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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

April 16, 1993 COMMISSIONERS. CAPT PETER B BOWMAN. USN (REV 
BEVERLY 8 .  BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 

Mr. Ronald Kutcher HARRY c MCPHERSON. JR. ROBERT 0.  STUART. JR. 

Associate Commissioner of Employment Projections 
Bureau of Labor Statistics 
U.S. Department of Labor 
2 Massachusetts Avenue, NE, #2135 pla;+:,o reia 10 this 
Washington, DC 20212 ~~~~t'ren re.p*iW 

Dear Mr. Kutcher: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners, I would like to thank you 
for appearing before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

As I mentioned at the conclusion of your testimony, attached 
are a number of additional questions that the Commission would like 
answered for the record. I would appreciate your response to these 
questions by April 28, 1993 so the Commission can consider them 
early in its deliberative process. Furthermore, the Commission 
reserves the right to offer additional questions at a later date. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

JAC : bc 
encl. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

1) Have you had an opportunity to review OSD's Standards for 
Review of Base Closure Recommendations which evaluated 
cumulative economic impact? If SO, could you please 
comment on the study? 

2) OSD applied the threshold of five percent negative 
cumulative economic impact in the areas with an 
employment population of 500,000 or more in considering 
cumulative economic impact. Could you please give us 
your opinion of this threshold? 

3) Secretary Aspin did not send the recommendation 
concerning the consolidation of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) to the Commission because he 
believes that it is incorrect public policy to have 
communities bidding for Defense activities. However, he 
did recommend that the Air Force Reserve Station at 
O'Hare International Airport be relocated to Rockford, IL 
with the City of Chicago paying for the relocation. As a 
result, other local communities, such as Indianapolis, 
Indiana, and Monmouth, New Jersey, are now coming up with 
suggestions of buying buildings that currently house 
Defense activities and giving these buildings to the 
Federal government as an incentive for the Defense 
activities to remain in place. What is your opinion on 
how the Commission should address these initiatives? 

J 4 ,  
Does the Department of Labor agree with the cumulative 
economic analysis performed by DoD which caused them to 
delete McClellan Air Force Base from the closure 
recommendations? Do you agree with the DoD assumption 
that eliminated from cumulative economic impact 
consideration, communities with employment levels under 
500, O O O ?  

5) What was OEA's involvement with completed base closures 
4 such as Pease Air Force Base? 

6) With your increased levels of funding, how is OEA 
changing the type of support provided to impacted 
communities? 

7 )  If OEA were to receive an increased level of funding over 
current plans, how would you recommend spending the 
increased funding? 

8) What is the relationship between OEA and other federal 
agencies tasked with improving economic conditions? 



9) In NAID's opinion, what is the most important type of 
federal government support needed that is not now being 
provided? Considering the current and planned base 
closures, how much would it cost to provide these 
services? 

10) Did the Bureau of Labor Statistics have any involvement 
in the development of the employment impact figures 
provided by DoD to the Commission? Do you believe that 
the DoD impact figures accurately portray the employment 
impact on communities? 

J 11) Does the Department of Labor agree with the cumulative 
economic analysis performed by DoD which caused them to 
delete McClellan Air Force Base from the closure 
recommendations? Do you agree with the DoD assumption 
that eliminated from cumulative economic impact 
consideration, communities with employment levels under 
500, OOO? 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

April 16, 1993 COMMISSIONERS CAPT PETER B BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCAG COX 
GEN H T JOHNSON. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR 

Mr. William Laubrends HARRYC ROBERT D MCP~ERSON.JR STUART. JR 

president 
National Association of ~nstallation Developers 
1200 17th Street, NW, #400 
Washington, DC 20036 

Dear Mr. Laubrends: 

On behalf of a ------b;rsioners, I would like to thank you 
for appearing befc Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

As I mentione 7 ~f your testimony, attached 
are a number of adc ' /Zf lc4 O Q j '  ~t the Commission would like 
answered for the r ciate your response to these 
quest ions by Apr i 1 - r  ~mrnission can consider them 
early in its del- Furthermore, the Commission 

I questions at a later date. reserves the right to otre~ --- 
Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and 

cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

JAC : bc 
encl. 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Have any of you had an opportunity to review OSD's 
Standards for Review of Base Closure Recommendations 
which evaluated cumulative economic impact? If so, could 
you please comment on the study? 

OSD applied the threshold of five percent negative 
cumulative economic impact in the areas with an 
employment population of 500,000 or more in considering 
cumulative economic impact. Could you please give us 
your opinion of this threshold? 

Secretary Aspin did not send the recommendation 
concerning the consolidation of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) to the Commission because he 
believes that it is incorrect public policy to have 
communities bidding for Defense activities. However, he 
did recommend that the Air Force Reserve Station at 
O'Hare International Airport be relocated to Rockford, 
Illinois with the City of Chicago paying for the 
relocation. As a result, other local communities, such as 
Indianapolis, Indiana, and Monmouth, New Jersey, are now 
coming up with suggestions of buying buildings that 
currently house Defense activities and giving these 
buildings to the Federal government as an incentive for 
the Defense activities to remain in place. What is you 
opinion on how the Commission should address these 
initiatives? 

Does the Department of Labor agree with the cumulative 
economic analysis performed by DOD which caused them to 
delete McClellan air Force Base from the closure 
recommendations? Do you agree with the DOD assumption 
that eliminated from cumulative economic impact 
consideration, communities with employment levels under 
500, OOO? 

What was OEA's involvement with completed base closures 
such as Pease Air Force Base? 

With your increased levels of funding, how is OEA 
changing the type of support provided to impacted 
communities? 

If OEA were to receive an increased level of funding over 
current plans, how would you recommend spending the 
increased funding? 

What is the relationship between OEA and other federal 
agencies tasked with improving economic conditions? 



9) In NAID's opinion, what is the most important type of 
federal government support needed that is not now being 
provided? Considering the current and planned base 
closures, how much would it cost to provide these 
services? 

10) Did the Bureau of Labor Statistics have any involvement 
in the development of the employment impact figures 
provided by DoD to the Commission? Do you believe that 
the DoD impact figures accurately portray the employment 
impact on communities? 

11) Does the Department of Labor agree with the cumulative 
economic analysis performed by DoD which caused them to 
delete McClellan Air Force Base from the closure 
recommendations? Do you agree with the DoD assumption 
that eliminated from cumulative economic impact 
consideration, communities with employment levels under 
500, OOO? 
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.SE CLOSURE AND REALIGNME 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 16, 1993 

Mr. Paul Dempsey 
Director 
Office of Economic Adjustment 
400 Army-Navy Drive, #4~767 
Washington, DC 

COMMISSION 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS 
CAP1 PETER B BOWMAN. USN (RETI 
BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCA G COX 
CEN H T JOHNSON. USAF IRETI 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR 
HARRY C MCPHERSON. JR 
ROBERT D STUART. JR 

Dear Mr. Dempsey: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners, I would like to thank you 
for appearing before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

As I mentioned at the conclusion of your testimony, attached 
are a number of additional questions that the Commission would like 
answered for the record. I would appreciate your response to these 
questions by April 28, 1993 so the Commission can consider them 
early in its deliberative process. Furthermore, the Commission 
reserves the right to offer additional questions at a later date. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

JAC: bc 
encl. 



OUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

1) Have any of you had an opportunity to review OSD's 
Standards for Review of Base Closure Recommendations 
which evaluated cumulative economic impact? If so, could 
you please comment on the study? 

2) OSD applied the threshold of five percent negative 
cumulative economic impact in the areas with an 
employment population of 500,000 or more in considering 
cumulative economic impact. Could you please give us 
your opinion of this threshold? 

Secretary Aspin did not send the recommendation 
concerning the consolidation of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) to the Commission because he 
believes that it is incorrect public policy to have 
communities bidding for Defense activities. However, he 
did recommend that the Air Force Reserve Station at 
O'Hare International Airport be relocated to Rockford, 
Illinois with the City of Chicago paying for the 
relocation. As a result, other local communities, such as 
Indianapolis, Indiana, and Monmouth, New Jersey, are now 
coming up with suggestions of buying buildings that 
currently house Defense activities and giving these 
buildings to the Federal government as an incentive for 
the Defense activities to remain in place. What is your 
opinion on how the Commission should address these 
initiatives? 

4) Does the Department of Labor agree with the cumulative 
economic analysis performed by DOD which caused them to 
delete McClellan air Force Base from the closure 
recommendations? Do you agree with the DoD assumption 
that eliminated from cumulative economic impact 
consideration, communities with employment levels under 
500, OOO? 

5) What was OEA's involvement with completed base closures 
such as Pease Air Force Base? 

6) With your increased levels of funding, how is OEA 
changing the type of support provided to impacted 
communities? 

7) If OEA were to receive an increased level of funding over 
cur rent plans, how would you recommend spending the 
increased funding? 

8) What is the relationship between OEA and other federal 
agencies tasked with improving economic conditions? 



9) In NAID's opinion, what is the most important type of 
federal government support needed that is not now being 
provided? Considering the current and planned base 
closures, how much would it cost to provide these 
services? 

10) Did the Bureau of Labor Statistics have any involvement 
in the development of the employment impact figures 
provided by DoD to the Commission? Do you believe that 
the DoD impact figures accurately portray the employment 
impact on communities? 

11) Does the Department of Labor agree with the cumulative 
economic analysis performed by DoD which caused them to 
delete McClellan Air Force Base from the closure 
recommendations? Do you agree with the DoD assumption 
that eliminated from cumulative economic impact 
consideration, communities with employment levels under 
500, OOO? 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 51 JIM COURTER CHAORMAN 

April 26, 1993 , COMMISSIONERS CAPT PETER B BOWMAN USN IRETI 
BEVERLY a BYRON - 
REBECCA G COX 
GEN H T JOHNSON. USAF IRETI 
ARTHUR LEVI-. JR 

The Honorable James Boatright HARRY c McPHERSON. JR 
ROBERT D STUART. JR 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installation) 

De~artment of the Air Force 
~ i L m  4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 Pkzw t&w to  is nu;ntw! 

when rm~in&?%$Z8=8 
Dear Mr. Boatright: 

The GAO report, Military Bases - Analysis of DoD's 
Recommendations and Selection Process for Closures and 
Realignments, recommends the Commission request "the Air Force to 
provide additional information where necessary to support the basis 
for its recommendation, in those cases where it is not evident from 
existing documentation." Also, the report states that GAO was 
unable to independently determine the basis for grouping either 
K.I. Sawyer AFB or Griffiss AFB into the least desirable group. In 
that regard, we request the Air Force provide us with information 
to determine the rationale used by the Air Force in selecting 
Griffiss AFB and K.I. Sawyer AFB for Group 3. 

Also, representatives of the local communities from Griffiss 
AFB and K.I. Sawyer AFB have presented the Commission with 
alternative proposals to the DoD recommendations to close their 
respective bases (Attachments 1 and 2). In order to better prepare 
the Commissioners with an analysis of the communities' 
recommendations, the Commission is requesting the Air Force provide 
us with comments to the communities' proposals. To assist the 
Commission in our analysis of the communities' proposals and our 
own, we also request the Air Force provide us kith all the COBRA 
information for the scenarios at Attachment 3. 

We ask that all the information requested by this letter be 
provided to us no later than May 14, 1993. Thank you in advance 
for meeting our critical time schedule. 

Sincerely, 

jac: cirillo 
Attachments 
1. K.I. Sawyer proposal 
2. Griffiss proposal 
3. Requested COBRA scenarios 



K.I. Sawyer S~rpport  Group 
C / O  Marquette ~ r -ea -chamber  of commerce 

501 South Front Street 
Marquette. MI 49855 

9061 226-6591 

April 9,  1993 

BRAC Staff Team -- Air Force 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Arlington, Virginia 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear Commission Staff: 

We have carefully reviewed the Air Force analysis and 
recommendations submitted to you in March 1993 and fully agree 
that Itwe must continue to deter and defend against strategic 
nuclear attacks and retain the potential to defeat a global 
threat, should one emerge." This requirement is underscored by 
the uncertainty of a fundamentally and dramatically changing 
world as well as the uncertainty of Start 11. 

Furthermore, we fully agree that the prudent future !'array 
of domestic bases is determined by a variety of factors such as 
survivability, dispersion, proximity to and unencroached access 
to training airspace and ranges, extent of ground encroachment, 
suitable weather, and adequate base structure." Most 
importantly, we believe that the fundamental framework for 
determining a prudent base structure must center on the long term 
military value and flexibility of installations. 

In view of the above, it is incongruous that forward looking 
military planners would consider moving B-52's to Minot AF'B 
thereby producing an inviting and destabilizing target with two 
legs of the triad (Bombers and Missiles) neatly positioned within 
the footprint of a single enemy missile attack. Additionally, it 
is incongruous that the Air Force properly judged K.I. Sawyer in 
1991 as a base of the future -- yet in 1993 has failed to 
recognize and properly evaluate the current condition and clear 
potential of K.I. Sawyer to accommodate and adapt to the military 
basing requirements of an uncertain future. This flawed 
evaluation of K.I. Sawyer may in part be the result of errors in 
the Air Force report such as: 

- Environmental clean-up time estimated to be lengthy; 
in fact little clean-up is currently required 

- Railroad service is not available to the base; in fact 
service is available 

- There are no unique facilities that must be replicated 
elsewhere; in fact the B-52 simulator must be replicated 
if the base were closed. 

Upper Michigan citizens committed to expanding utilization of K.I. Sawyer AFB 



Page 2 - 

Furthermore, the cumulative economic impact of closing K.I. 
Sawyer on top of the closure of Wurtsmith AE'B and Kinchloe AFB 
has not been properly evaluated, recognized, or appreciated. 

Our detailed corrections and recommendations are attached 
for your review. As you will see, K.I. Sawyer AFB should retain 
the currently assigned bomber forces and forces earmarked for 
Minot, Cannon, and/or Seymour-Johnson AFB, or some part thereof, 
should be identified for movement to K.I. Sawyer AFB to correct 
substantial deviations from the Air Force selection criteria. AS 
the BWIC process continues we will likely have addendurns and/or 
changes to offer. 

Sincerely, 

Ellwood A. Mattson 
Chairman 



K.I. Snzuyer Szlpport Group 
c/6h4arquette ~ r e i ~ h a m b e r  of commerce 

501 South Front Street 
Marquette, MI 49855 

9061 226-659 1 

I N D E X  

NATIONAL MILITARY ASSESS M E N T . , , , . . . . - - - . - - . . , t a b  1 

ENVlCRONMWTAL FA CrORS-...--.-...........-.---.------..tab 2 

ECONOMIC HISTORY AND ASSESSEIENT,..--..-.------.---.---tab 3 

Upper Michigan citizens committed to expanding utilization of K.I. Sawyer AFB 



NATIONAL MILITARY ASSESSMENT 

AIR FORCE JUSTIFICATION 

- Air Force must maintain Minuteman 111 bases '!due 
to uncertainty with respect to START 11" 

- Air Force has four (4) excess large aircraft 
bases given DoD force structure plan 

- It is more economical to maintain a bomber/missile base 
that must remain open for missiles than to maintain a 
bomber only base 

- Turnkey closure and turnover to community because of clean 
environmental status (even though the formal report 
incorrectly states that significant clean-up is required) 

11. AIR FORCE CORRECTLY STATES 

- Uncertainty with START 11 is important consideration 
- Air Force has excess base structure 
- Multiple missions on one base is economical 
- K.I. Sawyer is a first class base 

-- no land/air encroachment 
-- best new base in Air Combat Command 
-- newest (1961) of former SAC bases 
-- environmentally clean 
-- great quality of life 
-- significant economic impact with closure 
-- superb current capacity and future growth, on land 

and in the air 

- "One mission, one base, one boss" is a valid concept and 
goal 

- Composite wings with synergistic missions offer enhanced 
operational effectiveness and potential economies 

- AS overseas/forward presence is reduced, tailored and 
focused deployable forces are required 



111. AIR FORCE INCORRECTLY ASSESSED SOME BASING AND MISSION 
REQUIREMENTS 

- They have significantly deviated from established criteria 
in that they improperly evaluated K.1. Sawyer in the 
following areas 

-- long range basing requirements and related future 
base closings/force reductions in a world 
environment that embraces nuclear force reductions 

-- "the potential for limitations on military value 
such as ground and airspace encroachment and 
airspace congestion are minimized at remaining 
bases" 

-- "emphasize locations or regions with potential for 
future airspace/range expansion" 

-- future concepts (joint operations, global 
reach/global power, composite wing, mobility wing, 
one base-one mission-one boss, etc.) 

-- the ability of large aircraft bases to absorb 
missions from small aircraft bases 

- Large aircraft versus small aircraft base trade-offs 
were not studied 

- Air Force did not fully embrace "one base, one mission, 
one boss" philosophy 

-- Bomber force commander works for 8th Air Force, 
Missile Force works for 20th Air Force -- two bosses 

- A i r  Force did no t  explore  composite wing o r  joint adaptive 
force package concepts 

-- K.I. Sawyer has current capacity for multiple 
missions and land/airspace growth for tomorrow's 
training needs (e-g. F-22/AMRAAM airspace needs, 
relocatable target training) 

IV. "UNCERTAINTIES WITH START 11" 

- The strategic uncertainties of START I1 underscore the 
following points 

-- putting two legs of the triad within the footprint 
of a single enemy missile attack not prudent 



-- with lower number of bombers survivability more 
important than before 

-- putting bombers on missile base raises payoff of 
first strike and, therefore, is destabilizing 

--bombers on missiles bases not new, but putting all 
except combat crew training bombers on missile bases 
violates Air Force criteria of survivability through 
dispersion and could invite attack 

- Without START I1 
-- events in former Soviet Union (specifically Russia 

and/or Ukraine) proceed in a manner not in our 
interests -- possible coup d'etat by reactionaries, 
return to authoritarian government, reemergence of 
military, attempt to reestablish Soviet Union -- 
although unlikely -- or democratic reforms 
disintegrate into chaos 

-- therefore, we must keep strategic nuclear capability 
viable -- maintain ~uclear deterrence and 
retaliatory capability 

-- enhance survivability through dispersal (more 
important with smaller bomber force) 

-- therefore, don't put bombers in footprint of a 
potential enemy missile attack 

- Modified START I1 approved 
-- change to accommodate Ukraine or Russians who 

believe U.S. got best of proposed START I1 agreement 

-- both cases mean warhead/launcher levels below START 
I1 

-- since U.S. at one warhead/l missile with START 11, 
launchers would necessarily be reduced 

-- reductions would come from oldest missiles with 
silos most in need of repair--Minot AFB 

-- regardless, remaining smaller bomber force is of 
higher value as only flexible, recallable, launch on 
warning, easily retargetable force capable of 
finding and destroying relocatable targets 

-- Therefore, don't put bombers in footprint of a 
potential enemy missile attack 



-- and, don't put bombers at a base with obvious 
potential to close 

-- moving bombers is an unnecessary and unwarranted 
expense 

- START I1 Approved 
-- events are proceeding in former soviet Union as U.S. 

hopes 

-- Russia moving toward continuing reform, to include 
nuclear reductions 

-- Ukraine agrees to eliminate intercontinental nuclear 
capability 

-- we can anticipate, and should work for, addition 
reductions 

--additional reductions would necessarily elbinate 
U.S. launchers since U.S. already at one warhead/one 
launcher with START I1 

-- launcher reductions would come from oldest missiles 
with silos in need of most repair--Minot AFB 

-- remaining bomber force is of higher value as only 
flexible, recallable, launch on warning, easily 
retargetable leg of the triad. 

--- only leg capable of finding and destroying 
relocatable targets 

basing t w o  legs of the triad on same base 
reduces survivability, military value and 
creates a high payoff target based on 
potential exchange ratios (i-e. minimum number 
of warheads would result in major destruction 
to U.S. nuclear retaliatory force 

--- single base basing of bombers/missiles makes 
deterrence less credible 

--- single base basing of bombers/missiles more 
destabilizing in reduced launcher/warhead 
environment of START 11. 

--- moving bombers from K.I. Sawyer would be 
unnecessary expense 



- UNCERTAINTY TRANSLATES INTO THREE POSSIBILITIES 
-- ALL NEGATE THE RATIONALE FOR MOVING BOMBERS TO MINOT 

AFB 

-- ALL DEMAND THE RETENTION OF BOMBERS AT K-I. SAWYER 

--- FOR SURVIVABILITY, AND 

--- TO SAVE DOLLARS FROM UNNECESSARY MOVE 

VI. AN ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION 

- Leave B-52s at K.I. Sawyer 

-- saves costs of move of aircraft/weapons 
trainer/people 

-- enhances survivability 

- Move additional B-52s to K.I. Sawyer to benefit from 
economies of scale 

- Build composite wing with long range interdiction/attack 
mission 

-- move F-111s (Cannon AEB) to K.I. Sawyer 
-- move F-ljEs/KC-10s (Seymour Johnson AFB) to K.I. 

Sawyer 

--- airspace, quality of life, infrastructure and 
growth capability are much better at K.I. 
Sawyer 

Vf. ADVANTAGES 

- Close two bases vice one, with possibility to close three 
(Seymour Johnson AFB, Cannon AFB, Minot AFB) 

- Consolidate "tactical/strategic" nuclear capabilities and 
facilities, develops common training/employment, and 
command and control and targeting systems 

- Keeps force survivable through dispersed operation from 
missile force 

- Builds long-range conventional interdiction/attack team 
with common training/deployment/employment benefits 



- Keeps your best base/newest base with land and airspace 
growth potential to meet tomorrow's needs (expanded 
airspace requirements, F-22/AMRAAM expanded airspace 
requirements, relocatable target training, etc.) 

- Supports "one base, one mission, one boss" philosophy 
- Recognizes that Air Force people deserve 

-- relatively clean environment 

-- good quality of life 

-- complementary military/civilian medical care 
-- first class schools 
-- wholesome outdoor activities 
-- plentiful educational opportunities on and off base 

at all levels 

-- affordable housing 

VII. "BACK TO THE FUTURE" 

- 1991 DOD BASE CLOSURE REPORT AND 1991 BRAC COMMISSION 
REPORT BECOMMENDED TRANSFER OF B - 5 2 s  TO K.I. SAWYER "WHERE 
THEY ARE PROPERLY POSITIONED AND TEERE IS NO 
ENCROACHMENT." 

- K.I. SAWYER IS A KEY ELEMENT OF THE AIR FORCE'S GLOBAL 
REACH/GLOBAL POWER STRATEGY 

- FLEXIBLE AND ADJUSTABLE ENVIRONMENT THAT CAN BEST MEET THE 
MILITARY NEEDS OF A CHANGING AND UNPREDICTABLE FUTURE 



Environmental Point Paper 
\ 

I 

The Air Force has suggested that K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base 
would be a "clean kill." These words were used because of the 
relatively low cost required to turnover the base to the local 
community because it is environmentally "clean" when compared 
with other installations. It appears that K.I. Sawyer's 
environmental advantages are being used against us. 

