOT.SFF 

\ STANDAJO FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY COUSTRUCTION 

# cafegory UM $/UM Category ----.--- - - - - - -  .--- -.-- 
H o r i z o n t a l  
Water f ront  
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
School Bui  l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quar te rs  
Covered Storage 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications Fac i  1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environrnenta 1 

OTHER (SF) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category D ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category F ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category G ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category I ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y J  ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category K ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) - 0 - - - -  
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) - -  0 
Op t i ona l  Category N ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category Q ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category R ( ) 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SLRMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 1  - Page 112 - - - -Data  A s  Of 11:18 05/02/95. Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : l€-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\TEST\REtCAPl.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRASOB\RST\DEPMTIN.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 . 
Fina l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : ZOO2 (4  years )  

Net Costs  (SK) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Mi lCon 0 700 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 1 1 
noving 0 0 
U i s s i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

1996 1997 '1998 ---- ---- ---- 
FQSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off 0 0 1 
En 1 0 0 0 
c i v  0 0 1 
m 0 0 2 

POSITIONS REUIGNED 
Off 0 
mi 0 
s t u  0 
c i v  0 
WP 0 

SumMry: ---- ---- 
Realign REDCAP from A F D X  (Buffalo)  t o  AFFI'C Edwards 

Tot a 1 Beyond ----- - - - - - A  

700 0 
-430 -125 

5 4 12 
1.735 0 

.3,240 -810 
1,300 -- - 

0 

Tota l  
----- 



COBRA RU\LICNMEt?T SUMMARY (COBRA V5.08) - Page 2/2 - - '-Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95. Report Crested lit10 05/08/1995 

Department I USAF 
Optlon Package : lE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario Flle : CI\COBRA~O~\TES~\REDCAP~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File r CI\COBMSO~\TEST\DEP(~PFIN.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollar* 
1996 1997 ---- _---- -.- 

Milcon 0 - 700 
Person 0 0 .  
Overhd 1 1 
moving 0 0 
nissio 0 - 0 
Other 0 0 

Total ----- 
700 
45 

. 80 
1,736 
1,560 
1,300 

Beyond ------ 
0 
9 
19 
0 

390 
0 

(SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 - 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Savings 
Total ----- 

0 
475 
25 

Beyond ------ 
0 

134 
7 
0 

1.200 
0 

- - Milcon 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
nissio 
Other 



m A L  ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data A3 Of 1l:U 05/02/95. Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\TEST\REDCAP~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTFIN.S€€ 

(All values in Dollars). 

Category -------- 
Construction 

Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

- Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

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

Total - Moving 
Other 
HAP / RSE 

- 3 hvirornnantal Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

- , . . . . - - - ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total One-Time Costs 3,718,439 . . 
---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
~ilitary ' C O ~ S ~ N C ~ ~ O ~  cost Avoidanc:es 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 1.570 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
mvironmantal Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Total One-Time Saving. 1,570 .............................................................................. 
lbtal Net One-Time Costs 3.746.869 



'IDTAL APPROPRIATIONS DCI'AIL REPORT (COBRA VS .O8) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 11:18 05/02/95. Report Created 11:iO 05/08/1995 - - - .  

Department t USAF 
Option Package r TE-1 (EC) - Edward8 
Scenario File t C:\COBRA508\TEST\R~:DCAP11CBR 
std Fctrs Pile 1 C:\COBRA508\TEST\DE:POICIN.SFF . 

ONE-TIXE COSTS ----- (SK) ----- 
C o N r n r n O N  
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

OLH 
CIV SALRRY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 

CIV W I K :  
Per Diem 
POV Milee 
Home Purch 
HHG 
nisc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 
OmEU 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSDNML 
MIL mxK: 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
IinG 
Minc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / R S E  
Environmental 
Info Manage 
I-Tima other 
TOTAL ONE-TIHE 



lVTAL APPROPRIATIONS DFXAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 - - -.Data As of :11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:io 05/08/1995 

Department I USAF 
Option Package I 775-1 IEC) - Edwards 
S c e n a r i o  F l l e  t C:\COBRA508\TESP\RED(XPl.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  1 C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTrIN.SFP 

RECURRINGCOSTS ----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OhM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAH PUS 
C a r e t a k e r  

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off S a l a r y  
En1 S a l a r y  
House A l l w  

OTHER 
Mlssion 
Mlsc Recur 
Unique Other  

?rJP)rL RECUR 

T o t a l  Beyond ----- ------ 
0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ( S K I - - - - -  
CONSIRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Houalng 

S W  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERsn.mEL 
M i l  Moving 

CYlnER 
Land S a l e s  - 
Environmental 
l-Time (Xher 
TQPAL ONE-TIHE 

T o t a l  ----- 

RECURRINXAVES ----- ( S K I  ----- 
FAW HOUSE OF'S 
Ohn 

RPUA 
80s 
I h i q u e  Opera t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PEiwxrmL 
Off S a l a r y  
hl S a l a r y  
Houne Allow. 

O?HER 
Procurement 
U i s s i o n  
K i s c  R e c u r  

-Unique O t h e r  
TQPAL R D N R  

Tota l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



m A L  APPROI'RIATIONS D€TAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
- . - m t a  A s  0 1  11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:lO 05/08/1995 

Department r USAP 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\TESP\RE[CAPl.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  r C:\COBRASOB\TEST\DEtOTrIN.SW 

ONE-TIWE NCl'  ----- (SKI ----- 
C O N m m I o N  

HI LCON 
Fan Housing 

OhH 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Hoving 
o t h e r  

MIL PER-EL 
H i 1  Hoving 

O?HER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Uanage 
1-Time Other 
Land . 

TWIRL ONE-TIHE 

Tota l  ----- 

1s 

0 
0 
0 

1,300 
0 

3,747 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

64 
-12 
0 
0 

-163 
0 

-275 
-0 

RECURRIK; NFP ----- (SKI----- 
FA!! HOUSE OPS 
OhH 

R P U A  
B3S 
Unique Operat 
Care taker  
Civ Sa la ry  

CHAllFuS 
MIL PER93NNEL 

M i l  Sa la ry  
House A l l w  
O?HER 

Procurewnt  
Mission 
U i s c  Recur 
Unique Other 

l W X U  RECUR 

Beyond ------ 
0 



PERSONNEL. SF, R P W ,  AND B X  DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data Q OC 11:lE 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (El - Edwards 
Scenario File 1 C:\COBRA508\TEST\REDCAPl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\DEPCIITIN.SFF 

Base ---- 
EWARDS 
ECLIN 

Base ---- 
W A R D S  
ECLIN 

Personnel 
Change \Change ------ ------- 

1 ot 
- 3 ot 

SF 
Change \Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- 
3,350 0% 3,350 

0 ot 0 

RPWIS) eOSIS1 
Change \Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- ------ ------- ------- 
15,960 Ot 15,960 3.222 0% 3,222 

0 Ot 0 -6,914 Ot 2,305 

RPWRmS(S) 
Base Change \Change ChglPer ---- ------ ------- ------- 
EDWARDS 19.182 01 19,182 
EX;LIN --6,914 O\ 2,305 - - .  



W A L  MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSFPS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data Ag Ot 11:LF 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

Department I USAP 
Option Package t TE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBR)~~O~\TESI'\REDCAP~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

All Costs in SK 
Tutal I UA Land Cost Total 

Base Name ni Icon Cost Purch Avoid Cost --------- ------ ---- ----- ----- ----- 
EDWARDS 700 0 0 0 700 
mLIN 0 0 0 0 0 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Totals: 700 0 0 0 700 



PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5. 08) 
Data A s  Of-ll:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

.-- 
l) 

Department : USAP 
Option Package r TE-1 IEC) - Edwards 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  r C:\COBRASO8\TEST\REDCAPl.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  r C : \ C D B ~ 5 0 8 \ T E S T \ D E ~ I N . S F F  

Year C0s.t ( $ 1  Adjusted Cost ( $1  ---- ------- ---------------- 
1996 1,272 1,255 
1997 700,954 673,003 
1998 886,428 828,302 
1999 376,825 342,692 
2000 -923,174 -817,082 
2001 -923.174 -795,213 
2002 -923,174 -773,930 
2003 -923,174 -753,217 
2004 -923,174 -733,058 
2005 -923,174 -713,438 
2006 -923,174 -694.344 
2007 -923,174 -675,760 
2008 -923,174 -657,674 
2009 -923,174 -640,072 

- - -2010 -923,174 -622,941 
2011 -923,174 -606,269 
2012 -923,174 -590,043 
2013 -923.174 -574,251 
2014 -923,174 -558,882 
2015 -923.174 -543,924 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBM v5.08) 
Data A? OC 11118 05/02/95. Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

Department : USAP 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario Pile I C:\COBRA508\TESTlREDCAPl .CBR 
Std Fctr6 File r CI\COBRA~O~\TEST\DEWTFIN.SFF 

Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REUIGNINC CUP 
Early RetiP8iUent. 10.001 
Regular Retirement* 5.001 
Civilian Turnover* 15.001 
Civs Not Moving lRIFs)*+ 
civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.001 
Regular Retirement 5.00t 
Civilian Turnover 15.001 
Civs Not Moving (RIFslb+ 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civiliane Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS RUILICNIK; 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 RFPIME??E 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
'IWI'AL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLhCPIWPS# 0  0  1 0  0  0  1  
'IWl'AL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

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

+ The Percentage of Civilian8 Not Willing to Hove (Voluntary RIPS) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.001 



PERSONNEL YEXRLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data A? 01 11:1? 05/02/95. Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edvards 
Scenar io  F i l e  r C: \COBRA508\TEST\REtrAPl .CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  r Ct\COBRA508\TEST\DEI'MTIN.SFF 

Base2 EDWARDS. CA 

Pers  Moved I n  
T o t a l  Percent ----- ------- 

0 0.001 
0 0.001 
1 1oo.oot 
0 0.001 
0 0.001 
0 0.001 ----- ------- 
1 100.001 

Baser ECLIN, FL 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

P e r s  Moved In  
T o t a l  Percent  ----- ------- 

0 0 -001 
0 0 -001 
0 0.001 
0 0.001 
0 0.001 
0 0.001 ----- ------- 
0 0.001 

ni lcon  
Timel'hase -----.---- 

0.001 
100.001 
0.001 
Cl. 001 
Cl.001 
0.001 --------- 

100.001 

Pers Ebved (Xlt/Eliminated ShutDn 
Tots 1 Percent Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.001 16.671 
0 0.001 16.671 
0 0.001 16.671 
0 0.001 16.671 
0 0.001 16.671 
0 0.001 16.671 ----- ------- --------- 
0 0.001 100.001 

Per6 Ebved but/Eliminated S h u t m  
Tota l  Percent Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.001 0.001 
0 0.001 0.001 
3 100.001 100.001 
0 0.001 0.001 
0 0.001 0.001 
0 0.001 0.001 ----- ------- --------- 
3 100. 001 100.001 



PERSONNEL SVlMllRY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As 0c 11:1! 05102/95, Report Crested 11:09 05/08/1995 

- - 

9 Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario Flle : C:\COBRA508\TEST\RECCAPl.CBR 

W" Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\TESP\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUlMARY FDR: .EDWARDS, CA 

BASE POPULATION IFY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Off icera Enlisted Students . Civilians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

728 3,754 0 3,876 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMDITS: . 
From Base: ELIN, FL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Officers 0 0 1 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 0 
m A L  0 0 1 0 

TYPAL PERSONNEL REALIGNI-IPPIS (Into EDWARDS, CAI: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off icere 0 0 1 0 
hlisted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 0 
m L  0 0 1 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

729 3,754 0 

- 
BhsE FOPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC ~ction) : 

., , Off icarm Dllisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 
1,428 6,081 0 

Total ----- 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

Total ----- 

Civilians ---------- 
3.876 

Civilians ---------- 
4,041 

PERSOMJEL REALIGNMEWE: 
'Po Base: EM?tRDS, 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 
?UPAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

?UPAL PERSONNEL REALI- ( m t  of ECLIN, PL) r 
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 

SCDARIO POSITIQl -1 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Off icera 0 0 - 1 0 0 0 - 1 
Dlli0t.d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 - 1 0 0 0 - 1 
nn'AL 0 0 - 2 0 0 0 - 2 



PERSONNEL SU~MARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 2 
Data OF 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1395 

- .  

Department t USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards ) Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\REDCAP1 .CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DE:POTFIN.SFF 

BASE POWLATION (After BRAC Action): 
Of ricers Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,426 6.087 0 

Civilians ---------- 
4.040 



RPMAIBOS CHANCE REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 
Data A 8  Of 11:18 05/07/95, Report created 11:09 05/08/1995 - - 

:I 
Department : USAF 
OOti0n Package : m - 1  (ECI - Edwards 

! I  scenario ~ i l i  : C: \ C O B R A ~ O ~ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ \ R E D C A P ~  .CBR - .  - 

Std Fctrs File r C: \COBRA~O~\TEST\OEPOTFIN.SF~ 

Net Change(SK1 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 -------------- ---- ---- 
RPHA Change 0 0 
BJS Change 0 0 
Housing Change 0 0 -------------------------------- 
TJTAL C W E S  0 0 

2001 Total Beyond ---- ----- ------ 
16 6 4 16 
-4 -12 -4 
0 0 0 ..................... 
12 51 12 



INPWI' DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data A! 0! 11:18 05/02/95, Report Created 11109 05/08/1995 - .  

Department : USAF 
Option Package : E - 1  (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\REDCAPl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

INPUT S C R W  ONE - GENE- S C m I O  INFORMATION 

Model Year One : M 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construct.lon/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name --------- 
EWARDS, CA 
ECLIN, FL 

Surmnary : -------- 
Realign REDCAP from AFD'TC (Buffalo) 1:o A m  Edwards 

INPUT SCREEN 'IWO - DISTANCE TABLE 
From Base: ---------- 
EWARDS, CA 

lb Base: 
--..----- 
EGLIN, FL 

INPUT SCREEN ?HREE - mV- TABLE 

Transfers from EGLIN, FL to E(WARDS, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Officer Positionst 0 0 1 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Student Positionst 0 0 0 0 
Hissn Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eppt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

INPUT S C R W  FOUR - STATIC W E  INIBRIIATION 

Nam: ElmARDS, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Dnployees: 
Total Student Dnployees: 
Total Civilian Dnployees: 
Mil Families Living Cn bee: 
Civilians Not Willing To Moves 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
'btal Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) r 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost (S/lbn/Uile): 

Distance: --------- 
2,092 mi 

RPl4A Non-Payroll ISK/Year) : 
Cmmunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($)(/Year) : 
Family Housing I$K/Year): 
Atea Cost Factors 
CHAllPVS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAXPVS Cut-Pat ($/Visit) : 
clWfPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Aeeistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT ICOBRA V5.08) - Page 2 
Data #f Oi ll:18 05/02/95. Report Created 11.:09 05/08/1995 

- .  

Department : USAF 
Option Package r TE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\REaCAPl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEFWl'FIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - SPqTIC BASE 1NFORI.UTION 
Name: EGLIN, €'L 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Hi1 Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Mover 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base FacilitiesIKSF) I 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA (S/nonth) I 

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

RPUA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) I 

Comnunications (SK/Year): 
80S Non-Payroll lSK/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) I 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAUPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAUPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAnWS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Coder 

INWl' SCREEN FIVE - DYNAUIC W E  INCJORUATION 

Haneomer Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Name: EDUPADS, CA 
1996 ---- 

l-Time Unique Coat (SK) I 0 
l-Time Unique Save ($10: 0 
l-Time Uoving Cost (SKI: 0 
l-Time Uoving Save (SKI : 0 
Env Non-UilCon Reqd (SKI : 0 
Activ Uission Cost (SK): 0 
Activ Uiosion Save (SK) : 0 
Uioc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Xisc Recurring Savs(SK) t 0 
Land (*Wry/-Sales) (SK) r 0 
Constmctfon Schedule(\): Ot 
S h u t d m  Schedule (\)I 0 t 
XilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK) I 0 
Procurarwnt Avoidnc(SK) r 0 
CHAUPW In-Patiente/Yr: 0 
CHAUWS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDom(KSF): 0 

Name: DGLIN, €'L 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 0 
l-Time Unique Save (SKI r 0 
1-Time Moving Cooc (SK) : 0 
l-Time Moving Save ($11) r 0 
Env Non-Milcon Reqd(SK)r 0 
Act iv Uisaion Cost (SKI I 0 
Activ Miasion Savo ISK) r 0" 
Uisc Recurring Cost(SK): 0 
Uisc Recurring Save($K)t 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 0 
c o n s t ~ ~ ~ t i ~ a  ~chebule ( \ )  r OI 
Shutdown S c M l m  (t) I Ot 
UilCon Cost Aroi&c($K) r 0 
Fan Housing AwiQc (SK) I 0 
Procuremot AloiQr(SK) I 0 
CHMFW In-RtiatmIYrt 0 
CIMRlS Out-hCiat=/Yrs 0 
Facil 'S~U~I&UA(KSF) 8 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 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 
0 0 0 0 
0% OI ot 0 t 
Ot 08 0% ot 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 . 0  0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Pamily Housing ShutDovn: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 1,300 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,700 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 
01 0% OI 0% 
01 ot ot ot 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

R r c  Pamily Har8ing ShutDoun: 



INF'UT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data Ap Ot 11:18 05/02/95. Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\REIKAPl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA508\TESnDEImIN.SFP 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE. PERSONNEL INIQRMRTION 
Name: ELIN, FL 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Changez 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Oft Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 
INFVT SCREPl SEVEN - BASE MILITARY 
Name 1 ETMARDS, CA 

Description Cat eg New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost ( S K I  ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Anechoic Lab OTHER 3,350 0 700 
Add/alter BAP 

STANDARD F A m R S  S C R m  CNE - PERSOWEL 
Percent Officers Married: 76.801 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.901 
Enlisted Housing Milcon: 80.001 
Officer Salary($/Year) r 78.668.00 
Off B&Q with Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enlisted Salaryl$/Year) : 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/week) : 174 .OO 
Unemployment EligibilityfWeeks)~ 18 
Civilian Salary(S/Year): 46,641.00 
Civilian lUmover Rate: 15.001 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00\ 
Civilian ReQular Retire Rate: 5.001 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: Final Factors 

S M A R D  FAePORS SCRED( 1WO - FACILITIES 
RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index ( R W  vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used an exponerite) 
Program Uanagement Pactor: 10.001 
Caretaker Ahin(SP/Care) : 162.00 
Uothball Cost ($/SF) 1 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SP) I 256.00 
Avg Pamily martere(SP1 1 1,370.00 
APF'LIET-RPT Inflatim Ratear 
1996: 0.001 1997: 2.901 1998: 3.001 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Ssrvice: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.001 
Civilian PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat W i a n  H a m  Price($): 114.600.00 
H a w  Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.001 
Max Hcue Sale ReimburslS): 22,385.00 
Hoea Furch Reimburse Rate: 5.001 
Max Homo Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
Civilian Horuouning Rate: 64.001 
HAP Horn Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeouner Receiving Rate: 5.001 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homovner Receiving Rate: 0.001 

Rehab vs. New UilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MLlCon M i g n  Rate: 
nilcon SIOH Rate: 
nilcon Cartingency Plan Rate: 
nilcon Site Preparation Rate: 
Dimcount Rat. for NW.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NW.RFT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data Ah 0 C  11:1? 05/02/95, Report Created 11:09 05/08/1995 

Department :USAF 
Option Package r TE-1 (EC) - Edwards 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\rrSr\REDcAPl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\~\DE~IN.SFF 

STANDARD FAC'IDRS SCREEN .THREE - TRANSPORTATION 
Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
~ H C ~ e r O f f F a m i l y  [Lb): 14,500.00 
HHC Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9.000.00 
HHG Per Uil Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
H f f i  Per Civilian (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.30 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle(S/uile) : 0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehicle(SIHi1e): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement(S/Uile): 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS(S/Pera/Tour) : 6,437.00 
One-TimeOff PCSCost(S): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ($1 : 5,761.00 

STANDARD FAC'IDRS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
Category -------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Uaintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quartere 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Comnunicatione Facil 
Shipyard Uaintenance 
RDT L E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Pacilitiw 
Fnvirocunental 

UH s /vn -- ---- 
(SYI 0 
(LF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF1 0 
(SF1 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF1 0 
[EAI 0 
(SF1 0 
(SF1 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
[ BL) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( I 0 

Category - - - - - - - - 
other 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category G 
optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
optional Category U 
Optional Category N 
optional Category 0 
optional Category P 
optional Category Q 
Optional category R 

vn S /UH - - ---- 
I SF) 0 
( I 0 

-- 
( I 0 
( 1 0 
[ I 0 
( I 0 
( I 0 
( .  I 0 
( 1 0 
( I 0 
( I 0 
( 1 0 
I I 0 
( ) 0 
( I 0 
( I 0 
( I 0 
( I 0 



Department : WAF 
Option P a c k a ~  : TE-l(EC) REDCAP ALtl 
Scen8rio F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC-.COI 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : C : \ ~ % U F \ W D \ S T ~ V E Y W T F I Y . S F F  

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Y u r  : 1998 
ROI year : 2003 (5 Yurs) 

NPV i n  2015(%): -7,320 
1 - T i r  Coat(%): 4,151 

Net Cwts <$lo C o n t n t  Dollars 
1996 1997 ---- -.-- 

MiLCon 0 1,OOO 
P e r m  0 0 
Overhd 1 1 
l k v i  ng 0 0 
M i u i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1 1,001 1,078 466 -834 -834 

1 996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ----  *--- ---- - - - -  ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off 0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 1 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 2 0 0 0 

POSITIWS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 1 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
StU 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 

Sllury : ---- - - - -  
Realign REPUP from AFDTC (Euffalo) t o  AFFTC Edmrd. 

Total ----- 
1 ,ow 
-430 

54 
1,838 

-2,884 
1,300 

Total - - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-125 
12 
0 

-721 
0 

COWlSSlON WOOlFIEO COQRA. CHAUGES ACTlVXTY MISSIW COETS, W I N G  COST, 
AM MILCON. 



Department : WAF 
Option P8Ck.0. : TE-1(EC) REDCAP ALtl 
k m r i o  Fi Le : C:\COORA%UF\DBCRC\REDUPOZ.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : C:\COORA%UF\WD\ST#1RVEY\DEWTFIY.SFF 

Cortr OK) Constant Oollarr 
1996 ---- 1997 - - - -  

M i  (Con 0 
Person 

1 , m  
0 0 

Overhd 1 1 
Moviw 0 0 
Wiuio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1 1,001 2,356 1,807 

Saving. OW) Constant Dollars 
1996 
---* 

lW7 ---- 1998 
- -*-  

1999 ---- 2000 ---- 2001 ----  
M i  (Con 0 0 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 
nissio 0 0 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 
0th- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL o o i,zn 1,341 1,341 1,341 

Beyond ------  
0 

134 
7 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data A8 O f  13:24 06/14/1995, R I p o r t  C r u t d  13:32 06/14/1995 

Dep8rtnnt : UOAF 
Option Packrg. : TE-1(EC) REDUP A l t l  
Scanrio F i le  : C:\COORA%UFU)BCRC\REDWPO2.UR 
Std Fttrs Fi  Le : C:\CWRA%UFUKID\ST~VIEYWpo~FIN.SFF 

Ymr Co8t(s) A d j u t d  Coat($) - - - -  ------- ----.----------. 
1996 1,272 1,255 
1997 1,000,954 961,050 
1990 1,076,428 1,007,712 
1999 46,825 m a 6 3 0  
2000 -834, 174 -m,310 
2001 -834,174 -718,550 
ZOO2 -834,174 -699,318 
2003 -834,174 -680,602 
2004 -634,174 -662,386 
2005 -834,174 -644,658 
2006 -834,174 -627,M 
2007 -834,174 -610,613 
2000 -634,174 -591,270 
Zoo0 -834,174 -57~4,365 
2010 -834,174 - 562,886 
201 1 -834,174 -547,821 
2012 -634,174 -533,159 
2013 -834,174 -518,889 
2014 -634,174 -505,002 
2015 -834,174 -491,4& 



TOTAL O Y E - T I Y  COST REPORT (COORA *.a) - Page 1/3 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Report C r u t d  1332 06/14/1995 

Depnrtmt : USAF 
Option Pa~kaw : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
k n r r i o  F i  l e  : C : \ ~ % \ A F \ D O C R C \ R E D U W Z . C B R  
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COORA%\AF\WD\STSURMY\OEWTFIY.SFF 

( A l l  va lun  i n  Dollars) 

Catrgory - - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Mi l i tary  Cantruetion 
F w i l y  nouing Cantr r r t ion 
Informtion Wnrq)mt Accwnt 
Land Purchum 

Total - Cantruetion 

Persome1 
C i v i l i n  R I F  
C i v i l i n  Early R o t i r a m t  
C i v i l i n  Now Hires 
El iminstd M i  l i t a r y  PCS 
Unrployrwnt 

Total - Pereomel 

Overhead 
Progrw Pluming S-rt 
Mothball / shutdon 

Total - Owrhoad 

Moving 
C i v i l i n  Moving 
Civi L i u r  PPS 
M i  1 i ta ry  Moving 
Freight 
On-Tim W i n g  Coots 

Total - Moving 

Cost %b-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
w / ROE 0 
Enviroruntal Mitigation Costs 0 
On-Time Uni- Costs l,=',OOo 

Total - Other l,=',OOo -----------.------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Totat On-Tim Cwts 4,151,439 .............................................................................. 
One-Time & v i m  

Mi l i tary  Cantruetian Cost Avoidwres 0 
F v i  l y  W i n g  Coot Avoidwres 0 
Mi l i tary  Moving 1,570 
L n d  %lea 0 
One-Time Moving & v i m  0 
Enviroruntal Mitigation Savings 0 
O n - T i r  Uniqm & v i m  0 -----------.--------------------------------------.--------------------------- 

Total O n - T i m  & v i m  1,570 .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Not On-Tim Coots 4,149,869 



WE-TIE COST REPORT ( C O W  v5.W) - Pllga U3 
Data A. O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Report C r u t d  13:32 06/14/1995 

D - r t m t  : USAF 
Option Package : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A L t l  
Sccwuri o F i  l e  : C : \ C O B R A % U F \ D B C R C \ R E D m . a  
Std Fctrr F i le  : C : \ ~ % U F \ W D \ S T S U R V F Y W W T F I Y . S F F  

kt.gwy - - - - - - - - 
c w t n w t i o n  

Mi l i tary  Cwt ruc t ion  
F w i l y  Ilorwing Cantruction 
Informtion lknrgwnt Actamt 
L n d  Pwtha8.8 

Total - Contruction 

Pe r rom l  
Civi l ian R I F  
C f v i l i m  E u l y  R e t l r r m t  
Civi l ian Y.u Nirw 
El imintod Mi l i tary  PCS 
-1-t 

Total - Persome1 

Overhead 
P r q r v  Pluming kpport 
Mothball / Ohutdon 

Total - Overhead 

Wovi ng 
Civi l ian Moving 
Civi l ian PPS 
Mi l i tary  Moving 
Freight 
On-Tim Moving Cortr 

lotat - Moving 

Cwt Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - 

Other 
HAP / R K  0 
Emironuntal  Mitig8tion Costs 0 
On-Tim Unique Cwtr 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total --Tim Cost. l , ~ , O O o  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Tim Savings 

M i l i t u y  Cwt ruc t ion  Cost Avoid8nc.o 0 
FuiLy I k u i n g  C a 6 t  Avoidances 0 
Mi l i tary  Moving 0 
L n d  klrr 0 
One-Time Moving S w i n g .  0 
Emironuntal  Mitig8tion Savings 0 
--Tim Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total On-Tim kvings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tot81 Wet On-Tim CO8tS 1,~,OOo 



ON€-TIM COST REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 1 ) )  - P.g. 3/3 
Data A. Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Crwtrd 1332 06/14/1995 

D . p r r t m t  : U(iAF 
Option P8clt.g. : TE-1CEC) REDCAP A L t l  
Scumrio F i  10 : C:\COBRA%UFWBCRC\REDUP02.~ 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\M3D\ST#MVEYWWTFIY.SFF 

Base: EGLII, FL 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

k t r go ry  -------- 
Construction 

M i  lituy Contruetion 
F r i  l y  Hwrirr(( Construction 
Inf orrt ion Wuugmt Accomt 
L n d  Purch.ur 

Tot81 - ConstNCtiOll 

Pe r rom l  
C i v i l i n  R I F  
C i v i l i n  Early Re t i r umt  
Civi l ian Ylw H i r t r  
EL i d rw t rd  Mi l i tary  CCS 
Unrployvnt 

Total - Perronwl 

0Wrh.d 
Progrv Pluming s&wort 
mothball/ #utdon 

Total - 0v.rh.d 

Moving 
C i v i l i n  W i n g  
Civi l ian PPS 
M i  1 i t8ry Moving 
Freight 
O n - T i u  moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
WP / ROE . 
Environuntal M i t i ~ t i o n  Costs 
~n-~iu uniqrw ~ G t r  

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total 
- -*-  - - - ------  

*----------------------------------------, .------------------------------------ 

Total On-Time Costs 3,151,439 
I---------------_------------------------------------------------------------- 

--Time Swim 
Mil i tary  Construction Cost Av0idonc.s 0 
F m i  ly  Norwing Coet  Avoidurces 0 
Mil i tary  moving 1,570 
L w d  sat- 0 
O n - T i m  W i n g  Saving. 0 
Emironuntal  Miti-t ion Savings 0 
On-1 iu Uni- & v i m  0 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total On-Time &vine8 1,570 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Not an-Time Costs 3,149,869 



TOTAL WILITAR~ ~ S T R U C T I W  ASSETS (cum ~5.08) - page in 
Data A8 O f  13:2C 06/14/1995, Report C r ~ t d  13:32 06/14/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Pack- : TE-1(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
Scwurio Fi l e  : C:\COORA%UF\DBCRC\REDCAWZ.CER 
Std Fctrs Fi le  : C: \~%VIF\WD\STSURVEY\DEWTFIY.SFF 

A1 1 Coats in SK 
Tote1 XllA Land Cart Total 

W Y w r  Hi LCon Cart Purch Avoid Cart --------- ------ -..-- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
EDWUDS 1 ,OOo 0 0 0 1,ooO 
EGLlN 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 1 ,m 0 0 0 1,oOO 



MILITAUY CQIlSTRUCTlOW ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  1394 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995 

D I p l r t r n t  : USAF 
Option Package : TE-1 (EC) REDCAP A1 t l  
Scnr r io  F i  l e  : C:\C~ORA%UF\DBCRC\REDCUW.CM 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C : \ ~ % U F \ W D \ S T S U R V E Y W P O T F I N Y S F F  

MilCon for  W: EDYARDS, CA 

A l l  Corts i n  8K 
Milcon Uoing R d m b  N e w  N e w  Total 

Dwcription: kt- Rehab Cost* Milcon Coot* Coot* ---------.--- ----- - - - - - ----- ------ - - - - -  - - - - - 
kwchoic lab OTHER 0 n/a 3,350 n/a 1,000 
W a l t e r  OAF ---------------------------------------------.-------------------------------- 

Total contruct ion cost: 1,oo'J 
+ Info IWmgaent Account: 0 
+ L n d  Purduue: 0 - Can tn r t i on  Cost Avoid: 0 
- - -* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -* - -  

TOTAL : 1,oo'J 

* ALL Milcon Costs i n c l u b  Design, Si te Prqaration, Cont in~~lrcy Plsming, and 
SlOn Costs uhere applicable. 