We would argue that the men and women who serve in the armed 
services are entitled to an environmentally clean and safe base. 
As noted below by the Air Force's own data, K.I. Sawyer ranks 
superior in the following areas: 

- Noise pollution 
-- not a single noise complaint in 1992 

- Water quality 
-- the water delivery system is totally self-sufficient 
-- upgraded in 1988 when two new wells were installed 

- Air quality 
-- K.I. Sawyer AFB is not in an air quality non- 

attainment area 

- Wastewater system quality 
system upgraded in 1986 and is self-sufficient 

-- system is free of capacity problems, inflow and 
infiltration problems and is not hampered by 
seasonal fluctuations 

-- the wastewater system has no discharge violations 
- Hazardous materials 

-- Air Force assessment shows there are no surface 
impoundments to be found on the entire base 

-- of the 43 underground storage tanks (USTs) on base, 
no leaks have been reported and the UST integrity 
test is 100% 



Economic Point Paper 

- K.1 Sawyer is by far the largest employer in the fifteen 
counties that constitute Michigan's Upper Peninsula 

-- K.I. Sawyer AFB is essential to the economic 
survivability of the entire region 

-- closure of the base would trigger a long-term 
economic depression 

-- Air Force estimates regional unemployment will 
skyrocket 14% from the current 10.6% which would 
equal a 24.6% unemployment rate 

- K.I. Sawyer's economic infusion in to the area accounts 
for $157 million per year 

-- potential projected employment loss both direct and 
indirect estimated to be over SO00 jobs 

-- closure would reduce the population base by 11% in 
an area with fewer people in 1990 than in 1980 

-- extremely limited re-use potential makes the 
prospect for economic recovery dismal if not 
impossible. 

- The closure of installations in Michigan's most rural 
congressional district has been dramatic 

-- Kincheloe AFB: closed in 1977 
-- Wurtsmith AFB: to be closed June 1993 

-- Calumet Radar Station: closed 
-- Bay Shore Radar Station: closed 

- Michigan now ranks a dismal 47th in defense dollars spent 
per capita and will drop to 50th if K.I. Sawyer closes 



Economic History 

Numerous economic studies endorse the findings of a Michigan 
Department of Commerce Study conducted by Kenneth Voytek. The 
study entitled Economic Profile of the Upper Peninsula finds the 
following: 

- the most striking aspect of the Upper Peninsula's 
( U . P . )  economy is its extremely high rate of unemployment 

- not only has the U.P. experienced high rates of 
unemployment, but the problem has worsened over time, both 
absolutely and relative to the U.S. and the rest of the state. 

- the U.P. lacks the ability to generate jobs 

- the prospect for future growth is dismal. 

These findings are reflected in the decline of population 
between the 1980 and 1990 census (from 319,757 to 313,915), the 
low-income with respect to national and state levels, the high 
unemployment rate, and the general deterioration of performance 
in the U.P. econorr?y since 1979. 

I 

The reasons for this poor economic performance do not lie in 
the capability of the U.P. human resources. The labor force in 
the U.P. is more highly educated than the state or national 
averages. U.P. businesses not declining nationally are highly 
competitive, however, the sector in which the U.P. has a 
competitive advantage are declining nationally and are not likely 
to offer the prospect of substantial future growth. 

The major problem is a structural mismatch between U.P. 
resources arid the demands of the national and world economies. 
Historically, the U.P. has been a boom or bust economy based on 
three extractive industries. The copper mines produced more 
value than the California gold mines, but are now are reduced to 
only one mine in the city White Pine. The iron ore ranges have 
been a major source of iron since pre-civil war, but are now 
reduced to only two mines in all of Marquette County. The final 
extractive industry, lumber, has lost most of its high-value 
added timber production and now primarily consists of providing 
pulpwood to paper mills. 

As the major industries declined, the U.P. became more and 
more dependent on government spending. Today over 24% of 
employment is generated by federal, state and local governments. 
Th'is is double the state and national average. Much of the 
government investment followed a comparative advantage of the 
U.P. -- vast amounts of available land which does not compete for 
alternative high-value uses. Examples are the construction of a 



number of prisons by the state throughout the U.P. and the 
construction of Air Forces bases at Kincheloe and K.I. Sawyer. 

Maintaining a base at K.I. Sawyer, by far the largest single 
employer in the U.P., is essential if our economic base is to be 
preserved. Closure of the base would trigger a long-term 
economic depression. An example of the adverse impact is the Air 
Force estimation of an increase in unemployment by 14% in the 
K.I. Sawyer regional area. This results in a depression-like 
level of employment in an area that has been working for years to 
revitalize and restructure its economy with "effort and 
initiative." Closure would reduce the area infusion of outside 
dollars by $157,000,000 per year, or about 20% of the areas 
economy. Closure of the base will reduce population by 11% in an 
area with fewer people in 1990 than in 1980. 

There has been a migration from the U.P. for one major 
reason: the lack of economic opportunity. Forcing people to 
leave an area with a high perceived "quality of life," with low 
crime would appear to be an example of saving in one budget 
accounr (defense) in order to spend more in other accounts 
(unemployment compensation, social services, prisons, etc). The 
director of "Kids Count Michigan" contends Michigan is already 
ranked 40th in the nation in child well-being citing "economic 
stress that is placed on families and communities by changes in 
the state's economy.I1 Placing the state last in per capita 
defense spending would obviously exacerbate the situation. 

Northern Michigan has already paid its dues in the necessary 
reduction in defense spending, with the closure of Kincheloe AFB, 
Wurtsmith AFB, and two radar installations. Recovery in the 
Kincheloe area, for exmple, after 15 years is attributed to the 
establishment of five prisons at the former base and the 
construction of a large casino in nearby Sault Ste. Marie. 









The Air Force Approach 
to the Mobilitv Mission 

.riff is;\ 
Air Force Base 

It's in the numbers! 

Establish air mobility wings with tanker 
and airlift aircraft 

Locate one mobility base on each coast 
of the US 









Candidate Bases 

Griffiss AFB, New York 

McGuire AFB, New Jersey 

Plattsburgh AFB, New York 

G r i f f i s s A  
Air Force Base 

It's in the numbers! 



The Special 
Considerations 

.riffis.\ 
Air Force Base 

It's in the numbers! 

Griffiss 
Rome Laboratory 
Northeast Air Defense Sector (NEADS) 
Airfield for 10th Infantry (Light) Division, Ft. Drum, 
Deployments 

McGuire 
ARC (Air Reserve and Air National Guard) units 

Plattsburg h 
None 
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McGuire as Primarv 
~ r i f i s s \ - ~  

Air Force Base 
It's in the numbers! 

Northeast Mobilitv Base 

Graded RED for future community encroachment 

Additional mobility requirement would severely 
overload airfield and airspace 
a m  High-density coastal civilian air traffic 

Need Air Reserve Component 

[Source: Dept. of AF Analyses and Recommendations (Vol. V), 
pages 37,93,103, 104,110] 







~ r i f f i s s y - ~  
Air Force Base 

It's in the numbers! 

Buckeve Pipeline 
Services Griff iss 



BCEG 

It's in the numbers! 

Fuel Hvdrants 

briefing: "Hydrants": 

Corrected: 

Griffiss Plattsburg h 

BUT, 

Vol. V. specified "Hish-Volume Yes (1 2) 
Hydrant Refueling Systems": 

No (0) 

The Rest of the Story: 
Number of aircraft that can be 12 (@ 600 10 (@ 300 
simultaneously refueled: gpm) gpm) 

* "The four Type II Hydrant Systems are considered marginal and require 
replacement." [Source: 1991 Plattsburgh AFB Questionnaire, page 61 
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Additional 
Considerations 

M V-20 

Griffiss 

It's in the numbers! 

Griffiss AFB 

- Runway can handle all aircraft (including bombers) 
- Large cruise-missile-capable weapons storage area 
- Emergency dual-runway launch capability 
- Successfully handled Fort Drum deployments to: 

Desert ShieIdIStorm 
Hurricane Andrew 
Somalia 



Ft. Drum Deplovments 
MV-21 

Griffiss 

It's in the numbers! 

Griffiss Plattsburg h 

Desert ShieIdlStorm 

Hurricane Andrew 

Somalia 

Panama (training) 

Norway (training) 

IF Plattsburgh is established as the Northeast 
Air Mobility Base, will Ft. Drum deploy from 
Plattsburg h? 

Answer: NO. 





"Airspace Encroachment Griffiss 
Air Force Base "CautionsVforPIattsburgh if'sinfhenumbcrs! 

CIVILIAN: J e ~ ~ e s e n  Airfield Chart 

Plattsburgh, NY Caution: Hiah speed military jet 
(Clinton County traffic crossing ILS FAP course. 

Airport) Avoid deeartures from Runway 
14 when possible. 

DOD FLIP (Enroute) IFR Supplement 
Plattsburgh AFB, NY Caution: Overlapping traffic 

~atternlcontrol zone with 
I 

uncontrolled civil airport with 
scheduled air carrier traffic. 
Avoid overflight of civil airport 
by112 NMand 1800ft. 



Clinton County Airport 
Warns of Midair Hazard 

MV-14 

Griffiss 

It's in the numbers! \- 

AVOID A MIDAIR! 
CONTACT PLATTSBUWGH 

A F El TOWER ON 120.7 
FO W TRAI=FIC ADVISORIES 

IMMEDIATELY AFTER TAKEOFF 
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Summarv of Military Value on MV-22 
I 

I Level Playing Field Griffiss 

It's in the numbers! 

Usinu AF Mobilitv Attributes 
I Griff iss Plattsburg h 
I 

I 

I I POL storage (JP-4) 9 0 
I High-Volume POL replenishment 0 0 

Hiah-Volume hydrants 0 

e e  Ground a 0 

I 

I 

l Airspace a 0 

Airfield Inf rastructureslfaciIities 8 0 

Aircraft parking (70-80 large aircraft) 
I e a 

Encroachment 



Griffiss 

It's in the numbers! 

Introduction 

AF failed to consider ALL relevant costs 
AND related savings (NPV) 

AF failed to complete a valid and fair 
comparison for siting the Northeast Air 
Mobility Wing 





MILCON 

.riff is.\ 
Air Force Base 

It's in the numbers! 

"Costs to Establish" 

Griff iss 

Other Closure Cost $59.1 

Total 

Plattsburgh McGuire 

Realign McGuire Realign Close 
Close Plattsburgh to McGuire Plattsburg h 

[Source: MlGen Franklin, briefing, Griffiss, 15 Mar 93, AFIBCEG] 





It's in the numbers! 

Financial Criteria 

The best Northeast Air Mobility 
Wing option should have: 

the lowest total cost 

the greatest total savings 

the shortest payback period 













Financial Criteria Test 

FN-11 

Griffiss 

It's in the numbers! 

1. Was the Air Force recommendation to site the 
Northeast Air Mobility Wing at Plattsburgh 
the least costlv option? 

Answer: NO. 
2. Did the Air Force recommendation result in the 

greatest savings? 
Answer: NO. 

3. Did the Air Force recommendation provide the 
shortest pavback period? 

Answer: NO. 







.riff i s s i  
Air Force Base 

It's in the numbers! 

It's in the numbers! 

If you net out the numbers from the two options, 
you find that: 

To get the bases into the recommended 
configuration costs $56.5 million less if 
Griffiss is the Air Mobility Base 

Choosing Griffiss as the Air Mobility Base 
saves $270 million more 

There will be a positive cash flow 2 years 
sooner if Griffiss gets the Air Mobility Wing 



DOD Selection Criteria 
.riff is.\ 

Air Force Base 
It's in the numbers! 

Griffiss Plattsburg h 
Military Value 

1. The current and future mission requirements 
and impact on operational readiness of DOD's 
total force. 

0 
2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, 

and associated airspace at both existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

a 
3. The ability to accommodate contingency, 

mobilization, and future total force requirements 0 
at both existing and potential receiving 

0 
locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 
Return on Investment 

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



The Commission requests all the COBRA information for the 
following scenarios: 

(A) Griffiss AFB remains open to host the Northeast Air 
Mobility Wing; B-52s move to Minot and Barksdale AFBs; 
realign McGuire AFB; move active C-141s to Griffiss AFB 
instead of Plattsburgh as recommended by DoD report; close 
Plattsburgh; move KC-135s to Griffiss AFB; move KC-10s from 
Barksdale AFB to Griffiss AFB 

(B) McGuire AFB remains open to host the Northeast Air 
Mobility Wing; Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended in the 
DoD report; close Plattsburgh AFB; move KC-135s to McGuire 
AFB; move KC-10s from Barksdale AFB to Plattsburgh 

(C) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Minot AFB; move the 
B-52s and KC-135s to K.I. Sawyer; move the MM 111s to 
Malmstrom AFB 

(D) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Grand Forks AFB; 
move B-1s to Ellsworth AFB; move KC-135s to K.I. Sawyer AFB; 
move MM 111s to Malmstrom AFB 

(E) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Cannon AFB; move 
the F-111s to K.I. Sawyer AFB 

(F) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Seymour-Johnson; 
move F-15Es and KC-10s to K.I.Sawyer AFB 

(G) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Cannon AFB and 
Seymour-Johnson AFBs; move F-llls, F-15Es, and KC-10s to 
K.I. Sawyer AFB 

Some of the above scenarios may not be possible, but it is very 
important that the Air Force provide the Commission with the 
rationale of why they are not possible. Please provide us no 
later than May 10, 1993 pf any impossible scenarios. Any 
comments on the scenarios are encouraged. If there are any 
questions concerning the requested scenarios contact 
Frank Cantwell, 60504. 



The Commission requests all the COBRA information for the 
following scenarios: 

(A) Griffiss AFB remains open to host the Northeast Air 
Mobility Wing; B-52s move to Minot and Barksdale AFBs; 
realign McGuire AFB; move active C-141s to Griffiss AFB 
instead of Plattsburgh as recommended by DoD report; close 
Plattsburgh; move KC-135s to Griffiss AFB; move KC-10s from 
Barksdale AFB to Griffiss AFB 

(B) McGuire AFB remains open to host the Northeast Air 
Mobility Wing; Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended in the 
DoD report; close Plattsburgh AFB; move KC-135s to McGuire 
AFB; move KC-10s from Barksdale AFB to Plattsburgh 

(C) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Minot AFB; move the 
B-52s and KC-135s to K.I. Sawyer; move the MM 111s to 
Malmstrom AFB 

(D) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Grand Forks AFB; 
move B-1s to Ellsworth AFB; move KC-135s to R.I. Sawyer AFB; 
move MM 111s to Malmstrom AFB 

(E) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Cannon AFB; move 
the F-111s to K.I. Sawyer AFB 

(F) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Seymour-Johnson; 
move F-15Es and KC-10s to K.I.Sawyer AFB 

(G) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Cannon AFB and 
Seymour-John,son AFBs; move F-llls, F-15Es, and KC-10s to 
K.I. Sawyer AFB 

Some of the above scenarios may not be possible, but it is very 
important that the Air Force provide the Commission with the 
rationale of why they are not possible. Please provide us any 
impossible scenarios not later than May 10, 1993 . Any comments 
on the scenarios are encouraged. If there are any questions 
concerning the requested scenarios contact Frank Cantwell, 60504. 





DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

S AFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1 660 2 0  MAY 1993 

The Honorable Jim Courter 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

. . Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairni:ln, 

We appreciate the opportunity to address the concerns raised in your letter of April 26, 
1993, NO. 930428-8. 

The Air Force is aware that the GAO claims that i t  was unable to independently 
determine the basis for grouping either KI  Sawyer or Griffiss into the least desirable group 
for retention. The GAO's job would be easier--though the outcome would not necessarily be 
fairer--if the process of developing recommendations were quantifiable. However, the process 
involved consideration of many factors requiring the exercise of judgement which could not 
be reduced to a series of calculations. Those judgements were made by the Air Force's Base 
Closure Executive Group (BCEG), composed of thirteen highly experienced individuals drawn 
from many different functional areas. 

The eight DoD criteria, and the Air Force subelements, \yere applied to all of the 
bases within a particular caregory or subcate:ory. The BCEG members were thoroughly 
familiar with the subelements, and when subelements were aggregated into composite ratings, 
it \\!as accomplished by vote. Individual BCEG members disagreed with  each other 
sometimes both i n  whether emphasis should be given to a particular factor and i n  overall 
judge~nents, such as ivhether a base was a green minus, a yellow plus, or perhaps just a 
yellow with respect to a ziven subelenlent when subjective judgement was involved or an 
overall criterion. Differences of opinion were resolved by majority vote or by choosing a 
rating which best reflected the consensus of the varying options. 

These disagreements among military professionals were the result of many f~c tors :  
the small distinctions required to be made anlong military bases generally well-suited to their 
purposes; the different career experiences of each of the members; the different values held 
personally by each member; and so forth. The disagreements were a strength of the process-- 
each member brougtlt and articulated experience and views not always shared by the others. 
The disagreements always stimulated further discussion, which ultimately led to a consensus. 
The discussions and the results of the discussion are documented i n  the BCEG's minutes. 
Please be assured that all of the issues were thoro~lghly aired, each BCEG member carefully 



considered every base and person;illy assigned i t  to one of  the three groups, and the final 
crouping represented a consensus among all of the BCEG niembers. 111 the BCEG's view, 
u 

this process led to the best possible rccomniendations, with full and cletailed consideration of 
the DoD criteria. 

Turning next to the specific proposals and comments fro111 the representatives of the 
local communities from Griffiss AFB and KI Sawyer AFB, my staff has c;lrefully reviewed 
these issues and prepared an estensive point-by-point response (att:tched). To  sunirnarize, the 
inputs from the KI Sawyer coninionity reflect an iniidequate understanding of the pmcess of 
evaluating bases under the eight DoD criteria. For esample, the coninii~nity mistakenly 
believes that KI Sawyer was penalized for its Installation Restoration Program. In frtct, the 
base received a favorable rating i n  this area. Regarding the con~~nunity 's  alternative n~ission 
proposals, we note that the purpose of the base closure process is to reduce excess basing 
structure consistent with t h e  DoD's planned force reductions, not to reorganize the Air Force 
or create new employmerit concepts. 

The inputs from the Central New York Econonlic Development Council do not 
accurately portray the relative capabilities of Griffiss and Plattsburgh to support a large 
mobility wing. For example, the Council overstated parking spaces readily usable by a 
mobility wing, did not give a full picture of relative refueling capabilities of the two bases, 
and wrongly implied that Piattsburgh cannot support deployments from Ft Drum, New York. 
All appropriate details are in the attachment. 

The Air Force closure and realignment recomnlendations are the result of a fair and 
impartial process which complied with the law. We will be pleased to provide whatever 
further infom~ation that the Con~mission requires. 

Sincerely 
2 

AMES F. BOATRIGHT 
u e p o l y  Assisi:int Secretary of the Air Force 

(Instnllations) 
Atch 
Air Force Responses to Issues 



COR.1RI ENT: "Large aircraft \rcrsiis s~liall aircrafl basc trade-offs wcl-c. not studied." (K I 
Sawycr Support Group Papcr, Tab 1 ,  Na~ional Mililary Asscssmcnt) 

RESPONSE: Thc BCEG cvaluatcd KI Sawycr AFB against cxisting small aircrafl bascs ancl 
found no substantial reason to close o ~ l c  of them in favor of K1 Sawyer AFB. KI Sawycr 
AFB did not comparc Savorably against rllc small aircrafl bascs for thc iollowing rcrtsons: 
only two air-to-ground ranges wi~hin 250NM; lack o i  an Elcclronic Comkal training ranzc 
(closcst al MCAS Chcny PoinU854NM); dis~ancc Lo Air C0111b:lt Ma11~11vcri11g 
Instsunicntation range (Hardwood RangcIl7ONh4); dislancc Lo incrlllivc full scalc capable 
boliibing rangcs (Grayling Rangc/lSONM): low number of lo\v lcvcl training rourcs in  thc 

. vicinity (four within 100Nh4); and. distance to con~patible allernalc airfield (Duluth 
MN1200NM). All of thcsc factors would liavc scvcrc impacts on small aircraft training 
operations. 

KI Sawycr was evaluated in lllc Flying Category, Opcralions Subcategory -- Large 
Aircraft, and was cvaluated under Criterion I11 (Thc Ability to Accommodate Contingency, 
Mobilizalion,and Future Total Force Requirements at Both the Existing and Potential 
Receiving Location) to determine its ability to handle another n~ission/aircraft as either a new 
primary tasking or in addition to existing missions. The BCEG re-examined each closurc 
candidate before fonvarding thcir closure rccommendations to the Secretary of Defense in 
order to reconfiml their choices. 

COMMENT: "Air Force did not fully embrace 'one base, one mission, one boss' 
philosophy." (KI Sawyer Support Group Paper, Tab 1. National h4ilitar.y Assessn~ent) 

RESPONSE: The community concept of "one basc. one mission, onc boss" was never an 
Air Forcc philosophy. However, ihc Air Forcc docs have an organiz;ltional goal oS "onc basc. 
onc boss." But we can not al\vays achic\-c this "one basc. one boss" seal due to existing 
force sLrucLure beddown, unique iacili~ics. and/or basc characrerisrics. I must rcmind you that 
these Air Force organiza~ional goals arc not a part of the DUD closurc criteria rcquired Sor 
considcra~ion. Where possible, thc BCEG attempted to incol-porarc thc USAF vision of "one 
base, one boss." 

COMRIIENT: "Build a composite wing with long ranse intcrdictiordattack mission: move 
F-111s from Cannon to KI Sawycr; move F-1SEs from Seymour-Johnson to KI Sawyer" (KI 
Sawyer Support Group Papcr, Tab 1, National h4ililary Assessment) 

RESPONSE: As part of tllc major rcsuucturin~ of the Air Forcc to meet the dcrnands of the 
post Cold War security environment, rhrcc new composite wings are being Sonlled in the 
CONUS (Moody AFB. Gcorgia. Popc AFB. North Carolina, arid Mt Honic AFB, Idaho). 
Thcsc Ioca~ions and associa~cd i'orcc srructurc uJcrc chosen lo lakc rull  advanrage of thc 



unicluwraining opportunities a1 each localiorl. I t  m;~kcs gooti opcr;rtion;rl scnsc ro o~.;:~nizc 
rind cquip thcsc bascs in t l~is 

Although thc BCEG tiid Iior consider locating iI composilc \+ling \ifil l)  F-I I Is illit1 

F-15Es at KI Sawycr, this docs not make opcr:tlional sc~isc. Wcalhcr uoridirions 21.c 
dctrinicntal to ycar-round f i ~ h t c r  opcl;rlions (many northern tics l'iglirc~ unirs deploy soulh lo . - 
accomplish training rcc]uircmcnLs). Illcrc arc inadcquatc training opporlunitics ;rl K I  S~rwycr 
(only two air-to-ground rangcs wilhin 250NM, ncarcsr clcclsonic combat r;rngc is at MCAS 
Chcrry Point,853NM, and only four low Ic\lcl training routcs williin IOONM); and Sew 
altcrnatc airfields for fightcr aircraft primary altcrna~c/di\~crt airSield is Dulutll, h4N/2OONh4. 
Also, thc proposed closurc of Cannon AFB and Scymour-Johnson AFB is inconsistent with 
thc rcsults of our comparative analysis of small aircrafl bascs applying the cight DoD crilcria. 
Neilhcr Cannon AFB nor Seymour--Johnson AFB rankcd low enough in Lhis proccss to 

. beconic closure candidates. 

COMMENT: "Putting two lcgs of lhc triad within the footprint of a singlc cncniy missilc 
a~tack not prudent." "Putting bombers on missile basc raises the payoSi' of first strike and, 
thercfore, is destabilizing." (KI Sawpcr Supporl Group Papcr, Tab 1, National Military 
Assessment) 

RESPONSE: A bomber base with a missile field has more versatility and consequently, 
more operational military value than onc that does not. Additionally, it is cost cffective. 

Bonlbers and ICBMs have been collocated at Air Force bases for decades, and the 
decreasing threat of nuclear strike provides no inccntivc lo undo a basing approach that was 
adequale for the peak of Cold-War tensions. Plans call for ICBh4s to bc at Sour bascs: Grand 
Forks and Minot AFBs, North Dakola, Malmstrom AFB, Montana and FZ.E. Warrcn AFB. 
Wyoming, providing basin: flexibili~y and sur\/ivability. These niissilc rorces arc not within 
the footprint of a single enemy niissilc. \jJidely dispersed. hardened IC13M silos and control 
centers zrcatly complicate first strikc targeting. An attcnipt to inflict a disabling blv\v to our 
ICBh4s can only come from a deliberate arid massive attack on Inany hundreds of dif'crcnt 
aimpoints across scvcral states. Bomber assets arc not f'ixcd like ICBMs. Their survivability 
is guaranteed through varyins levcls of' alert rcadincss (including disperxal to numcrous othcr 
locations. even launchin? to air-box-ne alci-L) to minimizc cxposurc ro a first strike. The Air 
Force, with its current force structure. cniojls . - cosl savings and operational cfl'icicncics by 
collocating aircsaft (to include bonibcrs) and ~nissilcs. 

COMkIENT: "Reductions \vould conic fro111 the oldest missiles with silos most in need of 
repair -- h4inot AFB." (KI  Sawyer Support Group Papcr, Tab 1, National Military 
Assessnient) 

RESPONSE: Thc missile silos at Minot AFB are not the oldcst. nor in need of greater rcpair 
than those of any othcr missile basc. Malmstrom AFB has thc oldcst missiles/silos. A11 
remaining missilcs/silos arc undcrgvin: liic cs~cnsion programs to cnsurc their \liabilily ~vcll 



twyond thc turn 01' ~l l c  ccntur-y. 

COh'lh'lEn'T: " L C ~ \ ~ C  B-52s a t  KI Sawyer" "h4ovc ;~ddilionnl B-52s [o  KI Sawyer." (K1 
Sawycs Supposl Group Piipcr, Tab 1 .  N;~tional Militi~l-y Asscssriicnl) 

RESPONSE: Tllc Air Force documcn[cd an cxccss of four - I'i\lc Ii~sgc aircsnl't b:~scs. Tlic 
proposal LO "lcavc B-52s at KI Sawycr" ignorcs t l~c  cxccss in largc a i~cra l '~  b2iscs. Tlic 
question then becomcs, \vI~icIi I;LI.;OC ;~ircrafL b;lsc(s) slioi~ld be cl~scd:) KI  S ; I \S~~CI .  AFU's 
niilitarp valuc bccanic a kcy determinant in Lhc answcs Lo that qucsLion. As a bombcs-only 
base, KI Sawyer AFB had less f cxibili~y and mililary ~laluc than did a bombcrlmissilc b;lsC 
such as Minot AFB or Grand FOI-ks AFB. After cxLcnsivc cvnluation. K I  Sawycr AFB \vos 
pickcd as a candidale for closusc. 



COMhI EN'I': "This Ila\vcci cv;11~1:1~ion of' KI S ~ I \ \ ~ \ ~ C S  1n;Ig ill part be the rcsul t of cr~.ors in 
tllc Air Forcc report silcll ;IS: En\li~.onllicntal clean-up Lime csti~narcd lo I,c Icngtlly: ill I'irct 
little clcan-up is cl~srcnlly scqt~ircd." (K1 Sa\vycs AFB Suppol-t Group LCttcs, Apr 9, 1993. 
pase 1 ) 

RESPONSE: KI Sawyer AFB rcccivcd n GREEN rating for Instnlla~ion Rcstclration 
Progranls (IRP). Uncles ~llis subcritcrion, a base's dcsir:rbili~y Sor rclcntion is in\lc~.sc to Lhc 
gradc. A green ratins indicates a long term (greater tlian l'ivc years) cleanup is rcquircd 
bcforc the basc can be turned o\lc~' to the com~nunity. In such a case, it is more dcsirablc to 
retain the basc. Thc Air Forcc rcport indicates that KI  Sawycr AFR's cnvisonmcntal 
restoration is estimated to be greater Ulan 5 ycass, thcrcSorc, there is a Iligiic~ desirability LO 

rclain tile basc undcr this subcritcrion. 
11 is important Lo nolc that Lhe Air FOI-cc has a lcgal obligation to rcmcdiatc existing 

conlamination, rcgardicss oC whctlicr or not thc base closes. Furthcnnorc, length of tinlc to 
co~llplctc remcdiation is only onc factor undcr Crilcrion VI. By law, priority consideration 
was given to military value, Criteria I through IV. 

COMMENT: "The Air Force has suggeslcd that KI Sawyer AFB would be a 'clcan kill.' 
These words werc uscd bccause of thc rclativclp low cost required to turn over the base to the 
local con~munity because it is environmentally 'clean' when compared to other installations." 
(KI Sawyer AFB Support Group paper, Tab I .  En\lironrnental Factors) 

RESPONSE: The KI Sawycr Support Group has taken "clean kill" out of context in their 
argument. The term1 "clcan kill" refers to the Air Force's ability to close a basc completely 
and achieve maximum savings as n o  activi~ies remain. This phrase does not relate to the 
environmental qualilies surrounding a base. 

COA'IklENT: "\Vc n ~ u l d  assue thal tlic men and \\romcn who serve In the asmcd scr\lices 
are entitled to an cnvironn~cntally clcan and snfc basc."(KI Sawycr AFB Suppol-L Group 
paper. Tab 1.  Eni~iro~imcnw~l Facross) 

RESI'ONSE: Environmental inlpactc were considcrcd in evaluating bases; ho\vcvcr, those 
criteria concerning military value rcceivcd priority consideralion. As part of the Air Forcc 
Base Closure and Realignnlent process, bases werc givcn specific ratings for several 
en\lironn~ental subcrilcria and this data was prcscntcd lo thc BCEG. No single element was 
used to identify a base as supcrior or o~hci-\vise. KI Sawyer AFB's rating was downgraded 
for quality of watcr. pscscncc of asbcstos in its facilities, capacity of solid waslc disposal 
facilities, and soil contamination. 



COMMENT: "...the cunlulativc economic impact of closing KI S;t\vycr on top of tllc 
closurc of Wurtsn~ith AFB and Kinchloc AFB has 1101 been properly cvaluatcd, rccognizcd, or 
appreciated." (KI Sawycr AFB Support Group Lcttcr, Apr 9, 1993, pagc 2) 

RESPONSE: The Air Forcc was not rcquircd Lo do cumulnLivc cconomic impacl studics. 
However, thc Air Forcc did providc thc Office of lhc Sccrclary of Dcfcnsc (OSD) Closure 
Oflicc with manpo\vcr authorization Icvcls as of mid-1991 for each oC the bascs idcntil'icd for 
closurc in the 1988 and 1991 Basc Closurc Commission rccommcndations, for Dcpartmcnt ol' 
Dcfcnse cunlulativc analysis. 

The Air Force considcrcd socio-cconomic factors decisions cithcr to close or rcalign a 
. base, according to predetermined DcparLn~ent of Dcl'cnse selection criteria. Chsonolo~ically, 

the Air Force did two types of socio-cconomic analysis. First, using Economic Rcsource 
Inlpact Statcmcnt inpub prcparcd al the basc Icvel, Lhc Economic 1mp;icl Forccast System 
nlodel was used to detcrnline potential cmploymcnt, populalion, incon-re and local govcrnmcnt 
Cinancc impacts under conditions of closurc lor all bascs considered in thc process. 

Second, along with other Services and Azencics, Lhe Air Forcc worked with thc OSD 
Base Closure Office in identifying ernploylllent impacts around bascs bcirlg considered for 
either closure or realignment. From this latter analysis, both the DoD Basc Closurc and 
Realign~llent Report and the Air Force Report, March 1993, indicatcd Marquette County had 
a potential ernploynlent loss of 4,399 jobs; appsoxi~uately 14 percent of thc job base in the 
Marquette Country Statistical Area. 

COMMENT: There arc no unique facilities that must be replicated clscwherc: in fact thc 
B-52 simulalor must be replicated if the basc were closed. (KI Sawycr AFB Support Group 
Letter, Apr 9, 1993, pagc 1) 

RESPONSE: Tllc Air Forcc docs not consider Slight simulators to be unique facili~ies. 
Currently, thcre is a B-53 flight simulator facility at Minot AFB and an 18.600 S F  flight 
sinlulator facility is undcr construction at Barksdalc AFB. The Barksdale AFB project was 
authorized and appropria~ed by Con_cress in FY 92 to satisfy an existing deficiency. The ncw 
facility is scheduled to bc complctc in Jul  93. 



CORlh*lEN?': SLIDES IN-6, IN-7. hIV-3. hlV- I?. MV- 15, h4V- 16, h4V- 17, h4V- 1 S. 
Griffiss supporters contend that t l x  Air Forcc did not corrc'ctly c~ra lua~c  cncronchlncli~ 
problems at Platuburgh. Thc supporlcrs corlrcnd (and I l i ~ \ ~ c :  pso\lidcd ;~crial phorography to 
substantiate) tllc prescncc of two malls and 19-1 1)usincsscs i n  Lhc ;II.Ci\ likely Lo he impacted i n  
the event of aircraft accidents. The supporlcrs also contcnd 1llar Platlsburgh used inl'ortnatioil 
approxinlately 20 ycars old in answcring the basc qucstionnairc o n  cncroachmcn~ issucs. 

RESPONSE: Thc Air Forcc Air Installation Compatible Usc Zonc (AICUZ) pro;sam for 
nlilitary fields. as dcfincd in Air Furcc Regulation 19-9 and tllc AICUZ I-Ianclbook, includcs 
noise contours surrounding thc run\vay and ~llrcc concurrent arcas Iocatcd off tlic cnd of tlic 
runway wllich indicate probability of aircraft accidents. Thcse arcas (starting with thc closcst 
LO thc cnd of tl;c runway) arc: the Clcar Zonc, which is 3.000 fcct long and 3,000 fcct wide: 
followed by Accident Polcntial Zonc (APZ) I, which is 5,000 kc1 long and 3.000 feu1 \vide; 
followed by APZ 11, which is 7.000 Cect l o n ~  and 3,000 fcct wide. AICUZ information is 
updated at cost effective intervals. 

Analysis of airbase encroachmcnt is bascd on thc Inost current published AICUZ and 
infornlation providcd. and certified, by thc base. The Plattsburzh AFH AICUZ (accomplished 
by the base) was published in 1978. The BCEG relied heavily on the ccrtified information 
from the base in conducting their analysis. In researching this question, it was discovered 
that the Plattsburgh AFB AICUZ is being updated by private conkactor, with an estilllatcd 
completion of sumnler 1993. Re\lie\v of thc draft update indicatcs encroachment in APZ I 
and APZ I1 is more than the 1% incompatibility reported in thc Base Questionnaire; lio~vc\lc~.. 
encroachment in the noise zones remains nil. The BCEG is looking into h i s  issue in more 
detail and will provide the results later. 

COh/IMENT: SLIDE h4V- 12, h4V- 13, MV- 14, h4V- 15. Gril'iiss supportc~-s conlend that ~ l ic  
,4ir Force did not evaluate aisspacc cncroachmcnt a1 Plal tsbu~-~h XFB and neasby Clinton 
County Airport. 

RESPOXSE: Platlsburgh AFB rcposlcd an avcragc of' 6 ATC delays pcr yeas bccausc of 
arriving and departing IFR traffic a1 Clinlon County Airporl. Furthcr ~r~fonnalion provided in 
thc July 1992 Facility Survcy and Capacity Analysis conducted at Plattsburgh AFB indicates 
there are no opera~ional constrai~it$ associated with Clinton County Airport. This infom~ation 
was certified at t h ~  base and h4AJCOh.I lcvel, in accordance with the ,Air Force Internal 
Control Plan. 

The information from the basc questionnaire was uscd for evaluating airspace/en\~irons 
cncroachn~cnt at Plattsbursh AFB and Griffiss AFB. Both bases are rated GREEN for 
Environs, Criteria II.4.C. 

COMRIENT: SLIDE MV-8.4. Plattsbus;h .4FB "L?lilizing tlic ramp and alcrt arca \vitliou~ 



modification 63 KC-135s coulci be p;trkcd, but 23 \\roi~lJ rcquirc I'ucl rrucks to rcl'uc>l. \\'it11 
niaxinium saturation pilrkinz you c o ~ ~ l d  park 8 1 airc~iiit. but all \\tould rcquirc: either fuclirig 
by truck or to\iling to tlic fucl Iiydr;ints." 

RESPONSE: Tlicsc commcnls arc incorrect. HQ Ah4C pso\lided clarifyins i~iionnation 10 
May 1993: Tlic alert nrca is past of the niain ramp at PlatLsbur.gli arid is fully usable. 
Maximizing tlic usc of thc cxisting 84 opcrational fuel pits, 133 KC-135 cqui\ralcnt aircral'l 
can park on the ramp, of which 55 would bc parkcd on and rcfuclcd by liydrants. 
Maximizing parking with a Laxi-inltaxi-out plan (not optimizing tlic position of aircral't o\lcr 
rcfueling hydrants) 156 KC-135 sized aircraft coi~ld be parkcd, arid 50 of thosc aircraft would 
be positioned over existing hydrants. 

COMMENT: SLIDE MV-10. "Shows that large portion of ramp must be reservcd ior 
taxiway use, not parking." Notc: Rcfcrs to ovcrlicad photo of Plattsbusgh AFB not included 
with package. 

RESPONSE: This statcmcnt is incorrect. The taxiway was not included in computing total 
parking spaces. According to a HQ AMC analysis using AFM 8G-2 criteria, 6 rows of 26 
KC-135-size aircraft (156 total) can be parkcd on the Plattsburgh ramp using a taxi-inltaxi-out 
configuration. By contrast, Griffiss AFB can only accon~modate 63 K.Ci135-size aircraft. 

COR/IMENT: SLIDE hgV-20. Additional Considerations : [G~iffiss AFB] Runway can 
handle all aircraft; Large c ~ u i s e  missile capablc weapons storagc area; Emergency dual- 
runway launch capability; Successfully handle Ft Drum deployments. 

RESPONSE: We concur, tlie Griffiss runnray can handlc all aircraft (including bombers). 
Ho\vever, Plattsburgh operaws KC-135 aircraft and is slated to rcceive KC- I0 and C-141 
aircraft. The Air Force does not plan to assign bombcrs to Plattsburgh AFB. Plattsburgli 
AFB can support KC-135s, KC-10s. and C-141s witliout operalional constraints. IS Lhe Air 
Force requires bombers at Plattsbu!.~h AFB. runway modifications could bc accomplished lo 
m e e t  operational needs  (reinforce thc  first  1.000 i e c t  o f  the runway  a t  both ends) .  T h e  
runway is, therefore, not a discriminating factor. 

COMR4ENT: SLIDE MV-2. Larsc capacity airfield infrastructurc/facilities 

RESPONSE: Plattsburgh AFB is bctter for  nobility operations. Freedom of n~o\rement, 
capability, size, and configuration of the cntirc ramp is supcrior to thc fragmented 
ran~p/parking/fueling facilities at Griffiss AFB. Plattsburgh AFB can handle 156 KC-I35 
equivalent aircraft while Griffiss AFB can only accommodate 65 KC- 135-size aircraft. 
Aircraft can be niorc efficiently rcfueled at Plattsburgli AFB; thc ramp at Plattsbur~h AFR 
will acconimodate bct\ivccn 50 - 55 KC-135 sizc aircraft over cxisting rcfucling hydrants (ten 



111ay rcS~1c1 s i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ; ~ ~ ~ c o ~ ~ s l ~ ~ ~ .  Ciril~l'iss tIl~f3 c ; ~ ~ ~  o~ily ; ~ i ~ i * o ~ i i ~ ~ ~ o d : ~ t c -  30 KC- 1.35 s i x  :I~I.L-I. :I~'~ 011  

fuel hydrants, 01' \vhich 10 aircral'l must bc lowed inlo position (nine ;I~I.cI.;I~'I C;III ~~c l ' i~c l  
si~llullancously). Thcrcl'orc, Platisbur~l1 AFB Ilas ;I clcar arl\l;~nla;c c ;~p;~bi l i~y .  

COMMENT: SLIDE IN-9 Airfield for 10th  Infa~~try (Light) Di\lision Ft Drum 
Dcp1o)lmcnt.s. SLIDE MV-21 Ft D r ~ ~ r n  Dcplopmenls 

RESPONSE: Platlsburgh AFB is the allcrn;~lc Airporl of Embarkation (APOE) l'o~. Ft 
 rum's 10th Infantry (Light) Division. and has proven to bc highly cSfccti\lc ;IS a dcploy~ncnt 
location. For ctamplc, Griffiss AFB could not supporl Dragon Team 1-93, a Patriot Pilgl.im 
joint USAIAFRES En~crgcncy Dcploymcnt Response Excrcisc (EDIIE). as planned. The 
cxcrcisc involved dcploymcnr/rcdcploymcnt of 40 C-5 sorties deploying mcchanizcd and 
hcavy artillcry trackcd vchiclcs bctwccn Ft Drum and Lawson AAF. Ft Bcnning. Georgia. 
Platlsburgh AFB successfully handled thc dcployn~cnt. Should tllc Griffiss AFB runway be 
out of servicc or not available, Plattsburgh AFB can support any dcploynlcnt of Ft Drum 
forces. The convoy time betwccn Plattsburgh AFB and Ft Drun~ (5 - 5.5 hours) is \flithi11 
acceptable parame~ers. 

These slides do not accurately portray Plattsburgh's participation in 
contingencylhumanitarian operations such as Operation RESTORE HOPE where Plattsburgh 
was the central focal point for eastbound air refueling fson~ thc CONUS. HQ 
AMCITACCIDOOTQ has providcd the following nlission inSonnation: 

h4ission Name Plattsburch AFB Griffiss AF13 
Coronets (Fighter Deployments) 29 64 
Plloenix Booms 130 35 
Recon Support 21 9 
Ops Dcployers 29 17 
NEACP Support 5 -- 
CCTS Support 9 

- 
3 

Exercise Support 165 39 
Restore Hope 107 6 5 

COhlIhlIENT: SLIDES h/rV-3 KC- 135 Capaci~y; h4V-9 Emcrscncy Parking Plans 

RESPONSE: Thc Griffiss AFB Emergency parkins pl;ln (326 KC-135 equivalent aircral't) 
presented on Slide h4V-9 is overstated and appears to be total concrctc available divided by 
the number of square yards needed to park a KC-135-size aircraft. Using the samc 
methodology, Plattsburgh AFB can pal-k 470 KC- 135-sizc aircraft. 
The assumptions used for this analysis arc: 

- park on aprons. ramp, alcrt areas, including hangar- spaces: 
- pa\renlent docs not have to be reconstructed; 
- dri\rc-on/dri\fc-off c:q-~ability NOT required (toiving aircraft is pcrniitted) 



- \\pingtip-to-\\*instip clc;~~.a~icc = 25 1'1 

- taxi-by clcar;~~lcc 
-- slo\sf spccd arcas - 30 f t  
-- high spccd arcas - 50 St 

- no parking on ACTIVE taxi\v;~ys or hanimcrhcads. Parking pcrmirtcd on inacli\rc 
tasiivays. 

COMMENT: SLIDE MV-8 The Rcsl o f  ~ h c  Story: Numbcr of AircraS~ That Can Be 
~in~ultaneously Rcfucled 

RESPONSE: Tlic slide is \vrong. Plattsburgll AFB can rcfucl tcn aircraft si~i~ultancously 
. . whilc Griffiss AFB can only rcfucl ninc aircraft aL lhc samc Lime. PlaLtsburgh.AFB's fucl 

systcn~ allows the use of niultiple pumps providing a 600 gpnl rated capacity for cach of tlic 
10 outlets. Griffiss AFB's syslcm providcs a 600 gpni ratcd capacity for five outlels and 300 
gpni rated capacity for four outlcts. 

COMMENT: SLIDE MV-8 Vol V specified "High-Volume Hydrant Refueling Systems" 

RESPONSE: The slide incorrectly states that Plattsburgh AFB does not have a high-volume 
hydrant refueling system. The BCEG defined the term "high volume hydrant refueling 
system" as the number of aircraft that can be refueled sin~ultaneously, and not fuel pressure of' 
the hydrant system(see previous Slide h4V-S comnlcnts concerning fuel pressure). The 
Defense Fuels Supply Center (DFSC) has assured HQ Ah4C that fuel supply questions are 
manageable and that Plattsburgh will not run out of fuel due to lack of stosasc or shipment 
capability. The DFSC will conduct an c\laluation survcy at Plattsburgh the week of' 17-21 
h4ay. The results will be providcd as soon as available. 



In dcvcloping closurc and rc:~lisnmcnl rcco~nnlcndations. [hc Air f'o~cc 2nd DoD 
conlplicd with the Forcc Structure Plan and tllc cigllt Doll closure crircri:~, as ~.ccluiscd hy 
I'ublic Law 101-510, as anicndcd. Some of' thc proposed nllcrnalivcs iirc inco~isistc~lt will1 
our comparative analysis applying rhc eight DoD criteria and somc ale inconsistent with 
sound opcrational/military considerations. I n  thcsc cases we have n o [  accomplishctl COBRA 
~.uns and \vc urgc the Commission to reconsider. 1-Iowcvcr, should you ticcidc lo  cvalu:~tc 
sucli candidatcs anyway, wc will nccd sonic morc timc to accomplish thc spccil'ic COBRA 
runs. In  thc mcantituc, you could usc the previously providcd lcvcl playing field COBRA run 
for thc appropriate costs and savings for cacll scenario. Thc actual costs and savings would 
depcnd on the spccifics of a proposcd action. 

. . COMMENT: (A) Griffiss AFB rcmains opcn Lo host the Northcast .Air Mobility Wing: B- 
52s niove to Minot and Barksdalc AFBs; realign McGuirc AFB; movc active C- 141s to 
Griffiss AFB instead of Plattsburgh as rcconinicndcd by DoD rcport: closc Plattsburgh; 
niove KC-135s to Griffiss AFB; ~iiovc KC-10s fro111 Barksdale AFB lo Griffiss AFL;. 

RESPONSE: The COBRA information for thc scenario described is on the atlaclied 
computer disk, file 2grifhth.cbr. 

COMMENT: (B) McGuire AFB remains open to host the Northcast Air Mobility Wing; 
Griffiss AFB realigns as reconiniended in thc DoD report; close Plattsburgh AFB; niovc 
KC-135s to McGuire AFB; move KC-10s from Barksdale AFB to Plattsburgli. 