PERSUNEL SUllCURY REWRT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 6 )  
Oat8 As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Report Crwtd 13:32 06/ 

D.pllr-t : UUF 
Option P6ck.g. : TE-1CEC) REDUP A l t l  
Scuwrio F i  10 : C:\CWUA%UFU)OCRC\REDCW02.Csl. 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C:\CWUA%UFUKID\ST#lRVETWEPOTFIYYSFF 

PERSONNEL #mARY FOR: EDYARDS, U 

BAS€ WWUIIOIl (FY 19%, Prior t o  sRAC Action): 
O f f  icers Enlisted Stubnts ---------- ---------- ---------- 

728 3,754 0 

PERWJUEL REALIOWYTS: 
From W: EGLIY, FL 

19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
O f f  icerr  0 0 1 0 0 
Enlistod 0 0 0 0 0 
Studntr  0 0 0 0 0 
Civi linr 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIWWNTS 
1996 ---- 

Officers 0 
En1 i r tod  0 
studmts 0 
C i v i l i n r  0 
TOTAL 0 

(Into EDYARDS, 
1997 1998 ----  - - - -  

0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 

USE W9UUTIW (Aftw DRAC Action): 
O f f  i cws  En1 i s t d  Studants ---------- ---------- ---------- 

729 3,754 0 

PERSONNEL SUllARY FOR: EGLIY, FL 

BASE WWLATlW (FY 1996, Prior to  BRAC Action): 
O f f  i cars Enlisted Studants ---------- - - - - - - * - - -  ---------- 

1,428 6,087 0 

PERSWUEL REALIGMNTS: 
To m e :  m s ,  u 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - - ---- ---- ---- 
Officers 0 0 1 0 0 
En1 i8t.d 0 0 0 0 0 
S t u d n t r  0 0 0 0 0 
Civi linr 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 

TOTAL PERS(mWEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

O f f  icerr  0 0 
Enlirtod 0 0 
studmts 0 0 
Civi L i n r  0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

EGLIW, FL): 
1- 1999 2000 ---- - - - -  ---- 

1 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
1 0 0 

SCENARIO POTITIOW CWGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  i cers 0 0 - 1 0 0 
E n l i r t d  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i n r  0 0 -1 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 -2 0 0 

Civi lim ---------- 
3,876 

2001 Total ---- -----  
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 

Civi L i ~ s  ---------- 
3,876 

2001 Total ---- 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 

2001 Total - - - -  ----- 
0 -1 
0 0 
0 - 1 
0 - 2 



PERmNEL #M)IARY REPORT (CWRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 1332 06/14/1995 

D .pr r t rn t  : USAF 
Option Pack- : TE-1CEC) REDCAP A l t l  
Scuurio Fi lo  : C:\COEM%UF\DBCRC\REDCAPOZ.CBR 
Std Fctrs FI lo  : C:\COW%UF\WD\STSURVEYWWIFIN .SFF 

BASE WWUTIOH (After WAC Action): 
O f f  i core En1 i s t d  Stuknts 
- - - -*-----  ---------- ---------- 

1,426 6,087 0 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIOWS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 48) - Page 1/9 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995 

Departrnt : USAF 
Option Pukage : TE-l(EC) REDUP A L t l  
Scnr r io  F i  1. : C:\#IORA%UF\DBCRC\REDCWo2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COORA%UF\WD\STSURVEYWWTFIY.SFF 

ONE-TIM COsTS 
-----($K)----- 
COIISTRlKT ION 
MILOOY 
Fm llouriw 
Land h r c h  

OW 
C1V SAURY 
Civ R I F  
Civ Retire 

C I V  WING 
Per Dim 
POV Miles 
H a r  Pwch 
HHG 
M i r c  
H o u u  llrrnt 
rn 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Puking 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unrployunt 
OTHER 
Progrv Plan 
Shutdou, 
New Hire 
1-Tim Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
NIL WING 

Total - - - - -  

Per D i m  
POV Miles 
HHG 
nirc 0 0 1 0 

01 l R  
ELim PCS 0 0 9 0 

01 HER 
W / RK 0 0 0 0 
Envi r o r vn ta l  0 0 0 0 
Info Ilwug. 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 1,300 

TOTAL OW-TIWE 1 1,001 1,849 1,300 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (WBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:s 06/14/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : TE-l(EC) REDUP A l t l  
Scenario F i  Le : C: \~%UF\DBCRC\EDChPo2.CBR 
Std Fc t r r  F i  l e  : C : \ ~ % U F L W D \ S T S U R V E Y U , E W T F I N  .SFF 

RECURRIYGeOfTS 
-----(&().---- 

FAM MUSE OPE 
001 
RPMA 
nos 
Unique +rat 
Civ salary 
CHAlWlP 
b re t r l r e r  

MIL PUsGwKL 
Off salary 
En1 salary 
Hou8e Allow 

OTH€R 
Mission 
M i u  R . c w  
Unique Other 

TOTAL RE- 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COOT 1 1,001 2,356 1,807 507 507 

ONE-TIM SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
-----(N)----- ----  - - - -  ---- ---- - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCT ION 
MI L#YI 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F u  Ilourlng 0 0 0 0 0 0 

001 
1-T im  How 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NIL PERWWmL 
M i l  I kv ing  0 0 1 0 0 0 

OTHER 
L u d  Salem 
Emirofwtental 
1 -T im  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIM 0 0 1 0 0 0 

REQIRRIYGUVES 
-----(&()----- 

FAM WUsE WS 
OW 
RPMA 
BOS 
Uniqrv Operat 
Civ Salary 
C l w P u s  

MIL PERSOYYEL 
Off salary 
En1 klrry 
llouu Allow 

OTHER 
P r o c u r w n t  
N i r r i on  
M i u  Recur 
Unigw Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - - 
0 

Beyond ------  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,2n 1,341 1,341 1,341 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIOWS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report C r ~ t e d  13:32 06/14/1995 

O I p r r t v n t  : USAF 
@tion Puk8ee : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
scenario Ff 10 : C:\C~RA%UF\DBCRC\REDUWZ.CBR 
Std Fctm Ff le  : C : \ ~ % U F \ D Q ) \ S T O W V € Y W P O T F I Y . S F F  

WE-TIM NET 1996 1 997 1998 1999 -----(a)----- ---- ---- ---- - - - -  
CUNSTRUCTIOW 
MILCON 0 1,000 0 0 
Fw llauing 0 0 0 0 

OW 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 29 0 
Other 1 1 1 A04 0 

MIL PERSONNIX 
M i l  W i n g  0 0 15 0 

OTHER 
W / RSE 0 0 0 0 
Emi ronmta l  0 0 0 0 
Info Ilwq. 0 0 0 0 
l-Tim Other 0 0 0 
L n d  0 0 0 0 

1,300 

TOTAL WE-TIM 1 1,001 1,841) 1 3 0  

RECURRING NET -----(a)----- 1996 1997 1 998 1999 ---- - - - -  ---- ---- 
FA# WSE OPS 0 0 0 0 
OW 

RPHA 0 0 16 16 
909 0 0 -1 -4 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 - 23 -47 

CHUlWt 0 0 0 0 
MIL PERSOWEL 

M i  1 Salary 0 0 -39 -79 

OTHER 
Procurvwrt 
Miu ion 
M i r c  Ruw 0 0 0 0 
Unique Othor 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 - 769 -834 

TOTAL NET COST 1 1,001 1,078 466 

Total --..-- 

Total Beyond - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 0 



APPROPRI AT1 OIIS DETAIL REPORT ( C O W  ~5.08) - Page 4 / 9  
D a t a  A s  O f  13:24 06/14/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  13:U 06/14/1995 

Depar tmen t  : U U F  
O p t i o n  Package : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A L t l  
S c n r r i o  F i  Le  : C:\COPRA95UF\DBCRC\REDUPOZ.WR 
S t d  F c t r a  F i  Le  : C: \~%UF\WD\STSURVEY\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

E m :  EDYARDS, U 
W E - T I M  COOTS 
-----(%)----- 

1996 1 997 1990 ---- - - - -  - - - -  
COYSTRUCT IOII 

MILCOY 0 1,0oO 0 
F u  wing 0 0 0 
L a d  Pwch 0 0 0 

OW 
C I V  SALARY 

C i v  R I F a  0 0 0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 0 0 

C I V  lYWING 
P e r  D i m  0 0 0 
PW H i  Lea 0 0 0 
llor Purch 0 0 0 
H f f i  0 0 0 
ni.c 0 0 0 
H o u u  nult 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
P u k i n g  0 0 0 
F r e i g h t  0 0 0 
vehic1.r 0 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 0 

I k r r p l o m t  0 0 0 
OTHER 

P r o g r a  P l a n  0 0 0 
shutdon 0 0 0 
l a w  Hiru 0 0 0 
1 -T ime  Wove 0 0 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M I L  W I N G  qp P e r  D i m  
PW M i l e a  
HHG 
Mi= 

OTHER 
Eli. Pcs 

OTHER 
W / RSE 
Emi rotmental 
Info lknrge 
1-T ime  O t h e r  

TOTAL OM-TIME 



APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL REWRT (COORA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page  5 /9  
D a t a  A s  O f  13:24 06/14/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  13:32 06/14/1995 

Depar tmen t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  Package : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
Scnrr lo  F i l e  : c : \ C O O R A % U F \ O E C R C ~ . C ~ ~ R  
S t d  F c t r s  F i  Le  : C:\COORA%UF\WD\ST~VEY\OEPOTFIY .SFF 

Base: EDUARDS, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
-----(U()----- 
FAH rrrmsE OPS 
OW 

R W  
80s 
U n i q u r  - r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
C l W l W T  
C a r e t a k e r  

M I L  PERWWWEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
En1  W a r y  
H o w e  A l l o w  

OTHER 
M i u i o n  
M i u  R e c u r  
Uniw O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  Beyond -----  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 1,oOo 507 507 

W - T I M E  EAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
-----(&)----- ---- - - - -  ---- - - - -  ---- ----  
COYSTRUCTIOH 
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F u  Wing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OW 
1 - T i m  Mow 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M I L  PERrOYYEL 
M i l  lkvine 0 0 0 0 0 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

OTHER 
L u d  S a l e 8  
E m i  r w m t a l  
1 - T i m  O t h e r  0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL W E - T I E  0 0 0 0 0 0 

RECURR I NGSAVES 
-----(%)----- 
FAH HOUSE 09s 
OW 

R W  
OW 
Uniqur O p e r a t  
C i v  salary 
CWA)(WI 

M I L  PERSONUEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
En1  S a l a r y  
H o u u  A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c w w n t  
M i u i o n  
M i u  Recur  
Uniqur O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  Beyond ----- - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (CWRA ~5.08) - P a g e  6/9 
D a t a  A s  O f  13:24 06/14/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  1332 06/14/1995 

D e p m r t m t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  P u l u g .  : TE-1(EC) WUP A L t l  
S c e n e r i o  F i  L e  : C:\W95UF\DBCRC\REDCAWZ.WR 
S t d  F c t r r  F i l e  : C: \W95~F \WD\STOUIVE~ \DEWTFIY .ECF  

Base: EDYARDS, CA 
W E - T I E  NET 1996 1997 
-----(%)----- ---- - - - -  1996 ----  
COYSTRUCTION 

MILCOH 0 1,000 0 
F u  Housing 0 0 0 
ow 

C i v  R e t i r / R I F  0 0 0 
C i v  wing 0 0 0 
O t h e r  0 0 0 

M I L  PERSWNEL 
M i l  moving 0 0 0 

OTIIER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
E m i  ranwntal 0 0 0 
Info menage 0 0 0 
1 - T i m e  O t h e r  0 0 0 
L M d  0 0 0 

T O T M  O Y E - T I M  0 1,OOo 0 

T o t a l  
- - - * -  

RECURRING NET 
-----(%)----- 
FAN W U €  OPS 
OW 

RPnn 
B(W 
U n i g r r  Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Salary 

CHASlPUS 
M I L  P E R S W E L  

M i  1 k l ~ y  
H o u u  A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c w v r n t  
M i u i o n  
M i=  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIWS DETAl L REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:s 06/14/1995 

D I p r r t v n t  : USAF 
Option Packwe : TE-l(EC) REDUP A l t l  
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COORA%UFWBCRC\REDUWZ.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : C:\COORA#UF\DOO\STUVEY\DEWTFIN .SFF 

Base: EGLIN, FL 
WE-TIE COSTS 
-----(&)----- 

CWSTRUCTI W 
HI LCOY 
F a  Homing 
L n d  Purch 

OW 
C I V  U U R Y  
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 

C I V  WING 
Per D i a  
POV H i l a  
n o r  Purch 
Hffi 
nisc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA  

FREIGHT 
Packiw 
Freight 
Vohicln 
D r i v i w  

Unrp loy rn t  
01 HER 
Progra Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r n  
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Total - - - - -  

HHG 
Iliac 

OTHER 
Eli. P a  

OTHER 
HAP / ROE 
Emf r o r m t a l  
Info Manege 
1 - T i m  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIM 



APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL REWRT ( C W U  ~5.08)  - Page 8/9 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, R-rt C rea td  1332  06/14/1995 

Depar-t : USAF 
Option P ~ l u q .  : TE-l(EC) REDCAP ALtl 
Scwwrio F i  l e  : C:\CWU%UFwBCRC\REDCAWt.CDI 
Std Fc t r r  F i  1e : C:\CWU%UF\WD\STSURVEYwpOTFXN.SFF 

Bue: EGLIN, FL 
RECURRIWCO8TS 
-----(W)--.-- 
FAW naUSE OPS 
OW 

RPtYL 
s(W 
Uniqrw Oprrrt 
Civ k i m r y  
C W S  
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off k l w y  
En1 k l a r y  
H o u u  A L l w  

OTHER 
Wisrion 
W i u :  R r w  
Uniqrw Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 Beyond - - - - -  ------ 
0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIWE SAVES 
-----(W)----- 
COIISTRUCTIW 
WILmN 
Fsr w i n g  

OW 
1-T im  Wove 

MIL PER-L 
M i l  bviw 

Total - - - - -  

OTHER 
L u d  k l rs 
E n v i r o r u n t r l  
1 -T im  Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL WE-TIWE 0 0 1 0 

RECURRI NGSAVES 
-----OW)--.-- 
FAW HOUSE OPS 
OW 

R M  
nos 
Unique -rat 
Civ salary 
CIUI (WL 

NIL PERSONUEL 
Off k l r r y  
En1 k l a r y  
House ALLw 

OTHER 
P r o c u r r n t  
Wisnim 
w i r c  Recur 
Uniqrw Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,278 1,341 1,341 1,341 



APPROPRlATlOllS DETAIL REPORT (MORA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Rtaport Created 13:32 06/14/1995 

Dqmrtvnt  : UWF 
Option Pack- : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A L t l  
Scenario F i le  : C:\MORA95UF\DBCRC\REDCAWZCAWZCER 
Std Fctrr F i le  : C:\COBRA95UF\WD\ST~VEY\DEWTFIYYSFF 

Due: EGLIN, FL 
WE-TIME HET 
-----(&()----- 

CWSTRUCT I OY 
M I  LCOY 
Fm Homing 

OW 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERUYHKL 
M i l  w i n g  

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Emi roruntrl 
Info Iknrge 
1-Tim Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
-----(W)----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
OW 
RPIlA 
Boa 
Uniqrw Operat 
Caretaker 
Clv Salary 

CHAIIPUS 
MIL PERWINEL 

M i  L Salary 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

HOUM ALL& 
OT HER 
Procwrwrt 
M i ~ i o n  0 0 -1,200 -1,200 -1,200 -1,200 
Misc R e c u r  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 -1,276 -1,341 -1,341 -1,341 

TOTAL NET COST 1 1 571 -41 -1,341 -1,341 



PERSWNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995 

Dep8r-t : USAF 
Option P ~ k r o a  : TE-1(EC) REDCAP ALt l  
E ; c m r i o  ~i 10 : C:\CWRA%UFWBCRC\REDUPO~.W 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C : \ ~ % \ A F \ W D \ S T S U R V E Y W E W T F I Y . S F F  

B u r  ---- 
EDUAROS 
EGLIN 

EDUARDS 
EGLIN 

P e r r o n w l  
Change mno. 
- - - a * -  - - * - - - -  

1 OX 
-3  OX 

RlwBOs(S) 
Change XChng.  Ckg/Pw ------  ------- ------- 
19,182 OX 19,182 
-6,914 OX 2,305 



RWDOS CHANGE REWRT (w ~5.08) 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995 

D I p r r t m t  : USAF 
Option Package : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
Scnrr io  F i l e  : C:\~%UFWBCRC\REDCAPO2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COORA%UF\WD\STSUVEYWEPOTFIY.SFF 

Netchange(%) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond -------------- ---- ----  ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Rm Ch.ngc 0 0 16 16 16 16 64 16 - 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 5 1 12 



INPUT DATA REWRT (COORA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Roport Crutod 1332 06/14/1995 

D e p m r t m t  : USAF 
Option Puk8ge : TE-l(EC) REDUP A L t l  
Scrnrrio F i  l e  : C:\COORA95UF\DDCRC\REDCAWZCAWZCBR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\CWRA%UF\WD\STSJRVEY\DEPOTFIY.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCEtURlO INFORWTlOll 

Model Y u r  On : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phuiw of Construction/#utdom: yes 

---------  
EDYARDS, CA 
EGLIN, FL 

Strategy: - - -------  
R u l i g n r n t  
Real i g m t  

Slumry: - - - - - - - - 
Ru l i gn  REDUP f r a  AFDTC (Buffalo) t o  AFFTC E b &  

COmISSIOW IlODIFIED COORA. CHANGES ACTIVITY MISSIOH COSTS, WING COST, 
m MILCOII. 

INPUT SCREEN TW - DISTANCE TABLE 

F r a  Due: ---------- 
EDWARDS, CA 

To Base: -------- 
EGLIN, FL 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - lYMHENT TABLE 

Trwwfers from EGLIN, FL to  EDYARDS, U 

1996 1997 1990 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Officer Positions: 0 0 1 0 0 
E n l i s t d  Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i n  Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
S t u d n t  Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Ecpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi l i tary  Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
2,092 m i  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMTIOLl 

N r u :  EDYARDS, CA 

Total Officer Enployees: 
Tot81 Enlintod Enploy...: 
Total Studnt Elployem: 
Total C iv i l ian Enploy...: 
M i l  F u i l f r r  Living On Bue: 
C i v i l i w  Wot U i l l i w  To Ilove: 
Officer Hausing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Hausing Units Avail: 
Total Due FuiLities(KSF): 
Officer VNA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t d  VNA ($/Month): 
Per D i r  Rate (WDay): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi 1.): 

RPMA Yon-Payroll (WYear): 
C-iations ( W Y r r ) :  

Won-Payroll (WYur): 
sOE Payroll (WYear): 
F u i l y  Housing (WYur): 
A r u  Cost Futor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAllWE Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAllWE Shif t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty  Code: 

Mmeobmr Assistuwe Progru: 
Unique Act iv i ty Infomation: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (CWRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:24 06/14/1995, Report Created 13:32 06/14/1995 

Department : UUF 
Option P8ckagc : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
Sc-rio F i le  : C:\CWRA95UF\DBCRC\REDCAW2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l a  : C:\CWRA%UFUKX)\ST#MVEYWWTFIN .SFF 

INPUT SCUEEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORWTIOH 

N u r :  EGLIN, FL 

Total Officer LSrplaynr: 
Total Enlisted Erploy...: 
Total student LSrplaynr: 
Total C i v i l i n  Eqloyees: 
M i l  Fmiliu Living On Base: 
C i v i l i vw  Not Yillim To wove: 
Officer Hwring Units Avail: 
Enlisted W i n g  Units Avail: 
Total Bue Fui l i t in(KSF):  
Officer V I U  ($/Month): 
E n l i s t d  V I U  ($month): 
Per O i r  Rate ($Day): 
Freight Cwt (S/Ton/Mi le): 

RPW Non-Payroll (Wea r ) :  
Carur iu t ions (Wrr) :  
BOS Yon-Payroll ( W e a r ) :  
WS Payroll (%/Year): 
F r i l y  W i n g  ( W e a r ) :  
A r r  Cost Factor: 
CHAlWlS In-Pet ($/Visit): 
CHAllWt Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

H a r o w w r  Assistnee Progrr: 
Unique Act iv i ty Infornt ion: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORWTIOH 

N w :  EOUARDS, CA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- - - - -  ---- - - - -  ---- 

1-Tim Unique Cost (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Unique Saw ($40: 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Moving Saw (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
E m  Yon-Mi lCon R e % ) :  0 0 0 0 0 
A c ~ ~ v  Mf88i0n Cost (SIC): 0 0 479 479 479 
Activ Miu ion Saw Ow): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i u  Recurring Cwt(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Saw(%): 0 0 0 0 0 
L u d  (+Buy/-klu) (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schrdule(X): OX OX OX OX OX 
Shutdon Och.Q1Le (XI: OX 0% OX OX OX 
M i  [Con Coat Awidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
F r  Housing AwidncCSK): 0 0 0 0 0 
P r o c w m t  Awidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
C l U l l P W  In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientJYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l ShutDom<KSF) : 0 Perc F r i l y  Housing ShutDom: 

N w :  EGLIN, FL 

1-Tim Uniqur Coat (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Saw (W): 
1-Tim Moving Coat (SK): 
1-Tim Ilovlng &w (SK): 
E m  --Mi LCon I@(&): 
Activ M i u i o n  Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission saw (%): 
M i r c  Recurring coat(&c): 
M i u  Recurring SawOK): 
L n d  (+Buy/-&Lu) (SK): 
Construction kh.drle(X): 
Shutdon Schrdule (XI: 
M i  LCon Cwt Awidnc(SK): 
F u  Housing AwidncOSK): 
P r o c w m t  Awichc(SK): 
CHAllWt In-Patimts/Yr: 
C l U l l P W  Out-Patints/Yr: 
Fwi l ShutDom(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---*  - - --  
0 0 1,300 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,603 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 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F r i l y  Houring ShutDom: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  13:24 06/14/1995, Raport C r u t d  13:32 06/14/1995 

D e p r t m t  : USAF 
Option Pack- : TE-l(EC) R E D W  A L t l  
Scmrrio F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\REDUWZ.COR 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : C:\COBRA%UF\WD\ST~VEY\DEPOTFII.Sf F 

IllPUI SCREEN SIX - MSE PERSONNEL INFORWATIOH 

N.r: EGLIN, FL 

O f f  Force Struc Chnga: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ FOPCO Struc Chng.: 
Stu Force Struc Chg.: 
O f f  Scumrio Chng.: 
En1 k n r r i o  Chng.: 
Civ Scumrio Chng.: 
O f f  Chng.(No kl kw): 
En1 Chng.(Yo kl kw): 
C ~ V  ChangetYo k L  kw): 
Caretakers - M i  1 l tory: 
C8ret.k.r~ - C i v i l i n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CWSTRUCTIOH INFORllATIW 

Description kt- ~ e w  m i  Lcon  dab M i  (Con Total Cost(%) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Anachoic L l b  OTHER 3,350 0 
W a l t e r  BAF 

1,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN WE - PERSWNEL 

Percnt Off icers Ikrrid: 76.80% 
Percrnt E n l i a t d  Ikrrid: 66.90% 
E n l i s t d  llouring MiLCon: 80.00% 
Off icer k la ry (VYur ) :  78,668.00 
O f f  sA4 with Depm&nts(S): 7,OTJ.W 
E n l i a t d  klary(WYo8r): 36,148.00 
En1 OkQ with Dlpudnts(S): 5,162.00 
Aw Urwploy Cost(S/Y..k): 174.00 
Unwployrnt ELigibility(Y..ks): 18 
Civi t i n  kLary(S/Yur): 46,642.00 
Civ i l ian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i n  Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i n  R.gular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civi t i n  R I F  Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  D m :  Final Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TW - FACILITIES 

RPlU Building SF C o r t  Inbx:  0.93 
BW Indox ( R P M  w papulation): 0.54 

( Ind icu  are ud u exponents) 
Proarm hrn@amnt Factor: 1O.OOX 
Caret&er A&in(SF/krel : 162.00 
Mothb.1 1 Coot ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg EuheLor Gwrters(SF): 256.00 
Aw F w i l y  Qurrten(SF): 1,320.00 
APPOET.RPT In f la t ion Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1007: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Pr ior i ty  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i n  PCS Costs (S): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i n  Ywr Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Win llav Price($): 114,600.00 
H- k l 8  Reilktree Rate: 10.00% 
Ilu H a u  Sale Reidwe($): 22,385.00 
H a u  Purch Re i l k r r u  Rate: 5.00% 
Ilu H a u  Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i n  Harovling Rate: 64.00% 
HAP V 8 h  Rei lburu Rate: 22.90% 
HAP H a r o n a r  Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Hom Velum Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE H-r Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rahab w. New MiLCon Cost: 
Info llnrgvnt Accwnt: 
MiLCon Design Rate: 
MilCon S I N  Rate: 
M i  LCon Contingomy Plan Rate: 
M i  lCon Site Prepretion Rate: 
Dimcornt Rate for  WV.RPT/ROI : 
In f  lat ion Rate for WV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COPIU 6.08) - P w  4 
Data A8 O f  13:U 06/14/1995, Rrport C r u t d  13:32 06/14/1995 

Dmpmrtmt : USAF 
Option : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A L t l  
i cwwr io  ~i 1. : C: \~~~~%UF\DOCRC\R~,CAWZ.CDI  

w Std Fctrs F i le  : C : \ ~ % U F \ W D \ s T ~ E Y \ O E W T F I Y . S F F  

STAWDARD FACTORS SCREEN TMEE - TRAIISPORTATIOH 

W.terial/A8sisml Penon(Lb): 710 
U H 6  Per  Off F u i l y  (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per EnL Fmi l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
H f f i  Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
H f f i  P u  C i v i l i n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total llllG Coot (WlOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Trwwport (S/Pur Mile): 0.20 
M i u : E x p ( S / D i r . c t ~ l o y ) :  700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 Light Vehicle(S/lli Le): 0.43 
h v y / S p c  V~i~l .(S/ l l i  10): 1-40 
WY ~ei.hruwnt(smi 1.): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Lngth (Yurs): 4.10 
Rout in PCS(S/Pers/lour): 6,437.06 
O w - l i r  Off PCS b t ( S ) :  9,142.00 
Ow-TirEnlPCSCort(S): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FWR - MILITARY COMSTRUCTIOY 

Horizontal 
Mtuf ront 
A i r  Operation 
O(mation81 
A&inistrative 
school Duildingr 
h i n t n n c e  shap. 
B8cheLw Omrters 
F u i  l y  Qlwrten 
Covered Stor- 
Dining Fac i l i t ies  
Rocrution F u i l i t i r  
C a r m i c a t i o n  F u l l  
Shipyard h i n t n n c e  
RDT L E F u i l i t i u  
WL Storage 
kmmi t ion  Storage 
Mdic81 Fac i l i t ies  
Emi r o r r n t a l  

w - - SAM ---- 
(SY) 0 
(LF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EN 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(BL) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 

Category w -------- - - JAM ----  
other (SF) 0 
Option81 Category B ( ) 0 
OptiorvlCategoryC c 0 
Option81 CategoryD ( ) 0 
Option81 ktegory E C > 0 
Option81 k t q o r y  F ( 1 0 
Option81 Category G ( ) 0 
Option81 Category H ( 1 0 
Option81 Category I ( 0 
Option81 CatrOory J ( ) 0 
Option81 Category K ( ) 0 
Option81CategoryL ( 0 
Option81 kt- M ( 1 0 
Opt ionr lk tegoryY ( ) 0 
Option81 Category 0 ( ) 0 
Option81 Category P ( 1 0 
Option81 Category Q ( ) 0 
Option81 Category R ( ) 0 

UlPUYATORI MOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1. Changes *Act iv i ty Mission Cost* frcn UPOK to  W79K to  account for higher 

u t i l i t i e s  a t  E h r d r  for  increased coqwter .quipcnt. 