RESPONSE: The Air Force is very concerned about the airspace congestion problems that 
could result from the large number of day-lo-day aircraft operations associated with this 
proposal to establish a mobility wing at McGuire AFB. However, Lhc COBRA information 
for McGuire hosting the Northeast Air h4obility \!Tins is on tlie attached computcr disk. I'ile 
2Plattsi.cbr. The Griffiss AFB realisnmcnt COBRA model rccomn~crided i n  tlic DoD rcport 
should be used to dctc~~ii ine thc costs and savin$s associated with that portion of the scenario. 
The total costs and savings are dctel-mincd by addins thc two models' costs and savings. One 
variation in the scenario described is that the KC-10s are taken from Seymour-Joilnson AFR 
vice Barksdale AFB. 

K.I. SAWYER AFB, MI 

K.I. Sawycr was evaluated in the Flying Catesory, Operations Subcategory -- Large 
Aircraft. Each Large Aircraft Installation was evaluated under Criterion I11 (The Ability to 
Acconimodate Continsency, Mobilization.and Futurc Total Forcc Requirements at Both the 
Existing and Potential Rcccivins Location) to dcterminc its ability to handle anotlicr 
mission/aircraft as either a new primary tasking or in addition to existing missions. 



RESPONSE: The proposal ro move B-52s and KC- 135s lo KI Sa\vycbr ~ \ ~ c r l o o k s  rlial I'act 
that thc Air Forcc has cxisri~lg cxccss capacily ro closc I ~ c t w c ~ n  I'our a~ ld  I'i\'c 1:1sgc i~iscr'alt 
bascs. The question thcn bccomcs which hascs sllould bc closcd. Tllc Ail. I'o~.cc is 
attempting to rctain critical base infrastructure and reap ilic mosl I>cncl'il and opcri~~ioni~l  
flexibility from remaining bascs. The Ail Forcc 1nus1 maintain h4inulcman 111 basins 
flexibility due to unccrtainry \ilitli respect 10 START 11. Under tlic START 11 I~.c;~ly, the 
United Statcs and Russia committed to significantly reduce nuclear warheads. M'hilc the 
treaty is a tremendous acliicvcrncnt i n  rcducing nuclear forcc Ic\lcls, its cntry into I'orcc 
rcquircs START I to bc i n  cffect. Undcr the Lisbon Protocol to START 1. Ukrainc. Bclar.~~s. 
and Kazakhstan ~iiust individually acccdc to START I and lo the No~ip~~oliSc~.a~io~i  Treaty as 
non-nuclear slates. Becausc or lhc national decision-making proccsscs ncccssary bcl'orc all 
accede to the rcquircd trcatics. it is possiblc tha t  START I1 will not become binding on the 
US for so111c ti~iie. Thcrcforc i t  is approprialc for the US lo ~ i i o \ ~ c  pill-poscl'ully to implcmcn~ 
thc trcaty, but not for it lo prematurely l'orcclosc militarily cl'li'.cti\~c options in the event llial 
refo~m in the fonncr Soviet Union is scl back. This places a prcmium on maintainins US 
options, within prudent treaty planning, for missile launcll facilities. 'This rcquiscs tlic 
retention of four missile bases, one of which is Minot AFB. It is clcarly morc econon~ical to 
retain an aircrafi/niissile base that must rerilain open for nlissiles than to ~llaintain a bomber- 
only base. Based on the facts that KI Sawyer does not support ballistic nlissilc opcr:~tion and 
that it ranks low under tlie eight DoD criteria, it was rccon~mcnded for closure. This proposal 
is inconsistent with sound military considerations as it isnorcs LIIC ~iiissilc basin: flexibility 
requirements. Furthermore, if we had not decided to retain additional missilc basing 
flexibility, we would have recommended closin: five larsc aircraft bases instead of Tour. As 
indicated earlicr. there is cnough cxccss capacity to closc i'ivc largc a~rcraft bascs. Nouc \c~- .  
only four were selected in order to retain missile basing Ilcsibilit!:. 

CORlhlENT: (D) KI Sa\vycr AFB rcmains opcn: closc Grand Forks AFB: move B-Is lo 
Ellsworth AFB: move KC-135s to KI Saw!.cr AFB: move hlhl 111s to hlalmstrom AFB. 

RESPONSE: Thc proposal to mo \~c  B-52s and KC-135s lo I.;] Sawyer o\rcslooks that I'ac~ - 
that the Air Forcc has existin: excess capacit! to closc b~r \+~ccn  Sour and live large aiscral'l 
bases. The question thcn becomes which bases should be closcd. The Air Forcc must 
maintain Minuteman I11 basing llcsibility duc to unccrtainry with rcspcct to START 11. 
Undcr the START I1 treaty. the Unitcd Sla~cs and Russia colnmitlcd 10 sisnil'icantly ~.cducc 
nuclear urarheads. While thc trcary is a trcmcndous achie\lcmcnt in reducing nuclear I'orce 
levels, its cntry into forcc rcquires START I to be in effect. Under the Lisbon Protocol to 
START I, Ukraine, Bclarus. and Kazakhstan ~iiusl indi\lidually acccdc to START I and to the 
Nonproliferation Treaty as non-nuclcar states. Bccausc o f  the national decision-making 
proccsses necessary bel'orc all acccdc to tlic required trcatics. i t  is possiblc tliat START I1 will 
not become bindins on tflc US lor sonic timc. Thcrcl'o~.c i t  is appropsiarc Sor thc US to 1110vc 



purposcl'ully lo iniplc'nic~~l Ilic Ircal),. I)ul 11o1 l'or i l  to prcV~ii:~r~~rc' l~ I'o1.1~closc~ riiilil;~~.ily 
cl'l.ccti\lc optiot~s in Lllc c \rc~i l  I I I ; I ~  rcl'omi i n  the li)rmc3~. So\:ict Union is sc\ h;rck. ?'llis 
~'cquiscs thc relention 01' I'our niissilc bascs. one ol' u:liicll is Grand Forks AFB. I t  is clc;l~-ly 
morc cconomical to rc[nin an aircraft/~nissilc basc tliat ~ i i t~s t  ~.c~iiain opcn for ~iiissilcs 111;111 1 0  

~iiaintain a bombcr-only basc. Bascd on thc facLs that KI  S:~\vycr docs I I O L  suppor~ hallislic 
illissilc operation and that i t  ranks low trudcr l11c cigllt DoD csitcsi;l, it nlas sccommcndcd 1'0s 
closurc. This proposal is inconsislcnl with sound ~iiiliu~i-y considcr;ttions as i t  i2norc.s the 
missilc basing flexibility rcquirc~ncnls. Furthcrmorc, if wc had no1 dccidcd to rctain 
additional ~iiissilc basing Ilcsibilitp, wc would have 1-ccom~iiciidcd closing five largc ;iirc~.al'i 
bascs instead of four. As indicated cnrlicr, Ll~crc is cnougll ctccss capacity Lo closc l'ivc lascc 
aircsaft bases. HO~YC\~CS,  only 1'011r M~CI-C scIccl~d i n  order 10 rclain mi:;silc basing Ilcsibiliry. 

COMMENT: (E) KI Sawycr AFB rcmains opcn; closc Cannon AFE; movc tllc F-1 1 1s lo 
KI Sawycr AFB. 

RESPONSE: All largc aircraft bascs I-ccomnicndcd for closurc or rcalignmcnt wcrc 
specifically considercd for thcir capability to support all 11iajor Air Force flying niissions to 
include a fightcr mission. Basing F-11 I s  at KI Sawycr does not make operational sensc (and 
consequently did not corllpare favorably against the snlall aircraft bases). Wcather conditions 
are detrimental to year-round fighter operations (many northern tier fighter units deploy south 
to acconiplish training requirements). Thcre are inadequate training oppo1-tunities at KI 
Sawyer (only two air-to-ground ranges within 250Nhq, ncarest electronic coinbat range is at 
h4CAS Cherry Point/854NM7 and only four lour level training routes within 1OONh3); and I'cw 
alternate airfields for fighter aircraft primary altcrnate/di\lcrt airrield is Duluth. h4N/2OONI\4. 
Also, the proposed closure of Cannon AFB is inconsistent with the results of our cornp:irati\lc 
analysis of small aircraft bascs applying the eight DoD criteria. Cannon AFB did not rank 
lo\v enoush in this process to beconie a closure candidate. 

COhIIhIENT: (F) KI Sa\vycr AFB remains opcn; closc Scy~nous-Johnson: move F- I SEs 
and KC-10s to KI Sa\irycr AFB. 

RESPONSE: All lasgc aircraft bascs rccommcndcd lor closure or r e a l ~ ~ n m e n l  wcre 
specilically considered for tlleir capability lo supporl all m;lior Air Forcc flying n~issions to 
include a fighter mission. KI Sa\is\rcr AFB did not compare favorably azainst the small 
aircraft bases. It docs not make operational sensc to base thcsc forccs at KI Sawyer: 
F-ISEs -- Weather conditions arc detrimental to year-round fishter operations (many northern 
tier fishter units deploy south to accomplish training rcquircments). There arc inadequate 
training opportunities at KI Sawyer (only two air-to-ground ranges within 250Nh4, nearest 
clcctronic combat ranzc is at h3CAS C11cri-y PoinV853Nh4. and only four low l e \ ~ l  training 
routes within lOONh4); and few al~crnatc airfields for fighter aiscraft primary alternate/di\lert 
airfield is Duluth. I\?N/2OONh4. 
KC-10s -- Basins KC-10s at KI Sa\vyer doesn't makc operational sense cithcr. The current 
secul-ity cnvironmc~lt rcquircs thc limited numbcs ol' KC- 10s wc havc to bc slationcd near thc 



COh,Ih'l ENT: (GI KI S:r\i1ycr AFB ~ C I I ~ ~ I ~ I ~ S  OPCII; CIOSC C ; I I I I IOI~ AFI3 anti Scy ~ l ~ o i ~ r - J o l l ~ ~ s o n  
AFns; movc F- l 1 Is. F- 15Es and KC- 10s to KI  S ; I \ \~~L . I '  AFB. 

RESPONSE: This slatcnicnt goes to rl~c vcsy lici~rl o f  l11c I)asc c1osu1.c and ~.calignmcn[ 
process. As forcc structure dsaurs do\vn, basing ~ ~ I ' ~ ; I S ~ S L I C I L I ~ C  I I I L I S ~  l)e  educed acco~.di~igIy. 
That simple Sac1 alonc mcans wc arc fo~.cccj lo close Air Force insr;~ll;~lions ~ v l ~ i c h ,  
unfortunately, arc no longcr r.ccluircd. 7'hc Ail. Force rccomnicndcd ~.cc.luctions in otccss bascs 
consistent with Llic DoD's planricd i'orcc reduclions. 

This 11lovc \slould in cfl'cct cstablisll a compositc wing at KI  Sil~i~ycr. AS Pi1l.L of the 
rliqjor restructuring of thc Ail. Force LO mccl Llic demands ol' liic posl Chid War  security 
cnvironlnent, threc new composirc wings ar-e heins formed in thc CONUS (Moody AFB. 
Georgia, Popc AFB, North Casolin:l. and h4ounrain I-Iornc AFBl Idaho). Thcsc localions and 
associated forcc S I ~ L I C ~ U S C  were C ~ ~ O S C I ~  LO take full ;~dvanlagc oi' ihe uniclirc training 
opportunities ar each location. I t  makes operational scnsc to organizc and equip these bascs 
in  this way. 

Although the BCEG did not consider locating a con~posite wing with F-11 I S ,  F-15Es. 
and KC-10s at KI Sawycr, this does not make operational sense. Weather conditions are 
detrimental lo year-round fighter operations (many northern tier fighter units deploy south to 
accomplish training requirements). There are inadequate training opportunities at KI Sawyer 
(only two air-to-pound ranges within 250NMI nearest electronic combat range is at hlICAS 
Cherry Point/854Nhl, and only four lo\\! level tl-aining routes within 1OONhl): and few 
alternate airfields for iightcr aircrat't primary altcrnate/divert airfield is Duluth. h'lN/2(.)0NM. 

Basing KC-10s aL KI Sa\x,ycr d o c s n ' ~  make opcr-ational sense ci~her.  Basins KC-] 0 s  at 
KI Sawyer doesn't makc opcra~iunal scnsc citlicr. Thc cursen1 sccusity cnvironmcnt ~.cquircs 
thc limited number of KC-10s wc ha\lc to be stationed near lhil asscLs lhcjl must no\v 
primarily suppofl -- i i~h tc r s  and airliftcrs. 

Also, thc proposcd closusc of Cannon AFB and S ~ ~ ~ O L I I . - J O ~ ~ I I S ( . ) I I  AFB is inconsislcnl 
\sfith thc results of our cornpara~i\le analysis of small aircraft bliscs applying the ei, ( ~ h t  DoD 
criteria. Weithcr Cannon AFB nor Sc!lmour-Johnson AFB sankcd low cnou;h in this PI-ocess 
lo become closure candidates. 
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The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
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Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 

COMMISSIONERS: 
C A R  CETrR 0. BOWUAN. USN 
O M R L Y  6. BYRON 
REBECCA Q. COX 
GCN H. T. JOMNION. LJSAC I R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. YCPnCRSON. JR. 
RODERT 0. STUART. JR. 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

After reviewing the Air Force's detailed analysis and in 
answering questions from the community, the Commission has the 
following questions for the Air Force: 

(1) Does the Air Force plan to replicate the Advanced 
Cruise Missile facilities currently at K.I. Sawyer? If 
so, where does it plan to construct these facilities? 
Were these costs considered when closing K.I. Sawyer 
AFB? If these costs are in the COBRA, could you please 
identify where? If these costs are not in the COBRA, 
could you provide what these costs are? 

(2) In a previous request, we asked the Air Force to 
comment on the future of the Rome Laboratory. If the 
Air Force plans to keep the Rome Laboratory open, what 
plans does the Air Force have for the military 
population assigned to the Rome Laboratory? What are 
the estimated costs for this? 

(3) What is the status of the Air Force study on the future 
of the Northeast Air Defense Sector ( N E A D S ) ?  Has the 
Air Force made a final determination on what to do with 
the NEADS? 

(4) How many sorties per month are flown from Griffiss AFB 
in the support of operations at Fort Drum? How many 
sorties does the Air Force estimate it will fly using 
the runway at Griffiss AFB if the Griffiss AFB 
realignment is approved? Could you please break these 
numbers out between support for the Rome Laboratory and 
support for Fort Drum. 



(5) What is the JP-4 storage capability on Griffiss AFB? 

We ask that all the information requested by this letter be 
provided to us no later than May 14, 1993. Thank you very much 
for all your support. 

Sin erely, 

Q u R w  
ha rman V 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 25 MAY 1993 

S AFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 >a,, -a.,d -.,-- :%f8r b 23'& ~ a a f  

Arlington, Virginia 22209 1yrk~. ~ s ~ c ; : P ~ Q ~ Z ~ ~  

Dear Chairman Courter 

This letter responds to your May 6, 1993 request for additional information on Griffiss 
AFB, NY. 

QUESTION 1: Does the Air Force plan to replicate the Advanced Cruise Missile facilities 
currently at K.I. Sawyer? If so, where does it plan to construct these facilities? Were these 
costs considered when closing K.I. Sawyer AFB? If these costs are in the COBRA, could 
you please identify where? If these costs are not in the COBRA, could you provide what 
these costs are? 

ANSWER: The Air Force will modify the facilities at Barksdale AFB, LA, to accept 
Advance Cruise Missiles as a result of the Carswell AFB, TX, closure. These costs were not 
considered and were not included in COBRA. These costs are $0.9M. 

QUESTION 2: In a previous request, we asked the Air Force to comment on the future of 
the Rome Laboratory. If the Air Force plans to keep the Rome Laboratory open, what plans 
does the Air Force have for the military population assigned to the Rome Laboratory? What 
are the estimated costs for this? 

ANSWER: The Air Force plans to convert the military population assigned to Rome 
Laboratory to civilian positions. The military positions will be reduced during the course of 
drawdown at Griffiss AFB. I assume your reference to estimated costs is the costs to 
establish a stand-alone facility. That cost is estimated to be $1.8M in MILCON to 
reconfigure facilities at Griffiss AFB. Enough BOS positions were left to support Rome Lab 
in the stand-alone configuration. 

I I 



QUESTION 3: What is the status of the Air Force study on the future of the Northeast Air 
Defense Sector (NEADS)? Has the Air Force made a final determination on what to do with 
the NEADS? 

ANSWER: The future of the NEADS is still under study with expected study completion 
during the summer of 1993. If, on the other hand, it does not move it will be converted to 
the Air National Guard as  stated in the Secretary of Defense recommendation. 

QUESTION 4: How many sorties per month are flown from Griffiss AFB in the support of 
operations at Fort Drum? How many sorties does the Air Force estimate it will fly using the 
runway at Griffiss AFB if the Griffiss AFB realignment is approved? Could you please break 
these numbers out between support for the Rome Laboratory and support for Fort Drum. 

ANSWER: In 1991 an average of 13.67 sortieslmonth were flown from Griffiss AFB in 
support of Ft. Drum. The Air Force would support Ft. Drum in the future in the same 
manner it has in the past. There is no requirement for flights into Griffiss in support of 
Rome Lab nor is there an intent to retain the airfield for Rome Lab support. 

NOTE: From the 416th Wing (SAC), Griffiss AFB, NY, 3 1 January 1992 letter, "Manpower 
Evaluation, Airfield Management1 FAC 4710, Support of Army Deployment/Redeployment 
Missions." 

QUESTION 5: What is the JP-4 storage capability on Griffiss AFB? 

ANSWER: 2,97 1,332 gallons 

NOTE: These figures were extracted from the FY 93 Petroleum Storage Facilities Report, 
5 January 1993 and represent total jet fuel tank shell capacity multiplied by a safe fil l  level of 
95 percent. 

Only the information to answer question 2 was used in the Air Force analysis and is 
certified. The other responses are not certified. I hope this information is useful. 

w ~ e ~ u t ~  Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN I R m  
BEVERLY 8. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 

May 6 ,  1993 GEN n. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( ~ m  ARTHUR LEVW. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. SWART. JR 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installation) 
Department of the Air Force 
~ o o m  4 C - 9 4 0 ,  The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Boattight: 

After reviewing the Air Force's detailed analysis and in 
answering questions from the community, the Commission has the 
following questions for the Air Force: 

(1) Does the Air Force plan to replicate the Advanced 
Cruise Missile facilities currently at K.I. Sawyer? If 
so, where does it plan to construct these facilities? 
Were these costs considered when closing K.I. Sawyer 
AFB? If these costs are in the COBRA, could you please 
identify where? If these costs are not in the COBRA, 
could you provide what these costs are? 

(2) In a previous request, we asked the Air Force to 
comment on the future of the Rome Laboratory. If the 
Air Force plans to keep the Rome Laboratory open, what 
plans does the Air Force have for the military 
population assigned to the Rome Laboratory? What are 
the estimated costs for this? 

( 3 )  What is the status of the Air Force study on the future 
of the Northeast Air Defense Sector (NEADS)? Has the 
Air Force made a final determination on what to do with 
the NEADS? 

( 4 )  How many sorties per month are flown from Griffiss AF'B 
in the support of operations at Fort Drum? How many 
sorties does the Air Force estimate it will fly using 
the runway at Griffiss AFB if the Griffiss AFB 
realignment is approved? Could you please break these 
numbers out between support for the Rome Laboratory and 
support for Fort Drum. 



(5) What is the JP-4 storage capability on ~riffiss AFB? 

We ask that all the information requested by this letter be 
provided to us no later than May 14, 1993. Thank you very much 
for all your support. 

Sin erely, 
/$ 

ha rman V 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703-696-0504 JIM COURTER CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS 
CAPT PETER 8 BOWMAN USN IRETI 
BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCA G COX 
GEN H T JOHNSON USAF IRETi 
ARTHUR LEVlTT JR 

April 29, 1993 
HARRYC MCPHERSON.JR 
ROBERT D STUART JR 

Colonel James Casey 
Base Realignment Division Chief (XOOR) 
Room 5D-973, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Colonel Casey: 
/ 

After reviewing the Department of the .Air Force base 
questionnaires at length, we have discovered some questions that 
were left unanswered. It is our desire to have all applicable 
questionnaire information available for use in our analysis. To 
this end, we would like your office to supply us with answers for 
the following questions: 

Base Question # 

MacDill AFB III.l.H.1 

Altus AFB 1.2.C.I.a 

Dobbins AFB I.2.H.2 

We would also like to know the number of ATC delays per month 
for the following installations: Malmstrom AFB, Kirtland AFB, 
McConnell AFB, Patrick AFB and Nellis AFB. 

Additionally, the Hickam AFB questionnaire states that air 
refueling is easily conducted in existing warning areas, along FAA 
airway routes and in open over-water airspace. Which refueling and 
FAA airway routes are used and what is their distance from Hickam? 

Your response to the Commission by May 14, 1993 is necessary 
for use during our deliberations on the options list which is 
scheduled to be completed on May 22, 1993. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation and assistance. 

FRAN M IS A. CIRILLO, JR. 
Air Force Team ~eader 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

Mr. Francis A. Cirillo 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo, 

The following information was taken from the base questionnaires and is provided to 
answer the questions in your letter of April 29, 1993. Reference number 930430-3. 

Base - Question # Question/Answer 
MacDill AFB 111.1 .H. 1 What is the maximum usable aircraft parking area? 

None. (Note: Airfield considered closed by the 1991 
Base Closure Commission.) 
/ 

(i! v c,JLr 
Altus AFB I.2.C. 1 .a Time and distance to primary alternate airfield. wJff yT p- 

Tinker AFB, 110 NM, 16 minutes 

Average distance to closest three airfields. 65 NM 

Identify airfields used to answer question. Tinker 
AFB, OK (primary); Sheppard AFB, TX and 
Clinton-Sherman, OK (alternates) 

~ , , , v ~ ~ ~ o b b i n s  AF? I.2.H.2 d i s t a n c e  to bombing range? Nearest possible range is 

(-eve C, 
Townsend Range, 180 NM. Not sure if Townsend is 

~ w ~ o ~ ~ ~  .T, l-4 a 1 )  compatible with long range bombers. 
r z n c t ~  2 

The following are the responses in base questionnaires (Question 1.2.B) concerning 
ATC delays: 

Base - ATC Delavs per Month 
hlalmstrom AFB There have been no reported ATC delays. 

Kirtland AFB Delays insignificant. Rationale: Kirtland AFB is a shared use 
(civilian/commercial and military airport), Albuquerque International 
Airport operated by the City of Albuquerque and the military uses 
runways and helipads as a tenant. The military operation is given every 
benefit possible and has an extremely good relationship with the city. 
Civilian/commercial traffic generally receives priority due to runway 
layout (intersecting, non-parallel) rind specified slot-time arrivals and 



departures. Delays occur occasionally and have ;i negligible impact. 

McConnell AFB No. (None.) 

Patrick AFB Patrick AFB flying activities do not experience ATC delays. 

Nellis AFB Nellis AFB experiences ATC delays. ATC delays are experienced an 
average of five times per month, with an average duration of five 
minutes on aircraft entering Las Vegas Approach Control Airspace, on 
the LEBRRl Runway 21 Departure, due to conflicting traffic within Las 
Vegas Airspace. In addition, delays are incurred an average of 20 times 
per month with an average duration of five minutes with Runway 3 
departures and aircraft landing Runway 21 (i.e., simultaneous opposite 
direction departure procedures and nighdweekend opposite direction 
noise abatement procedures). 