2. Chngd  *l-Time Ckviqj CostY from S1,700W to  S1,#)3K to  account for higher 

roving costs. 

3. Changed MilCon u t i v t e  for  Anechoic Lab at  Edbmrds from S700K to  S1,000K. 
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D o p 8 r t n n t  : USAF 
Option Pack- : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
Sc.nrrio Ff 10 : C:\K@U%UF\DDCRC\REDCWO2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\#IORA%UF\WD\STSURVEYWEPOTFIN.SFF 

Rate - - - - 
CIVILIAN POEITIOWS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Rot i r m t *  10.00% 
R w l a r  Roti r m t *  5.00% 
Civi k i n  Tumowr* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFa)*+ 
C i v i l i w  Moving (the rur inder)  
Civi L i r n  Pos i t fan Awi l rb le  

CIVILIAN POSITIOYS ELIMIMATED 
Early Ret i runt 10.00X 
R w l a r  Roti r m t  5.00% 
C i v i l i n  T w m r  15.00% 
C i V 8  k t  Moving (RIF8)*+ 
Pr ior i ty  P l u m t l !  60.00% 
Civilians Available t o  Mow 
C i v i l i w  moving 
C i v i l i n  RIFs (the rurinbr) 

CIVILIAN POSITlOUS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i w  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Now C i v i l i w  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Othor C i v i l i n  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 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPUCEHENTEY 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW WIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retiromnts, Regular Retirements, Civi l im Turnover, and Civi liens Not 
U i l l i ng  t o  How are not rpplicable for moves ud.r f i f t y  miles. 

+ Tho Porcontago of Civil ians Not Y i  l l i n g  t o  Mow (Volmtary RIFs) varies from 
base to  b e .  

# Not a l l  Pr ior i ty  P lacwnts  imolve a P e m t  Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS p l u m t s  involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PEREOLlNEL IMPACT REWRT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page U 3  
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D e p m r t m t  : USAF 
Option P.ck.gl r TE-l(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
Siwwrio ~i l e  : C:\COERA95UF\DBCRC\REDuPoZ.CBR 

w Std Fctrr F i le  : C:\COMA95UF\WD\STSlMVEY\DEWTFINYSFF 

Due: EDYARDS, CA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN -1TIOYS REALIOIING OUT 

Ear l y Ret i rm t *  10.00% 
Regular Ret i r m t *  5.00% 
Civi lin Turnover* 15.00% 
Ciw Not W i n g  (RIFsI* 10.00% 
C i v i l i w  W i n g  (the rur inder)  
C i v i l i n  P a e i t i w  Avail8t~le 

CIVILIAN PWITlCYlS ELINIMTED 
Early Ret i r m t  1O.OOX 
Regulu R e t i r m t  5.00% 
Civi L i n  Turnover 15.00% 
Ciw Not Moving (RIFsI* 10.00% 
Pr ior i ty  PL .cun t#  60.00% 
Civil ians Available t o  Hove 
C i v i l i w  w i n g  
Civi l ian RIFs (the r r r i nde r )  

CIVILIM PO6ITIOllS REALIGNING I N  
Civi Liw W i n e  
Neu Civil ians Wired 
Other C i v i l i n  Addi t ion 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTMCIVIL IANPRIORITYPLACElYYTSI l  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIM NEM HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* E u l y  R e t i r m t r ,  Regular Retiramants, Civi l ian Turnover, and C i v i l i n s  Not 
Mi l l ing t o  Move are not lpplicable for moves h r  f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  Pr ior i ty  Pl~csrants involve a P e m t  Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS p l . c m t s  involving a PCS i s  50.00% 
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Department : UUF 
Option Puk.g. : TE-l(EC) REDCAP A l t l  
Scnrr io  F i  18 : C:\#10RA%\AF\DBCRC\REDupoZ.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C : \ ~ % \ A F \ W D \ S T S l W E Y W W T F I Y . O F F  

Base: EGLIN, FL Rate ----  
CIVILIAN U I I T I W t  REALIGNING QIT 

Early Rot i rm t *  10.00% 
Regular Reti r m t *  5.00% 
Civi l ian T u m o w r *  15.00% 
Ciw Not Wovim (RIFs)* 10.00% 
C i v i l i n r  w i n g  (the rur inder)  
Civi l ian Poei t ion Available 

CIVILIAN WOITIWt ELIMINATED 
E u l y  R e t i r m t  10.00X 
Rlgu1.r Reti r m t  5.00% 
Civi Lian Turnover 15.00% 
Ciw Not W i n g  (RIFs)* 10.00% 
Pr ior i ty  P L u m t #  60.00% 
Civi l iww  Available t o  Mow 
Civi l iww  lloving 
Civi l ian RIFs (the r ru inder)  

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIW POEITIWS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civi linr Ilwing 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civ i l iww Hfred 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civi l ian Wition 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIWNTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTW 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early R e t i r m t s ,  Regular Retirements, Civi l ian Twnover, and Civilians Not 
U i l l i ng  t o  Mow w e  not applicable for loves h r  f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  Pr ior i ty  P l u r m t s  involve a Perrrwnt Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS p l u m t s  involving a PCS i s  50.00% 
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JOHN J. UFALCE 
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June 9, 1995 
.. U . J .  

The Honorable Alan Dixon ;;-.- 2 .. .- - "'G~GL-~ 
Chairman 

- - -. -.-?r p-q 
e - C  

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I write tc eqress ny 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 
~lectronic 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 19801s, the Air Force put forth the nElectronic Combat Test 
Processn 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 
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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 independent facility such as REDCAP, 
by people with adequate backgrounds i n  t h i s  type of t e s t i n g ,  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 involving 
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 looked 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 
nReport of the Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed 
Forcesn 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. 

Member of Congress 
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MEMORANDUM TO: MR. S E W  ACKERMAN 

FROM: Congressman Jack Quinn 

SUBJECT: Redcap Heating 

DATE: 6/9/95 

Mr. Adterman, 

I have enclosed fw our refereme two pages of questions I would like to have 
answered by the Airfmce &iiefer at the upcorn~ng Redcap Hearing. 

Your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
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FYI 

Mail Date: 



- i QUINN 
>STRICT. NEW VORK 

Congrt44 o f  m e  Il!lnittb States' 

June b,  1995 

- WASHINGTON OFFICE 
L 3 3 1  CANNON B U I L ~ C C  

WASHINGTON. OC m i 5  
12021 225-3306 
FAX: 22643A7 

- MAIN OFFICE: 
- 403 MASN STPEE- 

SUITE 240 
BUFFALO. N Y  14203-:1% 

17161 8455.257 
FAX: 807-0323 

- SATELLITE OFFICE - lago JEFFERSON ALF\I)E 
BUFFALO. NY 142W 

1716) 886-4076 

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. 

1 Thank you in advance for your assistance with this matter. I 

JQ: bmrn 
~. . . . . .- - - .  . . 
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PAUL A. TOKASZ 
Assemblyman 143rd Distr~ct 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
General Donovan State Office Bullding 

125 Ma~n Street 
Buffalo. New York 14203 

(716) 852-2791 
FAX (716) 852-2794 

ALBANY OFFICE: 
Room 727 

Leglslatlve Office Building 
Albany, New York 12248 

(51 8) 455-5921 
FAX (5 18) 455-3962 

THE ASSEMBLY 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 

CHAIRMAN 
Comm~nee on Election Law 

COMMITEES 
Environmental Conservation 

Higher Education 
Local Governments 

Transportation 

May 25, 1995 

Eonorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Cormnission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Ir 
Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to you regarding the B&se 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. I am 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. 

I 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. 

., t) Printed on re: ple&paper. 



Honorable Alan Dixon 
May 25, 1995 
Page 2 

Thank you for your attention to t h s  matter of utmost importance. 

Sincerely, 

Paul A. Tokasz C 

Member of Assembly 

cc: Honorable Alfonse D'Amato 
Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
Honorable Jack Quinn 
Honorable Bill Paxon 
Honorable John J. LaFalce 
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Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

? - WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
331 CANNON BUILDCNG 

WASUINGTON. Dc 20515 
(2021 225-3306 
F A X  22G0347 

MAIN OFFICE: 
403 MAIN STREET 

SUITE 240 
@UFFALO, NY  14203-2199 

0 1 6 )  845-5257 
F A X  8474323  

SATELLITE OFFICE: 
0 ~ ~ ~ ~ J F F F E R S O N  AVENUE 

BUFFALO. NY  14208 
17 16) 886-4076 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I arll writing to thank you and the Co~llmission for allowing me to testify at Friday's 
Ilearing. in New York City. I appreciate your giving rile the opportunity to express nly vieu~s 
011 the Importance of keeping the Real-time Digitally Coiltrolled Analyzer Processing Facility 
( E D C A P )  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 impo~-tant element would be lost for the Air Force and the 
Department of Defense should this facility be nlerged or eliminated. Qiv As you heard in my testin~ony. it is also nlj. view that the REDCAP-Calspan progranl 
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 realiglul~ent of the REDCAP-Calspan program 
because of the significant. positive impact that it has had on the Buffalo economy. Over 30 
separate, new busillesses have emerged in Western New York as a result of its location in our 
community. 

Again, thank you for allowirlg me to testiij, before the Commission and for your 
interest in my views and opinions on REDCrlP. I hope that you do not hesitate to contact rile 

at anytime should you or any other rnelllbers of the Commission require any additional 
conment or have any additional questions. 

Best ~l ishes.  
4 

/lrE/ )LeVI truly yours, 
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9Crrite3 S k i e s  S m a f e  
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20110 

March 13,. 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
ChaFrman, Defense Base Closure 

& Realignment Commission 
1700 N o r o h  Moore Street - Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Uixon: 

We are w r i t i n g  to request a judgement by the Comission on t h e  
appropriateness of the D e f  anse Department ( DoD) i n c l u d i n g  the Real- 
time Electromagnetic D i g i t a l l y  Controlled Analyzer & Processor 
(REDCAP) facility on t h e  lisc of bases recommended for closure. 

REDCAP is contractor owned 6nd operated. CALSPAN Corporation 
developed the original REDCAP simulation using independent research 
and development dollars. Since then, under contract with the a r  
Force ( .W) ,  W S P A N  has been responsible for the operation and 
modernization of REDCAP. All of the engineering,  test, s u ~ p o r t ,  
and maintenance personnel are CALSPAN employees. The AF presence 
on-site i s  limited to one officer. .REDCAP itself, part of a larger 
complex housing a range of test and evaluation operations, is 
wholly owned by CALSPAN. As is typical with defense contractors, 
the test equipment, though CALSPm developed, i s  gove-merit owned. 

We Selieve DoD erred by including -REDCAP on the closure list. 
RED- no more qualifies as a: "base, camp, post, station, yard, 
center, homeport for any ship, or other activity under the 
Department of Def a n s e ,  including any leased facility" , as described 
i n  2.L. 101-510 ( a s  amended), than does Lockheed's "Skank Works". 

we would appreciate it if your legal team could provide us 
with zi ruling on the appropriateness of including REDCAP on t h e  
closure list a s  quickly as possible. If REDCAP does not m e e t  the 
criteria for inclusion on the list, we would value any guidance you 
could  offer on rectifying this error. If, on the other hznd, your 
staff finds that DoD acted correctly, we will need as much time as 
possi5le to prepare a defense of the facility. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 





T H E  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
9 ~ ~ ~ - 4  

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) 
WEND1 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 
provide your comments on this letter to no later than April 20, 1995. 

Thank you for your assistance and support in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Geh6rd Counsel 

cc: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp 

- - . - - . ..-. _-- 



2!C~;Lb S h f c ~  SCTIP~C 
WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20¶10 

March 13, 1995 

*'he Honorable Alan Dixon 
ChaSrman, Defense Base Closure 

& Realignmenr Commission - - - -  

1700 NorTh Moore Street - Suite 1425 
ulingzon, VA 22209 

Dezr Chairman ~ l i x o n  : 

XP aze writing io raquesr.  a judgement by- the ~ornnlission on the 
appropriateness of the Defense Deparzment ( DoD) including t he  Racl- 
cime Electromagnetic Digitally Controlled Rnalyzer & Processor 
( R E D C A P )  faciiicy on the list of bases recommended for closure. 

I REDCAP is contxactor owned and operated. C A L S P ~  Corporation 
. developed the original REDCAP simulation using indegendent research! 
and development dollars. Since then, under coniract with t h e  - A i d  
Force ( - ) ,  CiSGSPAN has been responsible for the operation and 
modernization of REDCAD. 911 of the engineering, test, support, 1 and inainrenance personnel +re CALSIAN employees. The X? preserice I on-site is limited to one officer. REDCJ.2 itself, part of a l a r g e r ,  
comrjlex housing a zange of test and evalnazion opexations, is! 
wholly owned by ULSPAN. As is ty-piczl with deie~se c n n c r a c r o r s , .  
the f est e q ~ i ~ e n t ,  though OLSPIUU developed, is gove-=men; o m e d  - ' 

-. I 

w e  believe DoD erzed 3, i sc ludi i lg  -FSDu2 on the c~osczs lisT. 
R 6 3 C V  no n o r e  q-aal i f ies  as a: "base, cam?, 20s- sraticn, yzrd,  ". ' center, home?orr for eny ship, ox other a c t r v i t y  ur.dez E n e  

. Degzzunent of Drfmse, including any leased facility", +s descz ibed  

-... 
I .-L.in.?.L. 101-510 (as a~~muedj, chan does Lockhead's "Skxnk Works". , 

-. &:- - . ..-- - 
L -.-*., v . - L  .." __ .. - - -.. --. - . _- - .- --.* . - -_.. ----- -.-- 

- ~ ~ ~ e - w o u l d - a ~ ~ r e c i a t e -  -. -- a- -.-- - - --.- - it- iC.your_legal-team_~oulLprovide-us 
. -< 

- - - ------ - - -  
-:': w i t h  a.. rulirig on che appropriateness. of i inc lud ing  R E D C 9  on tiis 

L" - . * closure list as quickly as- gossible. If - REDCV does not neet rhe 
- criteria for inclusion on the list, we would value any guidance you - .could o 5 f ? r  on rectifying this error. If, on the ocher hznd, your - - - --scaf2 finds that DoD ascad correctly, we will need as much t i x e  cs 

-- :possible to-precare + defense of :he fzcility. - .- - .-. -.- - .. ..y.rrr-- 

We look forward to hearing from :~ou. 
/ 



Document Sepal-&or 



b - 1  W u u r ,  1~ 

W ~ ~ ~ G T D N  Of F(Q: 
=l~-h, 

W u * u a t a .  DC 1 ~ )  n 
tinn 72-u 
r u :  220 OH? 

MNN O W W :  
0 WQ)L*ru 6?mrtr 

S r m  I40 
DWPuP. N Y  14203-21- 

t71U Ub-5267 
FAE U7-0113 

s l i ~ E L U l E  OFFICI: 
14W Jtrrrmrrw A w u  

hntuo.  NV rum 
I?$*) WlW076 

WASRINGTON 11.C. OFFICE OF CONGRESSMAN JACK QUINN 
PAX TRANSMITTAL 

TO: S ~ E  &cbcrhah 
L A P , ,  COMPANY: 

- Kara Austin 

- Cassandra McClrm - -zz~wicz 
- Jash Fitzpstrick - Paulette Toellncr 

THIS PAX CONTAINS PAGES. ~ N a . m m G  mas C O V m  Smlm 



I " JACK QUlNN 
a w R 1 1 ~ l . k . r v a  

f R C I ~ A T W  AND 
Irrmurnucl WE 

hfl mg. 

V m R r y ~ 6 '  AFFAIM 
C O ~ ~ P $ $  of  tfie Wniteb &ate$ 

w 
nopnw LSD Mullc* 

#ou&! of rnrt$entatibt$ 

Jam Eccmwlc COMMIREE 
W i n g t o n ,  28& 20515-3230 

MEMORANDUM TO: MR. STEVE ACKERMAN 

FROM: Congressman Jack Quinn 

SUBJECT: Redcap Hearing 

DATE: 6/9/95 
.. 

- - 

Mr. Ackerman, 

I have enclosed for your rekrence two pages of questions I would like to have 
answered by the Airforce Briefer et the upcoming Redcap Hearlng. 

Your atsietanoe in this matter would be great4 appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 



REWf@ 16 ourcantly m p p ~ r k d  by a rtatf of om t b ~  ordsr oC SB people. 

- What are UBO & i l l  level8 and quartt i t ier  OF people nw uorkgng on IIBI)MP? 

- What plane do you hdvs to wpllcata that staff or por.tion oS the etsff 
that you nemd?. w - Whem lo the  ~ o ~ l d a r a t i a n  of the casts fos lalocating the naadad starf? 

ions of REtNXP do y ~ u  plan to *ow m d  to u b ?  

- O f  the eyttaks wu are no+ nouing, m & h y  haw rmt boon uaed recently 
bomwa t b  +irmlate the ba-n~~ Soviet Unlon CFSU) capabi 1 Sties and tha 
F8fJ ir not con~fdered @ threat wrreely.  I t  the FSI bscbnac a threat or ,  
m e  l!koly, if the F3U axpwt. t h s w  aysfams ta aveao the world we 

hootfle, lrow u f l l  you rr+ument the ability to tart against UIoss 

has atatad that AFFX include8 ini'raot~ucturs to mpport 
scemmio ald snvt~nnmnt  @enO~*lon  capability, data 

analymr caputsm.  Hat anyone dstarnlned that thJ+ infrs+tructwa i6 
oacrpatlbla w i t h  IllZDCAP -dsta otrudures and ~ornrt+? 



"Other l n + w r t a b  A i s  ~sfcnsa Symten. CIfiDS) test capability eximts wlrich 
oan acoorvradab RRPCAP' e worklaad. This &her capabi 1 i t y  already coducb 
1hDS M i n g  and, as arch, ham psr~mnsl poroesains IAPS expewlenca m d  
0 ~ p e ~ t  isc .It 

- I f  anothtw lhb8 test cnpabi 1 i t y  can auxumadate REIKX\P8s uorkload, uhy 
im't th i f  uork bairn done at t h a t  capablllty n u  rather than utilizing 
RDCfW at claw to 1 W X  &lta IhPS fst ing? 

- la thl+ other capability ro underutilized that it ean oocon*lodats tha 
nurly 10Bx workload Pm* REDCAP? 

- Can t h i s  d ter  onpability simlats opecff lc seo~rnphlc locations such as 
Iraqr k t h  w, etc.? 

- Ctrabnsro uee REDCAP to do fllasion Level Asaacwnsnt, which requires: 

Specific qeographic locatlano 
8pclfio m l  ssnarntimk of threat euulpnent 
Specific locuttow fop t h i s  e q u i m n t  
Spsc Lr lc and unlqur interconnect iane 

!km al l  nwd b be tihawed for different moae of fntormst. 

Can thin othar wt capability accommodate' this r c q u i r d ?  

- Cam this crUe~r capabfl ity test .yfiurcr and tsctmiqusa that are Just 
' 

c o w s w t t r  such as the cmxs section OF an aircraft b o f m  the a i r c d t  i s  
i l t  o~ a bmmtjr Ware it Is  nado fllght worthy? 

- HM them k n  adequate allouancs for the mlatlue cost differencss for 
t&iw at this other capability? 

Cansraj Blume aha  stated: 

'%IS d MDUCYp 16 capabilities (the d F - l i n e  ofmulatfon crpabilftyl 
en joys JI lgh a i m a n t  usage. . . " . 
- Wkrt -1- do t d  custons~a reallxe by testing theip  equipment or 
techniques a e a i ~ t  the "&P Ilna airnulation capability", 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

Page 1 

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

16 (I, 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) : , ( - 1 .  
Contents: REQUESTING COMMISSION VISIT REDCAP. 

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) : , ( - ) .  

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

Originated: 04/08/95 Received: / / Referred to: 

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

Due: / / Closed: 04/10/95 NONE REQ . 

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

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 (I, 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) : , ( - ) .  

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) : , ( - 1 .  

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP. 

NOTE: 12 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria: 
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. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

23 (I, 0) 

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) : , ( - 1 .  

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) : , ( - ) .  

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) : , ( - 1 .  

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

950614-4 (I, 0) 

Or' ?ted: 06/09/95 Received: 06/14/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 06/16/95 Closed: 06/16/95 COMPLETE. 

LAFALCE, JOHN (REP. (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS) . 
ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 

Installation (s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

950621-13 (I, 0) 

Originated: 06/20/95 Received: 06/20/95 Referred to: Due: / / 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) : , ( - 1 .  

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

- 
NOTE: 12 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria: 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1 1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 

(703) 696-0504 

EMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: April 7,1995 

TIME: 10:OO AM 

MEETING WITH: Representatives of CALSPAN Corporation 

SUBJECT: Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) facility 

PARTICIPANTS: 

N a d i t l l e %  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, 



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: 

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. 
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. 
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. 
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) 
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 





MOVE REDCAP ? 

MOVING PORTIONS OF REDCAP WILL DESTROY ITS 
MILITARY VALUE 
THE GREATEST MILITARY VALUE IS ACHIEVED AT 
ITS PRESENT LOCATION 

* OUR FINDINGS El  FFER S CANTLV FROM THE 
AIRFORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 



REDCAP Realignment - 
The TESTER'S Perspective 

ASSERTION 
Projected workload for REDCAP is only 10% 
of its available capacity. 

FACT 

REDCAP is being utilized at over 100% capacity. 
Current usage is 12/hours/day, 5 daydweek. 
Projected workload of REDCAP is under- 
represented. 
Projected Workload was artificially defined as 
72% of the FY92 & 93 average. 
FY92 & 93 were before Redcap Upgrades 
Utilization in 94 and 95 increased by 400% 
Anticipated Linking will increase workload 

REDCAP Realignment - 
The SECDEF's BRACC Recommendations 

Recommendation: 
Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer 
Processor activity (REDCAP) at Btdfalo, 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 capebilitiw be relocated to an 
existing facility at an imtallfltion with A Major Range and 
Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. Projected w r k -  
load for REDCAP is oniy 10 percent of its avaiiahk capecity. 
AFFTC has capecity sufficient to absorb REDCAP's workload. 
REDCAP's basic hardwarein-thcloop 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 onetime cost to impkment this 
recommendation is $1.7 million. The net of all costs end 
savings during the impiementetion period is a savings of $1.9 
million. Annual recurring eavings after implementation are 
S0.9 million with a return on investment expected in one year. 
The net p e n t  value of the costs and savings over 20 years 
is a savings of $1 1.0 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) ova  the 1998-2001 period in Erie County, 
New York economic area, which is l e a  thet 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. This action will have minimal 
environmental impact. 





NAL SELECT ON CR 

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. 
$$ " f 2: 
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5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, a 
3 i, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings : . : - 
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7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities infrastructure to 
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1. Current and future mission requirements and impact on ..;j I 
g 

operational readiness 

B REDCAP'S Mission is more important than ever. Electronic I B 

Combat systems are integral to our defense structure. f 
£ ; 
$ 
9 

REDCAP's Mission is growing because: P + : 
!! 
I - We now have the only modern threat systems % % 2 
2 

to test against t 
P 
f 
f 
'4 

- With reduced budgets, REDCAP can reduce expensive i 
f 

flight testing. f 
f 
c 

: - REDCAP's capabilities are not duplicated anywhere ij 

$ 
B 





TAWY VaLUE 
( 2  

3. The ability to accomodate contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at both the existing and 

I ?  t 

4 
r 

potential processing sites: 

Buffalo, New York 

50 people with technical degrees 
experienced with operating REDCAP 

Edwards AFB 
California 

No one experienced with 
operating REDCAP 

Over 40 people trained as enemy operators No one trained as enemy operators 

Nearly 400 skilled degreed contractor's employees No provision to handle peak loads 
to draw on in peak periods 

z :: 
The contractor can "absorb" surplus staff during slow I I, Government will have to pay entire staff j -: 
test periods continuously irrespective of testing load , 

2 

Current location has space available equal to more No facility to accomodate even existing 
than twice the current REDCAP space REDCAP equipment $3 2 

x 
9 
;$ $, 

Large number of nearby colleges and universities 
$ g 
!>$ g 

can supply technical degreed people at low 
I Western New York labor costs 
f 

~~> $9 ; 

Very limited labor pool at very high 
California labor costs 
- typically 29% higher 





RETURN ON NVESTMENT 

MILCON 

MOVING 

MISSION (SAVINGSIYR) 

OTHER 

NPV (20 Y RS) 

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 



Short Note About E ectronic Linkage 8 f 
B 

f - Some advocates say REDCAP needs to be moved to Edwards AFB to 5 
$ 

provide IADS capabilities b B 8 4 
t 
f - The REDCAP IADS is needed at multiple locations B 
2 
f 

- EDWARDS AFB California g 
j - ACETEF, Patuxent River MD 2 I - JETTA - Joint Environment for Testing, Training and Analysis 2 t 
$ - JADS - Joint Advanced Digital Simulation 2 

5 
f $ - ADS - Advanced Digital Simulation + I 
2 - 62  Simulator j. I 
$ 
t 
f 
F - We have proven that the REDCAP IADS can be electronically linked 1 

to ail, therefore, no need to move REDCAP. $ 
t 
g 
$ 
4 
3j 
; 



Why Was REDCAP on 
It is not really a base, camp, post, etc. including any 
leased facility 
There are less than 300 civilian jobs at REDCAP (none) i S I 

$ 

Electronic combat testing has experienced major 
problems 
Congress has required the DOD to produce 

% t t 

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 







LEAD SHEET 
CALSPAN CORPORATION 
ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

MACHINE: RICOiI -FAX-60-AUTOMATIC For vsr(fication or  in the event of 
Group - 1,  2, or 3 problsms, please call the jollowing: 
(716163 1-6722 (716)632-7500, ~ 1 0 4 3  

T ONLY 

TO (Addrsssss)  

& M .  
Compnny 

ARVINfCALSPAN A D V A N C E D  TECHNOLOGY CENTER 4455 Genesee Street, Post Office B o x  400 
Buffalo, New York 14225 

LE: CALSPAN/TELEX: 91-270; TELEPHONE: (716)632-7500 

Loc. Dept. 

FROM (Sender)  

P A  u- 

Remnrks 

No. Pages Attached 

1 

Group 

Loc. Dept. 

Date  

C i t y  

Attached Mnterinl (Tltle or  Subject Matter) 

Group B l d g .  

Sta te  

Bldg .  

Telephone Number 

Telephone Number (Fan) 

7 0  3- 696 -d 5-50 



LEAD SHEET 
CALSPAN CORPORATION 
ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

P R I N T  ONLY 

TO (Addressee)  Loc. Drpt.  Group B l d g .  Telephone Number (Fax) 

& -&-2 

Comparly 

I I 

I I 

Remarks 

C i t y  

FROM ( S e n d e r )  

No. Pages Attached Date  

ARVINICALSPAN A D V A N C E D  TECHNOLOGY CENTER 4455  Cenesee Street, Post Office B o x  4 0 0  
Buffalo, New York 14225 

9'03 - b 9 6  - ~ 5 3 - " 0  

State 

Loc. Dept. Group Rldg.  TeIephone Number 

7 / L  - & 3 /  -&95-/ 
Attached Material (Title or Subject Matter)  

CABLE: CALSPAN/TELEX: 91-270; TELEPHONE: (716)632-7500 



SCHEDULED REDCAP 
UTILIZATION FY995 TO FY'98 

R S_ 
ELY/HF1.2,3 
EW 1,2,3 
SUAW.ACS 
PEG 
SSDL 

SYSTEM COPC~ROL 
VOICE SWTTCH 
OFFLINE 
REMOTE IWEQ=ACE 
RADAR SWITCH C 



- .  - -  - -  . , I,- --, mt 4 r- I '. ' -  1-11 I t PHI -  I :e 

) 
This list includes all items (including completed ones) for GFY 95 and fouowi~lg years. 

I MLAT Modeling 8: Sirnulation I 
Contract Status: Completed 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2,  Reactive AI, 

Voice Switch, OL Suppon, SCIF Suppon 
POC: Capt Kurt Rinke (505) 846-5328 
Organization: AFOTEUST 
Performance Period: Sf26194 - 4/17/95 

2 F-117 CLOAR OT&E Prep 
Contract Status: On Contract 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive AI. 

Voice Switch, OL Support 
POC: Maj Sue Fuller (916) 643-6935 
Organization: SM-ALUQLA 
Performance Period: 8/23/94-4/24/97 

3 MLAT Modeling & Simulation I 1  
Conmct Status: On contract 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive AI, 

Voice Switch, OL Suppon. SCIF Support 

*"s POC: Capt Kurt Rinke (505) 846-5328 
Organizaaon: AFOTEUST 
Performance Period: 113 1/95 - 4/24/96 

4 B-I  MLAT Test Program 
Contnct Stiltus: SOW submitred. Awaiting contract award. 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive AI, 

Voice Switch, OL Suppon, SCIF Support 
POC: Mike Marker (505) 846-5202 
Organizxion: HQ AFOTEC/XRR 
Performance Period: 6/15/95 - 2/14/96 

5 REDCAPjACETEF Linkage* 
Contract SENUS: On conmct 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2,  Reactive AI, 

Voice Switch, OL Support, R1 ... R5, 
EW/HFl ... EW/HF3, EW 1 ... EW3, SCIF Suppon 
SSDL, UDL, PEG, Remote Interface, Radar Switch 

POC: Mr. Bob Ruddy (30 1) 826-6 192 
Organization: NAWCAD/ACETEF 
Pcrformancc Period: 511 5/95 - 6/30196 

"Utilizes Electronic Linkage to one or morc other facilities 7 June 1995 



'i 6 JADS Link Development* 

w ' Cor~tnct Status: Future 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive AI, Voice 

Switch, OL Suppon, Remote Interface, Radar Switch 
POC: Lt Col Homer Jeffers (505) 846-4203 
Organization: JADS/JTF 
Performance Period: 1 1/1/95 - 6/30/97 

7 JADS Correlation and Validation* 
Conmct Status: Future 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2. Reactive AI. Voice 

Switch, OL Support. Remote Interface, Radar Switch, 
. R1 ... R5, EW/HFl ... EW/HF3, EW 1 ... EW3, PEG, 
SUAWACS 

POC: Lt Col Homer Jeffers (505) 836-4203 
Organizanon: JADS/JTF 
Performance Period: 10/1/96 - 6/30/98 

8 JADS Mission Level Assessment* 
Contract Status: Futm 
Assets Required: System Conuol, Ground C2, Reactive AI,  PEG. Voice 

Switch, Radar Switch,OL Support, Remote Interface. 
SUAWACS, R1 ... RS, EWMFI ... EW/HF3, EW 1 ... EW3 

POC: Lt Col Homer Jeffers (505) 846-4203 
't Organization: JADS/JTF 

Performance Period: ? - 12/30/99 
Ilr' 

9 Air Force Advanced Distributed Simulation* 
Contract Sums: Unfunded 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive AI,  R a d u  Switch, 

Voice Switch, OL Support, Remote Interface . 
POC: Capt Ron Wiegand (505) 846-6265 DSN 246-6256 
Organintion: AWC/DET 4 TACCSF 
Performance Period: 1/19/95 - 12/8/95 

10  B-2 STRATCOM Penetration Test 
Contnct Status: Future 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive AI, Voice 

Switch, OL Suppon, SUAWACS, R l  ... R5, 
EW/HFl ... EW/HF3, EW1 ... EW3, Radar Switch 

POC: Mr Bob LinneU (402) 294- 1095 
Organization: US STRATCOM/JS/CPC 
Performance Period: l0/1/9S - 4/2/96 

+U~ilizes Electronic L idage  :o one or marc other facilities 



JETTA* 
Conmct Status: Study effort on conn-act, second year effort not funded. 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2. Reactive AT, Voice Switch, 

OL Suppon, SUAWACS, R1 ... R5, Radar Switch 
EW/HFl ... EW/HF3, EWI ... EW3, Rzmore Interface 

POC: Ms Laura Knight (6 19) 553-3969 
Organization: Naval Research & Development Center 
Performance Period: 11/1/95 - 4/30/96 

1 2  B-2 M L A T  'I11 Perletration Analysis* 
Contnct Status: Future 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2. Reactive A[. 

Voice Switch, OL Support, Radar Switch, 
R1 ... R5, EW/HFl ... EW/HF3, EWI ... EW3, 
Remore Interface, SCIF Support 

POC: Capt Kurt k n k e  (505) 846-5328 
Organization: AFOTEUST 
Performance Period: 2/1/96 - 2/2 1/97 

1 3  REDCAPIACETEF Testing* 
Conmct Smcus: Pending funding release. 
Assets Required: System Control. Ground €2, Reactive A I ,  

Voice Switch. OL Suppon, R l...R5, Radar Switch, 
EWMF1 ... EW/HF3, EW I ... EW3, SCIF Support 
SSDL, UDL. PEG, Remote Interface 

POC: Mr. Bob Ruddy (30 1-826-4 192) 
Organization: NAWCAJl/ACEI-EF 
Performance Period: 6/30/96 - 12/3 1 /96 

1 4  F-117 CLOAR 
Contract Sums:_ .- Ort Conmcr 
Assecs Required: System ControI, Ground C2, Reactive AI, , Radar 

Switch, Voice Swirch, OL Suppon, SCIF Suppon, 
R 1 ... R5,  EW/HFl ... EW/HF3, EW 1 ... EW3 

POC: Maj Sue Fuller (9 16) 643-6935 
Organization: SM-ALCIQLA 
Performance Period: 10/1/96 - 4/28/97 

15 F22 CNI Test 
Contract Status: 
Assets Required: 
POC: 
Organization: 
Performance Period: 

Unknown 
New Radar Simulator, SCIF 
Maj Lhomond Jones (5 13) 255- 17 15 ext 2485 
ASCA'F 

*Uhlizes Electronic Linkage to one or rnorc other f~ i l i t ics  7 June 1995 



1 6  F22 FMS / REDCAP Test Phase I* 

u Conmct Status: Unknown 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive AI, Voice Switch. 

Radar Switch, OL Support, Remote Interface, SUAWACS, 
R1 ... R5. EIVIHFI ... EWfiF3, EW1 ... EW3 

POC: Maj Lhomond Jones (5 13) 255- 17 15 ext 2485 
Organization: AS CIYF 
Performance Period: 1 012 1/96 - 1 011 7/97 

17 F22 Baseline RCS Test 
Contract Status: Unknown 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2. Reactive AI. Voice 

Swirch, OL Support, Radar Switch. SUAWACS, 
R I ... RS, EWEIF1 ... EWlHF3, EW 1 ... EW3. 

POC: M3j Lhornond Jones (5 13) 255- 17 15 ext 2485 
Organization: AS CIYF 
Performance Period: 211 2/97 - 1 0128/97 

18  F22 EC Effectiveness RCS Test* 
Conmct Status: Unknown 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2. Reactive AI. Voice 

Switch, OL Suppon, Remote Interface, Radar Swirch 
R 1  ... R5, EW/HFl ... EWmF3, EW1 ... EW3, SUAWACS 

POC: Maj Lhornond Jones (313) 255-17 15 ext 2485 
Organization: A S C m  
Performance Period: 4/1/97 - 10/27197 

1 9  F22 FMS/REDCAP Test Phase 11* 
Contract Surus: Unknown 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2. Reactive AI, Voice 

Switch, OLSuppon, Remote Intehce, Radar Switch 
R1 ... R5, ~ W / H F I  ... E W / H F ~ ,  EWl ... EW3, SUAWACS 

POC: Maj Lhomond Jones (5 13) 255- 17 15 exc 2485 
Orgmimtion: AS C/YF 
Performance Period: 6/8/98 - 1 1/27/98 

2 0 Precision RTJ Paths 
Contract Sums: Completed 
Assets Required: OL Support 
POC: Maj Rick Hale 
Organization : AFDTC/46TW 
Perfomlance Period: 1/10/94 - 1213 1/94 

2 1 Combat I D  Technical Support 
Contract Status: On conmct 
Assets Required: OL Support 
POC: Ms Sue Angell 
Organization: ESCLW 
Perfonnmce Period: 1/3/94 - 6/30/95 

V 
*Utilizes Elecvonic L idage  to one or more oher facilities 



.y 
2 2  TOSrM Manngement 

Conu-acr Sratus: Ongoing 
Assets Required: OL Support 
POC: Maj Rick Hale 
Organization: AFDTC/46TW 
Performance Period: 1/10195 - 9130B6 

2 3  TOSrM Maintenance 
Conmct Status: Ongoing 
Assets Required: All hardware and software 
POC: Maj Rick Hale (904-882-34 10) 
Organimtion: AFDTC146TW 
Performance Period: l/lO/sS - 9130196 

2 4 Data Reduction Enhancements 
Contract Smtus: Study effort ongomg, major effort contract award eminent. 
Assets Required: All hadware and softwarc 
POC: Maj Gck Hale (904-882-34 10) 
Organization: AFDTCI36TW 
Performance Period: 7/1/95 - 7/1/96 

2 5  F22 Inquiry Support 
Contract Sratus: Com~leted 
Assets Reaurred: 
POC:- L 

Organization: 

OL iupport 
Maj Rick Hale 
A FDTCI46TW - 

Performance Period: 1/10194 - 1/3 1/95 

2 6  B-2 ASCIYS Modeling gi Simulation 
Contract Status: On contract .- 

Assets Required: OL Support. SCIF Access 
. 

POC: Maj Keith Caner (5 13) 255-9682 
Organization: ASUYSDT . 
Performance Period: 6/1/95 - 2/26/96 

2 7  JADS Planning Support 
Contract Status: Completed 
Assets Required: OL Suppon 
POC: Lt Col Homer Jeffers (505) 836-3203 
Organization: HQ AFOTEC JADS/JTF 
Performance Period: 2/15/95 - 411 1/95 

2 8  Project Warlock 
Con tract Stan] s : Future 
Assets Required: R 1  ... RS, EW/HFl ... EW/HF3, EW1 ... EW3. 

System Control, OL Support, Radar Switch 
POC: Michael CaprJrio (908) 544-5529 
Organization: HQ US Army CECOM 
Performance Period: 1/1/96 - 6/1/96 

*Utilizes Elecvo~lic Linkage to one or more other facilities 



1 2 9  US STRATCORl Model Validation 
C o n m c t  Status: White Paper in Development 
Assets Required: System Control. Ground C2, SUAWACS, 

OL Support, Radar Switch 
POC: Maj Lou RanhotTer 
Organization: HQ US STRATCOM 
Performance Period: 8/1/95 - 2/1/96 

3 0  AFEWESJACETEFIREDCAP DMSO Arcttiteclure Test Evalu3tion* 
Conwict Status: Concept Development Meeting 19-2 1 June 
Assets Required: System Control. Ground C2. Reactive AI. R1 ... R5, 

EW/HFl ... EW/HF3, EWl ... EW3, Voice Switch. PEG, 
OL Support, SSDL, UDL, Remote Interface, Radar Switch 

POC: J.  R. Smullen (30 1) 826-6003 
Organitation: NA WCAD/ACETEF 
Perforn~ance Period: FY 96/97 

3 1  AFIWC Technical Support 
Contract Status: On conmct 
Assets Required: System Control, Ground C2, Reactive AI, 

R1 ... R5. EWMFl ... EWIHF3, EW 1 ... EW3. 
Voice Switch, OL Suppon, Radar Switch 

POC: Lt Col Tom White (2 10j 977-2427 
Organization: AFNUSA 
Performance Period: 7/3 1/95 - 2/22/96 

*Utilizes Electronic Linkage to one or more other facilities 7 J u n e  1995 

TIIITHL F . 13::: 





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 a r e m  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 

w was not on the list of deliverables became the property of the contractor 

(Attachment 3). This may not be true any longer. I have 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. 

at 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 

t 
contracting out". REDCAP is already "contracted out". At any rate, if moved, the 



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 TI 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 (TI), 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 

San Diego, CA 

Joint Advanced Distributed Simulation (JADS) 
pt-mfsrCIfl 

@%< 

Ken Haines (drop by and see him, he is in your building) f;r; f6P - Q&'sc~' 

1700 North Moore Street %7r 

Suite 1910 



Arlington VA 22209 

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. 





Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

Page 1 

1 6  (I, 0) 

Originated: 03/30/95 Received: 03/31/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 04/24/95 COMPLETE. 

From: DIAMATO, 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) : , ( - ) .  

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 (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). 

:w 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) I' 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 (I, 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) : , ( - ) .  

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) : , ( - ) .  

Co~teqts: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP. 

NOTE: 12 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria: . 



Page 2 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

23 (I, 0) 

ted: 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) : I ( - ) .  

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) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: FORWARDING DOCUMENTS REGARDING REDCAP 

1) COST OF REALIGNMENT 

2) REDCAP UTILIZATION INFO 

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) : , ( - 1 .  
Contents: REQUESTING CLASSIFIED BRIEFING ON REDCAP - SCOPE AND NATURE OF ACTIVITIES 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

950614-4 (I, 0) 

0' sted: 06/09/95 Received: 06/14/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 06/16/95 Closed: 06/16/95 COMPLETE. 

LAFALCE, JOHN (REP. (NY) at U.S. CONGRESS) . 
XON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 

Installation (s) : , ( - 1 .  

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR REDCAP 

950621-13 (I, 0) 

Originated: 06/20/95 Received: 06/20/95 Referred to: Due: / / 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) : , ( - 1 .  

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

NOTE: 12 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria: . 
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301-XXX) 

FACSIMILE ?;ko 
DIRECTOR, TEST FACILITIES AND RESOmCEB 

PAX# ( 7 0 3 )  614-9103 
DSN 224-9103 

PHONE # (703) 6 9 7 - 4 8 1 3  , DSN 227-4813 

-. 
TO: 

hnwA A I 

TELECOPIER PHONE NUMBER: 

OFFICE PHONE NUKBERt 

COMMENTS : 

FROM : PHONE : 

DATE COPY BENT -3nh& &[is 
Thim came consimts of 4 pap.. including aovmr .haat. 



... 

Calendar No. 585 

BENATE 

- 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1896 

J a y  Pe Oqddattvm du, JULY 301, II)81.--Orda*d tm be prlntmd 

Mr. ~ O V Y ~ ,  from the Committae on ApproprIntionr, 
rubmitted the following 

REPORT 

Pro . a a a ~ n w  KR WI 

The Committee on Appmpriationn, ta which wan r a f e d  the bill 
(I3.R 4850) making a prupriationo for the De artmont of Menbe 
for the !bed yur en&b&ptarnber (10, 1998: and for other pur- 
poess, reporb the rame the &mate with amendmenb and rec- 
ommends that the bill ma amended do pam. 

Nuw obli#ational autharify 
........................... Total of bI.U as .re rted b Senate $248,414,029,000 ................................. Total of' lBM b u g t  admate aY1,711.178,000 

Amount of bill ad pured by H o w  ......................... 243,684,292,000 
Amount of &cal year 1994 e n d  ........................ 240,544,945,000 
The bill ru reportad to the &nata: .......... M o w  flsul year 1896 budgot o8timate - 1,597,160,000 

Over e n d  appropriations for !!had year ................................................................ 1994 +2,869,08(,000 ............................. M o w  the House pdooed bill + 160,288,000 

.. .--. ......... 





d t u d  dearly demonstrating that data linking Is: (1) technically in- 
oas&~e, or (2) luta emciont and axt ~ffbctive then con~01011datlon. 

RAND prqiuct Air Force.-The Committee s e with the House %- recommendation to provide $27,000,000, a re uctfon of $1,059,000 
to the b u w t  rsqueet, for thin program element, which funds the 
service'e etudles and analyoor federally funded r e d  and devel. 
oprnent center. 

Rnnge improwmont.-The Committee approvae $6,101,000 to 
eupport combat training range systamr and develop bitsroper- 
ability im mvamsnts. The amount prnvided re resents a reduction tR of $13.20(000 fo the budget request and to e House dlowmce. 
The Committee elldnates $13,200,000 uested to develop the 7% joint air combat trdnln system [JACTS]. e Atr Force now lane 
to partici ata with the%avy in the joint tactical combat tr a!i' ning 
system [&$I development effort, which allova the J A T B - b  
gram to be canceled. 

thln transition. 
Navigcrfianlradwlobd truck test sup ri.-The Committee reo 

ommends $29,~S1000, addin $3,100.& to the budget vest 
h and prwidin $800.WO less t an the Houv allowance. ~h%m- 

m i t w  adds !4 OOQ.000 only to aeealsrato the modernization of the 
sled track a t  ko1lorna.n Air Force B-. The Committee denies 
$800,000 sought to dsvalo next generation pylons, an effort whlch 
ha. been propod to tho 8 3 ~  Central Test and Evaluation Invest- 
moat Program [CTEPI for fundinp. 

Initial operational teat and eua uttOn.-h the pa&, $6,300,000 
was spent in t h b  program element to develop an open air comparl- 
son teet plan ta evduatd whether the P-22's misalon effectiveness 
io twice that of the F-16. Conducting theee wet8 is estimated to 
cost $71,000,000. Tho Committes direct8 that no Ascal car 1996 
funds be spent to continua such tat planning activities. b e  Com- 
mittee directe the Air Force to prepare a report outlining the ad- 

eo and disadvantages of conductin this program, and cam- 
v"?l fully acusaing the impacts on the oven( f F-22 teat program of d@- 
letlng thin open air test requirement. The Oommlttw urge8 the Under Secretary of Defenee (ac asition and techno10 ) to conelder 

"$ 
9 8 deleting thin ulrsment. Whi e the tea t  may pmvl e some dab, 

it ia hi hly unll ely that the F-22 Program would be stopped or 
altered 7, a d  on the outcome of these mstly tests. 

Manufacturing techno1w.-The Commit* approves 
$48,260,000, an amount $46,740,000 balow the House recommends. 

206 
tion. Whll* the AL F o m  did not ngut 
for manufacturing technology projects, 
a ddenoewide p 
F O ~  needs. T ~ O  7 ommittee has trant for r 
fundo ta this program element an 
$6,000,000 to eu ort prqjecb which wt 
bud e t d  level O!%SD b d i n  d o  OSD Manufacturing kchaolo 
cluded $16,000,000 for t h ee  projects3 
mercial lines, manufacturing technt 
radomer, and design and manufacture 
gine. The fund$ for these prqjecto have 
m the JAST Program dlscuuion in the ' 
vations" aectjon of thln re rt. 

Within the additiongo  fund^. the 
12,200,000 8h.U be mado available onb 
tlvely awarded product data exchange us 
tion pr~tocole~ for compoeiteo pro ect, refel 
search ef'fort la deeigned to dove op the t 1 
port digital exchange of deaign, manutact 
advanced corn osite components and am: 

K C - I ~ ~ % . - ~ B  m- element ntnd 
hanomeats to the b 1 ~ 6  rerid refuelir 
er ~ysterna. The Commlttee mcommende 
of $12,000.000 to the budget request anc 
the Koue allowance. 

A total of 89,000,000 ie added and shal 
to continue development of the multipoint 
and drogues to enable Air Force tanken 
Navy and allied aircraft, most of which c 
fuel on-load ayetern. 

Another $3,000,000 has been transfemd 
rectptaclee project h m  the "Aircraft proc 
mpriatione account, where it waa inaccx 

R n b  me ta be used as plunned for the en 
turing development effort to pmure aircru 
undertake trial installation and Idt pi 
reprocuremeat technical data package an1 
tion. 

The Committee directs the Air Force to 
the &caf ear 1996 fund. and the $5,678 

for scal year 1994 for the multi oi X 
alao is directed to include full h d i n g  for 
ment, and de loyrnent of the capabflit in e 2001 Future ears Defenae Pm am. h e  
Air Force that the funds prod B ed for the 
available for no other urpoae. Tho eervice il 
&am any of these fun s awa from the m u l t ~  I 
The Committee agdn find; itself mmpell~ 

Force's budget and mllitary riorlties in viea 
(snn b accornplfnh the m u i i  int pro am. 
pmgrarn ie about $192.100,006Pwhlch E e  O 
than the probable price tag for about two ad\ 
in the fiture. 
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1996 

IKAY 10, lB(U.-Commlttd to the Cornmittas of the Whole Houv on the S a w  of 
the UGon and ordord Cp be prinkd 

Mr. D E L L ~ S ,  from the Committee on Armed Selvicee, 
- --- - - - 

mubmitted the following 

R E P O R T  

togetbar with 

ADDITIONAL AND DISSEhTNG VZEW6 

[To nacmpony H.R. 43011 

[including collt u*bta d t h a  C o n p a i o d  Budget 03ol 

The Committee on Armed Senlces, to whom wea referred the bi!l 
(I3.R c901) to aufiorize appropriations for f i s d  ye- 1995 for 
mil i t sy  ectivition of the Dcpurrnent of Defense, to pmavibe mill- 
tery personnel strengths for 5scd  year 1995. end for other pur- 
poses, having mnsidered the aame repori favorrbly thereon wit$ 
amendments and reeommsnd that tLe bU aa amended do pars. 

The amenamenta are as follows: - 
Tha amendment to the t e n  of the blll is a complete substitute 

themfor and appears in itallc type in the roponed bill. 
The title of the bill is amended t o  .-fled the amendment t~ the 

tea of the bU. 

EXPLANATION OF THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 
The commit& adopted an amendment in the nature of a sub- 

stitute durLnp the coxudderation of H.R. 430L The remainder of the 
report dlscusees the bill, as amended, 

PURPOSE 
The bill would- 

7bBm 



BPECUL CONSIDERATIONS 

decontamination 

ice must allocats an a propriate a n o u t  of its budget to fund its 
tat' s h  of the .integra defense p r o m .  and directs that the Sec- 

rete, of Defense en.sure that such allocation ie swrnplished h m- 
nual T udpt guidance. 

Arcordmgiy, the co~rmit taa has recommanded increased author- 
izatiocr in several of the relevant chemical and biological defense 
;)Fogram element8 to r a n t o r e  cr i t icd program reductions in ths fis- 
cal y o u  J H 5  budget raqueat. - - 
Como2idntion of electronic cornbat test and rualuafion facilitiu \ , 
The committaa remgnizes the heed for consolidating test an;if( 

.evaluation fadition, o anfzations, and reeources in order to reduce 
inIkatructure costs. %e committee believes, however, that faclli- 
ties should only be consolidated bard on amastar plan for future 

'=%? dsctrodc combat tart capabilitieo. 
erefore, the committee ditectr the Secretrvy of Defense to de- 

velop a mastar plan 'for future conddations af DOD-wide elec- 
mnlc  combat tart and evaluation assets. This mnster lan shall 
P m d e  a statement of ~equired electronic combat capab fli ties and 
$1 mad map for amsolidation of thebe actidtie.. The comm(tk. fur- 



ther directs that no fiscal year 1995 or prior year fun& be ured for 
transfemn or consolidating electronic combat test and 

2assets ,930 deya a h r  the submlsslon of this maltsr plan to th 
congmrdoaal defense committaer. 

The committee recognizes that both the Depatmcnt's and the 
Advanced h a d  C h e c t ~  Aqenc$a (ARPA) mgrnma in elec- 
tmnics technolo an the '~eed mrn for high ~ o l o g y  clectronlc 
research that wl 7' l fuel military and axrimercia1 product develop- 
mont. Wlthout It, the riaion of Americun corn mles duvplopinp. 
electronic products for the information ruper hig ways will not b e  - K 
acMavd.  

~ h o  committee d s o  believes that the success of the SEMATECH 
co~ortfum, which has enabled the Unlted States to recapture the 
lead in i.nt.grrted cirouit develo mont and males, must be nus- E tained. The committee Rtrthcr be eve8 that advanced litho a by 

- -  should be a top priority of SEMATECH to ensure that the ea is 
malntahed. 

PB 
The cummittae is alsrmed by the Department's requwt to reduce 

the advanced litho nph program from onr $71 million h 1902 
ta $10 million in 166. ds har caurad lndutry to  decry the budg- 
et re uert aa one which is tantamount to an abandonment of the 
h d l u  y m d  a~ an acco tance of total rellsnce for thfn c r f t l d  tsch- -. 1 
nology on foreign supp len. This will eventually jeopardize U.S. Y 
d o m i n a ~ o  of elstronlu system innovation. 