Reference your question in air refueling operations around Hickam AFB: 

When east- and west-bound air refueling operations are flown from Hickam, those 
operations are executed on normal Pacific Air Routes. Operations to the west coast do not 
require establishing an Altitude Reservation (ALTRV). Air refueling operations into Japan 
require an ALTRV. For other destinations (e.g., Guam), air refueling takes place in open 
airspace. In any case, refueling does not commence until approximately one hour's flight 
time away from Hickam AFB (approximately 200-300 miles). This information was obtained 
from Capt Poti, HQ PACAF, 6 May 93. 

I hope this information is useful. 

S R. CASEY, @1, USAF 
Base Realignment Division 

Directorate of Operations 
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(Installation) 
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Washington D.C. 20301 
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Dear Mr. Boatright: 

In reviewing the Air Force's detailed analysis of the large 
aircraft, it appears that the cost to close Fairchild AFB included 
the cost to move the B-52 portion of the Combat Crew Training (CCT) 
to Barksdale AFB and the KC-135 portion to Altus AFB. Considering 
the DoD recommendation that the CCT mission go directly from Castle 
AFB to Barksdale and Altus AFBs respectively, there is, a 
possibility that Fairchild AFB may never receive this mission. The 
Commission requests the following COBRA information applicable to 
the following scenarios: 

A) Griffiss AE'B remains open as a bomber base; close 
Fairchild AFB; move KC-135s to Altus AFB (calculate as if 
the KC-135 CCTS move from Castle AFB to Altus AFB is 
approved); move KC-135s (ANG) to Spokane International 
Airport; move B-52s to Minot AFB and Barksdale AFB 
(calculate as if the 8-52 CCTS move to Barksdale from 
Castle AFB is approved); move Survival School to the Air 
Force Academy. 

(B) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Fairchild AFB; move 
KC-135s to Altus AFB (calculate as if the KC-135 CCTS 
move from Castle AFB to Altus AFB is approved); move KC- 
135s (ANG) to Spokane International Airport; move B-52s 
to K.I. Sawyer AFB (calculate as if the B-52 CCTS move to 
Barksdale from Castle AFB is approved); move Survival 
School to the Air Force Academy. 

We appreciate your response of May 3rd explaining your process 
for determining excess small and large aircraft installations. To 
enable us to continue our independent analysis, please provide 
specifics of how many aircraft can be assigned to a typical large 
and small aircraft base. Additionally, the Commission requests 



information regarding any Air Force requirements with Air Force 
ability to re-base aircraft from overseas units in the United 
States. We ask that all of the information requested in this 
letter be provided to the Commission no later than May 18, 1993. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

. IM/ COURTER 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

SAFFVI 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Couner 

20 MAY 1993 

Piease rafer to this number 
when reqw1&&3bS2= 

This responds to your letters of April 30 and May 6 ,  1993, concerning Griffiss Air 
Force Base (AFB), New York and KI Sawyer AFB, Michigan. 

The B-52 Combat Crew Triining Squadron (CCTS) was part of the level playing field 
COBRA model developed for the initial phase of the base closure process and was moved 
with the bomber force structure to a "midwestern/northern base." Later in the process the 
Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) recommended re-directing the CCTS from Fairchild 
AFB to Barksdale AFB. 

In developing closure and realignment recommendations, the Air Force and DoD 
complied with the Force Structure Plan and the eight DoD closure criteria, as required by 
Public Law 101-510, as amended. Based on comparative analysis applying the eight DoD 
criteria, each large aircraft base was placed in one of three groups from best to worst for the 
bomber mission. Fairchild AFB was placed i n  Group 2 (middle), while Griffiss and KI 
Sawyer AFBs were placed in Group 3 (worst). Closure and realignment candidates were 
selected from Group 3 bases. The Air Force did not analyze or recommend the closure of 
Fairchild AFB as closure would not, in  our view, be consistent with the DoD criteria. While 
we acknowledge the Commission is authorized to make changes, we would be troubled if the 
Commission's process for selecting alternate closure/realignment candidates were to deviate 
from the systematic application of the force structure plan and all eight DoD criteria. We 
urge the Commission to reconsider the selection of 'Fairchild AFB as a potential candidate for 
closure. However, should you decide to evaluate Fairchild, we will need some more time to 
accomplish the specific COBRA runs. In the meantime, you could use the previously 
provided level playing field COBRA run for the appropriate costs and savings of each 
scenario. The actual costs and savings would depend on the specifics of a proposed action. 

As to how we determined excess capacity, the Air Force conducted a capacity analysis 
of 106 Air Force bases by examining information gathered from base questionnaires and other 
sources. Of those installations, 48 were visited by site survey teams to verify excess capacity 



identified. The survey teams consisted of Air Staff and MAJCOM representatives tasked to 
examine all aspects of the base's operational, physical, and environmental capability to accept 
additional force structure/missions. Critical items include availabiiity of airspace, access to 
training ranges, support and maintenance facilities, available parking mmp, length/width of 
mnway(s), and capability of existing base facilities to support additional aircraft and 
personnel. The findings were certified by the base, MAJCOM, and Air Staff. These findings 
were then compared with known force structure reductions since the 1991 Commission 
process. This analysis identified excess capacity as follows: one small aircraft base, four-five 
large aircraft bases, and 8.7 million Direct Product Actual Hours. Attached is a summary of 
Air Force excess capacity by base category identified by survey teams (Atch 1). Specifics for 

- each base were provided to your staff in mid-March and have not changed. 

The Air Force does not have a "typical" large or small aircraft base. The bases vary 
in size (ramp/infrastructure), thus affecting the number of aircraft at each location. The Air 
Force Magazine, May 1993, contains information regarding typical squadron sizes of all types 
of aircraft (Atch 2). If one were to assume a small aircraft (fighter) base held three 
squadrons, then the number of aircraft assigned would be between 54 and 72. If a large 
aircraft (bomber, tanker, airlifter) base held two squadrons, then the number of aircraft 
assigned could range from 16 to 38. A "typical" base would be difficult to define under these 
circumstances. Therefore no specific number of aircraft can or should be applied to a 
"typical" base. 

Given the changing world environment, the Air Force leadership feels it is prudent to 
maintain the capability to relocate some overseas forces to CONUS locations. This 
consideration was taken into account when we chose not to use all the "robusting" capability 
identified at some bases. 

I hope this information is helpful. 

J MES F. BOATRIGHT &- 
i / b e p u t y  Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 

2 Atchs 
I .  Air Force Capacity Summary 
2. Air Force Magazine Extract 



0 0 0  0 0  - 0 0 0 0  0 0 0  oor 



1 Aircraft Type Number 

)I 

A-1OA ...................................... 18 

. B-1B ................ 11 12 . 16. or 17 
6-52 .......... 10. 12-14. 16. or 19 

C-5  .................................... 1 1-1 8 
C-9A .................................... 3-1 1 

. . C-130 ......... 8 10 13 . 14. or 16 

AC- 130 ...................................... 9 

EC-130H ................................... 5 
. HC-13OP ................... 5 6 . or 10 

MC-130 ............................. 4 or 6 

MH-53J ...................... 4 . 5. or 15 

MH-6OG .................................... 9 

KC-1OA ........................... 9 or 10 
C-135 ................................ 11-19 

C-141B ............................. 12-17 
E-3 ..................................... 4 or 9 

F-4 ........................................... 18 

F-4G ........................................ 18 

RF-4 ........................................ 18 

F-15 ............................... 18 or 24 
F- 1 5E ............................ 18 or 24 

F-16 ............................... 18 or 24 
F-l 11 ............................ 18 or 24 

EF-1 11A ................................ 24 
F-1 17A .................................... 18 

" 

Aircraft per Active-Duty 
USAF Squadron 

For some types ot aircraft . squadrons vary 
in stze as shown here HC.l30s . W C . 1 3 0 ~  . 
7.39s. and 7.38s are counted as Tolat Unit 
Equipment. not by squadrons 

Federal Budget Categories as Percentages of GDP 1 1 

I I 20010b - . . .  Outlays 

Year Outlays Deficlt Entitlements Defense 1 1  

i I 
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. '\ .- * . DEFENSE BASE CLOSLIRE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 .i .< 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURlER CHAIRMAN 

April 27, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20310 

COMMISSIONERS 
CAPT PETER B BOWMAN lJSN ,NET* 
BEVERLYB BYRON 
REBECCA G cox 
GEN H T JOHNSON USAF lHE1 I 
ARTHUR LEVITT JR 
HARRY C MCPHERSON JR 
ROBERT D SrUART JR 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

The Commission would like to forward to you a few requests as 
a result of the investigative and regional hearings which the 
Commission is currently conducting. 

Enclosure 1 is a list of questions on McClellan AFB presented 
to the Commission during the Oakland Regional Hearing on April 26, 
1993. We understand that you may be working with the community on 
responses. If so, please provide a copy of your response. If you 
are not, please provide an assessment. 

Enclosure 2 is a copy of a recent memo from Congressman Fazio 
to Secretary Aspin on depot performance indicators. Please provide 
comments and also explain the Air Force's rationale on selection of 
indicators. We are particularly interested in why some of the 
indicators contained in the base questionnaire were not used in the 
final scoring process (e.g., output per paid man-day, cost of goods 
sold, DMIF Profit/Loss, quality complaints and obligations awarded 
on a competitive basis). 

The Commission also requires a list (with source 
documentation) of unique capabilities/facilities at each air 
logistics center with costing data for both retirement/ 
decommissioning and relocation. Please explain the criteria used 
to categorize such facilities as "unique". For example, depen6ing 
on the source, McClellan may have only three (BCEG minutes) or 
possibly as many as 18 "unique" facilities (as indicated in 
Enciosure 3 which is a list of facilities identified in AFMC 
Technology Repair Center position papers as "DoD National" and "Air 
Force National" resources). For McClellan, please provide for each 
listed item: (1) whether or not "unique,"; (2) whether or not it 
will be replicated; (3) if so, where and at what cost; and, (4) if 
not, why not and disposal cost if appropriate. 



The Commission recently received a provocative response from 
the Air Force Base Disposal Agency to our query for comment 
regarding increased environmental restoration costs as a result of 
the accelerated schedule of the base closure process. The response 
outlines a three-part process which could, if adopted, preclude 
unnecessary cost growth: (1) setting realistic standards based on 
re-use; ( 2 )  innovative approaches to "smartert' cleanups, to include 
interim leases with common sense indemnification actions; and, (3) 
use of new and emerging technologies such as "in situ" vice 
disposal of contaminated soils, with an examination of risks, 
technologies, re-use and budget prior to all actions. With the 
above prologue in mind, request your comments on the recent 
presentations at the Oakland Regional Hearing concerning 
environmental restoration costs at McClellan AFR. Although the 
information was presented by the elected delegation, the same 
statistics were provided to our staff by the base Environmental 
Management Office. The estimated cost for clean-up to be completed 
by the year 2 0 1 0  is $1.6 billion. The presentation stated that due 
to the absence of appropriate technologies and re-use 
considerations, the restoration costs as a result of base closure 
would be between $3-$10 billion. Rationale for such growth could 
be : "off the shelf" vice innovative technologies; increased 
investigatory costs for parcels; clean-up standards, etc. Please 
comment on your analysis of these cost growth estimates and, if 
they are at all accurate, why at least the difference in cost 
should not be considered as a cost to close. 

Your response to the Commission by May 18, 1993 would be 
greatly appreciated. Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

JIM COURTER 

3 Enclosures 
jac: houck 
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CRITERION I - CURRENT AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND THE IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL READINESS 
OF DOD TOTAL FORCE. 

DEPOT OPERATIONS 
CRITICAL SKILLS 

Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 267 (257) - Questionnaire: D1.1.D 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - Equal to or greater than the statistical meall 
YELLOW - Equal to or greater than minus one standard deviation and less than the statistical mean 
RED - Less than a ~ninus one standard deviation 

Issue: McClellan (Yellow) rated below Kelly (Green) for ~rrrntber of CXticcil Skille~i Il'orkers when the data support a higher rating 
for hlcClellan and a lower rating for Kelly. Data were requested in percentages, but Air Force ct~ose to rate based on numbers. No 
numbers were included in the final questionnaire for McClellan, although they were reported on the worksheets provided to AFhlC. Air 
Force may have used wrong numbers from another source. hlcClellan falls in the Green range ( L  hiean) if Newark is included, and Kelly in 
the yellow (> minus 1 standard deviation from mean). If Newark is excluded, h4cClellan and Kelly both Fill in the Yellow range and liill 
falls in the Red range. McClellan has the highest percentage of Critical Skilled Workers of all AF depots. Note too that the data are ske~ved 
by the high number at Robins. 

R;lsed_ o r ~ ~ ! ! n b c _ r  of-Workers {as used bv BCEG) 

Hill 

McClellan 

Robins 

Btrscd - 011 . . - . - Perce~~t - - . . . of Workers -. -- - - - LAs ;~sl;cci for j i j  Q~c~~lg~!~i ; ! j rc l  

I 1% of Critical Skilled  atin in^ l ~ i r  Force 1 

Tinker 

Mean 

Std Deviation 

Yellow Limit  

2 3 . 3 5 1 ~ e 1 1 o w  
.- . 

Yellow 

2 2 . 7 3 1 ~ e l l o w  Green 

Number  o f  
Critical Skilled Workers 

271 2 

3365 

5046 

3994 

3662.00 

899 

2763 

Std Deviation 

Yellow Limit  

Rating 
Calculated 

Red 

Yel low 

Green 

Green I ~ r e e n  I Tinker 

Mean 
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+ 
Air  Force 
Ratin0 

Yel low 

Yel low 

Green 

27 .5  

28.79 

Yellow l ~ r e e n  1 



Percentage of niajor weapon systenis that have a source of repair located with niannge~nent 
Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 267 (258) - Questio1111ai1.e I)I.2.\$'.1 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - Equal to or greater than the 
statistical mean 
YELLOW - Equal to or grealer than 
minus one standard deviation and less 
than the statistical mean 
RED - Less than a minus one standard 
deviation 

Issue: Robins was rated Green for percentage of major systems having 
source of repair located with management when the data support a 
Yellow rating. 
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CURRENT.WORKLOAD1FUTURE WORKLOAD 

Depot Workload Capacity 
Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 267 (2601261) - Questionni~ire 111.2.X.2, Ilt.2.X.8 

Stated Measurement: - GREEN - Equal to or  greater tlian the statistical mean 
YELLOW -Equal to  or greater than minus one standard deviation and less than the statistical rnean 
RED - Less than a minus one standard deviation 

Issue: For current capacity, Hill was rated Green by the Air Force wllerl the data support a Ited rating. For future capacity, I l i l l  \+,as 
rated Yellow by the Air Force when the data support a Red rating 

Current 
% of  

liill Green 

I L I 

Robins 190 l ~ r e e n  l ~ r e e n  
Tinker Green Green 
hlean 89.69 
Std Dev 
Yellow Limit 83.54 
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AF 
Itating 

l'ellow 
Green 
Yellow 
Green 
Green 

Future Years: 
1994 1995 1996 1997 

13 13 13 14 
15.84 15.97 16.65 17.82 
15 15 15 16 
15.35 15.47 16.13 17.26 
15.36 15.93 16.67 17.82 
14.91 15.074 15.49 16.58 15.5135 
1 .11  1.22 1.55 1 .G2 1.37 
13.80 13.85 13.94 14.96 1415 

Calculated 
Average Rating 

13.25 Red 
16.57 Green 
15.25 Yellow 
16.0525 Green 
16.445 Green 



LOST TIME 

Lost Tinie T~icidents per 200K Hours Exposure. 
Air Force Analysis Docurtient, TAB 12, I'age 267 (261) - Questionnaire DI.2.X.7 

Stated hleasurement: GREEN - Equal to or greater than the statistical mean 
YELLOW - Equal to or greater than plus one standard deviation and less than the statistical rnean 
RED - Less than a plus one standard deviation 

Issue: McClellan was rated Red and Kelly rated Yellow when the data support a Green for hlcClellan and a Red for Kelly 

Lost Time Incidents per 200K Hours Exposure. 

1 Calculated AF I 

Robins 0.61 G 0.70 G 0.77 G 0.70 G 1.13 R 0.57 G 0.75 Green Green 
Tinker 0.99 Y 0.77 Y 0.88 Y 0.98 Y 0.94 Y 0.63 G 0.87 Green Green 

hiean 0.82 0.74 0.82 0.93 0.91 0.80 0.88 
Std Dev 0.26 0.03 0.1 8 0.24 0.20 0.22 0.15 
Yellow 1.08 0.77 1.00 1.17 1.11 1.02 1.03 
Limit 
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UTlL RATE 

Utility Rate (Cost per hlBTU). 
Air Force Arlalysis Document, TAB 12, Page 267 (262) - Questionn;iire D11.2.B.3.a 

BASE .- 
Hill 
McClellan 
Kelly 
Robins 

Tinker 

-- - 

Issue: Utility cost should not be based on a per-unit cost (i.e., cost per Million BTUs (M13TU)). Instead the total cost of utilities (e.g.; cost 
per square foot) should be used. Data reported by the centers did not allow for appropriate coniparison. h,lcClellan was rated Red because 

the cost per hfBTU was high ($10.39). However, data were erratically reported 
by other centers, so comparison must have been difficult. Per-unit cost is driven 
inversely by volunle (i.e., higli use = low unit cost and vice versa). When the 
cost per square foot of utilities is computed for h,lcClellan, it  is significantly less 
than Tinker's cost, which was rated Green. Therefore McClellan should be rated 
Green. 

Stated Measurement. GREEN - Equal to or greater than the 
statistical mean 
YELLOW - Equal to or greater than plus one 
standard deviation and less than the statistical 
mean 
RED - Less than a plus one standard 
deviation 

hlcClellan 
Utility Cost 
Square Feet 
Costlsq ft 
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RATING 
GREEN 
RED 
YELLOW 
YELLOW 

GREEN - 

REPORTED 

Elec 
Gas 
Fuel Oil 

FY9 1 
$16,077,980 
12,320,478 
$1.30 

$5.09/MBTU 
$10.39/MBTU 
$7.82/MBTU 
$ .043/KWH 
$2.90/MBTU 
$7.45/MBTU 
S 1.7OISqFt 

FY 92 
$1 5,002,988 
12,3 10,000 
$1.22 



DMlF SALARY 

Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 267 (266) - Questionnaire DI.2.X.10 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - Equal to  or greater than the statistical mean 
YELLOW - Equal to or greater than plus one standard deviation and less than the statistical mean 
RED - Less than a plus one standard deviation 
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$Near  
1 lill $32,359 - 
Kelly $28,609 
hlcclellan $35,786 
Newark $34,415 
Robins $30,910 
Tinker $32,775 
hlean $32,476 
Std Dev $2,538 
lYellow Limit $35,014 

-Issue: Overall average industrial h n d  salary is an inconlplete measure of cost when the type of work 
differs from center to center. Salaries are based on type of work performed as well as locality. hliyration 
of work to areas where the labor rates are lower does not mean progress. h,lcClellan is considered the 
High Techtiology depot within DoD. Tl~is is evidenced by the highest percentage of Critical Skilled 
Workers in AFMC, which naturally drives a slightly higher wage. DMIF salary alone does not account for 
management efficiencies, productivity, technological advancements, training or skill level that all lead to a 
lower total cost per unit produced. 



Productivjty hIeasures (Not included in Air Force Anillysis) 

Issue: hleasures of efficiency were not used to compare centers even though data were included in the questionnaires. Ite~ils not considcrcti - 

include Oliputper Mar~duy and Profit/Loss. These should be used to determine the relative value of an hour at each center 

Output Per Manday (hours) 
BASE High 1991 
hIcClellan 4.21 3.98 
I-lill 3.97 3.77 
Kelly 4.13 3.81 
Tiriker 3.94 3.94 
Robins (not reported) 4.01 

Source: Questiorillaire DI.Z.X.1 

I'rofit/l_oss ($ UUO) 
EASE I-IIGIT FY9 I 

McClellan $29,3 12 $3,878 
1-lill $1 5,93 1 $lO,OO8 
Kelly $41,170 $31,171 
Tinker $39,403 $12,647 
Robins Not Rpt $1,052 

Source: Questionnaire DI.2.S.5 

I I h1cClellan's Ozrtpzrtprr hf~ultlu~r (i.e., the number of hours of 

P R O  F I T I L O  S S  
C U M U L A T I V E  P E R C E N T  O F  R E V E N U E  

M c C I * I l a n  

R o b l n  e 

. " - .. - ,. - -K _. 1 I.? .. ..)- I 
A'". . , 
\ - .. .. . , M,!!.l . . ,../ - - - ' ~ 1 n h . r  

- 

actual production obtained per day per worker) was hishest in 
the con~mand (historic high) and only .03 hours s l ~ o n  of the 
highest in 199 1 .  hlcClellan's profitAoss record is second best 
among the centers as reported in the Questionnaire, both for 
historic high and current year. The goal is to break even. The 
ci~mmi~lative 5 year record demonstrates that hlcClellan has the 
best profit/loss performance in the con~rnand 

Source: GAO/NSIAD-93-146R, Table 111.17. 1991 (Kelly) and 1992(IvIcClclla1i) 
Adjusted for DESERT STORM pass through. 
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Potential For Airspace 
Air Farce Arlalysis Docunient, TAB 12, Page 271 (254) - Question~~;lire I.E.3 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - Airspace available for future expansion; area growth supports advanced basing concept 
YELLOW - Status Quo 
RED - Reductions Possible 

Issue: h,lcClellan wasn't given credit for airspace expansion anti they should have been. The closure of Mather Air Force Base 
opens up a large expanse of potential airspace that could be used by hlcClellan. 'Illere is potential for expansion into the IlUhlhlER 1 ,  2 ,  3 
and 4 airspace currently owned by Mather AFB. There is considerable airspace it1 the area of McClellan that is not owned by that base but 
is available for their use (e.g.,MAXWELL 1-5, and LINDEN). Additionally, blcClellan has easy access to over-water supersonic airspace 
and the Nevada airspace that was apparently not recognized by the Air Force in doing their analysis. McClellan should be rated Green 
instead of Yellow. 
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CRITERIQN ll - AVAILABILITY AND CONDITION OF LAND, FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED AIRSPACE AT BOTH THE 
EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATIONS 

EXISTING LOCAUREGIONAL COMMUNllY ENCROACHMENT 

ACCIDENT Potential Zone (APZ) 

Air Force ~ioalysis  Document, Tab 12, Page 282 - Questionunire I1.6.A 

Stated hleasurement Existing APZ  encroachment^ 

GREEN - OK-base development generally compatible with accident potential zones. 
YELLOW - Off-base development incornpatible in some (limited) areas. 
RED - Off-base development incompatible with accident potential zones. 

Issue: h,lcClellan was rated RED for existing APZ encroachment. This is in error. In tlie questionnaire, hlcClellan stated that APZ 1 at -- 
both ends of the runway and APZ 2 north of the base are in full compliance. 50% of the development \ilithin APZ 2 south of the base are 
incompatible land uses -- this equates to 20% incompatible commercial development, which is limited and should rate a yellow. 
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FUTURE LOCAUREGIONAL COMMUNITY ENCROACHMENT 

ACCIDENT Potential Zone (APZ) 

Air Force Analysis Document, Tab 12, Page 282 - Questionnaire II.7.A 

Stated hieasurement (Future APZ Encroachment): 

GREEN - Future off-base developrnent generally expected to remain compatible with accident potential zones 
YELLOW - Future off-base development may become incompatible in some (limited) areas. 
RED - Future off-base development may become incompatible with accident potential zones. 