Th. committee notes that the Pep&msnt ham fncrmed ita 
budget requast for ulectmnfcs snd that f t  ie sufEdent t o  fund the 
overdl electronics inveatment. However, the committee belleven 
that because the Department doe8 not have an invertment strs'sg~. 
for a d v r n d  lithography it baa rasulbd in an investmenr pokfnl io  
imbalmce. Therefore, the  commltApe rtrommends the following ac- 
:ion for a it-cngxhened end  mntinued pm am: 

(1) lnamnse in roqnc~t in ~ E t 3 0 8 7 8 9 ~  for reaemh in 
lithography from $10 million to $55 milliona 

(2) Ibdfrect $20 million of the $90 mhon =quest.& for 
SEhiATECH to advancsd Htho hy development; 

(8) Provide $25 W o n  to HA for the pmcummsnt of 11- 
thopphy  too3~ (dignment toola. bppern .  ctc.) t o  bo placed at 
government sponsored mrsasaxh in~timtions (Federal and na- 
tional laboratories, FFRDCs, univmitiea) currently s u p p a d  
advanced litho phy development Tbla will accelerate and in- 
tsn8L rerearGd stirnulare U.S. tool manufacturing; and 
(4) "b imct the Socnbry of Defense to im lement section 263 

of the National Defen~e Authoritadon Act or Fiscal Year 1984 P 
(Riblie Law 108-160) to complete the rtfing of the Semi- 
conduMr Technoloey CouncU and facilitate iu operation to lm- 
mdntely  addeeo  a strntcgy for lithography development and 
indugtrialization. 

me commit+& uncier~tanb that, when possible, these funds wjll 
be marched b private industrial research funding. Funding for the 
above mse& and development should be in accordance with the 
current lithography plan contained in Lbe National Technology 
Roadmaps for Bsrniwnductora. 
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nowledgeable critics are'challenging - . The BRAC recommendation claimed hat; ' 
. the-savings claimed by the Pentagon moving Redcap to Edwards would save' 
i: for the propbsed transfer of two of the na- $900,000 per year in 'operating costs:' 
il.tionls,key electronic warfare simulation , This is !he amount that Calspan i s  paid 
F test facilities to"Air Force FlighiTest Cen- .: each year to maintain the Redcap facili- r- +. < ter, EdwardsAFB, Calif., ?:';jj'~G:::-;= :! ty, Additionally, Calspan typically is 
$?.i,~he two facilities, slated for transfei un;: up to several million dollars a ear, based 
f; der the new Base Realignment And Clo- ', on the number and duration o system tests 

b 

r 
*: sure (BRAC) proposal, are:. ':,Y ; :,+-,:; it performs for its "customers," such as the 
?,I Air Force Electronic Warfaie Evalui- 8-2 or F-15 system program office, or a 
:.tion Facility (Afewes), currently located at ' foreign government. However, these test- . 
; the. Lockheed Martin Ft. Worth facility,..!; ing costs are charged to and paid for by ,, 

. . .  k.which enoblej EW systems to be tested . these customeri'i,:: :. .,.';..:l,i: : . . .  , . , :, .,-I;,;?; ,,, 

if againii'hundreds .... ~ o f . ' s i m ~ l a ! ? d ~ e n * @ ~ ' : ~ ~ : - ~ ~ ~  P E N T A G O N ' S ' B R A C ' ~ ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ~ ~ - : $ ,  - -, ...--., "-..'-- - ..I 

,: threats~~-many~more than'are possible i ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ' d a t i ~ n i " ~ r o i e c t ~ a ~ ' . a n n u a l  saving of ... 
iyoperihii EW ranges: Afewes.was.first ds;;;, $800,000 by transferring Afewes to Ed-.; 
kployed in thelate 1950s'totesi the effec-,':wards AFB: To achieve such sav ingty i l l ,  
~ ~ i ~ ~ a l < > ~ . ~ 8 ' i ' d e f e n s i v e  =~unter-;~.rq"ir*bt lckst i  25% rductiqn in ,thesi=e.: 
~measur+~A s,i~.et.i.th totol'of f&ili~~;.;'r,:~;hi!,2;.,,::XXdi':, $325miIidn h&been?.'i of .. tkee'siaff - -. ...- now ." - + A  u s 4  - .-. tooperate AfewG$ 
",- . . . .  , . . .  ,,r,t:rr,. $';&+Is.+gi.;LSa?d ,upgrade its'capabiliti&: Nor;U,~;.c",s+ 
mi ~ ~ f i ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ G : ~ i ~ i t a ~ l i ; ' : ~ 6 ~ ~ ~ ~ :  toFers i ~ c l ~ d & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l i b l i ~ . ~ b l ~ i ~ h ~ ~ a n ~ ~ ~ #  
$&lled A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ & : ' P ~ ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~  ( & d ; ~ P f ~ ~ $ > ~ v d o f ' ~ f & " ~ e ~  G&;,+&,$,, ~;&&lj' l+&ly, Nor-" ... k 

$!at$ by~~alspa~,~n,Bwhlo,~wh~ch~e~al~~;;: way, South Korea, Sweden, Switzerland,$;, 
&.uatei the performance of EW 'systerns.:i;?$:. the Netherlbnds~~Turkey and the U.K.'<+? 
'-senabling"airCfaWto~~&~khbi~~a ciimplete:$C. In the Penthgon's' justification for trans- :- L:.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  

i: 6air defense system; RedcapLwhich began' -; ferring Afewes, it k i d  that projected work-. ,, ,.?. .. - . 
c: qoperation in the, mid-1 960s, is'undergoing $:,load wds qnlf:2 8%. of the facility's ca-.: 
.'.I $a $75+1iIlionmiidernization that is sched-I? pacity. But according to Lockheed Martin, 

F:uled for completion in October.'-' .. ..r : ', the average workload during the past two 
t.::: The two facilities are complementary. '5. years was 90%-based on a 16-hr. work- 
~:Redcap~focuses~on simuLating initial pen-$?;day; For Redcap;. the, Pentagon claimed , 

etration otanalr deferih system ad coun;.;::. the facility was being operated at, only :. 
;. tering its'command and control 'system ' !' 10% of its capacity. According ta Calspon, .. 
tAfewes focuses on protecting against ter-L! the facility i s  being used 12 hr./day, five 
;:minal,threats~.Fdr example, can a new;:<.days a week& . . . . . . . . . . . .  : .  ....... . . . .  '..; . . 
2 radar,wainin~ system;correctly identifys;.. A s a  result of obtaining the more real- 

highest priority threats' in a' dense thieat - istic cost figures from'the two controctors, ' 

: environment and, with an airborne jammer :. USAF. is now considering transfer of only 
deploy effective~countermeasures tech-,kLa fraction'of the Afewes and Redcap fa- - 

~ ~ i q u e r . a ~ ~ ~ n , ~ & ~ + ~ ~ h ~ ~ a t s ~ & e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ j ~ ~ i l ~ ! ~ _ t s ;  ~d~-i<di~'t;nd'Guld-si;ap the;: 
rsjm,e!{t$, b q ~ ~ y , g ~ a j o r E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 9 u i d e d ; f . 1 1 i e m ~ i ~ d .  . ;*7<?2,!.f?:~>. .. . .  .-':.'i: . =3>.?;'5%.:?%3:'<. . : 

: 7,s. ..,'~.?,f?" --. .F\i ..̂  . . . ,  
$:2antiaircraft Feapo.n~;;,::~,::-:~: j:;..:: .>i... 1:-,.. .. :.., . Testimony to the importance and econ- 
;.,:: AVlAnON WEEK & SPACE TECHNOLO;: omy of using electronic warfare sirnula-. 
ii'GY has learned it,was not unyl three weeks:!:: tion facilities was offered during a recent 
i after the Defense Dept.. issued its BRAC"; meeting of infrared countermeasures spe- 
/. recommendations, which estimated it '" cialists by Warren Lee, USAF's 51 3th En- 
Cwould cost $5.8 million to move the:;' gineering and Test Sqdn.,cHad we at:, 
gAfewes facility, that Lockheed Martin was . tempted to.conduc[this entire process,,, 1: 

asked,for its owri'estimate of transfei&ost.'i:~ [cival"ati;i~ 5 1  ~'vulnerabiliG to'infrdied 
t The company's detailed estimate was $44 ,: guided missiles] by means of a field test, 
$million, p-. . .  which included thb.costbpf i~+$_~:~~vw&uld have, used over-2OO.flying; 
..strutting .a~36,000-~~~~fi?'f&'iiili'~ Gt Ed->-:; ours 100 test range ho&, and'4,OOO 
tiwards to house Afewes as well,'as the'cost i(,, NU-23/B flares at a cost of $5 million 
j.-of training' AFFTC'personnel to operate :. obove the cost to arcomplish the process' 

. . ... :' and maintain Afewes.:..;;;? :.F,.+I::>~?.~-<~ at Afewes," Lee said.. t?. , -'.;Q;k.i:..'..-.'.-.i. ?"<. . . , . ,  . 
% . -  ; The; Pentogonti estimate of the'2ost of '..I- Beyond questions over whether the pro-: 
. transferring Redcap to AFFTC was only - posed transfer of Afewes and Redcap to ' 

? $1,7 million. But this figure also was re- Edwards would result in any savings, there 
, leased before seeking Calspan;~ estimate, i s  the more consequential issue of seri- 
:,.which was about $15 million, including " ous disruption and delay in sorely need- 

; =:.. construction ............. needed~o .. ,. . .- ho~se,.Redcap.~,:*i ed electronic warfare system tests.,: :i. I 
< - ................ , . . .  ' : . . .  'i, . . 
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: TRW WINS 
BRILLIANT EYES 
LOS ANGELES 

T he Air 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, he  contract could 
be worth a total 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 
and will be worth a total of-$249 million, 
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 i s  to be in low Eorth orbit 
below 1,000-mi. altitude, and each satel- 
lite would be equipped with two sensors 
to track intercontinental and long-range 
theater ballistic missiles. The sensors can 
also survey other spoce objects and gath- 
er intelligence imagery. 

A scanning sensor i s  for wide field-of- 
view acquisition and uses shortwavelength 
infrared detectors to see missiles in the 
boost phase. The other i s  a staring high 
resolution tracking sensor with detectors 
for three wavelengths-mid-infrared, mid- 
to-far infrared and visual. Besides track- 
ing missiles in rnidcourse, i t  i s  used for the 
intelligence imagery. A Brilliont Eyes con- 
stellation would be 12-24 or more 1,200- 
1,500-lb. satellites. The test satellites would 
be cross-linked. 

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 
are teamed together to compete for SBIRS. 

TRW's role in Brilliant Eyes i s  program 
management, systems engineering, spoce- 
craft and ground station design and system 
test. Hughes ElectreOpticol Systems is  re- 
sponsible for the sensor payload ond data 
processing. I 

Headline News coverage continues with 
these space and business flying stories: 
II NASA plans to launch three spoce shut 

................... tle missions in six weeks 59  
NASA, Boeing struggle to stabilize de- 

.......... velopment of station hardware 60  
Northrop Grumman begins final as- 

.......... sernbly on Gulfstream 5 wings 61 
AMR Combs and Bombardier launch 

............. shared business jet program 62 
R First flight for seven-passenger Cess 

........................... no Citation Bravo ,62 
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Cutting Room Floor 
DUD BRACJC' 'l'argets EC 'l'esting 

Iiditor'.~ ~ ~ o i e :  ' f ir . \ .  ar/rc.lr, I \  UII  ~ ~ , v p ~ ~ r l ( i t ' ~ i  vCr.s/otl O ~ L T  ,S/OQI H J I I I C I I  (~/) lw(lr \  111 /lrr hhr)' ' I € ( '  MOIIIIOI " - 
The US Department of Dcfense's (DOD's) March 2 recomn~endations to the current Rrlse Renliglilrler~t ~ n d  ('losirrc 
Committee (BRACC) includes plans to move key elements of the Arr Force's ctlr.lerit elect~.o~~ic cornt~rll 
developmental test and evaluation (ECDT&E) cnpability to new locations 81 Nell~s AFn, N V ,  anti L'dw;irtls Af-H,  
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 government jobs fForn the 
Electromagnetic Threat Environment (EMTE) range at Eglin AFD, FL, to (he Nellis Range Corr~plex C'urr.critly 
Nellis serves as an electronic combat training range The estimated cost of this move is $2.7. rnill~ori 

The DOD recommendation also includes moving the Real-Time Digitally Controlled .Analyzer P~.occssoi (Rf; I ) ( '~l l~)  
activity at Buffalo. NY. and the Air Force Electronic Warfare Envlrvnment Simula~or (AFEWES) ~t 1'1 Worth.  ' I  X, 

-:?b the Air Force Flight Test Center at Edwards AFB. The DOD estimates the cost of' moving AFEWFS at $ 5  8 

-w on ~ n d  the cost of mov~ng REDCAP at $1 7 million 

Criticism of the recomnlendations has been swift and vociferous Skeptics ar.gire rI1a1 while the reconirr~er~tlictior~s 
appear to sug~est a coherent and inexpensive plan to consolidate Air Force open-air EC restins at Nellis rintl 

hardware-in-the-loop (HITL) testing at Edwards, they are inherently flawed for several reasons - -  a n d  reprcscnt 
walk to the executioner's block fbr EC testing. 

To explain what capabilities plan proposes to move, i t  is important to understand what fi~nctiolis this e c l u i p r l ~ c ~ ~ t  
provides. I n  the Iatc 198Os, the Air Force came under fire for a number of troubled elel:tror~ic c o ~ ~ ~ h n t  (I:(') 
procurement programs. most notably the ALQ- I6 I A for the B- I B bomber I n  response 10 s~rch procurcnn\cnt 
problems, the IIOD launched the EC Test Process, a plan to ensure that R I I  DOL) Sysrerns Progr-arn Oflices test their 
EC systerlls ri~orously throughout their development. Con8ress endorsed the EC Tesr Process i r ~  tile FL'0.l Niit ic~nul  
Defense Authorization Act, thereby requiring any  EC systerrl under dcvelapnienr to nicct a n  "alq?ropriatc. ri_yorot~s 
and structtlred test and cvaluation regime" before receiving authorization to proceed to the low-rate 111i1iul ~)roductior~ 
stage. The language went on to list the types of testing facilities, which included computer simulation nnd modelintt 
facilities; measurement facilities; system integration laboratories, sim~~lrttcd thrcat 111'Jl. test fkcilities. ~lnmely 
REDCAP and AFEWES; installed system test facilities; and open-air ranges such as t11e Air Force's 1-;M'I'fI 

First, critics say that while the concept of moving resources from E~l in  10 Nellis does not in itsel~(tirentt~n Air- For-t:e 
ECDT&E, the Air Force c.annot possibly rilove and tllen rebuild the EMTE capabilities at  Nellis for the $2 2 rliillinr~ 
figure submitted to the BRACC They argue that $2.2 rtullion wo~rld only cover llle actl~al rilove rrscll'antl w0111(l 
make no provisions to add the extensive command and control facilit~cs the crl t~cs charyt Ncllis w n ~ ~ l d  rcqlllrc ro 

\--vradc the raayc botn s iiaining facility 10 full ECDT&E capabili~~. 

-*- spoke with MG R~chard Gillis, USAF (ret.), who has arbwed to the BRACC rllat rhc EMTC S I I O I , ~ ~  rernairi 111 

EgIin for several reasons. He has submitted itemized cost data to the BRACC ir~dicatiny that the true cost o l ' r n ~ i r ; ~  
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the EMTE equipment to Nellls and building the proper facilities for the equipment is actually $ I I million tie a~gues 
that it is less expensive to rnairltain the current capabilities of'Eglin, where the EMI'F, corilmarid arid control hc111tic.s 
already exist 

- .yrevious investigations of DOD ECDT&E consolidation appear to support Gill~s's contentions I r r  1994, tlie Dowd of 
ectors (vice-chief's for all the services) studied tire issue of consolidating all [)Or) F('[)'I & I <  According to thc 

they found that the most capable range in the DOD was thc FR/I'rt? at I:g,l~r~ I t  alscr coni.l\~dcd t l ~ n t  the most 
st-effective DOD plan for joint EC and munit~ons test corrsolidatiorl would be r o  relocate tllc Navy's  C'hina I .ahc 'tby9 

and Pt Mugu, CA, fncilities to Eglin Following that study. the Test nnd FvaIu&itlo1\ Joirit Cross SC~VICCS (;rot~p. 
which recently studied the DOD ECDT&E consolid~tion issue for the RRAC'C, rcachetl the sanle. cotlcltrsion 'I'his 
has led many to question why these findings were not part of the current DO0 recomrnendatio~ls, anti ;4lso why thc 
Air Force would want to dis~~iantle the EM'TE range, which the DOD twice identified as 11s most c~pahle I:(' and 
munitions test range - 
The cost to move the AFEWES ~ n d  REDCAP resources also appears to he in douht Soc~rceq close to the two 
facilities, citing itemized estimates, contend that i t  would cost $66 7 tnillion to move AFFMIES. rather than the fF5 H 
niillion estimated by the DOD BRACC recommendations. R I I ~  at least $ I 3  8 rnillior~ 1 0  lnove REIICAI' - -  not $ 1  7 
million The sources explained that, From a cost point of view,' rhe .Air Force estimates would orlly hold true i('~llcrc 

plans to pirt the HlTL equipment back into service once it was moved out west 

One reason for the discrepancies is that  the Air Force allegedly did not request itcniized estimates for 
equipment until after the DOD reconunendations were made. According to a source familiar with the progrlin~, 
AFEWES contractor 1,ockheed-Ft Worth Co (Ft Worth, TX), WRS not cont~ctctl by Air Force ofiicials ro dctcrrninth 
the specific costs of moving AFEWES until March 22, three weeks atter the DOD sub~nitted its BRA('('  I recommendations Sin~ilarly, CALSPAN Corp. (Buffalo, NY). contractor For REDCAP. was 1101 asked IO provide n 

I similar cost estimate until March 2 1 ,  according to industry sources. 
/ 

V Furthermore, congressional sources indicate that the Pur Force has not identified thc cost data that i t  used to p~c~\l~cle 
'\he estimates for the EMTE. AFEWES and REDCAP DOD recommendations l ' h e y  claim t l ~ a t  if rl~c .All f:orcc c.051 

.."$ 
were available, they should have been provided to the BRACC information libraries in both tlic 1 louse arid rhc 

w t e  They indicate that no breakdown of the EMTE, REDCAP and AFEWliS cost cstirnates crlsts at those siter 
An April Government Accounting Office report specifically concerned with the UOI> reco~~ir~ienctirtiolis to tl~c 
BRACC finds a similar conclusion regarding many Air Force estimates 

Congressional sources suspicious ot' h r  Force intentions also lndlcated that under the current tJKAC:t' systeril. 
tnilitary value and operational cost savings are the nlaior criteria by which the DOD recommendations are judged 
They hrther stated that because ofthe high priority placed or) cost savings over a 8ivt.n pc'~,iod ol'tirlrc, ; I  i s  
advnntngenus for the Air Force to underestimate the cost of t h e  moves i t ' i t  wants t o  vnsurc t hat t h r  I { I <  /I('(' will 
accept the  recommendations. In essence, not only are the up-front costs of a $5 8 million move cheaper ttiar~ a $06.'1 
million move, but the payback will also occur signifcantly soorler 

However, the sources went on to say, if the Air Force underestimates the reloc~tion costs too much, as has beer1 
alleged, then it will either have to "mothball" the equipment indefinitely or identi$ money elsewhere in i t s  budscr 10 

put the equipment back into service. The sources added that given the DOD fundir~g clin~ate, thc forrr~cr optior~ 
seemed more plausible. 

W h ~ t  makes the "mothball" scenario more likely for the EMTE, REDCAP and AFEWES equipment. said other 
sources, is the lack of provision for moving any of the experienced personnel who nrll thc eqiripnlent. ('onccrning the 
EMTE, the DOD recommendation calls for the transfer of 52 government positions, niostly From the 40th .Test Wing 
at Eglin -- the people responsible for running thc EMTE equipment. The sources arg~~ed that while thc positloris arc 
being relocated to Nellis, i t  was likely that many of the technicians currently tilling those positiorls wo~ilcl fit.rcl other. 

\assignments at Eglin, since they are given that option. The sources therefore predicted ttra1 111ost of tile pohitions will 
-, Nellis "empty." This brings into question where the Atr Force plans to find the skilled personnel nccessnr\j to 

A te the equipment, since many agree rhat within the Air Force, the current expertise rlecdcd to run  t l~e EM'I.~-:  
equ~prnent resides only at Eglin 
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With rxgard to REDCAP and AFEWES, thc DOL) ~.ecornmendatioris make no provision to move any conrractol. jobs 
from REDCAP or AFEWES to Edwards, since the BRACC concel.rls itself only with governnient positions 
Operation of both sites relies almost exclusively on a contractor work force This includes approxi~iiat clp 50 
CRLSPAN personnel who directly maintain and operate REDCM and 100 Lockheed personnel who pct*forrn thc 

---.yame functions for AFEWES Critics argue that the expertise requit;. to operate t hc equiprnrnt does not exist 
.rwhere else. They also say that the Air Force has not come forward with a n y  plan to rriovc CAI.,Sf7t\N o r  

kheed employees to Edwards. They say that if such a plan exisred, i t  shoilld have been discusscti with the 
Cunently, no such plan is known to exist 

Further clouding the issue of cost is the uncerttlinty surrounding the number of systems rhe .Air Force plrinl; t o  

relocate. While the DOD recommendations cite 8 closed-loop sin~ulutors. Eglin sources contacted d i~r i r l~  thc rrccrit 
Dixie Crow Symposium provided a list of 10 systetns slated to nlove as part ofthe recori~rnendaticrr~s blea~lwhllc, 
another source has alleged t h ~ t  17 systerns have beer1 identified following a site visit designated to dctcrminc wl~ich 
assets are to he removed The same source provided JED with an internal Air Force document, dated Marxh 28, tiorri 
tt... 46th EC Test Squadron at Eglin The documen1 piirpons to list t l~c capahililies that  nre to be ~cnlove(l f i o r ~ ~  T<gliri 
These include 

- . -  

testing of integrated EC systems such as F-I 5 TEWS and the US Army's ~dvanced Thrcnt R;ld;tr It\rnmcBr ti,r 
the Apache 
full radar-warning-receiver (RWR) testing for programs which require hiyh rhrcat d c n s ~ r .  wch ;IS thc I 10'5 

ALR-56M and the Navy's ALR-67(V)3&4 Advanced Radar Wam~ng Kccc~ver 
full RF precision direction finding developnlcnt such as the I ligh-Speetl /'\rir~r;iclint~or~ M~ssllc ( I  I / \ l<M) 
Targetin& System and E-3 AWACS electronic support measures 
EC jamming effectiveness testing for programs such as the EF- I I I Systcn~ Irnpro\cmcrir Yrograni 
electronic countermeasures (ECM) techntque development for such programs A\ the i\I.(.j 1 1 I .  1 3 7 ,  18.1 pod 
optimization and the 8-52 ALQ-172 defens~ve avionlcs sulte 
HlTL ECM technique development for programs such ns the exploitation of S A - 8  surfkce-tcr-a11 -r~~isslle\ II I I ( I  
AC- 130 Gunship ECM development 
ECM tactics development for Combat Talori I1 and MH-53J Pave Low [TI electronic wartkre su~tt:s 
countermeasures effectiveness testing for the Navy and Air Force a~rcrafl a$ well au rlual tnfr-ared/KF d c c ~ y s  
quick reaction jammer and RWR software reprogramming such as Coronet Quick I nnd I I 
contingency deployment ECM system verification for aircraft such as AC- 1 10 A/H and Combat 'I'alon I ii~ld I I  
radar cross sectiodchaff bloom measurements for programs such h r  Natio~lal Ctlartl F- 10, C'- 1 r o  radar cross 
section and defensive avionics assessment program 

The document goes on to say, "We are basically out of any business that requires more t h ~ n  one emitter of a 
panicular type This includes all closed-loop ECM testing, especially eRective~,ers testing e~ld ECM teclitliquc 
evuluution measuring miss distunces 8enrrtited This is most o f  t h e  Electronic Cornhut tcsting hcing ncilornplist~cd 
Loday." Critics are ci~rtcer.rierj that these Air Force ECDT&E testing ~tlpabilit~es wil l  bt: lust I S  tht: t.)t)l) 
recon~mendations are approved. 

Finally, critics contend that if the DOD recommendations nre ~pproved by the BRACC and President C'lintor~, tllc 
plan would put Congress In a "Catch 22 " Spec~tically, a FY95 Senate Approprretlons (:ornn~lttee Report drrects the 
&r Force to study clcctronic networking solutions prior to consolidnting ntly HlTL sitnulation fnciliticv 'I'hc I.cti.u(,n 

for thc mandate is to cxplore thc relatively inexpensive possibility of electronically l inkin8 REDCAP and tZI:I'WI:S 
to Edwards rather than moving the sites. Similarly, Congress directed the DOD to sirbnlit EC rlinster. ~ I H I I  f i ~ r  
congressional approval before moving any sirn~rlation equipment out of Eglin t-lo wever, t hc tirlal drafl s of t hesc 
studies nre not due to be presented until after Congress is scheduled to vote on t l~c DRACC' r~ccor~lrllcrid;~riot~s 

Followit~g the DOD recommendations to the BRACC, the committee has i ln t i l  May 17 to I I C L I ~  rrny nrgilnlcnts 
concerning the DOD recommendation before i t  must present i ts 6nul drufl to ~rcsillo~lt Clinton ; I I I ~  C O I I ~ ~ I C S S  011 I ~ I I v  

11 The President must then ~ c c p t  or rejec.1 the plan in its entirety. 'T11e sarlic ia 11uc L,I passaye i l l  ( ' O I I ~ I C ~ L  I(' 
Ijress i s  prese~ited wit 11 H f3RAC:C: plan which ~riclildt-s LIiv curl t-rit recorr~rr~cnduttor~s, thcrl 11 must tlcclctc whcrhcr 
cct the entire DKACC '95 proposal or allow the recommendations to stand i l l  defia11i:e of  IS I I W I I  rr~iir~(Jn~c~ 

The potential conflict between the RRACC and congl-cssiorial rncirldutcs is u subject of dcbatc. Air Force sources clte 



an unnamed congressional staftkr. who assured the service that the mandates wvi~ld still have to be met even if 
Congress passed the BRACC '95 legislation. 

However. according to knowledgeable congressional sources contacted by . / / . : I ) ,  if Congress I S  presented w~ttl tlte 
--.- current EMTE, AFEWES arrd REDCAP recommendations and passes the BRACC '9 legislr\tion. the legislntion 

/ 
yrld take precedence over the mandates, since the BRACC is an actual bill rather than a commlttcc mandate 'l'hc 

ces also add that i t  was extremely unlikely tha t  the conflict woi~ld cause Consrcss to reject the I\KA(.'(' '95 
which involves approximately 140 other lnilitary i~lstallations besides thc E(' test fac~lities 

With the congressional mandates in place, the inclusion of the EMTE, Af'EWES and WD(.'AP in the 1)01) 
recommendation took many by surprise Sources indicated that in light of the Jest arid Evaluation Jo~nt ('ross Sc.rbcc 
Group findings the DOD had only been giving scrious cons~deration to consol~dat~ng range cquipmcnt bctwcc~~ I'lulln 
and the Navy's China Lake facility. not Ncllis However, sources allege that senlor elc~nerit~ of'thc Alr i:or.cc. 
Materiel Command and the Test and Evaluation Directorste iniplemrnted their EXl1'1i. Af-i'Wf;S and K 1 1 1 > ( ' ~ \ 1 '  
recommendations at the " 1  l t h  hour " Such timing prevented any debate within the ECDTRcE cornrnilnlty corlcernirlg 
the wisdom of the moves 4 
Fdr REDCAP and AFEWES, the April Govemment Accollnting Ofice BKACC reporr already citcd indicarc(1 that  
the two sites did not meet the minimum personnel requirements of'the DOD base re-al~gnrnent guidcl~ncs artd st~oi~ld f' bt have been included in the DOD recommendations 

While the events seem confi~sing, the source of concern for many is that by allegedly failing to subrlri~ nccuratc: cost 
data in the DOD recom~nendations and failing to ensure that the EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP personnel will 
niove with the equipment, the Air Force Materiel Command and the Air Force Teqt and Evnluatiorl Directorittc I~avc 
not properly ensured that the EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP equipn~ent will evcr be placed back into service once 
moved Consequently. critics also condemn the negative efect the moves will have on the Air Force FIG 'T'est 
Process 

'?+Skeptics suggest two reasons why the future of Air Force ECDT&E is in its currcnt siti~atiori At best, they sc~y, the 
Force decided to implenient a consolidation of ECDT&E equipment in a partictrlarly cureless manner 7'hcy 

*-e that if the plan was to consolidate, i t  was undefinded, improperly staffed ~ n d ,  since the rno\#es were tldded to 
the DOD recommendations at the 1 lth hour, the chance to debate the plan was never presented to the [)01) 
ECDTPtE community 

As an aside, sources added that, with only the F-22 conling down the road as a new prograrn, the Air Force fil i8ht 
Test Center at Edwards AFB is running out of missions for its Benefield Anechoic Facility They added that  moving 
EC HlTL testing to Edwards will ensure the need for the facility, teniporarily. I-lowevcr thcy allege [hat tlre ,%I. 1:ol.c~ 
plan does not account for who will run the equipment or how it will tind the nioney to re-establish the full 
capabilities of REDCAP and AFEWES. 

At  worst, they suggest the March 2 DO@ rcc.onimcnd~tions wcrc. a deliberate efrort L>v certain Iiiy,)l-i  a l ~ k i r ~ ~ :  r :Ict~~c.l~t~ 
of the Air Fo~c;e to weaken. if not kill, key elements c~f its EC Test Process 

Expotinding on this st?cortd scenario. critic:s st~ggest r l l ~ l  m i d  the shrinkiris dt.fc.nsc. birtlget, the trattle \,t.twt.en ttre 
acquisition and the testing elements of the Air Force has finally surfaced, with tl~c acquisition elements in c.ontrc,l 
They suggested that the acquisitions camp finds the potentially costly price tag of testing (nnd retesting) too 
expensive for their constrained program budgets Thus, System Program Offices (SPOs), especially the F-22, httvc 
sought to byp~ss cilrrently mandated EC testing procedures in favor of their own progrnms in nn cffori to c ~ t  costs 

Last year, according to congressional sources, Congress requested that the F-22 System Program Ofice clearly 
define in an F-22 Electronic Combat Effectiveness Testing Report, what testing i t  planned to do f i r  KED(',41' and 
AFEWES. This plan, due March 1 ,  had not been delivered at press time The sources hrtllcr allege rllat witho~rt ~\ 

3CAP and AFEWES available to test the F-22 lntegr~ted Electronic Warfare System (INEWS), C'or~yress \vould 

w rd pressed to find an Air Force facility that could properly test the INEWS against siniirlated ~ntegratetl air 
ense systems and missile threats -- leaving the SPO to find a way to test the system itself: The F-22 SI'O did riot 

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 capabllitics d ~ c  
to the reasons cited above -- developmental EC systems testing would likely emphasize more eupcnsive open-a11 
testing, since that is the current focus of the Flight Test Center at Edw~rds More inll)ortantlv, cr~tics trrylc thn l  the 
~ o s t s  associated with hardware fixes are extremely expensive once testing reaches  lie open atr phase 'l'lic) citc 

-rent Air Force efforts to fix ALQ- 16 1 A as an example 

%ever, retired VSAF 1.1 Gen Howard Leaf, director of Air Force test and evalt~a~io~l. did ilgree to ndclrcss yolllr 01 
these trllegations. '"l'he Ar Force is participating in the Base Realign~llent and Closure (UKAC) proccss and is 
responding to consolidation recommendations forwarded to the OFfice of I he Secretary of Deftnsc (OSI) ) ,"  said I .caf 
in a written response to .//:'j) qi~eries "Equipment and manpower positions that would be locatetl i~nclcr rhc flK!l(' 
recommendations and their receiving locatiot~s are being refined during site visits." 

However, Leaf asserted that since "the majoritj, of all Air Force developmental test ( I I I ~  ev~lt~iition nntl H Inrgt: 
portion of i ts  operational test and evaluation are currently conducted at Edwards AFB and Nellis Knnge (:omplc?c. 
command and control facilities sufficient for test and evaluation exist." Further, Leaf snicl, "Itiring of ~dditi~rlnl 
personnel and appropriate training will be accomplished if required " 

--..-. - - - -  

The DOD recommendations do not violate the intentions of Congress, Leaf said. "The Air f:urce hns riot move<l any 
electronic warfare simulation equipment, and thus has not violated congressional direction " 

In conclusion, Leaf said. "The Air Force remains strongly conurutted to the electronic warfare test process and o w  
ability to implement it Costs associated with reactivating needed test and evaluation cnpabilities realigned by the 
B R ~  process are borne by the BRAC; these hnds are set aside for this purpose only '* 

At press time, the executive board of the BRACC was scheduled to meet with CIAO und DOD ofiicinls to spccificallv 
address test and evaluation Issues. It remained unclear whether the issues raised by critics of the 1)01) 
recommendations for EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP facilities would be heard at that nicering -- ./. h'trorr Its.\ 

\ 
'RJ Gets New Manager w 

MAJ Glenn J Benecke has been named the new assistant project manager f o ~  the l IS Army's Advar\ccd I'hrcnt R l t t l i i ~  

Jammer (ATRJ) Major Renecke replaces Cheryl Meier at the Army's Aviation Elertrc\r~ic Combat Ofiicc I ~ I  St 
Louis Meier is leaving fbr a position at the Monsanto Corp 

Major Uenecke previously served as an assistant professor of physics and research otticer a( the CIS ~ . I I [ \ I H I ~  
Academy, West Point. NY He commanded B Company, 1-1  3th Avi~tion Reginlent at Ft Rucker. A l .  I le also was 
an OH-58D and night vision goggle instructor pilot at Ft. Rucker He  also has served in ~ e r  rnor~j 

Major Beneke is a graduate of West Point and entered the Army as a second lieutenar~l in 1980 H e  will report to 
COL Roy Oler, project manager for aviation electronic combat. - .S. Hcrrdy 

Last-Minute Switches on IEWCSS Teams 

EW companies vying for a piece of the US Army's Intelligence and EW Common Sensor Systern (IEh'CSS) pragrncn 
did some last-minute pushing and shoving as the May 14 deadline fb r  bids approached. As teams f i n ~ l l ~  fell into 
placed. the list of companies which decided not to bid proved almost as interesting as  the rosier of confirmed player-s 

Now entering its production phase. the IEWCSS is designed to provrde a common suite of direction-findinlj and 
jamming equipment for CIS Army light and heavy ground combatants, as well as an airborne pnckuge car.ried aboard 
yn EH-60 helicopter. The suite includes the TACJAM-A ESM and jamming system and the CHALS-X tnr~et  locator, 

of which are up for bid as part of the production program. Also on the block is a conlract to integr.ate t h i b  

w m e n t ,  as well as an ELMT unit from Condor Systems, into the three rxget platforrns 

The stlryrising head of the list of TEWCSS spcctntnrs is Elcctrospace Svstcms Inc. Electrosoace i h  I I I Y  ~ ~ r c : t r r r i t ) t . r ~ ~  or1 



- the program. Company officials, citing corporate policy, declined to cornment Other induslry sources also offer cd no 
explanations for Electrospace's decision not to offer a bid. 

Meanwhile. AEL and Lockheed Sanders. teamed in a joint venture fi,r development of the TAC'JIZAI-A ecluil)nlrrlt, 
-..attempted to make separate deals with Electronics and Space Corp and Loral. respectively, to pursuc otticr portiotrs 

\ "the program However, AEL has dropped its outside deal for fear of conflict wit hi11 the joirit ver~tur e I-resh otl'of 
iving a $24 9 million increment of a potential $55 5 million contract (signed during ttle udvunced developrncnt 

lase of the program) for six TACJAM-A ESM systems, the venture will pursue the 'rACJAM-A portion of thc v 
program 

Of coul.sc, some negotiations have proven more successhl, and a line up  o f  comperirors has started to cr~icrge. Two 
teams will pursue the integration phase of the program. One, led by Magnavox Electronic Systerris ('o nrid incltrtliny 
Motorola and California Microwave, has added a new partner. AAI Curp. has joined the tefinl to llnndlc the training 
aspects of the deal. This group will oppose a team of Loral and Lockheed Sanders. 

For the TACJAM-A portion, the Sanders/AEl, joint venture will see competition li~orti Electronics nrld Spucc (:OII, 

and potentially AlliedSignal (the latter company could not be contacted by press tirne). For the CHR1,S-X, 
incumbent Loral Federal Systems will face off against Electronics and Space Corp., with AlliedSignnl ngtiin 
mentioned as a potential competitor. Loral Federal recently receivcd an $8 9 million rnodificatior~ to A pt.rvioius 
contrtlct for the CHALS-X. 

lndustry sources expect the Anny to announce the winners this September - .C If~~r,~l(y 

B-2 Radar Test Set Pact Awarded 

Northrop Grumman Corp . prime contractor on the B-2 stealth bomber progratll, has awarcicd a $2 8 ttl~ll~on coritru~t 
lo AAI Corp for developrncnt ofthe ~lircrafi's radar test set A separate contract f(31 sysrcnl produc:r~on I S  cupccrcd ( ( 1  

.* 
P " O W  

system will test the R-7,'s position location transponders Working with rlle aircratt's radar R I I ~  rhc radar of olhcr 
aft, enables air-to-air identification and navigations in all weather condi~ions - ,$ flurOy 

Navy to Test Combat ID Solution this Summer 

The US Navy Space Con~lnand will bring a new, situational-aw~treness-based cornbat ~dcntification technologv t o  thc 
annual All-Service Combat Identification (ACID) exercise scheduled for August 27-Septeniber 16, 109.5. III ('amp 
Shelby, MI. Known as Situational Awareness Beacon with Reply (SABER), the UHF-based system rctics o n  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 tmth the I J S  
Army, with i t s  Battlefield Combat Identification System, and the Marine Corps, w i th  its noncooperative VSS-?, arc 
considering bringing their new systems to Camp Shelby (see this n~onth's cover story on combat I D ,  p 3 )  Held 
annually, the ACID exercisc fccds new and existing combat identification systenis into a sninll-scale battle 
demonstration to evaluate both technologies and methodologies ACID rtself'is a specialized test group tlascd at 
Eglin AFB, FL, and fbnded by the Pentagon's Joint Combat Identification Ofice (JCIDO) 

While the other services llavc invested in direct, platform-to-platform cooperative idcritific~rion sysrertls, thc Nttvy 
has approached the antifr~tricide problem from B different nngle Acctording co the Naval Space ('ornrll~r~tl'?; 
Commander Austin Boyd, "In the Navy, when we think fratricide, we lard rt) t t ~ i r r k ,  pi~rticirlurly fiom a shipboard 
point of view, of what's over the horizon and I ~ R I ' S  Cfillkrerl(. . from the Army perspective ni'n~lriti c\~r.iciiIz. wtiic.ti is  

\who is R kilometer to two kilometers in front of'nlc? . . .  Or li.onl a n  Air Force point of view, \vl)icl~ is \ V I I O  i y  c'lt,sir~g 'HI 

4th a four to eight hundred-knot closure speed that I havc ra rnake a missile decision on in n ftw sccor~d~ '~"  

-*'W 
In January 1994, the Ofice ofthe Chief of Naval Operations, Space Systems Division, and the JCII)O ftrnded Olc* 



-. d&elopment of SAtikK, which coordinates over-the-honzon, GYS-sourced inl'ormatlon w~th a local. 2 I -  Mt 12. r rt 11. 
line-of-sight capability Positions are displayed ~utomatically 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 Cornn~itrid and 
Control System standard). SABER beacons report unit positions once every 12 sec, the system network itself can 

--- update 100 positions every two minutes through a single 5-kHz UHF SATCOM chmnel 
\ 

Navy developed SABER with shipboard applications in mind, but the cigar-box-sized unit has also provokcd 
erest from the air and ground communities Accordin8 to Boyd, SABER recer~tly completed a Id 

technicalloperationd evaluation at Little Creek Amphibious Base, V 4  in which i t  trrrcketi beitcons ntti~ched tu one 
P-3 aircraft, two seaborne vessels and two Hh4MWVs over the course of a week For the AC'II) dcrnonstratiori, hc 
continued, the Navy is preparing to deploy about 30 beacons on Aegis cnrisers, tanks, Hradlcy fight~ng vchiclcs. 
fighter aircraft and possibly a C-130, plus two C2 sites 

One particular "layer" of SABER that ACLD will explore will be the "Don't Shoot hlc" (DShI )  rict cor~ccpt . thc ll~p 
side of units' reporting position information to a central C2 center In a DSM net, snid tlclyd, the ( '2  s ~ t ~  (linkcd to n 
weapon system, possibly) could issue the coordinates of an impending strike, for insttlrlce, nnd recluc.ct 111iit 11ny i l l l i t  I I I  

that spot report back - Z. Lttm - - 

Laser Warning Becomes International Priority 

The success of laser-guided smart weapons during Operation Desert Storm has spn~kcd ail interest i ~ r  tire 
development and acquisition of adequate wanting systems Judging fiom the array of equipment on display at 1t1c 

recent IDEX '95 conference in Abu Dhabi, countries around the world have not only attenipted to rncet tl~cir intc~ri~l 
laser-related requirements, but appear ready to export their technologies to willing custonwrs 

Most of the better-known l ~ s e r  warning systems colne from NATO coi~t~tries Examples ot'these warnvrb incluclc the 
AVR-2 from Hughes Danbury Optical Systems of the US and the Common Opto Electronic I .ascr Oc~cc,tion Systcrri 
(COLDS) from Dairnler-Benz Aerospace of Gerttlany However, non-NATO coiltitries h ~ v e  also tnc.klcd (tic pr()blc.rri 

'kf combating laser-guided weapons 

example, Fotona of Slovenia exhibited the LIKD-I and - 1  A laser irrndiation detector ant1 wnrner systems 'The 
systems are designed to warn ground vehicle crews of radiation from pulsed laser rangefinders or laser 
illuminator/designators The basic LIRD- I consists of a Detector H e ~ d  Unit and an indicator Unit '1-he t'ornier 
consists of direct and indirect detection modules which provide 360" coverage Signals picked up by thc detcctor arc 
passed to the Indicator Unit, which provides an audio warning and displays both the direction of the ir~corr~ing 
radiation and the threat type. 

The LIRD- I A adds automatic discharge of smoke grenades and a slightly modified Indicalor Clnit to the basic 
package. The timing of smoke grenade launching can be adjusted by the user, from 0 5 to 5 scc attcr initial dcrcc~ion 
Ttie L I S ~ I  alsu I I I M ~  C U I I C ~ I  S I I I U ~ ~  Cjispcrlsing if t i i t :  situativri warrants. 

According to Bozo Vukas, head of marketing and sales for the colnpany (which recently chnngcd its rlnrrlc frorn lukr[l  
Electro-Optikaj, the LIRD 1 and - 1 A are particularly well suited to 'P-72 and 1 ' - 5  tunk uppl~cut~ons I hc I , I ~ { I ) - ~ M  
not on display at the show, others slrnllar prntectlon t'or surtkce shlpx 

A1 Technique Cvrp of Pakistcm (Pvt) Ltd. also has addressed the protection of tanks built in the former Soviet [ Inion 
According to Dr. Badar Suleman, manager of W D  for the company. a US-led embargo of technology has t'orccd 
Pakistan to develop an internal development capability to meet ~ t s  defense nccds. ' I  hc Lnscr I'hrciit Scnsor ( I  .'l'S) I 
represents one result. 'J'he system operntcs in thc 0.8- to 1 06-l~m wavelength and prnvldes ?hno nfrovcr.nt;c with 15" 
of resolution. Elevation covers - 1 S o  to 1 90' The. 1 .TS 1 will distinguish bet wee11 J'.4(3 1asc.r I ar~geli~lclc~ a n ~ i t l  g ~ (  
designators mnd cnn operate in conjunction wit11 acoustic alar~rrs, s~rruke: gerlerators and "other counterll~easures " 
P~kistall's T-69 arid T-59 larks cllrrently use the system, Dr. Suleman said '1 

.- her country that has battled embargo, South Africa, also exhibited a home-grown Inser warnlns syctcrn t11111t hk 
w r o n i c s ,  [he LWS-200 Laser Warning System 1s avadoble os o stand-donc capsh~lity o r  can he pl~rcllnw-l a \  ~ ~ n r l  ' 

of the company's Multi-Sensor Warntng Systcm. Thc LWS-200 can accornmod~tc I I ~  to six serisors I'or ?GO" 



,- - 

detection of both direct and indirect laser emissions The system's analyzer can discri~~ii~iate anicing tiesignator. 
beamrider or ranging laser sources for threat identification. The standard configuratiol~ covcrs [lie 0 6-  ro I X-, ,III  

range, but extended frequency coverage is available Sensitivity ranges froni 20 W / I T ~ ~  at 0 o prn to 13 WIrrlZ at 1 06 
prn Ruby, GaAs, NdYAG and Ranian Shifted lasers fall within the systern's cnpribilitics 

..--.. '' -cording to sources at Avitronics. the company initially developed the system ibl l~clicopters I,erorr erlrand~np the 
e ofapplications to ~nclude ground vehicles and ships For tanks, the company is in\~estiyrting rt t111r.c.t \lcw~rig 

w t b i l i t y  

Finally, the Russian Federation exhibited a laser counternieasures systetn, called [lie SIIIOI.H- I ,  w l l i ~ t ~  ~ppealed to 
include a laser-warning capability Billed as a "jarnming and optical coi~~iterrneas~tres" systc.111, the Strlor a-  I i~ lc l~~des  
smoke grenades and an "optronic jammer." However, system specifications incltldctl a "~ange of lece~vctl lriycr 
radiation" of 0.6 to 1 . 1  prn and "elevation angle degree" of -5" to +25" The systeln riiltoniaticnlly clisi>rrises srnokc or 
activates the jammer, which operates in the 0 7- to 2 5-pm range Russian rcprcserltdtivcs iit tllc disi)lt~y were 
forthcoming with additional detnils. - S. Hcr& 

Return to -& - 





s e w  i~nderestimate@p~ct of dost~re . . . 
USAF BRAC CHOICES COULD DISRUPT ELECTRONIC WARFARE TESTlNG 

Tbe Air Force's decision to close two small test and evaluation facilities could disrupt electronic ambat  
effectiveness testing for Air Force elemonic warfare systems for up to three yean and result in significantly higher 
costs than what the service projected in its recent recommendations to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Industry officials coatend the Air Force substantially uade&ated the potential employment impact of closing both 
the Air Force Electronic Warhe  Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) activity at Ft Wo& TX, and the Real-Tie 
Rigitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) facilrty at Buffalo, NY, and maintain &at die excess capacity and 
redundancy cited by the Air Force is overstated. 

* -  

INDUSTRY: USAF UNDERESTIMATES BRAC IMPACT. . . begins page one 

Earliw this month, Sen. Alfonse D'Amato blasted the Air Force, charging hat 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 f ia te r  
pro- (Inside the Air Force, March 10, pl). D'Amato cited problems with the B- I bomber's electronic countmea- 
sures mite, which he said was inadequately tested, as a reason to enswe that F-22 electronic warfare capabilities arc 

rough1 y evaluated. L' Under the service's recommendation to the base closure cornmission, both REDCAP and AF'EWES would 

close sometime in W-98 ,  according to the Air Force's Feb. 1995 report to the defense secretary on base closure 
recommendations. The Air Force Fli@t Test Center at Edwards AFB, CA, is slated to &sorb the workloads from 
A F E W  and REDCAP. 

The Air Force, in its recommendations to the defense secretary, opted to close AFEWE.5 and REDCAP because 
the service projected future workloads at those f-dcilities to be 28 percent and 10 percent of capacity, respectively. The 
Joint Cross-Swvice Group assessed the w e  worklads for test and evaluation facilities by "avenging the workload 
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 200 1 ," according to an Air Force response to 
questions h m  Insid the Air Force. 

The service also d a t e d  the employment impact to be the loss of nine jobs h m  the closure of AFEWES a d  
five jobs for REDCAP. Although the numbcr of service p n n e l  supportiug the two facilities is very small, the Ah 
Force's estimates failed to consider dozens of conmcbr personacl who would hkely be affected by b a m g  actions, 
industry sources said. 

To close AFEWES and REDCAP, the Air Force anticipates a one-time cost of $5.8 million and $1.7 ruillion, 
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 665 million," according to responses by AFEWES-contraclor Lockheed Fort 
Worth Company (LFWC) to questions from Inside the Air Force. The projected $65 million bill includes disassem- 
bling bansporting, reassembling and i n t e m g  AFEWES equipment at its new home at Edwards AFB. "The 
equipment to be moved includes, potentially, all 39 threat simulators, support equipment and spans in which the -4.h 
Force has invested $325 million," amrding to LFWC. 

Furthermore, an "operational readiness impact for up to three years" is expected while the AFEWES simulators 
am "disassembled, moved, rmstmbled and inkpted,  and Edwards AFB personnel are bainbd on simulator opera- 
tion and maintenance," LFWC stated 

AFEWES is a government-owned, contractor operated electronic w&e hxdware-in-the-loop test facility rn 
by LFWC, which employs about 50 personnel to support AFEWES operations and maintenance and another 50 to 
support AFEWES up-wdes, according to a Lockheed. Should &e facility close, "it is unclear what would happen to 
the anployaes," with some Likely to be absorbed by the company, but "there would be no guanntee that jobs could be 
found for all," according to LFWC. 

The AFE1'5rES hcility includes hardware and software systems that sirnulate surface-to-air missiles, airborne 
interceptor radars, anti-aircmfi miller), mdars, and command control and couununicxions network, according to a 
Lockheed description of the prc lpn .  LFWC claims such equipment is unique, "not only in the United Sntes but in 
the world." Among the unique capabilities at AFEWES an a "multiple emitter gcner~tor," and an *hd l a b n t o q  
capable of a luge quanrip of IR thre~t  simulations, according to LFWC. 

The REDCAP f~ciliv, located in Buffalo, h'Y, is opemted by thc cornpmury Glspan. (and em~loys "about 50 
people directly on REDCAP," i nc ludu l~  onc Air Force reprcset~rative, 1~1th an add~tlonal 25 pcrsom~el ~erving in 
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BASE CLOSURE ANALYSIS EMPHASfZED T&E RANGES OVER HARDWARE SYSTEMS 
As the Air Force prepared its rzcommenrhtions on test and evaluztion facilities to tile defense secretary for the 

I N 5  base closure process, the semce followed a rigorous process of analysis to determine which of its installations 
warranted closure or realignment. To assess rhe overall capabilities of the services, a Joint Cross-Senlice Group 
evaluated ten hcilibes against a number of criteria, kcluditlg physic31 value, critical air and sea space, hardu~are in 
Ibe loop, insralled system test facilities, and inregation labs, as well as topogaphic and climatic features. 

Test and evaluation centers received a weighted "grade" dcpcdding on " t he  mission of the facility, with most 
weight being assigned to the component refleains the primary m~ssion," according to the Air Force's Fcb. 1995 
rcpon to the defense secretmy on the service's recommendations to d ~ t  Base Closure and Red-enment Commission. 

Of the three categories of T&E facihties evaluated, electronic combat centers earned s toul weifit of 15 
versus a weight of 70 =igned to armaments and weapons test centers. Air vehicle tw centers received a weight of 1 5, 
bringing a tobl of 100 between the three T&E categories. In judging test and evaluation centers, the joint cross- 
service group placed substmtia!ly greater emphasis criteria such as "air and sea space" and "open air range" than on 
9ndwaein-rhe-loop" and installed systams, acco- to the Air Fom's base c l o m  report to the d e f a  secretary. 

Prior to senling on the decision to close the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator activity and 
R e d - T i e  Digitally Controlled Analyzer Prmssor facility and move tM capabilities u, Edwards, the Joint Cross- 
Service Group coasidered tmnsf&g borh the REDCAP and AFEWES workloads to Navy An Warfare Center 
insrallations at either Patuxent River, MI3 or at Pt. Mqu, CA. The Air Force determined that such moves would 
"not provide eirhtr the CO~T savings or the large aircraft test capabilihes that a move to Edwards accoulplisbes," 
according to the service report. 

I support fimctiom: according to a source familiar with the facility. REDCAP allows electronic warfare equipment such 
as jammers to be tested againrt simulated integrated air defense systems tailored to represent a specific oper;*ting ! environment Iike Southwest Asia or the Korcan Peninsula. 

! The cost to move REDCAP capabilities to Edwards could be "a factor of 10 higher" than what the k Force 
I estimates in its BRAC recommendab'ons as weU, the source said. llhe facility's trchnical equipment "was never made 
i : 

, --, to be s h i p w  the source said 
; :.. -1 

-. LFWC and other indusoy officials also take issue with tbe Air Force's assessment of low future workloads for 
REDCAP md AFEWES. The AFEWES i n k e d  laboratory, for example, *is fore- to be h o s t  100 percent 

I utilized" for the next two y e s ,  LFWC stated. "There is no reason to believe . . . that [AFEWES] utilizarion will 
decrease to 28 perceat," LFWC added In order to decre3se overdl electronic combat p r o m  development costs, 
"the Air Force and DOD actually emphasize more hardware-in-the-loop and installed system test fxility testing as 

'EC Test Process,'" according to LFWC. 
or ils part, the REDCAP facility m rhe last year was utilized nearly to =pacity, such that no additional 

could k v e  been accommodated, a source sajd At the same t$ne, "it' you wmted to make REDCAP look 
say that testin5 only occurs when here are operators in the chairs" actually perfomin, system 

evsluations. However, the pnpamions required for a system to be rested at REDCAP cm take more than sk rnonlhs 
to complete, the source said. A test involving a sirnulaced integmed air defense system. for example, " U e s  
months to prepare for five weeks of resing,'' the source said. - Tom Cdl 

'l 
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- AIR FORCE BASE CLOSURE  CANDIDATE^ DRAW FIRE ON CAPITOL HILL 
Crying foul, an influential legislator Cook to the floor ofthc Senate last week to upbmid the Au F o ~ c  for e g  

to use thc base closure process lo avoid electronic combat efiectiveness testing for the service's hi&-priority F-22 
W t e r  p r o m .  The Air Force's rccommendation to the Base C1o.w~ and Realignment Commission to close two 
small test and e v ~ w t i o n  facilities w h a l & b g  for the electronic combat effectiveness of the F--rd msIiwl 
mhtr would take place drew fire 0: +it01 FIdlrnch 2 frpm Senate Approprirnons Collunikee member Sen. 

r - S Q ~ t o - m c  of the sSadcc_lsE-22 test lans 
=e=. -.-- _ --L 

While BeAiiForce cites excess capacity and rahmdancy as rasoos to close the service's Real-Tune Digitally 

Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) activity and the W Forcc Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator 

I DOD Programs, Policy: 
Pentagon forecasts missile defense 

\ funding hike ............................................ 5 I 

( M E W S )  activity, D'Amato charged in remarks on the Senslc floor that the Air Force axed those facilities because 
the scrvice "has something to hide" about electronic combat effecriveness testing for the F-Z. 

Tbe Senate Appropriations Committee's repon on the PY-95 defense appropriations bill directed thc 
secretary of the Air Force to submit a report by Mmch 1 that outlines the cost and schedule impacts of revising ILe F- 
22's tcst and evaluation ma~te r  plan to include more robust electronic combat e,ffettiveness testing. The report is to 
include "thororl& electronic combat testing" at thc REDCAP and AFEWES lacilitics aud should idcntify funding 
"required between tiscal years 1996-39 to allow W D C A P  alcl .GEl+%S] to rborouay undertake 
testing in intcgntcd avionics suites," according to the Senate pancl's report. 

e Air Force was expected to dclivcr that report to Congress March 9, according to a service response to 
questions from Inside the Afr  Force. 'Ihe rcpo~t, written by an ad hoc team of the Air Force Scientific Advisory Roard, - . 

concludes that "the Air Force F-22 System Program OfFice has tkoroughly analyzed the test hcility o p p m i t i e s  and 
estnblished a test plan based not only on the faciliry assessments, but on tbe costs of both upgrade and use," according 
to the Air Force statement. 

The study sought to determine whether the "available govemmcnt EC [electronic combat] test faciliticq" 
indudmg REDCAP, AFEWES, tfie Air Combat EnvirOntncnt Test and Evaluatior~ Facility, tbe Avionics Test and ht&on 
Complex and the Westcm Test Range, 'W be e f f ' v e l y  employed to test F-22 subsystemS" according to h e  war. 

"We expect to be smdbagged on the report," a congressional official said, who added the F-22 would mon 
likely come through electronic combat effectivchcss testing '%th flying colors" and that the Air Force could "run 
aromd [witb the test results] like it was a straight-A repon card," the official said. 

Although the F-22 progmn has been heralded by top Air Force leaders as a model development effort and 
recently pssed its air vehicle critical d a i s  review. the stealthy fighter program's tcst plans have been repeatedly 
cridcizcd by conpessional testing advocates. D'Amato smclced the service's test profile for electronic combat 
effectiveness, citing the example of the B1 bomber, which has yet to be oudtted with adequate elmonic counrm1easurcs. 

The senator promised to "lead the fight to strike F-22 fimds" in coming budget dclibcrations. D'Amsto "tail 

) fight n @ariils W" over the F-22, given &at the pro- is so tightly budgeted that a relatively smdl adjusmien~ in 
firnding could mean sig5cantly increased cost? down the road, according to a congressional snffer. "If the .4u Force 
wants ro play dirty. Sen. D'Amato can teach them a few things about meet fighting," the oficial raid. 