Issue: McClellan was rated RED for future APZ encroachnlent . 'This is in error. Note in the table below that only hlcClcllan has 
an approved AICUZ and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) approved and adopted by the local conlmunity. The cornn~unity appro~led 
plans will prevent h tu re  encroachment, which enhances McClellatl's f ~ ~ t u r e  position. h4cClellan should be rated Green. 

SOURCE: Questionnaires I1.6.A and II.6.B 
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Hill 
Kelly 
McClellan 
Robins 

Ti11 ker 

% Iricornpatible 
developnlent in APZ 1 
2.40% 
"In Litigation" 

0% 

10% 

0% 
-- 

2.80% 

Runway 15 

Runway33 

% Inconlpatible 
develop~l~ent in APZ 2 
not stated 

"In Litigation" 

20% (50% of South) 

20% 

0% 

20.75% 

AICUZ 
Accepted? 
No 
"In Litigation" 

Yes 

No 

No 

No-Oklahonla City 



CRITERION Ill - THE ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY, MOBILIZATION, AND FUTURE TOTAL FORCE 
REQUIREMENTS AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATION 

CONTINGENCY AND MOBILIZATION 

C-141 MOG 

C-14 1 h l a x i n ~ u n ~  on Ground (MOG) 
Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 288 - Questionnaire 111.1.1-i 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - 5 or more 
YELLOW - 3 to 4 
RED - <3 

Issue: McClellan was rated Red for C-141 b10G even though the questionnaire states that hlcClellan has the capability to handle 
three, which is the requirement for Yellow. It is also iirlportant to note that h4cClellan is the primary alternate for Travis AFB, \vhich is the 
Defense Department's west coast hub for airlift. 

Page 14  



FUTURE FORCE REQUIREMENTS 

SUPPORT ANOTHER CATEGORY 

FIGHTER 

Fighter hlissiori 
Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 2711287 (2531291) Questior1nai1.e l l I .2 .A 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - Meets most requirements of MACRO Look 
YELLOW - Meets some requirements of MACRO Look 
RED - Meets few requiren~ents of MACRO Look 

Issue: McClellan was rated Yellow in their ability to  support a fighter aircraft when their facilities are specifically designed to -- 
support fighter aircraft. This rating was due to an inability to handle Group 3 fighters on the taxiways. A small, non-critical segment of 
taxiway H has a weight limit. This would riot preclude a fighter unit from being supported at McClellan. There is also the perception that 
hfcC1ellan cannot a d d i s a r m  30mm munitions, that there are no multi-ship takeoffs, no after-burners, and no night operations. The June 
1992 Base Capacity Analysis Survey stated that McClellan had a number of restrictions imposed upon them such as noise contours, 
munitions limitations and encroachment considerations. The restrictions for noise (i.e., no after-burners and night operations) and n~unitions 
handling are self imposed by McClellan AFB and can be changed based on mission requirements. As to encroachment, as previously stated 
h1cClellan is the only AF depot with an approved AICUZ and Comprehesive Land Use Plan (CLUP) Overall, flyers enjoy hlcCIellan and 
would like to see its use expanded. McClellan should be rated Green. 
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CRITERION IV & V - COST AND MANPOWER IMPLlCATlONSlRETURN ON INVESTMENT 

Cost data have not been made available by the Air Force to fully analyze their results. Based on li~nitcd data, the following problerns u i t h  
the COBRA output have been noted: 

1 .  No rationale was provided for the number of military and civilian personnel changes. This includes total positions identified for transf'cr 
to the receiving sites as well as positions eliminated. In the case of Robins AFB, no civilian positions were eliminated. 

2. Costs for moving mission and support equipment to the receiving sites are not documented. This line item consists of one cost input, 
which is not broken down to the number of tons to be moved to each of the receiving sites. There is no audit trail. 

3 .  There is no apparent documentation of what was included in the one-little zitziqlce costs input to the COBRA n~odel This may include 
such things as interim contractor support, but it cannot be determined for sure. 

4. hlilitary construction costs at the receiving sites were summarized in one number for each site, with no docu~nentation included 

5. The COBRA model and the algorithms that it uses have not been validated. 
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CRlTERlDN VI - ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES 

POPULATION 

Air Force Arlalysis Document, TAB 12, Pnge 300 - Not in Question11aii.e 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - Reductions exceed the historic high reductions (1969-1 989) 
YELLOW -Reductions are betwcerl 50% of the historic high seduction and the historic high reduction 
RED - Reductions are less than 50% of the historic high reduction, or negligible 

Issue: No known reductions in Sacramento's past coilld have earned McClellan a Yellow in this category. Aerojet's large draudo\$.n 
precedes the time period used for consideration. The largest Aerojet drawdown since 1969 amounts to 2900 people between 1969 and 
1974. McClellan should be rated Green. 
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- . TRANSPORTATION 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 314 (306) - Questio~~naire VII.I.I3.1 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - Yes, Public Transportation on Base 
RED - No, Public Transportation not on Base 

Issue: McClellan was given a Red rating for Pzrblic Tra~~sportcrtiotl even thoi~gh the questionnaire plainly states that there are t\vo 
bus lines on base, which connect to Sacramento's light rail system. The Sacrn~liento area has an excellent public transportation systerll that 
has been used as a model and showcase system for comniunities interested in establishing or upgrading their own public transportation 
systems. McClellan should be rated Green. 
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- . COMMUTE TIME 

Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 314 (306) - Questionr~aire VII.l.B.4 

Stated h,leasurement: GREEN - 140 minute round trip comriiute 
YELLOW - 41-60 minute round trip comnnute 
RED - > 60 minute round trip commute 

Issue: McClellan was rated Yellow for Contnttrre lime with an average comrnute time of 1 hour. Commute times for h1cClellan 
employees vary considerably. The average was reported as an hour (round trip) to accommodate people that choose to live in oiltlying 
areas. The variety of living conditions and styles in the Sacramento area is tremendous, with some people preferring to live in a 
metropolitan environment, some close to the base for convenience, some in higher-priced suburban areas, and some in the rural and 
moiintain communities within commuting distance. This is a choice ... not a condition mandated by location. Therefore, this criterion does 
not apply as currently rated. 
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COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

SPOUSAL EMPLOYMENT 

Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 314 (312) - Questio11n~i1.e V11.3.A and I3 

Stated hleasurement: GREEN - >75% of spouses [enrolled in the priority placement program] able to find work within 3 
months. 
YELLOW - 50% to '75% 
RED - <50% 

Issue: AlcClellan was given a Red and a Yellow in S'olrsal Et~lploynrolt. The measurement includes only Priority Placement of 
military spouses within the Federal Government. Sample size was 8 out of 3 I .  As the number of Military bases in an area is decreased 
(such as closing Mather AFB and Sacramento Army Depot), the availability of employment for military dependents is reduced. hlcClellan is 
being penalized because the area has already been hard hit by closures. The Sacramento area offers a tremendous number of non-federal 
jobs for military spouses. McClellan should not be rated down for spousal employment. 
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CRITERION VIII: THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL 

SOLIDIHAZARDOUS WASTE 

ASBESTOS 

Air Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 323 (320) - Questionnaire V111.23.A 

Stated Measurement: GREEN - 5 10% of  facilities with asbestos containing ~naterial (AChf) 
\'ELLOW - 10% to 25% facilities will1 ACM; sur-vey incomplete; unable to assess percentages 
RED - >25% facilities containing ACM 

Issue: Hill was rated Yellow for Asbestos when the data indicate a problem in that area. Dnsed on the percent of buildings surveyed 
at I-{ill, greater than 25% of the total contain ACM. Hill should be rated Red. 
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SUMMARY RATINGS WHERE OVERALL SCORES APPEAR SKEWED 

CRITERION Ill - THE ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY, MOBILIZATION, AND FUTURE TOTAL FORCE 
REQUIREMENTS AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATION 

FUTURE FORCE REQUIREMENTS 

SUPPORT ANOTHER CATEGORY 

Air Force Arlalysis Document, TAB 12, Page 291 

Issue: McClellan was rated Yello~v-t- and Kelly 
rated Green- in this sub-criterion when the scores appear 
equal (i.e., 1 Red, 2 Yello\v, 2 Green) 

SUPPORT ANOTHER CATEGORY 
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lIILL 
KELLY 
hlCCLELLAN 
ROBINS 
TINKER 

w 
e ." 
-5 

" 3 
C L L L .  U Q ) O w  

t - 2 a  
G G G Y R  1 1  3 G -  
Y G G Y R  1 2  2 G -  
Y Y G G R  1 2  2 Y +  
G G G G R  1 0  4 G  
G G G Y R  1 1  3 G -  



CRlTERlPN Ill - THE ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY, MOBILIZATION, AND FUTURE TOTAL FORCE 
REQUIREMENTS AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATION 

COMPOSITE 

A i r  Force Analysis Document, TAB 12, Page 292 

Issue: McClellan was rated Yellow+ overall \vllcn their 
scores appear- better than Kelly and I l i l l ,  who each were rated 
Green- 

r l ~ l l , ~  
KELLY 
h l C C L E L W  
ROBINS 
TIXKER 
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CZInr;ljil~g~o~l, ?3C 2173 13-0503 

M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE : ?larch 3, 1393 

TO: ' Les Aspin 

RE: ?;cClellan AFB 

Two additional items that I want to bring to your attention. 

A L C  T O  A L C  C O M P A R I S O N  (Attachment One) 

At my request, the GAO collected data on the work load, 
productivity, quality, capacity and financial indicators of the 
'ive Air Logistics Centers. I wanted this information in order 
to present a qualitative comparison of the five P.LCs. While the 
640 and Air Force state that it is difficult to :make direct -&LC 

8 to ALC comparisons with this data, i believe it 2rovides a good 
indication of the perfol-mznce of each. A brief summary fo?lo~.:s: 

- 
Kork Load: Historically, Sacra3ent~ has had che smallest 
iA:or}:force and smallest i.:orJ:?oad of :ne FLCs. U? to :his year, - :he Air rorce hzs had 2 policy of dovnsizing the .LCs 
proportiozall)7. Thus, the relati~~e sizes of the LlCs have 
rer,aine5 the sane. I: is in~eres~ing co note, however, cnat 
f u t ~ r e  i,:orI:?oad projec:iozs iadicaze Sazranecto can erpecr a 3 1  
pe-cezt reduction i? ;.?::i:load bl; 1997. A11 3;iler %LC5 (e;:cep: 
Karner Robins) ;:ill realize even qre~ter reducti:)ns. 

Percent reduction in iA:ori:load ~hrouqh 1997 
1 )  V:arner 2o5ins --  21% 
2) Sacranento -- - 7 3 
3) Ogden -- 27% 
4) 0;:lanoma Cit17 -- 3 3 %  
5) San .L.ntonio -- 45% 

?roductivit\-: Over :he last several years, Sacranenro has 
consisrently outperformed other HLCs in terms of efficien~)~, c-i: 
cosc and savings. 

Direct Labor Efficiencv 
(Five year averege) 
1) 01:lah07~a Cic;,> 
2 :  . Sacra;;ler,zo 

' i ! S  S i C - i O I J E S V  PR!t;TE3 Oh' PLPEF 2 : ; 3 ;  O F  E L C Y C L E D  $ ! B ~ S S  



3 )  S a x  Antonio 
4 )  K a r n e r  Robizs 
5) Ogden 

Output Per Paid Staff Day 
(Six year average) 
1) Warner Robins 
2) Sacramento 
3) San ~ntonio 
4 )  Oklahoma City 
5) Ogden 

~ e p b t  ~aintenance Savings 
( F Y '  91 and FY 92 total) 
1) Oklahoma City -- S E 3 . 3  million 
2) Ogden -- $46.4 million 
3) Sacramento -- $36.8 million 
4 )  San Antonio -- $25.6 million 
5) Warner Robins -- $14.5 million 

guality: In the rate of customer complaints about quality, 
Sacramento was fifth at . 0 0 0 6 6  complaints per unit produced. 
Yet, as the Sacramento rate indicates, all five .ALCs enjoy 
excellent quality ratings. 

Customer Complaints Ranking 
(Three year average) 
1) San htonio 
2) Ogden 
3 )  Oklzhoxa City 
r )  \$erner Xobins 
5) Sacramento 

Ca~acltv: In square fccceqe of building space, Sacranenro is 
fourzh. In avera2e a2e sf facilities, Sacra~ento is firsc ( i . 2 .  - . - .  
has the nei.:esr racl~it:es). In average aqe of e?uipne~c, 
Szcrzae~to is cie2 for f o c - ~ h .  .Land, l n  renlacenez~ cost of 
facili~ics znS equ:pr,enz, Sacraxien-LO is second. 

.-. Combined Re?lacexsnL Ccst of racilities and Eqnipxent 
1) Girlahona City --  $1.456 billion 
2) Sacranento - -  Si.l?GbSillion 
3) Sen Antonio -- $1.105 billion 
4) Karner Robins -- $1.075 billion 
5) Ogder! -- $760 zillicn 

Financial: Sacranento has conslstentlhr been first in Profit/Loss 
nargins and is the only .&LC to nake a ney profit over the lzst 
five yeers. iqhile Sacr~zento has the highest labor rate of :he 
five ALCs, it a l s ~  has ,he 10i.jest indirect coscs (such es 
overhead) as a percentaqe of rota1 costs. The final financial 
indicatar co~,2&res zotal COSTS versus direct prcduct standar3 

$ 
nours produced. Lnde- ~ h l s  indicator, Sacrznento ran>:s third. 



Prof it/ (Lcss) !.:arsln Xank:ing 
(Five ) ,ear  torzil) 
1) Sacramenzo -- $50.2 nillicn 
2) h'arner Robins -- ($24 million) 
3) San Antonio -- ($56.2 million) 
4) Ogden -- ($81.5 million) 
5) Oklahoma City ($94.8 million) 

In selecting bases for closure, the burden of adequacy 01- 
substantiation clearly rests on the shoulders of the Air Force. 
Data must be substantial and adequate to allow findings of fact 
in support base closure recommendations. If the GAO report is 
used as a measure against this burden of proof, then the 
sel'ection of McClellan as one of the closure sights is called 
into question. The Air Force documentation is clearly inadequate 
to meet this burden of proof. The Air Force is playing politics 
with its recommendations. 

C O S T S ,  S A V I N G S  AND PAYBACK O F  A  MCCLELLAN CL0SUR.E ( A t t a c h m e n t  
Two) 

The budgetary pressures on the Defense Department are 
significant over the next five to six years. Therefore, if base 
closures are designed to help the Department meet declining 
defense budgets, then the costs of closure must be minimized, 
savings must be clear, and the payback period must be rapid. 
Even with an accelerated base closinq process, it is well 

< - 
understood that large industrial facilities, like NcClellan, wi 
not provide the savings and payback needed. In fact, closing 
McClellan will likely cosr r,ore over the next five to six years 
than would keeping it cpen. 

To get a handle cn these issues as they relate to McClellan, 
I obtained e co?ll of the ne;! C O 3 X Z .  model used by the Serllices to 
zrunch the nuabers. k?e then idenzifieQ che in2uzs under three 
3ifferent scenarios and rzin t h e  nur,Sers. The results are not . . 
surpr~slng (See ztzachxsnz t.,;oj. 

. . In shcrt, =he z-,zst o p ~ l n l s ~ i c  assu~pticns >.ield a 17-year 
?ayBzc;: pe-icd to close PlcCleli~~. This payback period is f z r  
greater than the 5 LO 10 ).ear s~\~bacl: period thzt i h e  1991 
r. -onnission denanQed in i ~ s  eva?caciors. Ilo-eover, the real world 
assuspzions indicate :hat the casts of closure are prohibitive to 
achieving an). payback. 

N Z E D  F O R  I N T E R S E R V I C I K G  

Vrhen closing industrial facilities, the stakes are high. 
.:.cross each of rhe Services, depots consistently contain the 
nighest level of invesznent in plant and equipment. It does not 
nake sense to rush in and close industrial facilities unzil 
inrerservicing is ;,?orl-:ed oct. The c c s ~ s  are high and pa).beck is 
negligible. 



\<e Sel ie \ .e  chzc ?:zC!ellzn , n 3 ~ ~ l c  d o  w e l l  i n  i n : : e r s e r v i c e  
c o n p e : i t i c n  a n 2  c s z s o l i d a ~ l o x .  I f  Ic d o e s  n o t ,  :hen J < c C l e l l a n  

, s h o u l d  c l o s e  a n d  w e  x i 1 1  n o r  o p p o s e  t h e  c l o s u r e .  



McClellan AFB "DoDtt and "Air Forcett National Resources 
(As extracted from AFMC TRC position papers) 

- DoD -- 
-- 

National Resources 
FPS-117 Phased Array Radar system management/maintenance 
Reverse Engineering/development of electrical equipment 
rewind data. 
Motor Generator Test Facility 
Electronic Wire Manufacture and Repair 
Electrical Accessories Remanufacturing 
Extendable Integrated Support Environment (software 
development) 
Automated Flow Grind 
Thermal Plastic ~nspection Molding Facility 
Qualitative Process Automation 
Microelectronics Facility (designlfabrication of C/E 
parts) 
CREST (nuclear reactor hardening verification) 
Hydraulic/Pneudraulics Repair Facility 
Nuclear Radiation Center (NDI) 
Laser Ultrasonic Inspection System (NDI) 
F-111 Cold-Proof Inspection Facility 

- Air Force National Resources 
-- Ground Communications/Electronics 
-- Advanced Composites 



ocument S eparator 



Deputy Assisunr Secretary 
of the .Air Force (Install~tions) 
1660 Air Corcc Pcr,:zcon 
Washingion, DC 203% 

Honorable Jim Councr 
Chaiimm, Defense Ease Closure and Reaiignment Commission 
1700 Nozh Arloore Suc t t ,  S u i ~ e  1425 
Arlingron, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Couner 

This !e::~r is in respons: to yoi;; hpr;: 27, 1993, Ictic: rcques:ing our responsc lo seven1 
requests you received during the rezional near in~s  involving McClellan Air Force Base (AFB),  
California. 

Ar:achment responds to specifics i n  enclosures one and rwo of your letter. Concerning 
your requtst on unique facil i t i~s:  The tern "unique faciliry" was used by the Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG) to identify fxilities that provide a required capabiliry that can nor be 
met by orhcr means and initial cost to duplicate facility is considered unreasonable bzsed on the 
scope (md life span) of requiremenr. As pzrt of our "level playing field" evaluarion for depots, 
we included ihosc facilities identified in the B:se Questionnaires which were derermined (upon 
initial review) to be unique. Based on results of this evsluarion, the S e c r e r q  of the Aii- Forcp, 
iacnnfitd depot closurc/rezlignmen~ cznaidztes. The BCEG [hen accomplished an indcpth 
znalysis of each facility r cmed  uniquc at czndidare bascs. A;  h4cClrllan AFE,  we act::mincd 
only Oi?: C~ciliry had required c q ~ b i i i v  th.1 could no[ br ob:.ined eis:\vhere or cu~l ic2led 21 

rezsonabie cosr -- thz hyd;aulic i ~ ~ i l i ~ \ ~ .  

- l i cgza in r  3 e n \ r i r o n m ~ n r ~ l  rp,sio;z:ion cos:s ar blcClellm AFS: 1 n:: curcnr  t s t i m ~ ~ c  for 
Defcnsc En\~iror,mcn:~l R~s io :> [ i~n  .Sccoznr (DZXA)  :c\~ironr?,:n:aI r ~ s r o - - ~ .  ,,.;on is S l . 6 3 .  .L.L- - rorcc h:z!ee2! Commznd 2nd rhp, b2sc 2--, cur;cnri\* r-,vie\~.inz rh: ?io;an. Dr2fi rcsul:s 
. ,. 1nclc2!t D ~ : c ~ , L ~ . I  reduciion i n  cos:r L O  Si. is. \i.':: cznno! subs:zr,iizir ihc prcscnr?!ion yo:! 
rtferzzz:? wh:c;rj cs i im~!rs  resrorz:ion cos: io c z  S3 - SlQ2. 

I :hcp:: this inforr;.ziion is ~ s c i u ! .  P l c ~ s e  con:zc! m:: if I c2n provicr 2dc::ionzi 
i n f a ~ , z i a z .  

9 Arc, 



Rcsponscs To Thc 
Sac r~mtn to  Community Analysis 

InduscialTTechnic~l Suppon C3tegor-y 

The Ai i  Forcc ratings were based on the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) and Newark AFB. 
The Ai i  Force included Newxk AFB since i t  is an indusmal facility as are the depot. 
mainrenance functions at the othcr fivc ALCs. The Sacrmcnto  community analysis did not 
includc Newark AFB in their analysis, which rcsultcd i n  the aifferenccs betwetn the Air Forcc 
and Sacramento community ratings. 

Issue: 

Page 2 refers to depot critical skills analysis. Newark AFB wzs not includcd in the Sacramento 
Comrnuniry Analysis. 

The Air Force included Newark AFB since i t  is an indusmal faciliry as are the depot 
naintenznce functions at the other five ALCs. The Air Force asked for actual numbers to assess 
the impact of replacing these critical skills (the more critical skilled employees the harder i r  
would b t  to find these skills at the gaining location). Using percentages will not accurately 
zssess the toral impact of replacing these critical skills, therefore the Air Force used the numbers 
in our mdysis.  It is intcresring to note that whether Newxk AFB w2s ltft in or out, McClellan's 

'1 raring cmaincd yellow. 
3 

Pa:: - 2 rcfers to pcrcen~ssc of mzjor wezpon systems th3: have a source of repzir located u'ith 
~ m 2 g e ; n c n ~ .  Qucstion uL2s raised-ovcr ~ o b i n s ' r a r i n ~  of Green when "the az:a suppon a Yeliow 
;zting." 

- 9  

Ine .ii Foic:: cor.sis:p,ntly zpplied z s;zndxJrd dtvizrion urnen czlcul3rin: rhc numbtrs L - I ~  
. 9 

Q P [ P - , ? - ~  - .... -, Robins to be gzcn .  McCic1l2n1s n r i n g  of -=en rciz?ins unchanged i n  the 
Saci:.:nto Con?mcni:y znzlysis. Ncuv2r:; A% docs no; zanzge  zny wczpons sysrern 2nd 

P2ze 2 :n_Fcrs 10 h e  COS; PC: O U ~ U U I  of invenroq~ concol poinrs (lC3s). Qucstion w;ls rzised t h z t  
conpa?.sons of uni r  costs bcrwecn cenrcrs should be bzsed on zcrual cosr versus gozls. T i e  AF 
comp~7.son is nor 2 rezlisric rntzsure of pp,l'o;rr,mc: cue to aificrcnccs i n  types of irens 

, nznzgcS zt ezcn 1ocz:ion. 
$: 



All cm1:rs hnvc 3 m i x  of higMow rolum: 2nd highhow unit cost itcms. Th: Air Force nting 
was bzscd on thc cost (cost pc: ourput) to thc Air Forcc a[  c x h  of thc ICPs. Thc ICP costs x e  
influcnccd by [he local 2 x 3  wag: suuctur:. F r w x k  A 3  docs nor have an ICP and thcrcfore 
was excluatd. 