D'Amato took issue witb the list of Defense Dcpartmcnt-recommended military facilities forwarded last month 
to the b s e  closutc commission thzt would close "two very srmall 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 eliminzte the 
facilities t b t  could have rendered a judgment on the effectiveness of the F-22. Obviously, the Air Force has sorne- 

thing to hide. If they wiU not test if we \\ill not buy if". 
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L D'Amato said. 
The Air Force recommended closing tile RE'DCAP ' 

facility, located at Buffalo, NY, &cause the facility's 
projected workload is "only 10 percent of its available 
capacity," according to rile Defense Department's seporr 
to the Bax Closure and ReaIignment Commission. 
releaed publicly Feb. 28.  ' f i e  impact to the Buffalo area ' - 
from the closure of REDCAP would be "a ma~imum 
potential reduction of  5 jobs." according to the DC)D base 
closure repon. 

The service tagged .4FEWES, at  Fon Worth. 
TX, for closure because its workload will require only 
28 percent of capacity. The Air  Forcc Flight Test 
Center at Edwards AFB. CA, will abso~ b Ule workload 
for botb REDCAP m d  AFEWES, since those systems' 
"basic bardware in the loop infiatructurc is dup1ica:cd 
at other Air Force TScE facilities," according to the 
DOD report. 

Electronics testing is not the only controversid test 
issue. The F-22's live-fire test plan is currently under 
review by an independent National Academy of Sciences- 
sponsored panet. At issue is whether the Defense Depart- 
ment may waive full-up survivability resting, despite 
the fact that it failed to apply for such a waiver he.fore 
the milestone 11 acquisition decision was ~nade.  as  is 
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as a counter to enemy air defenses and to a Russian fighter, the Multi-role Fighter lntcrcep r. expected to be fielded 
in quantity by 2020 (Inside the Air Force, April I ,  1994, p3). 

The Air Force plans to build 442 F-22s. 

-%) 

' r q  Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) las! week had harsh words for a foreign policy speech 
which hc referred to Republicans ss "hypocrites" and their foreign poli 

"I have always respected the foreign policy prerogatives of th 
former Navy pilot who spent more than five years as a prisoner of war in Victn 
my fidelity to that principal has been tested by the frustration I have expericnc 
unanswered and opportunities left unexploited by a foreign policy that as far a 
tual framework to guide it." 

M c C a l o  was rcfcrring to a speech Clinton gave last Wednrsdny (Mar 
members of the 104th Congress as "the new isolationists" for their reccnt effo 
international peacekeeping missions. Doing so would "radically rcvise the 
Clinton said, charging that RepubIicnns would "deny resources to penceke 
instead, squander them oo Star Wars." 

Speaking at the same @urn about 12 hours later, McCain blasted Clint 
and lacking vision, and challenged Clinton's description of Republicans as is 

"I've also observed that because Republicans may bc more reluctant 
Bosnia to run with a chain of command with more dual-key command s 
ists," McCain said. "Nor do our reservations about continuing to waste 
sustainable development rather than using foreign aid to strictly serve t 
United States make us isolationist. Nor does o w  distress in witnessing 
blackmail with North Korea make us hypocrites." 

McCain credited Clinton with inspiring Republicans to push for new 
that limit the president's role m involving the country in such commitments. 

The "inconsistency" that "has marked so much of the president's 

'1 
provided the incentive for congressional activism arguing for more rca 
McCain said. 

w Both Clinton and McCaiD made their comments at a rwo-day coder 
Peace and Freedom, entided "Dcfinmg an American Role in an Uncertain 

I 
I - -  * Air Forcs 

\ S S  
USAF USED BASE CLOSURE PROCESS TO 

, 

F-22 TESTS 

I I \ / Sen. A1 D'Amato (R-NY), never shy about expressing his opinions, last week Air Force of using the 
base closure process to subvert testing rcquiremcnts for the service's prized F-22 
Mar& 2 floor statement, D'Amato, a senior member of the Senate 
Force wants to close w o  facilitjes - one located in D'Arnaro's 

Force?" D'Amato asked. 
combat testing of rhe F-22 be performed. 

In the FY-95 Defense 
plan (TEMP) did not 
act directed the Air 

electronic combat effectiveness testing." 
technical sad 

\ 

w 
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these was recommended for closure. However, REDCAP and AFEWES, described by D'Amato 
evaluation facilities, were on the ~IOSUTC list 

"-he one facility mentioned in the Senate repon that was not closed, the installed systm 
- rhe Navy. Apparently, tbe Air Forcc could not get at it," D'Amato said. \ 

) According to the Pentagon's bare c l o m  repon, the REDCAP activity, locntcd in 
"disestablished" and ''required t M  activities and necessary support equipment" arc to 
Flight Ted Center at Edwards AFB, CA. W D  estimates $1 I million over 20 y- 
which it says was rccommendcd hitially by the Test and Evaluation Joint Goss-Sem'cc Group. 

C 
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Members of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commi~sion this week nised conce s about how the 
panel is to decide whether to recommend the realignment of Grand Forks AFB, ND, well before th Pentagon is 
scheduled to determine whether such a change makes sense. The Defense Department has deferrc for nearly two 
years a recommendation on whether to realign h d  Forks, which the United Stares identified in e 1972 h d -  
Ballistic Missile Treaty as its single site for a strategic defense system. Although the ABM system as not yet been 
built, the assumption has been that if it is built in the W e ,  it will be at Grand Forks. 

According to the Pentagon, Grand Forks' 3 2 1 ~ ~  Missile Group would be inactivated and the i ase realigned -. \ unless the defense semctary prior to December 1996 "determines that the need to retain ballistic mluile defense 
options effectively precludes this anion," in the words of DOD's rccently released BRAC report. 

\I BRAC Commisrion is scheduled to submit i~ lin of recommendations to the president by 
'If we don't hear a word about Grand F o r b  by M a y  17, we could be in the position" oflbeing unable to 

make a rrcomrnendation on it, BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said at a hearing Monday. i 
The DOD report said that if the defense secretary determines that Grand Forks should not be 

AFB, ND, will be realigned instead, and the 91st W i i e  Group will inactivate. 
One BRAC commissioner, Rebecca Cox, sought to determine whether tbe panel should reg 

that might rcalisticaily be realigned. In response, Air Force Secretary Sheila Widnd said that 
- Grand Forks would "put Minot at risk It's imporrant we all understand that" 

It remains uncertain if the Russians would agree to allow the united Snues to shift its 
rite horn Grand Forks to another location under the ABM Traty. Tbe treaty would permit the ~ n i / e d  States to 
designate Washington, D.C., as the couxltry's new missile site if G m d  Forks closed, but another I carion, such as 
Minot A m ,  could not be chosen without Russian approval (Inside rhe Air Force. March 3, p.9). 

Trcaty concerns aside, the Pentagon may choose to maintain Grand Forks for operational an I logistical reasons. 
having worked with the assumption over many years that it would be the site for a ballistic missile defense system. 

McCAlN QUESTIONS NAVY ON BRAC RECOMMENDATIONS . . . begins 
maybe we ought to just see how you feel abo'ut it and (bave you] make tbose ft~ommmdations." 

A Dalton spokesman denied that polltics played a role in the secretary's decbion to 
of only one California base, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. "If politics had played a role in 
odd [the m t m y  would] mornmcnd that Long Beach be closed when it would have a 
other bases]," the spkt~rnan said following the hearing. 

During March 6 testimony before the BRAC Commission, Dalton said thd in 
Navy's base s t r u m  evaluation cornmiact (BSEC) had advised closing the Naval \ Corona, the R a  and industrial Supply Center in Oaklmdd, the Western Division 

randsco and the SupcTvisor of Shipbuilding. C m d o n  
(r y : & z : o  quadoning by McCain, Dalton told the Senate Armed 





DEFENSE T&E FOCUSES 
I 

i 
I 

ON CONSOLIDATION I 
Trailing the sharp downturn in new systent acquisitions by sev- dergo during the next few yeors as consolidotion and interser- 

era1 years, the defense test and evoluotion communiiy is still vice cooperation become the rule ro~her :hon exception. It also 
enjoying heolthy workloads, although tighter budge!s ore forc- highlights diffic~lt conflicts foced by h e  Pentogon--merging 

ing cutbacks and more efiiciency. This r e ~ o r t  explores the sub ing and testing resources to preclude costly duplicction, while 

-. stantiol changes the U.S. defense T&E infrostructure must un- baffling political forces bent on protecting jobs and iocilities. 

he Defense Dept.'~ test and evoluotion 
infrastructure is in the early stops of o 

sweeping, budgetdriven transition th3t w~ l l  I e: see large range complexes, resources and 
missions consol~dated across service lines 

! Faced with inevitable cuts, forword-lool- 

t 
I 

ins Pentagon leaders already have tok- 

I en steps to preempt military service and : field unit in the name of in- 
f creased overall efficiency. However, real 

: test and evaluation (T&E) gains ore inex- 
tricably tied to defense ocquisition reforms 

\ and Congress having the courage to re/ 
linquish its chronic 
micromanagement 
of wecpon system 
develcpmen:. C m -  
ciessiona! c~:isizns 
cbcut  the nex: 

. , *-  .-- .,..,, o: tcsc cic5- 
iags  cnc  rezIisr,- 
zen:a a i s ~  \viil nzve 
c ?roiound e k t  on 
:ne deiense testins 
=onmuniry, which 
in generai escopod 
ec:iier cu::. 

Senior Defense 
E J E ~ : . ,  U.S. A i r  
ic:ce, f\low, Army 
cnc! Marine Corps 
leaders-realizing 

conducts most of the Air Force's aircroh 
development work, is expecting a 4076 
d r o ~  in fliaht test hours by Fiscal 1996 
&w&sTA;~. 18, p. 44). ' 

Funds to suppori I bt will decrease oc- 
cordingly, bui bt on even foster rote than 
test workloads. To compensate, the T&E 
community must realize greater near-term 
efficiencids in order to get the most from 
diminishing resources while still ensuring 
that military systems perform as intended 
whe delivered to field units. 

&e Pentagon has been forcing im- 

being built-or ore in service--ot the 
White Scnds Missile Range, adding need- 
ed capabilities for evaluating next-gen- 
eration weopons. The climatic loboratory 
c: Eglin AFB, Fla., i s  being upgraded. Air 
comba: testing resource+incl"ding c new 
aerial torge: control system--ore in place 
or will be soon. 

The TGE iandscape in the late 1 ??Os, 
however, will look drastically diiierent 
when compared with the present. bs mul- 
titude o! iactors, ranging from budge: pres- 
sures and new technology to p:agrnatic . . 

- 
tho: signi:' ,~cont cut- 
bocks and changes ore inevitabl-hove A helicopter mockup spews flares as i t  
tohen initial steps to shrink h e  nation's TEE slides along a three-mi. long, 2.5-in. dia. 
infrastructure by consolidating and elec- Kedar cable at White Sands, N.M. 

L tronicolly linking range operotions; ex- 
&'fin panding the use of simulation and initiot- proved T&E efficiency over the lost five 

BFr$.+/ in9 cooperative test planning. tiigi.uolue, years or so and has made significant 'a CAp/ ' / f f~~5 unique test capabilities are being pro- progress. The sewices now are using com- 
?go . tected-ven upgraded in some cases- mon oirborne instrumentation systems and 

5Lt5 oH to ensure whot remains is capable o i  ful- introducing GPS-bosed time-spoce posi- 
filling Deiense Dept. T&E needs. tioning equipment. "Livefire" test focilitie: 

H n e s a  actions onticipa~e a sicnificcn! at China Lokc Colii., and Wright Fatter- 
decrease in test workload during the ic:e son AFB, Ohio, hove been upsraded to 
1990s as tine number o i  new deiense sys- meet current standards. A new snon-mu- 
terns and wecDons upgrodes plummeis. nitions tes: suite, the large blcst thermc! 
For insronce, Edwards A'S, Colii., \..*ki:h simulator and an oeriol cable fac::i'y are 
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leaders committed 
to Totcl Qucli ty 
Manccemenr ?:in- 
ciples, are ior=in2 
r=z~id ch-nce:. 

4 \//A7/2!,' ;','E:;: 
& S';,CE TEC+- 
t , : . ~ - n , : \ '  
1 ,.,, CSLP' 
r:,-ieS 5. 'Z=.= '  
- t a b 1  _ I _ ,  

Adolph, ioimer c i -  
rector c i  res: cr.c 
evaiuction ir, the 
Of f ice o i  Lncer- 
secrerorv ci Ce- 
iense ;or Acaci:;- 
tion, to ideniify i:q 
issues tho: wili have 
o significant impcz: 
on reshopinc i ne  

. conduct of deiense 
TGE. An experienced ex-flight test enoi- 
neer, Adolph spent the lost six yeors at 
the Pentagon, focusinc primarily on TGE 
natrers. In most cases, his insights were 
b ~ c k w '  by his replacement and new T 6 E  
direc:;:, John A. 6ut-I, as well as industy 
ond Government T&E proiessioncls. 

Tnese irsues include: 
E Deienae ocquisition system reform. Pro- 
visions io. :treamiining test and evaluation 
S ~ ~ ! U ~ E S  ore included in reform lecislalion 
now before Congress. However, TEE el- 
ener:s ore not considered as high ?:ior- 
i?y cs other, m3:e pressing ones, and n;sy 
no' be oociressed in tnis session. 
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31 Concressional resistance to cutbacks Pentugon consolidation ~ l a n s  call for rnov- launches and a generally aggressive ap- 

, of i & E  facili~ies in their districts, coupled ing high-perforrnance aircrak test and ~ r w c h  yielded aircraft like the F-1 b w i t b  
. . with bloion! political-~ork maneuvers (see training activities to the southwest U.S. out compromising safety. 

a. 51). These continue to force spending of Large-area ranges-such as the U.5. Still, Jchn But?, the new Pentagon T&E 
rce %rids on unneeded or lowpriority Armfs mite h n d s  Missile Range, N.M.; chief, srressed hat  he strongly suppom the 

7:~je;ir. onnualiy irustrating serious De- E b a r d s  AFB, Calif., and the U.S. Na+s combined test force (CTF) concept, noring 
iense DO_?:. atiern?is to realign T&E ossets. China Lake, Calif., facilities+ventualiy tho: one of his priorities is to ensure "we 

~n i i i c i a l  barriers between developmen: will be linked electronicaliy. get the right iniormation to the decision 
and operational testing groups that cause makers a: h e  right time." That, he believes, 
sianiiiccnt inefficiencies. Legislation and ures-would yield substonticl efiiciencies. i s  best done through a joint contrac- 
mind-sets that dictate separate, ohen du- "Risk-taking i s  the price paid for gehinc tor/aovernment test program. 
plicati~~, tests squonder scarce resources, 'better, faster, cheaper,"' Adolph said. E Realizing immediate efiiciencies by corn 
ye: produce iew meaningful gains. "About "Cultures hat  evolved horn leaislation hove solidoting U.S. Air Force, Novy, Army and 
OO?b of testing satisfies both operotional complicated and slowed the [testins] Marine Corps aircraft and oirdelivered 
and developmental requirements," kdolph process. One of the outcomes of acquisi- weapon T&E resources. A recent study cow 
said. Intsratei developmentol/operationol tion reform will be more tolerance of risk cluded that high-performance fixed-wing 
T&E plans, modeling and simulation, and in development testing. It'll be a [better testing could be moved from Patuxent Riv- 
data reduction methods are needed. Once balance ofJ risk and reword," he said er, Md., to the southwest while preserving 
a common set o f  tests i s  ogreed to, data (AW&STJan. 13, 1992, p. 56). "the Navy's equity," several defense offi- 
from one fiight then can be analyzed by  . Returning system design, development cials agreed. Photo/safety chase and "PC- 

erol groups for difierent purposes. and testing responsibility to contractors er" aircraft could be shared between ser- 
E Today's risk-averse acquisition envi- and limiting government involvement to vices. USAF and Navy test pilot schools 
ronment that discourages technical ad- the role of evaluator. Defense industry test should be combined, probably at Edwards 
vancemenfs and lengthens test sched~les. pilots noted that the Lightweight Fighter in AFB, many a g r e ~ l t h o u ~ h  location re- 
Unwillingness to take risks has many roots. the 1970s ond the recent YF-22/YF-23 mains a highly emotion01 issue os yet un- 
The primory endefiect is to force o reliance prototype phase were successhi programs resolved after numerous studies. Electrom 
on costly fiight testing, yet breeds conser- precisely because contractors were given ic warfore asiets also should be 
vatism hat demands unrealistic safety guar- substantial autonomy. consolidated on southwest test and train- 
antees and no tolerance for loss. Con- " W e  d id  in months who:-under the ing ranges. Again, the primary impediment 
tracto:~ and government otiicials believe stondard way o f  doing business-would to such a move will be o b i d o n s  from corn 

olonce between analysis, simulotion have taken years to accomplish," one pi- gressionol delegations in states that stand 
and flight tests--grounded in a risk-toler- lot said. Ambitious programs involvino to lose missions, jobs and facilities. . 

environment that accepts some foil- smoll teams, risky te~hnolo~ies, weapon Elimination of duplicate T&E activities 
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i cnd resources in what is ,:-own as **the 
f classiiied environment." kl. .nugh detail: 

/ were : of discuise?, on industv officici 

/ coaiirmed thot securityconcerns hod led 
to a proliferctizn of test capabilities tho! 

/ no longer are affordable. Some studies 

I have shown hat securi? cos:s for only SF 

: cici access programs-such as F-1 17 and 
! E-2 early developments--con consume 7- 

LO% of totcl con:roctor o?erctinc costs, 
cccording :r7 Steven kfiers33d of the Fed-  
eration & American Scientis::. 

A helicopter win- 
do*, struck by c 
loser beam dis~nte- 
~ r c t e s  at he High 
Er1e:cy Loser Sys- 
tens Test Facility. 
Tire rite's losers ore 
ovoiloble to corn- 
nierciol users. 

C S.:-:ring up "e, 
tiurt~r. n2en:s" such 
c s  cn !nrer,ervice 
bocrd of directors 
and ioint procrom 
ohce to oversee test 
and training r 2 n p  
operotion, equip- 
men: acquisitic~n 
and inter-ronoe elec- 

tronic on3 si!nulotion 1inl.s 
E AcknowleciSing that the nilitory ser- 
vices must work tooether to s h a ~ e  TGE 
cu:~aci:s and define workable centrcl- 
ization schemer, or suffer the conse- 
quences of having ot!-:ers do i t  ior them. 
Personnel at field ins:ollations, howev- 
er, are fighting hard to retain their pcst 
c;;3nomy, often refusing to accep: the in- 
evitable. Porochiolism i s  exocerboted 
when iocc!, stole cr.2 irrJercl poii:icicns 
get involved to protec: isbs and defense 

doiicrs fiow~n; to the11 dtstr~cts 
B Expanding model in^ and simulation to 
encompass TGE requirements oeflnition, 
test criteria development and more com- 
plete fntegration with o:her testing tools. 
i o r  years simulation tios been applied 
eh'ect~vei~ tc irframe testing as c safety 
enhancement ond is routinei.. lini.ed to 
hiah ongl~!at tock,  petiormancc and haw 
dltng quolit~es flights. A comporoble set 
of modelin: 1031s i s  needed to lest elec- 
tronic waricre and highly intearated sys- 
tems. These v.,i!l necessitcte more iiord- 
ware-in-the-loop simulations thct ernuiate 
realistic flight and combat conditions. The 
rcpid expansion of di:.+ribuled simulofion 
already is producing T L E  and traininc 
poins by stimuloting resource sharing be. 
tv... en the services and with contractors. 
Thgt trend will continue to boost TGE prc- 
dvztiviv_(AW&ST May 9, p. 731. 
t B u i l d ~ n ~  testing and reiining demon- 
strators, ac2 oroducins only a limited num- 
ber for ope:o:ional use. The next genrr- 
a t i o ~  of weapon sys7c.m desions ore being 
coj;, no: pedormanceijriven. Afjordobil- 
ity and reiiobility are higher prioritie:. than 

criteria, and the TSE com- 
munity must adapt to that changed envi- 
ronment. A "ouilo G litiie, tes: a little, field 
c liiile" Fentagon phiiosophy will force a 
new way o i  testins, kdoiph scid. "The ac- 
cuisi!ion p;3cess--ond mind-sets-have 
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-e being d 
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to chonge to ollow thot sort of thing to 
happen. though.' 

Improving the link between operational 
needs and testing requirements. Burt said 
existing test plonning tools should be 
strengthened to "keep things tied togeth- 
er," while ollowing changes during the de- 
velopment process. 

With few prospects for large-scale p r e  
duction runs of new aircraft, industry and 
government test organizations will.hove 
to cooperate more thon ever, Burt and 
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 and weapon system mod- 
ules before being incorporated into o lim- 
ited number of new or upgraded oircrafi. 

"Technology has evolved to allow these 
efficiencies, but the acquisition [and TbE] 
processes haven't evolved with it,@ Adolph 
said. "They're still geored to large, one- 
time buys of huge weopon systems. 

"We'll be buying small quantities ond 
using commercial~grode gear in oreas 
where it makes sense," he odded. "And 
our T&E culture needs to catch up with this 
new way of improving a system's capo- 
bilities to meet today's threat. Industry [and 
government] need to adapt and be flexi- 
ble enough to handle low-rate, minimal- 
quantity systems, and also be geared to 
product improvements. Somehow, we hove 
to optimize the environment to handle [new 
systems as well as] upgrades to e v e 4 i n g  
from F-16s to 62s  and F-22s." P 

MISSILE RANGE SERVES 
As MODEL FOR T&E 
WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE, N. M. 

T he Defense Dept.'s testing, evaluation 7,100-sq:mi. complex-equivalent to a 
and troining future i s  evolving today corridor stretching hom Washington, D.C., 

at the White Sonds Missile Range, o fa- to Trenton, N.J. In southcentral New Mer- 
cility Pentagon officials call "a model ico alone, WSMR boundaries encompass 
of U.S. Army, Novy and Air Force co- an  area almost 100 mi. x 4 0  mi. The 
operation." 

The three services routinely support each 
other's tests, shoring resources and ex- 
pertise through on integrated, business- 
bosed orrongement. An Army general corn 
mands the huge complex, assisted by Novy 
and Air Force deputies. Together, they 
oversee primarily missile and rocket s y t  
tem development for a l l  three services, 
NASA, other government agencies-such 
as the Ballistic Missile Defense Orgoni- 
zation-nd privote industry. 

BETWEEN 1945 and Sept. 30, 1993, 
43,63 1 missile firings hove token place 
here. Although testing ond 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 3 2 0  firings 
hove been conducted onnually 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- 

A helicopter mock- 
up suspended irom 
the White Sonds 
aerial cable test fu- 
cility serves as a 
cost-effective oir- 
borne target for 
missile tests. 

cur here each year. 
"This is a busy 

place. It's more than 
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 thousands 
of acres of lond and 
controlled airspace 
that permit large- 
scole testing. The 
White Sands Miss- 
ile Ronge PSMR),  
Hollomon AFB, and 
Ft. Bliss, Tex., test 
and troining areos 
combine to create a 

range is larger thon five states and con- 
stitutes 1 2% of all Army-owned lond. 

Defense Dept. TSE officials said the 
WSMR/Holloman AFB complex i s  "a na- 
tional resource." Replocement costs for just 
the Army's test resources at White Sands- 
excluding land-are estimated at $12 bil- 
lion. Air Force and Novy assets here push 
the figure even higher. 

Resources that moke the WSMR/Hol- 
lomon complex involuoble for Defense 
Dept. T&E also are available for other gov- 
ernment agencies and private use--and 
Wharton is encouroging 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 iobs, while also en- 
hancing U.S. commercial interests. Results 
vary widely. 

For instonce, John L. Meason, director 
of the WSMR nuclear efiects directorate, 
expects to expand the unit's nondefense 
work irom 1993's 7-8% to about 33% bv -, 
1?9&. The directorare now conduc;~ elec- 
tromagnetic (EM) puise and int- ensrenze ' 
testing for automobile companies to en- 
sure air bog, engine control, braking and 
otiner sensors and microprocessors ore reo- 
sonably immune to strong EM fields. 

Work continues to flow in as more corn 
ponies learn about the directorate's cbil- 
ities, helping finance expansion and 
growth. "I don't want to be dependent on 
any single [government] funding line item," 
Meoson said. "We are octiveiy pursuine 
business with private industry." 

ON THE OWER HAND, highly specialized 
organizations such as the High Energy 
Laser Test Facility at White Sands are find- 
ing few outside sponsors to keep them in 
business. Despite considerable loser ex- 
pertise and costly laboratories, HELSTF has 
hod litile success in attracting privatesec- 
tor users. The facility may close in 1995 
unless rescued by Congress a second time 
(see pp. 5 1, 52). 

Specialized T&E assets at White Sands 
and Hollomon include: 
E Large Blastflhermal Simulator (LBTS]. 
T i e  new $65-million facility basicaliy is c 
324. high, 600-h. long semicircular shock 
tube that simulates a 600-kiloton nuclear 
blast and thermal effects by releasing com- 
pressed gas from nine 6-h.-dio. driver 
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tubes. Large test items such as combat tanks 
or shelters placed in the tube will be sub- 
iected to 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- 
lotor, now nearing completion, will replace 
large outdoor explosion tests conducted 
every two years. 

Smart Munitions Test Suite. Still being 
developed, the SMTS i s  on advanced in- 
strumentation system copoble of tracking 
and acquiring test doto on submunitions 
dispensed under realistic bottlefield con- 
ditions. Data from high-power, multiple- 
obiect-tracking phased array radars will 
be merged with high-resolution optical im- 
ogery, providing trajectory, attitude and 
missdistance information on small objects. 
The radar system has been upgraded to 
handle 4 0  track files simultaneously. Dig- 
ital imagery will be derived from both vis- 
ible and infrared sensors. 

Aerial Cable. A three-mile long, 2.5- 
in.dio. 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 on electronic platform simu- 
lating an airborne threat. Test conditions 
can be more closely replicated with this 
system than is ~ossible using an aircraft. 
Sandio National Laboratories has oper- 

ared on aerial cable system at Kirtlond 
AFB, N.M., since the late 1960s. but in- 
creased firing restriction, there prompted 
the Defense Dept. to build a new one at 
White Sands. When tests begin here this 
summer, targets will be limited to 10,000 
Ib. and speeds of up to 250 kt. Eventuol- 
ly the cable system should handle 20,000 
Ib. payloads occeleroted to 550  kt., and 
support 400 tests per year. 

Navyaperated "USS Desert Ship" for 
testing surface weapon systems. The ser- 
vice anticipates conducting 6 0 4 3  missile 
firings annually through the 1990s, sup- 
porting Standard surfoce-twir missile u p  
grades, as well as theater missile defense, 
contractor and NASA projects, according 
to Copt. Steve Beal, commander of the 
Navy detachment here. 

Rodar Target Scatter (RATSCAT) and 
the RATSCAT Advanced Measurement Site 
(RAMS). Operated by the Air Force, these 
measure aircraft radar signatures for all 
three services. RAMS is the newest site, 
featuring a 100-h. pylon that retracts into 
a 21 0-h. deep underground silo. Targets 
weighing up to 30,000 Ib. con be raised 
or lowered as necessary. Built in 1985, 
RAMS supported classified radar cross- 
section tests, retracting a 0.4-scale 8-2 
bomber model before thenSoviet satellites 
passed overhead ot night. Fulkize F-16s- 
loaded with external ordnanc-nd F- 

1 17 oircrah also have been tested at the 
RATSCAT main site. 

Central Inertial Guidance Test Focili- 
ty. This Air Force unit tests all guidance 
and noviaation units lor Peacekeewr and 
Trident sGotegic missiles, as weli as oir- 
craft inertial and GPS systems. The unit's 
250,000sq.-h. facility i s  located here be- 
cause the area is "seismically quiet," en- 
abling occurale occeleration measure- 

- ments to 1 ten-millionth of a g, according 
to Air Force Col. Carl Lyday, 46th Test 
Group commander. On  the other end of 
the scale, a 260-in.dio. precision cen- 
trifuge can test 300-lb. guidance units 
to 1 OOgs, simulating strategic missile 
lounch loads. 

High Speed Test Track. The Holloman 
rocket sled track has been extended to a p  
proximately 50,000 h. and in recent years - 
has achieved speeds up to Mach 8. Ad- 
vanced sleds that emulate dynamic pitch, 
roll and yaw maneuvers of aircraft cock- 
pits are duplicating ejection conditions typ  
ical of today's fighters. F-22 and JPATS 
seats will be tested here, as are advanced 
F-1 1 1 capsule parachute systems. 