Issue: 

Page 5 involvcs current/furure workload cauaciry. The qucstion was raised over accuracy of Hill 
AFB's ratings since th= data suppons a ~ ; d  rating whcn Newark AFB is cxcludcd. 

Responsc: 

The Air Forcc includcd Newark AFB since i t  is an indusmal facility as are the dcpot 
maintenance functions ar the orhcr five ALCs. Including Newark AFB rcsulted in ihc Air Force's 
ranngs for Hill AFB. The Air Force uscd workload hours (versus ptrcen~agcs) to assess thc 
current (FY91) and future (FY9.5) dcpot workload. Using pcrccntages will not accurarcly asscss 
:he total impact of dcpol workload, i h e r e f o ~  [he workload hours were used in our analysis 10 
determine the ratings. Ir is interesting to note that wherher Newark AFB was lcft in or out, 
McClellan's rating rcmained yellow in the Sacramento communiry's analysis. 

Issue: - 
. 

' Page 6 involves lost time incidents per 200K hours exposure. The question raised was ro the 
accuracy of Kelly 2nd McClellan nrings when Newark A D  is excluded. 

The Air Force includcd Newark AFB since i t  is m indusoizi faciliry :s are b e  dcpot 
nlinttnznce funcrions at the other five ALCs. Including Ncwark AFB sesul~cd in h e  Air Fo:cels 
ratings for McClellan and Kclly AFBs. Th: Air Forc: consistently applitd 3 s:an&rd dcvi~rion 
whcn dttcmining the nrings. 

2:: 7 qu:sdons urn) ctiliry cosr is b ~ : d  on a per-uri[ cos: ( i t .  cox1 pzr hliliion E W s  
(Vd7-U)) i n s w d  of csing rh: to;zl cos; of c:iiirics (msr pt: s q u m  f o ~ : ) .  

-. 
i ne cosr hlBTU uf2s used i n  thr Aii Force ei~:iuation. Thr  cost pci- M B r U  reflec~s the cost 
!I: Air F o i ~ t  p-id a srnncard amount of enc:gy. Towi u~ility cost is drprndrnt on chc sizc of 

b ~ :  m d  the [ype work ~cconp1ish:d. Ji'orkload th31 requires hear-zcatmcni furnaces will 
consum- mor: cnrrgy [ n n n  soirw-rc m3inrcc3nc: and thus ufiii have s highrr tor31 cost. Also 
iic sizc of ih: insteiiztion sffccrs rhc iota1 C O S ~  of uiiliti:~. fit b i ~ ~ c r  the in s t~ l~z t ion  [he n O i :  - li;:cly tht ro;l1 utiiitirs cos[ will br highrr. loc  cost ~ r r  MBTU is 3 b e i ~ r x d  indic3ro: to 
:ialuri: brsrs wirh i:sp:ci ro ezcn o i h ~ i .  i i cu .~-k  AFB u12s nor inc!uocd i n  the Sxian- .n io  



. . . . -- n.. r u . ~ i  1 i ; i i L Z Z L  .\:U'LVK AI-5  S:.?Ct I t  I S  I n  : ~ C ~ S D L ]  f::iiitv as 
x c  i?: d t o t  ngn::nmc: func:ions at thc o:h:r fivc ALCs. 

Tssuc: 8 - 
Page 8 raises qucsuons with regxds to D M F  sr iuies  being used as indicalors of n e a s u x s  of  
cost sincc thc r)pc of work diffcn from ccnlcr to ccntcr. Also. DMIF sala-ics do nor account 
for nmagemcnt cfficitncies, producdvity, technologic31 advimccments, traicing or skill Iritcl that 
211 lead to a lower totd cost prr unit productd. Newark AFB was not included in the 
Sacramento Community A~alys is .  

Response: 

The Air Forcc includcd Newark AFB sincc it is an indusmal facility as arc the dcpot 
maintenance functions at the orhcr five ALCs. As the Air Force mting was bas.. ~d on the cost to 
the Air Forcc, thc average DMIF s n l q  is a good measure of the total cost thc Air Force must 
pay for dcpot mainttnanca worl:. The avcragc bluc co l lx  DMIF salary for dcpot maintcnancc 
is influenced by thc local area bluc collar salary smcturc. Different gcographical areas may have 
a highcr~lower bluc collar salary smcrurc'for the same skill-levcl worker. Thus, movcmtnt of 
workload and/or ptrsonnel to a lowcr bluc collar salary structure will reduce manpower costs for 
the same workload. The white collar salary is brsed on the standard government salary srmcture 
which is rhe same at any other depot maintenance iocadon within the Air Forcc. 

Issue: . - 

C Page 9 questions why "Oupur per Manday" was nor used to determine the rcladve value of an 
hour at each ccnter. Also questioned why "RofidLoss" was not considered i n  the evaluation. 

': 
Newzrk AFB w2s not included in the Sacramento Community Analysis. 

Ourput Per Mandzy (OPMD) is influenced by [he cypes of work don= 31 erch ccnter. For 
e x ~ n p l e ,  L i i m e  work has hislorically achicvcd a l ou~ t r  OPMD thzn s o f ~ u u e  OPMD. Tht  
worklod  n i x  is well LS orher fzctors influcncr rhe. OPvLD at the cenrer level. Since many 
frcrors which inflnencc OPMD u c  wo:kioad specific, OPhtD is no1 3 good indicatoi lo cirdu3:t 
ALCs ulirh resprct to e2rh othrr. Sincr h r  n2ny f3ciors which influence Profit end Loss r;e 
outside M C ' s  c o a ~ o l .  Profit 2nd Loss is no: 2 good inaicalor to c \*r I l ;~ le  ALCs ufiih rrsprct 
10 E J : ~  o~hr i .  Fo: E X - n p l r ,  u.hc[n;: t h z  nmour;: of ~ o i k l o a d  piojcctta ociu.Ily ocnc:n[rs lnro 
ueoil: lo b: ~ccon?i!sh:a by t h t  A L C  rficcts I: pro51 oi  loss. S'lcs n1:s s-r Sci a i n  
2d\,2nCt 27G - ..jo~lzd 16' fo: p-si yc-s pro51 or l o s i  The salcs :a:: also incluccs ~ajus:ncn:s  from 
ou~sjbc ht A -  Fo:ce punritu*, sucn zs ~21 : i : l  i i ln~tion ndjustmtnt. Thc fin21 approval of thc 
salts :zrc is ou:side in: ,Air Force. 



8 
Pagc 10. "MrClcllan wrsn't givcn cr,c!it for ai;space expansion m d  they should havc been. 
Thc closur: of  Mzth:: ,433 opcns u ?  a lxgc  expanse of potenrial airspacc [hat could be used 
by hlcClelim. T h c r  is poten:ial for esp~ns ion  into the H U M h E R  1. 3,  3 and 4 ai:spac: 
curcntly owncd by Mather APT.  There is considcrablc airspacc in the m s  of M~Clcllan that 
is not owned by that base but is available for their us: (e.g. MA,XWELL 1-5, and LINDEN). 
~dd i r iond ly ,  McClellm has czsy acccss to over-watc: supersonic airspace m d  thc Nevada 
Grspscc that wzs appxcntly not reco_cnizcd by thc Air Forcc i n  doing thei- analysis. 
McClellan should be rated Green instead of Yellow." 

Thc stared measurement of GREEN was - Airspace available for future expansion; area 
growth supports advanced basing concept. A YELLOW nting equates to, "Status Quo." 
MOAs n e u  McClellan AFB were n t ed  Y'ELLOW i n  Criteria I because the airspacc was 
available, bur the BCEG did nor see futurc expansion. Somc improvements would be 
required to usc the airspacc. Environm~,ntally, these improvemenrs to the location and 
altitude block of the MOAs would be difficult and unlikely. Thc area is environmentally 
sensisve  id encroached by commercial 2nd general aviation USE. The base quesrionnzire 
answered thzt expansion would be difficult (ref. Base Questionnaire 11.4.). Airspace near and 
around McClellan AFB was considered, to include the MAXWELL, H U M E R ,  and LINDEN 
MOAs. Information came from the Base Closure Questionnaire, site surveys, Blue Air, and 
the Master Airspace Plan. 

Issue: 

. 

- 
Page 11.' "McClellan was rzted Yellow for MOA/Ranges when there were four nnges  listed 

oPs were under "Fallon" that are within 150 NM. McClcllan1s questionnaire stated that ran,, 
readily av&.ble. McClellrn should be rated Grcen." 

-> 

The stated measurement of GREEN was - ''Fully adequate MOAhornbing r s g e s  2vailablc". 
A YELLOW irring equates to, "Generally sdcqu:te h.IO~/bombing ranges available, but 
improvemenrs required." Ranges nczr McCIellzn .4Fi3 uvere z r e d  Yellow by the 3CEG - bccz~sc  the C I O S C S :  8\12iI~ble r3n:c uf2s K31.y. In: Fdion nngcs  have good acccss, bur ihe - . -  .Air rorce cznnor ~ S P E C ~  unrcsticrcd 3 c c ~ s s  for .41r r o x c  zcrivirics. Use of the  Fallon ;.,n:cs 
is especrcd ro inc;ezs:, bu; wirh Xavy use having finr prio;iiy. 

- ?2?c - 12. blcC!c.Il~n ut2s rztcd FSD for existin: APZ er,crozchmenr. lnis is in error. I n  [he 
qucsrionnzk, hkclcl lan s i a t ~ d  thzt APZ I at both ends of the mnw3y and APZ I1 nonh of 
:he 02s: .XC i n  f u l l  conpli3nce. 50% of thc dcvclo?;nenr ulirhin APZ I1 south of tht bast xc 
inco;npatiblc lznd uses - -  this eou3res ro 70% incompsrible commcrc i~ l  dt\,elopmenr, which is 
iimitcd m d  should nr: 2 'i'cllo\s~. 



Thc Air Forcc Air Ins:all2tion Coxpatiblc Usc Zonc (AICUZ) proflam for n i l i~ ry  ficlds, as 
dtfincd in Air Forcc Rcgul3tion 19-9 2nd the AICUZ Handbook, is mrtdc up of thrcc 
concurrent xcas  locared off thc end of the runway which indicate probability of s i rcnft  
xciccnts. Thcsc arc2s ( s i ~ i i n g  with thc closcst to thc end of the runway) x c :  tht  C l e x  
Zonc (CZ), which is 3,000 fctt long and 3,000 fcct wide; followcd by Accident Potenrial 
Zone I (APZ I), which is 5,000 fert long 2nd 3,000 fcct wide; followcd by Accidcnt Potential 
Zone II (APZ II), which is 7,000 fcc: long and 3,000 fcct wid=. 

The areas of APZ incomparibility wcrc reported by each Base through thc Base Closure 
Questionnzire, from site surveys, 2nd from AICUZ studies for cach base. Your commcnts . 
agreed with the questionnaire that McClellan AFB, CA has approximately 2070 incompatible 
dtvelopmcnt located in A?Z 11. Also, thcrc ixc over 17 a c z s  in rhc southcrn Clcar Zonc h a t  
have nor been acquired. Compared to orher bases reviewed in the process, McClellan was 
rated RED for present Encroachment and APZ criteria. 

Issue - 
Page 13. "McClellan was rated RED for furure APZ encroachment. This is i n  error. In the 
table bclow that only McClellan has an approved AICUZ and Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) approved and adopted by the local community. The community approved plans will 
prevent fururc encroachmcnr, which enhances McClellan's future position. McClellan should 
b: rattd Green." 

The future dcvelopment for each base wzs determined from sire surveys, Base Closure 
Quesuonnzires prepared by the local base personnel, and Air Forcc .4ICUZ studies for each 

\ b u t .  Future aevelopmcnt was dctcrmined by reviewing local ciry and counry zoning laws, 
rcsmcdons on dcvclopments, conmercirl/residcnti21 g-roulth patterns, and city and counry 
nzster plms for lmd usc. The presence of the CLUP was known IC) rhe ECEG. 
Deveiopmcnr h a t  would nor chzn_r: or improve w2s also considcred, and h4cClellan wzs 
nted FED for future encroachment. 

Pzzc - 1-1. hlcClcl!r?n 1 ~ 2 s  x r c d  RED for C- 14 1 h5OG even rhough t h e  qutsrionnair-, srarcs 
ri;zr hI:Cicl!m hzs :he capabiliry ro hnn5le tnrcc, which is thc r:quir-,mcnr fcr YELLOM'. 

- 
lnc BCEG considcred spacc, lo2d crcws. and suppori equipment to op:;l,rc 2 norm21 wo:king 
MOG m d  I Z O U P _ S I ~ G  th: b ~ s c s  r t ~ o r i  the mosr rcsmctivc facror(s). The McClellan 
ou-srionnLx s:aies "fit C- I ?  1 ;Suirlairnt lvorking MOG is one duiing n o m ~ l  opexiuons. -. 
lncrc x cwo 25K loaocrs and r\i40 .?OK loaders ca?zblc of u~lo3didow~nlo3din rhrce C-141s 
aeirh no othrr u~o;klo:d or on: C- 141 wiih n o m r l  worklozd. 'Thrr: u c  I ?  rcfuelers (3  per C- 
111), ihty czr, iucl i o ~ r  C- I4 I S  w i i h  no o!hcr worklozd or [wo C- 1.1 1 s with nornal 
\b1orlrloza." Ezs:d O R  this iniornarion, [he BCEG ac t tmined  tnt: \corkin: MOG at McClellan 
to be ~ S S  k 2 n  5. 



Pagc 15. hlcCI:llm u z s  n ~ c d  YELLOW in rhcir ~Si l i ty  to suppon n fighrcr mission. This 
rrting should have bc-n highcr bascd on th3r somc of the currtnt rcsmctions a x  impostd by 
the bsse. 

The self imposed rcsmcrions 21 McClcll3n L: bnscd on x3listic limitniions for opcndons 
which xc unlikcly 10 change. Fighler aircrzft will xquire formarion takeoffs, night 
opcradons, afterburner takeoffs, and increzsed locd wffic  pattcms, dl of which would impact 
noise levels in ti: local a i a .  Airspace 3\rdlable for wining is also limited. These itcms . 
plus rhc experience of BCEG members who u c  very familiar with cnvironmentd and airspace 
issues at McClellan resulted in a YELLOW nting. 

Issue: - 
Page 16. No crcdit was given for abiliry to absorb a Space Mission. 

Res~onse:  

The Space Mission was not addressed for any base. 

Page 17, Item 1. No ranonale was provided for the number of m i l i t , q  and civilian personnol 
changes. 

Personnel changes rre contained in COBRA estimsrts which were provided ro the Defensc 
E r s t  Closure and Rcalignmenr Commissisn i n  March 93. Rsrional: for personnel chanqcs 3~ 

acpots (such as hlcClellan) include: pcisonnel umsferred to support depot workload bting 
mnsfziied, tcnent units mnsierred to othei loc3tions au: to the b-s: closing , brsc 
operscing suppori (50s) pcrsonncl o m s f e m d  to sup?on ptrsonnel being reIo::rcd, m d  
manpower positions celctra ( s ~ v c d )  due to c l o s u ~  of a b:sc and consoiidstion of funcdons 
elseurhtre. 

?r;c 17, Ircm 2 "Cosrc fo; moving mission 2nd suzpon couipmcni io the receiving silts x c  
no: dxumcntcd. Tnis l ine  iicrn consisis of  one cost input, which is not broken down foi the 
nunbe: of tons io be moved ;o erch of th: receiiting si:cs. Tneic is no auair c ~ i l . "  

Fles~ozs:: 

-. 
lne ccst of moving ivrs cstima:ed b:sed on 4.570 o!' ;he equipmeni 2nd invcniory value to bc 
moved. plus ~ p ~ i c i i 2 ~ :  cos~s .  This u s s  o t a i ~ c d  from Air Force accounring records. Thc 
4.5% rnovinz cos! facio: is from a 1990 Air Force hl:irricl Com~:nd  (AFMC) cost esrimaie 



lV.  .-.--..A. b G L-p.. A ... b . - - .a ;  :.;;:uc:s ;2~1::17g 22C c.T::ng. z2?.S?CX2:12.7, .:movzl 2nd 
::insnlla~on, ud loss o: b::>klg:. I r  u.25 ~ s s u m c d  :hat 9 0 5  of cquipmcnt would bc moved 
or x?!rc:d m i  10% d:c l2~6 cxccss. Epuipm=nt urhich is nor c o x  ciiccrivc to n o v c  nus t  b: 
rcpcich~scd.  Rc?urch2sc W ~ S  assumcd lo bc 5 5  of thc cquipntnt  rcqcircd a: thc gzining 
insollxions. Tnc A t  For:: did not mcnsurc this cquipm:ni and invcnrory i n  Ions. 

Pape 17, Item 3. "There is no appx-cnt do:umcntntion of what \ifas included in the on:-lime 
uniqu: costs input to the COBRA model. Tnis may include such things as interim conoacror 
suppon, but it cannot be deremined for sure." 

R ~ S D O ~ S C :  The one-rimc uniquc cost car-gory bras used for inrerim production suppon (LPS). 
In  the "level playing field" COBRA compnrison, IPS was cstimaied nr 86 workdays, 2370 of 
one ycar's direct labor hours. 

Issue: - 
Pape 17, Item 4. " M i l i i q  consrrucrion at [he receiving sites were summarized in one number 
for each site, with no documtntarion included." 

Res~onse :  In our "level playing field" comparsions, reconfiguration of existing space was 
the primary cost lisled as consu-uction. Unique assets, such as [he neurron radiogaphy 
facility at McClellan or  C-5 hanner at Kelly accounr for the remaining consuucrion costs. 
Reconfiguration was priced ai f i i~een dollars per square fooi. bzsed on Air Force Marcrial 
Command exp:rience. The amount of space ;o be 'reconfigured was that currently required to 
pcr fom rhe work being ~ a n s i e n e d .  

Issue: - 
Panc - 17. It-m 5 .  'Tnc COBRA model and the elgonrhms r h n l  i l  uses hzve no[ bccn 
validzrzd. 

- 4  

I nt COBX4 m05cI is rnr OSD aiiccied moirl  for 211 bzsc C ~ O S Z ~ C  and ic3liznncnt 
r t c o n ~ r n & d o n s .  .ilthousn CO3R.4 h2s nor rcseiierd ino:pcndrn[ v.lida~ion. tnc 121:sr 
i:c:nrion c o z e c s  shoncomlngs of prcviocs v:;sions ~ v i c u . : d  b y  ihc Gzncx l  Accounrin: 
0f:icz. COBFL'. doors noi :ire 2 ~rccis :  cos: of ciosurc, bur proiuccs rcI31ivc cost estimarcs 
~ l h i c h  d lou ,  rz~king of  n1:ex~;ivzs. i n  tnc Air  Foicc prorcss. 211 r ir  lo_ris[ics ccnfcrs (ALCs) 
u*crt  compzr;d :sing ihc  s:mz cs:im2rin~ -2ctors 2nd rssumprions. 

- 
-'7 OP . -=- I S .  No 1:no~rn reductions i n  S ~ c n m r n [ o ' s  pzsi could h3i.r e m c d  hlcClcllnn a Yellow 
in h: czrcgory. (populztion) Aciojei's ix;r C-ziudoivn prcccaea thc rim: pc iod  used for - c ~ n ~ i d e i l r i o n  1 oc Ixcrsr  Atiojc: t n w a o w n  sincr 1969 3rnoun1s lo 2900 pcoplc belu-cen - 
1969 axd 1974. McCicIlan shculd bc z t c c  Fen. 



Colo: rxlngs r-: bascd on hisio+: high r:d~ctions. which n z n s u x  thc chnng: cach ycm i:om 
tnc avcrzgt  annual changc OK: t h t  ptrjod 1969 to 1989. Populztion loss in thc Rcgion Of 
Influcncc (ROI) of hlcClcll3n (El Dorado, Placc:, Sncr2mcnt0, and Yolo counties) was 
projected at 17,400 wirh rhc closure of rhc bas:. In 1973 the popularion i n  the ROI p e w  by 
j , l O O  pcople resulting in a dcvi2rion from avcrage annual g~oulth of 27,300, whcrc avenge  
annual popu1a:ion g o w t h  over thc pcriod wss 30,300. The projected population reduction 
from c l o s ~ ~ ,  of 17.40f) rcprrscnts 64% of the historic high atviation of 27,200 in 1973, which 
falls i n  the range of the yellow raring criteria. 

We cmnot asccnain the specific impact of evcnts that impact population, employment and 
income. Our data docs not dlow us to n c k  spccific masons for the slowing of population 
gowth  in thc hfcClcllan, or any othcr, ROI. The data base, p a n  of the Economic Impact 
Forecast System, was developed m d  is maintained by the Army Corp of Engineers 
Laboratories, and updared conrinually through an ngrecmcnt with the U.S. Burtau of 
Economic Analysis at the Depanment of Commerce. 

Issue: 

Page 19. McClellan's housing was given a red for affordability. Affordability does not 
impact civilizn population as i t  docs military and should nor be considered.. 

Criteria VII of the Base Closure ~uest ionnairc  measures the ability of both the existine a n d  
potential receivinr communities' inir2srmcture ro suppon forces, missions, and personnel. 

, The affordzbility, availability, and acceptabiliry of housing in the civilian communitv is an 
i exnemcly important community inirasuucture vviable and, therefore, were included in the 

questionnure. Tne fact that most h4cClellan employees are civilians is irrelevant, because [he 
community wzs asscsscci for poteniial to receive additional employees. In addition, the szmc 
s tmduds  2nd criteria must be appiied to 211 Air Force insiall?tions resxdless of base mission 
or d t m o , c ~ h i c  corc.?osirion of employees. 

? z s e  20: h ~ c C 1 e I l ~ n  u .28  _eivcn 2 r-d for public rr~nspon?tion even  r h o u g h  rhe qucsrionn~irc: 
Si21E-S S)*S:PXS do exists. 

kcviocsiy nored oy R e r c s e n ~ ! i v -  Fzzio. A r:vicul of the orisin31 dzta showed 
Rcpxser,:::ive F ~ z i o  u12S COC:::. The r,ting for p2blic ransporr3tion for hlcClell3n should 
D: GFEEE. The :nor cxcurrcd bcc~usc  1hz orizin21 d2:2 scrcd the l i s h t  a i l  s j lsr-n u'2S 1 
1," milts i r o n  the bzsc. Whiic h is  chm_rcc thc n t inz  for public crmsport?rion from RED ro 

, 
I 

GXEEN,  thr 3 C E G  d-~crminec: i i  did no; cn.nz-, rhc overzll raiinz ass.isned for Cri~erion V11. I 

Rep Fazio 2nd the Deicnst Else Closure 2nd Rcalignmtni Comnission have ilre3ay be 
norified of rnis corrccrion 



Psgt  21. 3lcCicl lx  W ~ S  n : t d  Ycllow ior Commutc Tim: wi:h 3vcrag: commute ~ i i n ~  o f  1 
hour. C i s  d n c  is b-scd on pcrional choicc (of p ! x c  to rcsic:). 1h:rcforc this criterion 
should no: cpply. 