Recent track innovations-such as en- 
capsulating a 10,000-h. section in a rny- 
lor tunnel to create a helium-rich atmos- 
phe re -a re  allowing theater missile 
deiense tests at ever-higher Mach numbers 
(see p. 54). I 
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COVER STORY - 

REAGAN-ERA LASER FACILITY 
SEEKS COMMERCIAL USERS 

& WHITE S A N X  MISSILE RANGE. N.M. - .  - ~ - -  

e rapid changes and difficult choices T: aclng . the U.S. defense test and eval- 
uation establishment during the next few 
years can be highlighted in the brief his- 
t o y  and now-uncertain fate of the High 
Energy Loser Systems Test Facility. 

A product of the nation's rush to de- 
velop sophisticated directedenerg~ an- 
timissile defenses during the Reagan Ad- 
ministration, HELSTF was created .by a 
congressional mandate that the Defense 
Dept. develop a high-energy laser test 
site under the Army's Space and Strote- 
gic Defense Command. The facility's cen- 
terpiece eventually became the Mid-In. 
frared Advanced Chemical Laser or 
MIRACL, a megawatttlass device that 
could be throttled between 10% and 
100% power levels. 

More than $800 million in loser-related 
test resources were built and ossembled 
in the middle of the White Sands Missile 
Ran~e. By the time HELSTF had reached 
its intended level of capability, however, 
Peniogon priorities had changed. Thin bud- 
gets essentially forced h e  A m y  to choose 
between retaining a showpiece icser re- 
ssrch, development ond test facility and 
mcintaining c credibie iighting iorce. As 
c resul:, the senrice ejected to mothbcll 
HELSTF in Fisccl 199L. Only intervention 
by Congress has kept the site open, ol- 
hough in woricimd is ssvereiy lirnired. Tie 
Army did not request 1995 funding to 

~nfrared photo high- 
lights a laser beam 
during an atmos- 
pheric propagation 
test. Officials be- 
lieve high-energy 
lasers could power 
a spacecraft. 

keep the site open. 
Facing o serious 

threat of closure, a 
staff of relatively 
young scientists, en- 
gineers and techni- 
cions i s  trying to cow 
vert HELSTF into a 
"national resource" 
for companies, uni- 
versities and non- 
defense agencies. 

The facility's out- 
reach efforts re- 
cently were consol- 
idated under a 
technology transfer 
program known as 
the High Energy 
Loser Light Oppor- 
tunity (HELLO). Dur- 
ing tne week of 
Sept. 12, HELSTF 
will make its pow- 
erful lasers--includ- 

KELSTF - A Versatile and 
Unique Total Test Facility 

ing the 1 million-w., 3.5-micron MlRkCL 
device-available to commercial compo- 

I nies, academic institutions and laborate 

I ries for experiments. Costs are expected 
I to run $930 for eoch test item and $1,440 

per megojoule of laser energy. 
. The facility was designed to handle mul- 
tiple experiments, rapidly moving a high- 
power laser beam ocross os 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 manufactur- 
ing processes, and environmentalists r e  

I searching hazardous waste remediation 
1 techniques are likely users, according to 

I HELSTF can reroute its losers to o num- 
ber of on-site areas, enabling effects tests 
on hazardous or  other materials under 
specific conditions such as a simulated 
space environment. 

57 A\';AT13N WE?); & SPACE TECtiNOLOSY/June 13, 1094 
. . . . . . . . 



X d o n  of he Hdloman AzS hish sped 
test trcrck is enccydi*' in c piastk hk, 
creatin~ c helium utmosr>herr ha: d u c a  
am9 cnd MG & +). k "f$h-i~- 
e:" roci:e: s S  m i i n 9  veiinos=ush tir, heii- . , 
urn-ncr, sectior, at 7,450 k./sec. 
c k ~ '  nose coax, b~ rn fismr or -%- 
i-,-+,- . . - 
' --,, = ! n i i + j . ~  izaisr,. in.; S ~ ~ T ) S  5 5 , :  

now tr-veiin 7,45E k.,"~:. anf  El):.- 
k. d o w n z n z  D m  h e  & u ~ - z r n ~ , -  
sx%a-., is en?at!% i7 i . 2 ~  C;;ISP;~ c:~ tz* 
ciy-rxirni: in mrm=: 3.3.1 (t3we.1. ::3= 

aornqe done i3 he m! t<i$-~rider SIC: i: 
eviien: in c msr-rz,: view I&,:. 

drog c! hypersonic speeds. As c resul:, tile some roc1;ef :?.stem 
con boos: c sled 15 highe: Mock numbers in helium tic:: In ci:. 
Secondly, m~ter io l  burnins i s  greotiy rejuced in helium. Stas- 
notion temperctures in c i i  c! Mach 7-6 ore r:,>icolly 5.03::- 
6,033F, signiiicontiy cbove :f~.el's meltins poin! (abou: 2,2;!3F;. 
D o m ~ c e  to sieds dur 1.2 hec:i-~ hcs b-r? one o i  several key lim- 
itotior,~ on high-spec :est:, /tfiini3 ssid. 

Ensineers and technizicrns crezte c LO-psi. helium o!rnos?here 
by enveloping :he tert LOCI: in c 10,03>: 5,033-k. long p lo r  
tic 6 ,~..nel, .- or "bag." Thir, plc:.i= sheets over each end o i  tne t ~ n -  
nel ccn!ain :he acs--cl:i~ou~:. csn::olied leakcls ir crzepted- 
cnd !he ;li;A:;,, p~s i i i ve  p-essure maintained v.;;:: respsct to :he 
outside air keeps the " ~ 3 s "  ini;oted. Tei: i~em: rnounred c:, z 
rock .  sled punch throufh tne en6 o! ti!$ neiium tunn~:  c: ii;h 
speecir, whnre cny ilcmes cre cui~i:iy ~::: in~i. ish-~ --. d.**. L .  13; tin:! '. 
occeiera!ic: tc, tne :cr2ef h\.n:sani: re?ic?s. Durins c t,lCck. E 

cferr.9: izs! yea:, the sied emerged from the helium xnne! C ~ O U :  

i 03 2.  ;:on target inpcct and wo: immediately engul:ea in 
fizme, domzging the sied severely. -. ~ n e  embryonic noanetic levi~otior! project's g w i  i s  to.reoch 

M a 5  0-1 2 by reducing vib:otion and weight-re!=kd e h  hc: 
nov: iimi: the s p d  of sled: that ride on rnelai mils. Supercon- 
ductins magnets wil!.suspnd a "wingm+pe sled in o h.&, s i p  
niscantiy reducins t ie  cmoun: o i  ?we; need& to reach hese 
speeds. Erakin: c!so v.3 be dsnc e~&omo~neticzl i~. 

Scheisiei t; k i n  operc!i~ns in 1998, the magnetic hvi!r.- 
tior, troci: system storted crei~minory d ~ i o n  ond pltnning this 
yea; w i t i  c 'C.S-mi!ii>n ci:xa:ion. knohei  $20 nii;i=n wii. b n j  
aevei>?men: and ccxtruc:ion o i  c 20,0731;. 'guidewc)." rz- 

t o  - 
Pz31P 0: cchie\,k,z sled speeds over M3ch O. Rques:s hr p r e  
~z:zls were ir:. t t  tr,is :ring :a: pio:avpe design conrcc!~, 
1:.:-:3 szib. K 





ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST FACILITIES 

(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 FAC [LITIES 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 TESrI- ENVIRONMENT AT EGLIN AIR FORCE 







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 COMPREEIENSIVE 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 I-IAVING 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 TIlE 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 INCREASED, 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 NELLISIEDWARDS 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. Tl-IIS ENDS THE DISCUSSION ON EGLIN 

AFB. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS? 





(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 I N  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 TIIE PROS AND CONS, AND 

THE DIFFERENCE I N  THE COST FACTORS PREVIOUSLY 

DISCUSSED. ARE THERE FURTHER QUESTIONS? 



AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR 

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. 



AFEWES IS A UNIQUE LABORATORY CREATED IN 1958 FOR 

TESTING THE EFFECTlVENESS OF AIRCRAFT DEFENSIVE 

COUNTERMEASURES. IT IS LOCATED WITHIN AIR FORCE PLANT 

4 AND OPERATED BY LOCICHEED 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. 
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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 DlSESTABLISHMENT 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 DATALINIUNG AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO 

COLOCATING ON A MAJOR TEST RANGE HAS BEEN 





BASE ANALYSIS 
REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR 

(REDCAP) 
BUFFALO, NY 

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. 

USAF TIERING N/A 

BCEG RANK NIA 

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 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) NIA 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL I CIV) 111  
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) 110  
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 I CUM) 0.0% 10.0% 

I 

ENVIRONMENTAL NI 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) 
(Continued) 

ISSUES 

ABILITY TO 
ELECTRONICALLY LINK 
REDCAP WITH OTHER 
FACILITIES 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
OF DISESTABLISHMENT 
ACTION 

DoD POSITION 1 COMMUNITY POSITION 

Feasible, but results in data 
transfer delays on some tests 

results I 

Cost effective 

Feasible 
Data transfer delays on 
integrated tests (ex. F-22) can 
degrade effectiveness of test 

Electronic linking would 
require 'avionics suite' for 
every new aircraft program to 
be built at REDCAP, because 
integrated tests have to be 
tested as a whole 

Data transfer delays can be 
overcome or tolerated 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Minimal environmental 
impact 

Concur in community's 
decision Electronic linking is 
feasible and more cost 
effective than collocation 

Collocation of entire 
REDCAP mission at Edwards 
AFB: $1 8M-$30M v. 
electronic linking: $3M 

Every new aircraft program 
currently has an avionic suite 
built at contractor and AF 
facility 

Results of linking: No cost to 
move, retain full capability, 
no disruption in operations 

747,000kwh of generated 
electricity for cooling 
equipment. Proposed 
receiving site is located on a 
100 year floodplain area 

No significant environmental 
impact 



SCENARIO SU-MIMARY 
REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR 

(REDCAP) 

(amuaal savings: $0.9M, NPV: $8.9M), 
eliminate duplication, a d  reduce excess * $700K in MILCON at receiver site, and $1.3M in restoration costs at current 

facility would be required 

Excess capacity will be reduced at Edwards 

3 Collocation will result in minor logistical 

-1 under BRAC st~tutes 
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d&~; l tcb f l  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 W 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 
G rosvenor 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 all 
attended pilot training. Expert testimony!!!! 

Albert A. Gagliardi, Jr. 
Brig. Gen., USAF, Ret. 

1915 AVENUE F DEL RIO, TEXAS 78840 



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 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 tlie general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other 
areas of the nation. Tliere 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 oneof- 
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best baselevel aircraft 
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to train military pilots than Launhlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This sniall border city would be devastated economically by the 
closure of Laiighlin. 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. 

Robert C. Oaks 
General, US AF (Retired) 
1500 Twisting Tree Lane 
McLean, VA 22 102 



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 militarv 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, 

- 
. L C - -  

Genera1,USA.F (Retired) 
14726 Aegean Way 
Selma, TX 78 154 



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 tlie 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 tile decision 
process has bee11 the niilitary value of the installation. 'Iliis is as it should be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a fonner 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 unaicunibered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather 
than any of tlie 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 tlie American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of 
airways and airlines, and tlie general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other 
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. 

w 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 tlie excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant 
land that surrounds the base. Viere is tile capability to absorb otlier military or civil missions such 
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest 
Texas offer excellent low-level flyng with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin's one-of- 
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as tlie best base-level aircraft 
~naintaiance orgatiization witi~in the United States Air Force. 

There - is no - -- better place to train 1i1iIitat-y pilots thabLa~~.~lilin AFBl 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 tlie citizens of tiis community have ranked at the top in support of 
Lauglilin AFB, tlie United States Air Force, and their couitry. Yiey deserve consideration as well. 

/' Bennie L. Davis ' General, US AF (Retired) 
825 Birnatn Wood Drive 
McLean, VA 22 102 



TESTIMONIAL 
clr 

Subject: Base Closure 

To: Whom It May Concern 

With tile fall of tlie Berlin Wall and the dissolution of tlie Soviet Union, the size and cost of the 
United States military tias required reevaluatioti and downsizing to rneet more limited threats in the 
fi~ture. The proccss continues witli tlie next roiuid of base closures sclieduled for 1995. One area 
to receive closc scn~tiny will bc Undergraduate Pilot Training. Illis is evidenced by the formation 
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group witliiti tlie Department of Defense to evaluate pilot 
training bases. 

It has been apparent in tlie previous roiuids of closures that the overriding factor in the decision 
process has been tlie military value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to 
Lat~ghlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a fonner Air Training Conimand commander, I can 
unequivocally state that the nlilitary value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two 
factors--good weather and unencunibered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather 
than any of tlie 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 Anicricat~ taxpayer. l i e  airspace around Lai~glllin 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 aicroachlnait within the airspace structure. * Lauglilin offers a safe flying aivirotiment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the 
nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Laughlin's value is tlie excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant 
land that surrounds tlie base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such 
as tlie otigoirig assistance provided to drug interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest 
Texas offer excellent low-level flying witli 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 tlie United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to train nlilitarv pilots than Laudllin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This slnall border city would be devastated economically by the 
closure of Lauglllin. For years the citizens of this community have ranked at  the top in support of 
Laughlin AFB, tlie United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

# General, US AF (Reti red) 
6 122 Windy Knoll 
San Antonio, TX 78239 



TESTIMONIAL , 

Sub,ject: 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 tiiilitary has required reevaluation and downsizing to nieet 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 tliat the overriding factor in the decision 
process has been the r~lilitaly 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 tlie general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to other 
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. 

aQ 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 t l~e 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 maintetiatice 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. 

Lieutenant General, US AF (Retired) 
3603 Thomas Avet~ue 
Montgoniay, AL 36 1 1 I 



JAMES PATRlCK SMOTHERMON 
MAJ. GEN. USAF RE?'. 

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 
possib1.e 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, 

James P. Smothermon I!-* V 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. g ~ e  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 
Laupdin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Air Training Command vicecommander, 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 recluced 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. 

w 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 niilitaw pilots than Lauphlin AFBl 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. 

William P. Acker 
Major General, US AF (Retired) 
823 Highway 24 East 
Milledgeville, GA 3 106 1 



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 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 v 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 tlie 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. // 



CIIARLES E. WOODS 
MAJOR GENERAL, USAF (Ret) 

253 1 Turkey Oak 
Son Antonio, Texas 78232 1820 30 

(210) 494-43 13 

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 

(I 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 ~ i lo t s  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, 



TESTIMONIAL 

Subject: Base Closure 

To: Whom It May Coticeni 

With the fall of tlie Berlin Wall and tlie dissolution of tlie 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 tlie next roiuid of base closures sclieduled for 1995. One area 
to receive close scn~titiy will be U~idergraduate Pilot Training. This is evidenced by the formation 
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group witliin the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot 
training bases. 

It has b m  apparent in the pre:ious rowids 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 fonner 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. Tliis 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. Tlie airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines, 
and the general civil aviation com~iiunity is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There 
is no present or foreseeable e~icroaclimait witliiti the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe 

w flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Laughlin's value is tlie excellent condition of tlie base facilities and available abundant 
land that surroil~ids the base. There is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such 
as the ongoing assistance provided to d n ~ g  interdiction. The sparsely populated areas of Southwest 
Texas offer excellent low-level flying with no threat to any population centers. Laughlin's oneof- 
a-kind civil service aircraR maintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best baselevel aircraft 
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to train militaw pilots thahLaunhlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This sniall border city would be devastated economically by the 
closure of Laughlin. For years tlie citizens of this community have ranked at the top in support of 
Laughlin AFB, tlie United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

~ G r i s  0. Divicli 
Major General, USAF (Retired) 
703 1 North Hidden Hills 
San Antonio, TX 78244 



Subject: Base Closure 

To: Whoni 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 reevaluatiori 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 tlie previor~s roulids of closures tliat tlie overriding factor in the decision 
process has beeti tlie tiiilitary value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a foniier Lauglilin commander, I can unequivocally state 
that the military value of a pilot training base is predoniinantly 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 l i e  airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines, 
and the general civil aviation conimunity is liiinuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There 
is no present or foreseeable encroacli~nent within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe 

w flying environment for neopliyte 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 surrolulds tlie base. There is tlie capability to absorb other tiiilitary 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-kitid civil service aircraft niaintet~ance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft 
maintenance organization within tlie United States Air Force. 

There - is no - - better place to train ~iiilitaw pilots tliatr Lauglilin 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 comnir~nity have ranked at the top in support of 
Laughlin AFB, the Utiitcd States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

Harry Fall , Jr 
Major General, USAF (Retired) 
10203 Shinnecock Hills Drive 
Austin, TX 78747 



'I' ESTIMONIAL 

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 
Un~ted States tiiilitary has required reevaluation arid downsizing to meet more limited threats in the 
future. The process continues with tlie 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 witliin tlie 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 beeti tlie military value of tlie installation. This is as it should be and brings us to 
Lauglilin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a fortiler Laughlin conimander, I can unequivocally state 
that tlie military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good - 

weather and utieticunibered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the 
otlier 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 co~iimiuiity is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There 
is no present or foreseeable aicroachmeit within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe 

(1111 
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does riot conflict with tlie nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Lauglilin's value is tlie excellent condition of tlie base facilities and available abundant 
land that surroiuids tlie base. There is tlie 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 tlie United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to train military pilots thab Lai~plilin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by tile 
closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of thus comnllulity have rar~ked at the top in support of 
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

Major'~enera1, US AF (Kcti red) 
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 

UP 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. 

C dfli~l ame s 
Brigadier GP USAF (Retired) 
7402 John 'Iler Court 

w 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 apparait in tlie previous rowids of closures that the overriding factor in the decision 
process has been the military value of the installation. miis is as it should be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a fortiier UPT wing commander in Air Training Command, 
I can unequivocally state that tlie niilitary value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by 
two factors--good weather and iuieticumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to 
weather tlian any of tlie 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 tlie American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is 
devoid of ainvays and airlines, and the general civil aviation community is minuscule compared to 
other areas of the ~iation. There is no presetit or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace 
stnlcture. Laughlin offcrs a safc flying cnvironmetit for neophyte aviators and does not conflict 
with the nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Lauglilin's value is tlie 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. l i e  sparsely populated areas of Southwest 
Texas offer excelle~it 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 Laudilin 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. 

m- 
Richard E. Hearne 
Brigadier General, US AF (Retired) 
681 1 Congressional Boulevard 
San Antonio, TX 78244 



'I'ESTIMONIAL 

Snbject: Base Closure 

To: Whom It May Conccn~ 

Witli 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 atid downsizing to meet more limited threats in the 
future. The process continues witli the next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area 
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training. Tliis is evidenced by the formation 
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot 
training bases. 

i t  has been apparent in tlie previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision 
process has been tlie military value of the installation. This is as it sliould be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Lauglllin commander, I can unequivocally state 
that the tiiilitary val L I ~  of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good 
we2tller and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weatlier than any of the 
other USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for iniproved student training, fewer 
review flights, and can be directly factored into higher pilot training productivity at a reduced cost 
for the Atnericari taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines, 
and the general civil aviation comm~uiity is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There 
is no present or foreseeable e~icroacliment within the airspace structure. Lauglllin offers a safe 

w flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Laughlin's value is tlie excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant 
land that surrounds the base. Tliere 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 excelletit low-level flying witli no threat to any population centers. Laughlin's one-of- 
a-kind civil service aircraft maintaiance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft 
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force. 

Tliere is no better place to train tiiilita~y pilots thab Lau~dilin 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 

untry. They deserve consideration as well. 

15840 East Caveni Drive 
Fountain Hills, AZ 85268 



TESTIMONIAL 

Subject: Base Closure 

To: Whom It May Concern 

With the fall of tlie Berlin Wall and tlie dissolution of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the 
United States military lias 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 lias been apparent in tlie previous rowids of closures that tlie overriding factor in the decision 
process lias been the military value of the installation. This is as it sliould be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a foniier Laughlin com~iiander, I can unequivocally state 
that tlie military value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good 
waqther 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 comti~u~iity is minuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There 
is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe 

4 0  flying environment for neophyte aviators and does riot conflict with the nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Laughlin's value is tlie excellent condition of the base facilities and available abundant 
land that surrounds tlie 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 scrvicc aircraft tiiaintcnancc force was sclcctcd in 1993 as tlie best base-level aircraft 
niaintenance organization within the United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to train tiiilital-v pilots tliab Lai~Rhlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the 
c!osure of Laug!?lin. Fcr years t!le citizais of this co;nmunity have ranlccd at the top in support of 
Laughlin AFB, tlie United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

/ Brigadier General, US AF (Retired) 
28 1 Longbeacli Drive 
Hot Springs, AR 7 19 13 



TESTIMONIAL 

Subject: Base Closure 

To: Wliom It May Conceni 

Witli the fall of tlie Berlin Wall and the dissolutiori of the Soviet Union, the size and cost of the 
United States riiilitary lias required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more liliiited threats in the 
future. The process continues witli tlie next round of base closures scheduled for 1995. One area 
to receive close scrutiny will be Undergraduate Pilot Training, Tliis is evidenced by the formation 
of a Joint Cross-Service Working Group within tlie Department of Defense to evaluate pilot 
training bases. 

It has been apparent in tlie previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision 
process lias been die niilitary value of the installation. This is as it should be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin conimatider, I can unequivocally state 
that the tiiilitary value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two factors--good 
weather and utieticumbered airspace. Lauglilin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the 
other USAF pilot training bases. miis factor alone accoiuits 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 arou~id Laughliti AFB is devoid of airways and airlines, 
and the general civil aviation comtiiunity is minuscule conipared to other areas of the nation. There 
is no present or foreseeable encroachmait within the airspace structure. Laughiin offers a safe 

u f lyng aivironmetit for neophyte aviators and does riot conflict with the nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Laughlin's value is tlie excellent conditioti of the base facilities and available abundant 
land that surrounds the base. Tliere is the capability to absorb other military or civil missions such 
as the ongoing assistance provided to drug interdiction. Tlie sparsely populated areas of Southwest 
Texas offer excelletit low-level flying witli no tlireat to any population centers. Laughlin's one-of- 
a-kind civil service aircraft maintenance force was selected in 1993 as tlie best base-level aircraft 
maintenance organization within tlie United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to train tiiilitary pilots thabLau&lin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the 
closure of Laughliti. 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. Tliey deserve consideration as well. 

- 
Albert A. G- 
Brigadier General, USAF (Retired) 
142 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, TX 78248 



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 tiiilitary value of tlie installation. This is as it should be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a fonner 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. Lauglllin 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. 

w Laughlin offers a safe f lyng 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 tlie base. There is tlie capability to absorb other military or civil missions such 
as tlie ongoing assistance providcd 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 niaintenance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft 
maintenance organizatioti within the United States Air Force. 

There is no better glace to train "Ilitary pilots than Lai~glllin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
conccrn for Dcl Rio, Tcxns. This s~iinll bordcr city woilld bc dcvastatcd cconotiiically by tlie 
closure of Lauglzlin. For years the citizens of t h s  cotnliiunity have ranked at  the top in support of 
La~rghlin AFB, tlie United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

h 

- 
William F. Phillips / - 
Colonel, US AF (Retired) 
8406 Delphian Way 
Universal City, TX 78 148 



TESTIMONIAL , 

Subject: Base Closure 

To: Whom It May Conceni 

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 reevali~atioii 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 die Department of Defense to evaluate pilot 
training bases. 

It lias been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision 
process lias beeti 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 ~nilitary value of a pilot training base is predominantly driven by two 
factors--good weather and uneicumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather 
tlian 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. TIie airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of 
airways and airlines, and the general civil aviation cotnlilunity is minuscule compared to other 
areas of the nation. There is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. 
Laughlin offers a safe flyng environmait for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the 
nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Lauglilin'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 organizatio~~ withit~ the United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to trail1 ~nilitaiy pilots thal~ Lai~dllin AFB! Moreover, there must be sorne 
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 
Lat~ghlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

&<U 
Charles R. Edwar s 
Colonel, US AF (Reti red) 
8832 Polo Bay Circle 
Las Vegas, NV 89 1 17 



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 ...g ood 
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 ~ i l o t s  than Lau~hlin 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 
as well . 

J se W. Campbell ' 
w d olonel, USAF (Retired) - 

Universal City, TX 78148 



TESTIMONIAL 

Subject: Base Closure 

To: Wioiii It May Concern 

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and tlie 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 tlie prebious rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision 
process has been the military value of tlie installation. This is as it should be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas As a fonner Laughlin commander, I can unequivocally state 
that the military value of a pilot training base is predoniitiantly driven by two factors--good 
weather and unencumbered airspace. Laughlin AFB loses fewer sorties to weather than any of the 
otlier USAF pilot training bases. This factor alone accounts for improved student training, fewer 
review flights, and can be directly factored into liiglier 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 ei~croaclimeiit within tlie airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe 

(I 
flying environment for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Laughlin's value is tlie excelletit condition of the base facilities and available abundant 
land tliat 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 t l ~ e  United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to train military pilots thabLauglilin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This sniall border city would be devastated econoniically by the 
closure of Laughlin. For years tlie citizens of this community have ranked at tlie top in support of 
Laughlin AFB, tlie United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

David A. . ~ a n i e r  
Colonel, US AF (Reti red) 
15006 Polynesian 
San Antonio. TX 78248 



TESTIMONIAL ., 

Subject: Base Closure 

To: Whoni It May Conceni 

Witli the fall of the Berlin Wall and tlie dissolutiot~ of the Soviet Union, tlie size and cost of the 
United States military lias required reevaluation and downsizing to meet more limited threats in the 
future. The process continues with tlie 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 tlie previous rounds of closures that the overriding factor in the decision 
process lias been tlie ~iiilita~y value of tlie installation, This is as it sliould be and brings us to 
Laughlin AFB and Del Rio, Texas. As a former Laughlin coniniander, I can unequivocally state 
tliat the ~iiilitary vali~c of a pilot training base is predo~iiitiantly 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 tlie American taxpayer. The airspace around Laughlin AFB is devoid of airways and airlines, 
and tlie general civil aviation commiuiity 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 environnlait for neophyte aviators and does not conflict with the nation's airline industry. 

Adding to Laughlin's valuc is the excellent conditioti of the base facilities and available abundant 
land tliat surrounds tlie base. There is tlie capability to absorb other military or civil missions such 
as tlie 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 mairitaiance force was selected in 1993 as the best base-level aircraft 
maintenance organization within tlie United States Air Force. 

There - - is no - - better place - to - train - military -- pilots tliattLaughlin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This small border city would be devastated economically by the 
closurc of Laugiilin. For years the citizens of tliis cvn~n~unity have ranked at the top in support of 
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their country. They deserve consideration as well. 

% m ,T%+ 
Billy . Boyd 
Colonel, US AF (Retired) 
107 North Rosebud Lane 
Starkville, MS 39759 



TESTIMONIAL 

Subject: Base Closure '7 ~ U U E  I QqCt- 

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 clos~~res 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 Worlang Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot 
training bases. 

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures that the overnding factor tn 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 fomier 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 trainlng 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 n~inuscule 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-lund 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 thab Lauddin AFB! Moreover, there must be some 
concern for Del Rio, Texas. This sniall border city would be devastated econoniically by the 
closure of Laughlin. For years the citizens of this comm~u~ity have ranked at the top in support of 
Laughlin AFB, the United States Air Force, and their couultry. They deserve consideration as well. 

~ a l f  Miller 
Colonel, US AF (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 nlinuscule compared to other areas of the nation. There 

40 is no present or foreseeable encroachment within the airspace structure. Laughlin offers a safe 
flyng 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 f lyng 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 baselevel aircraft 
maintenance organization within the United States Air Force. 

There is no better place to train military pilots thabLau.&lin 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. 

=A& Donald F. Craigie 

Colonel, USAF 
10 North Park 
Randolph AFB, TX 78 148 



Subject: Base Closure 

TESTIMONIAL 

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. T h ~ s  is evidenced by the formation 
of a Joint Cross-Service Worlung Group within the Department of Defense to evaluate pilot 
training bases. 

It has been apparent in the previous rounds of closures th2t the he1.lerriding factor in the dcxisio:: 
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 

a' is no present or foreseeable encroach~i~ent within the airspace structure. La~~ghlin offers a safe 
f lyng 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 niilitary 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 militarv pilots tha@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. 

Willard Grosvenor 
Colonel, USAF ( Am*m] 
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