R e s ~ o n s r :  Disabgzc. According to " hloney" Magazine, Sep~cmber  1993, commutc time 
to work rm!:s 26ih of all conccms for US ciiizcns wiih rcgaras to community concerns. 
Rrhilc th: st!ection of place of zsidcncc is 3 m3ttir of ~~~~~~~1 choice, the choice is based 
upon a n c ~ b t :  of v ~ i a b l c s  which incluac cost and 3vailabiliry of hocsinp, crimc rai:, 
adequste and affordable meaicnl care, spousal employment oppormnities, education, and 
recreation4 opportunities. 

Issue: 

Page 22. hlcClellan should be have be rated GREEN for aquarium. 

Resoonre: The da:a rcponcd by McClellan Air Forcc Base officials srales the nearest 
aquarium is ihz Sreinhm Aquuium,  which is 100 miles and approximately 2 hour driving 
distance from McClellm Air Force base. hlarine World/Africa was clnssified as 2 Fzmily 
Thcrnt Park by McClellnn ofiicizls. The BCEG assigned a GREEN racing for availability of 
Family Theme Park. 

Issue- - 
Page 23. McClelizn was given a FED and YELLOW for spousai Employment. These ratings 
u e  unfair as employment opponuniries in the area are have bcen reduced by other base 
closures. 

S p o ~ s a l  em,loymcnr opponunip is a key vxiabl t  i n  rhc communities' infr3strucrure to 
suppon personnel and is 2 reflecrion of the 0 i ~ i 3 l l  economic strength of a siven locarion. 
There LT two quesrions repxaing spousal enploymmr; unemploymznr and undcremploymtnt 
cf SDO~SCS.  The &ra w z  obt2in:d from the samc dam bcst a[ 311 Air  Force ins~nl!~rions and 
inclucrd boii on b ~ r  m d  of i  bb-s: cnpioyn-.nr o p p o ~ u n i ~ i : ~ .  

,.. - .  
?2ec - 24. YLU [ i F S ]  uv2s r21cd ?':lloiv fo: hsbesios ivhcn rhc dots inc ic~rc[d]  3 problem in ."?. -. 
1 1 . - L  ~ 2 2 .  z2s:d on !h: pciccnr of bu i ld in~s  su scyca  a[ Kill, ge2 [e r  rhrn 2 5 5  of thc torn1 
con:zin ACh<. Xi11 should DP, z[=cj RED''. 

T i t  in fone t ion  contzintd i n  Quesiionn2i:e VI1!.23.A ue:s suptrstdcd by inform7iion 
o b ; u n d  a c n g  r b l s t  iz!ilarion vis i~.  I ;  iv-s dc1er;nin:d 1h.1 inc rsb:slos suntcy ior Hill 
-4% i i . 2 ~  0-1>-  50% comp!c[r. 6 5 %  of rhose fncilirirs sune!led con~zinrd  :sbtstos. Duc 10 

i h t  inconp1t:t s : r w  of rhc zsbtsios sun8cy 2 i  Iiil! k i 9  in: asbtsios raiing utas lisled ns 
Yellouf. This uf2s i.,?: infon,:ion csed by ihe BCEG i n  their rcviri. process. 



P2g: 1 5 .  1: ~ p ) : ~ s  M c C l c l l ~ ~  ~ 2 s  consistrntiy rxcd downward whcn data did not suppon 
conclcsions. Da:a nppcxs to havc bccn sc1:c::d or ignorcd bascd on thcir impact on 
hlcCle!12n. 

Res~onsp,: 

McClellm was n ted  against the same critefia and subclemcnrs as the other depot bzscs. 

Issue: - 
Page 26. McClellan was n t ed  YELLOW+ and Kelly rated GREEN- in this subcrirefion whcn 
the number of GREENS and YELLOWS appear equal. 

Response: 

This arca consists of five missions: fightc;, bomber, tanker, airlift, and pilot training. Each 
m-mbcr of h e  Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) voted on the overall rating for Suppon 
An0th:i Ca~cgory. Each BCEG mcmbc; used rhcir professional aiscrerion in assigning a 
value to each mission. It should be nored that McClellan is the only base rated YELLOW in 
both fighter and bomber missions. c 
Issue: - 
Page 27. McClellan was rated YELLOW+ overall when their scores zppear better than Kelly 
and Hill, who each were rated GREEN-. 

Res~onse:  This area consists of over 16 subelemcnts. Each member of the Base Closure 
Execudve Group (BCEG) voted on the overall rating. Each BCEG member uscd their 
professional discretion in sssigning a valuc to each mission. I t  should be noted thzr 
McClcllm is the oniy base rared YELLOW i n  capabiliry to suppon both fighter and bombcr 
missions. 

?pet - 2s. Hill 2nd hlcClcl l~n 201 cificrtnt o\*crzIl z d n y s  for Off - E:!sc Housing even thourh 
i 5 : ~  ha? ~ h :  s l rnt  ncnbe i  OF R D s  onc  G?ESSs (aiffcrcni subclcmcnis).  

OfT-b?~c hoosing consisred of ihrer qu:sdons: :Tlorc.biiiry, av~i1:biiiry. and acceptrbiiiry. 
Each n ~ ~ b ~ i  of in: Bzse Closur: Exccurivc Grocp (BCEG) vored on ihc o v e i ~ l l  OK-bas: 
nousing ircng. Erch BCSG mcmbci uscd tncii professional discicrion i n  ~ s i p n i n g  a value LO 
c2ch off-bzse housins vxizblp,. 



. i  , ~ P3gc 29. M~CizIlm's :-ling fo: Off 92sc R:c:tz:ion is ELLOW+.  but has only one 
sub:!:=:nt z t c d  YELLOW, ycr b:ss with on: RED rcccivcd G E E N  rating. 

Resnonse: 

The off-basc recreation raring consists for 14 subclements or  variables.. Each mtmber of 
the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) vortd on the overall off-base recrcsrion r3:ing. 
Each BCEG n c ~ b c r  used theii professional discretion in zssigning 3 value to each off-base 
recreation v3siable. 

Issue: 

Page 30. In tht ovcrall Environmental Impact rating McClellan is given the lowest rating 
(YELLOW-) when McClellan had the highest numbcr of G E E N  submtings, ~ C S S  E L L O W  
subntings than any base except Robins, and less RED than Robins.. 

This area consists of 12 subelements. Each mcmber of the Base Closure Executive Group 
(BCEG) voted on th:: ovcrall Environmental Impact rating. Each BCEG member used their 
professional discretion in assigning a value to each subelement, However, McClellan was 
r h t  only base which rated RED in Air Quality. The Air Force views Air Quality as a 
significant environmenal consideration. 



. . (Issucs k c 3  zccnr  mcno  from Conmssman Fnrio) 

Th: GAO in thcu c p o n  ' ' i ~ f o ~ m ~ r i o n  on Air Fo:c: Dcpor Main[czancc Operations". (GAO 
Code 709005) slated [hat  c~u: ion must bc us:d i n  utilizing pcriom:!ncc indic3rois in f i ve  
carepories --alor%load. productivity, quzlity, cnpacity, and financial-- to comparc Air Logistics 
Ccnrers (ALCs). The Air Forcc Bnse Closurr. Exccurive Group (BCEG) uscd over 160 
subclements to evaluate OSD's eight crircrin. On: of [he b x i c  prcmises uscd i n  the selection 
of the 160 plus subelemcnts ivls to choosr c r i t r i s  utnich icf l~ctcd uc2s v,fi~hin rhc 
ALC's/AGMCts control and :!xi[ could not be c ~ i l y  manipula~cd. Cri[cria which has many 
factors oursidc the ALC's control or are easily manipulated are nor a good indicator ro 
evaluate ALCs with respecr to each other. For example. the following criteria rcfercnced in 
your letter were not used for the following reasons. 

Output Per Manday 

Output Per Manday (OPMD) is influenced by the rypcs of work done a[ each cenrer. For 
example, airframe work has historically achieved a lower OPMD than software OPMD. The 
woikload mix as well as other factors influences the OPMD at the center level. Since many ' 

factors which influcncc OPMD we workload specific. OPMD is not a good indicator ro 
Fvalua~e ALCs with respecr to each other. 

Profit and Loss 

Since the many factors which influence Profit and Loss are ourside the ALC's conuol, Profil 
and LOSS is not a good indicaror to evaluare ALCs wilh respecr to each other. For examplel 

e whether the amount of workload projected actually generates into work to be accomplished by 
the ALC affects the profit or loss. S d e s  rates are s t t  2 yezr in edvance and adjusted for pas[ 
Yeas profit or loss. n e  sales rate also'includes adjusrments from ourside [he Air Forcc 
purview. such as material inflation adjustment. The final approval of t h t  sales rare is ourside 
the Air Force. 

Cost of Goods Sold 

The cost of goods sold is infiuenced by frcrors outside [he 4LCs  conc-01. Cost of g w d s  sold 
is nor a good indicator to evzlupre ALCs u,irh :cspccr to e2:h othcr. For example, the sales 
Cli a d  COsi of goods sold include a~jusim:nis from outsidr ihr Air Force punlirul,  such as 
r a t e r i d  inflzrion acjusment. 
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J J. . . ... .: .' .... DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER CHAIRHAN 

COMMISSIONERS 
CAPT PETER B BOWMAN USN (RETI 
BEVERLY q BYRON 

April 28, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
washington, DC 20310 

REBECCA G COX 
GEN H T JOHNSON USAF IRETI 
ARTHUR LEVITT JR 
HA-vc MCPHERSON JR . . . . . . . . , . 
ROBERT D STUART. JR 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

As you know, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has 
recommended the closure of the Defense Electronics Supply Center 
(DESC) at Gentile Air Force Station, Ohio, and the consolidation of 
that mission to the Defense Construction Supply Center in Columbus, 
Ohio. DLA's recommendation stated that the closure of DESC would 
allow for the complete closure of Gentile AFS and that "it is the 
intent of the Air Force that the only other activity, a Defense 
Switching Network terminal, phase out within the ti-me frame of the 
DESC closure. " 

Our research indicates that a minimum of 20 additional tenants 
are located at Gentile, including 10 Air Force activities. Please 
provide information on: (1) coordination between DLA and the Air 
Force on DESC's recommended closure; (2) Air Force's decision on 
the future status of Gentile if DESC is closed; and, (3) COBRA cost 
estimates. 

Your response to the Commission by May 14, 1993 would be 
greatly appreciated. Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

J I M , I  COURTER 
Cha'i rman 

I / 

f ,' 
''4' 



IFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
Room 4C940, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Couner 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 .- *:sa.? ye* ?i? ?pk ->.c&!. 

,k..,- 

Dear Chairman Courter 

This letter is in response to your April 28, 1993 letter requesting information regarding 
Gentile Air Force Station (AFS), Ohio, specifically: "coordination between DLA and the Air 
Force on DESC's recommended closure; Air Force's decision on the future st.atus of Gentile if 
DESC is closed; and COBRA cost estimates." 

The recommendation to close the Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC) at Gentile 
AFS was coordinated between the Air Force and Defense Logisacs Agency (DLA). DESC is 
the bulk of Gentile AFS's operations. During the coordination process, DLA agrred to relocate 
all other DoD units currently at Gentile AFS, except the AUTODIN Switching Center which 
appears more cost effective to leave (in place) in a stand-alone configuration. 'The Air Force is 
currently exploring options which would phase ou t  the requirement for this function within a few 
years. This AUTODIN Switching Center was incorrectly referred to 3s Defense Switching 
Network in DLA's recommendation. We will dispose of the remainder of Gentile AFS in 
accordance with established propeny disposal procedures. The Air Force did not accomplish 
COBRA estimates for Gentile AFS. 1 understand DLA has already provided your staff with their 
COBRA estimates. 

I hope this information is useful. Please contact me if I can provide additional 
information. 

Sincerely 

JAMES F. BOATRIGHT 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM CWRTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN ( R m  
BEVERLY 8.  BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LMTT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. May 7, 1993 

Mr. James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
for Installations 

Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

p w  r* to thk number 
when r e s p a d a d  

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

As part of our on-going analysis of the DoD recommendations, 
the Commission has been compiling cost analyses for each of the 
redirect installations. Our goal is to find a comprehensive, 
useful format to portray this information. 

Attachment 1 is a copy of a cost breakdown for the 
Rickenbacker redirect that was provided to the Commission by the 
Air Force. This format has been very helpful and as a result we 
would like the Air Force to provide us with a similar breakdown for 
the following redirect recommendations: Mather AFB', 'MacDill AFB, 
Bergstrom AFB and Carswell AFB. We would also welcome any updated 
information on Rickenbacker. 

Attachment 2 is a copy of an operating costs breakdown on 
Rickenbacker that the Air Force has provided to the Commission. 
Again, this information has been very helpful. We request that the 
Air Force provide us with the annual operating costs (bottom line 
only) that would have been saved as a result of the 88/91 action, 
and similarly the annual operating costs that would be borne as a 
result of the 1993 redirect for the installations listed above. 

- 

. -  - -  
- - - -  - -  - -  - -  - - - 

We ask that all the information requested by tliis letter be 
provided to us no later than May 18, 1993. AS always, your 
continued - - cooperation and assistance is appreciated. 

jac: jra 



PI-ovide a copy o f  the  cost  n~~nlysis/opc.ratio~~;ll i111p;tct c?ssessnlent. 

.4 copy of the COBRA sun~n~ary  for the Sprinsfield realignment to Wright-Patterson 
AFB is in the COBRA Binder provided with the Air Force submissions of 15 Much 1'993. 

The BCEG decision on Springfield ANGB was part of the BCEG dclibcrations on the 
redircct of the 1991 Base Closure Commission decision to realign the Rickenbacker XNG and 
AFRES unirs onto Wri~ht-Patterson XFB (UrPXFB). Below is a co:;t comparison of the 
1991 Comnlission action costs on Rickenbacker versus the cost to revise that decision by 
realigning only the AFRES uni t  (907 ARC) onto WPAFB, consolidarin~ the .4NG units (121 
ARW and 160 ARG) into a cantonment on Rickenbacker and reaiigning the 175 FG from 
Springfield ANGB onto WPAFB, in place of the 121 ARW and 160 ARG. 

BRAC 91 
(Verified) 

IVIILCON COSTS 
Relocate 907 ARG to WP.GB 58.2131 
Relocate Rickenbacker AYG u;lits to lVP.YFEI SiS.24M 
Construct .4XG cantonment at Kckenbacker 0.0 
Relocate Spinsfield .kYG to Rickenbacker 0.0 
Avoided at Springfield (FY 91) 0.0 

Totals S26.48h~1 

B W C 9 3  DELTA 
(est.) 

I 

1993 Redirect Recommendation hIILCOX cost estimated savings (S 0.55Mj 

OTHER OXE-TI3E COSTS 
Rickenbacker-.XYG to LVPAFl3 S23.16M 0.0 
For Rickenbacker .A3G cantonment 0.0 S 7.62M 
One-time cost to relocate-970 ARGIO~YP~~FB---~-S~~~;~O_&I -,, S11,8OlM - - - - - 

To relocate Springfield -4NG to WP.4FB 0.0 S 1.70M 
Totals S34.96M S21.12M 

1993 Redirect Recommendation one-time cost savings (S 13.S4>11 
- - 

- Totalzstimated one-time swings _of -1993 Redirect Recommendation - -: - - (S13.39hl) 



How was the $1.1 Million in annual operatins savings determined'? .- 
RESPONSE 

BASE OPERA'I'IONS S'C'PPORT 

ELEMENT 

Crash Rescue 

Lease Building Space 0.0 0.03 

Tower & Navigation Aids 0.0 0.28 

Security Police . 
Base Adminisnation 

Billeting 0.1 0.0 

Comiiunication Sec 

Airport Use .A= oreement 

Common Use Area 

Bio Environmental 

DELTA S-4VISG - $1.134 per Xnnum 





DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 1 4  JUN 'I993 

SAF /MI I 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1660 

The Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr Chairman, 

This letter responds to your letter of May 7, 1993 (930510-2), 
requesting information for the redirects from Mather, MacDill, 
Bergstrom, Carswell AFBs and Rickenbacker AGB. The cost data you 
requested is attached. 

No "Other" costs were included in the COBRA model for the 
redirect of the 940th Air Refueling Group (ARG) from McClellan to 
Beale because the model only calculates these costs for moves in 
excess of 50 miles. The distance from McClellan to Beale is 34 
miles. A site survey indicates that approximately 50 percent of the 
unit's personnel will elect to move if this redirect action is 
approved. 

The Bergstrom figures on the attached sheet represent the total 
cost to beddown the units from Bergstrom. There are no additional 
costs to retain the unit currently at Carswell. However, the overall 
Carswell DoD recommendation would also avoid approximately $17.0 
million in MILCON that was programmed to establish an AFRES 
cantonment area at Carswell as a result of BRAC 91. 

The only other cost associated with the Carswell action is the 
redirect of a portion of the 436 STS from Carswell to Hill AFB. This 
function will be absorbed within an existing organization but 
requires a small construction project to accommodate the additional 
requirements. 

We hope this 

AMES F. BOATR 
the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Atch 
Refined Cost Estimates, Redirects 



REDIRECTS 
SITE 

BASE ITEM COBRA SURVEYED 

MATHER 

940th to MILCON 12.5 4.1 
McClellan OTHER 0.0 6.4 

TOTAL 12.5 10.5 

RICKENBACKER 
MILCON 16.9 14.6 
OTHER 0.0 0.1 
TOTAL 16.9 14.7 

CASTLE 
NOTE 1 MILCON 78.7 73.6 

OTHER 0.0 0.1 
TOTAL 78.7 73.7 

BERGSTROM 
MILCON 5.8 5.9 
OTHER 13.3 13.3 
TOTAL 19.1 19.2 

MACDILL 
NOTES: 2,3 MILCON 25.6 0.0 

OTHER 0.0 0.0 
TOTAL 25.6 0.0 

CARSWELL (436 STS) 
NOTE 4 MILCON 0.0 0.3 

OTHER 0.0 0.0 
TOTAL 0.0 0.3 

NOTES: 
1. COBRA MILCON reflects BRAC 91 programmed costs to relocate 

B-52/KC-135 CCTS to Fairchild AFB 
~ . -  

2. COBRA MILCON reflects BRAC 91 programmed amount to move JCSE to Charleston 
3. Costs to move 482 FW to MacDill are included in Homestead closure costs 
4. Reflects cost to beddown maintenance functions of 436 STS at Hill AFB 





DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  A I R  F O R C E  

1 6 JUH 1993 

AFIXOOR 
1480 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1480 

Frank Cirillo 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (AF Team) 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr Cirillo: 

The additional information you requested on June 15, 1993 concerning Air Force 
redirects is enclosed. Please note that a complete breakout of MILCON and "other" cost for 
the Bergstrom, Castle, Rickenbacker, and Mather/McClellan was provided on June 16th. The 
attached information provides you a verbal picture of each Air Force recommended redirect, 
as you requested. Additionally, I have provided you an updated one page summary of our 
redirects. We had a transcription error on the Rickenbacker summary. 

Hopefully this additional information will meet your needs. 

Sincerely, 

R. CASEY, COI& USAF 
Chairman, Base Closure Working Group 

2 Attachments 
1. Redirect word paper 
2. Redirect summary 



REDIRECTS 

MATHER AFB: 940th Air Refueling Group, directed in BRAC 91 to move from 
Mather AFB to McClellan AFB at a MILCON cost of $33.7 million, will be redirected 
from McClellan AFB to Beale AFB. This redirect provides a more cost and 
operationally effective alternative than the BRAC 91 action. The COBRA estimate for 
this relocation was $12.5 million and included only MILCON. The site survey MILCON 
estimate is $4.1 million while other costs are estimated at $6.4 million. The difference in 
the MILCON estimates is due to an unexpected availability of facilities resulting from 
non-BRAC force structure actions. The difference in the other costs occurred primarily 
because COBRA projected no other costs for this action because the model assumes 
movement costs to be zero for moves of less than 50 miles. The distance from 
McClellan to Beale is approximately 34 miles. However, the site survey determined that 
approximately 50 percent of the unit personnel are likely to move. In addition, the site 
survey also identified requirements for communications, minor operations and 
maintenance projects and training and recruiting expenses that will be incurred to execute 
the move and could not be projected without benefit of site survey. 

RICKENBACKER ANGB: The 121st Air Refueling Wing (ANG) and 160th Air 
Refueling Group (ANG), directed in BRAC 91 to move to Wright-Patterson AFB, will 
remain at Rickenbacker and move into a cantonment area. The COBRA estimate for 
establishing the cantonment area was $15.6 million in MILCON. The site survey 
estimate included $13.6 million in MILCON and $0.2 million for minor operations and 
maintenance items. 

CASTLE AFB: This action changes the BRAC 91 relocation of the B-52 and C-135 
Combat Crew Training Squadrons (CCTS) to Fairchild AFB. The B-52 and KC-135 
CCTS will be separated with the B-52 CCTS relocated to Barksdale AFB and the KC- 
135 CCTS relocated to Altus AFB. The programmed cost for the BRAC 91 action was 
$78.7 million. The original estimate for the proposed redirect was $59.5 million. The 
site survey estimate for MILCON is $73.6 million and includes $15.6 million for 
Barksdale AFB, $32.6 million in MILCON and $25.4 million in Military Family 
Housing (MFH) for Altus AFB. The COBRA model for this action did not include any 
family housing. Other costs, including PCS, packing and transportation, 
communications, etc. were previously programmed by BRAC 91 action and would not 
significantly change by this action. 

BERGSTROM AFB: This recommendation relocates the 924th Fighter Group and 
704th Fighter Squadron from Bergstrom AFB to Carswell. The BRAC 91 estimate for 
establishing the Bergstrom cantonment area was $12.5 million. The COBRA estimate 
for this redirect included $5.8 million in MILCON and $13.3 million in. other costs. The 
site survey estimate includes $5.88 million in MILCON and $13.3 million in other costs, 
the latter being primarily civilian personnel expenses for PCS moves or separations plus 
training and recruiting expenses necessitated by the move. 



MACDILL AFB: This action cancels the BRAC 91 directed relocation of the Joint 
Communications Support Element to Charleston and avoids $25.6 million in 
programmed MILCON. Costs associated with the relocation of the 482nd Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) are incorporated in the Homestead AFB costs. 

CARSWELL AFB: This action redirects maintenance functions formerly included in 
the 436th Strategic Training Squadron (STS) from the BRAC 91 beddown at Dyess AFB 
to Luke AFB and Hill AFB. The original BRAC 9 1 cost for the Dyess beddown was 
$1.8 million. There was no COBRA projection for this redirect. The only cost 
associated with this action is $0.3 million in MILCON at Hill to add to existing facilities 
for the addition of the maintenance training function to an existing organization. 



REDIRECTS 

SITE 
BASE ITEM COBRA SURVEYED 

MATHER 

940th to Beale MILCON 12.5 4.1 
from McClellan OTHER 0.0 6.4 

TOTAL 12.5 10.5 

RICKENBACKER 
MILCON 15.6 13.6 
OTHER 0.0 0.2 
TOTAL 15.6 13.8 

CASTLE 
NOTE 1 MILCON 78.7 73.6 

OTHER 0.0 0.0 
TOTAL 78.7 73.6 

BERGSTROM 
MILCON 5.8 5.9 
OTHER 13.3 13.3 
TOTAL 19.1 19.2 

MACDILL 
NOTES: 2,3 MILCON 25.6 0.0 

OTHER 0.0 0.0 
TOTAL 25.6 0.0 

CARSWELL (436 STS) 
NOTE 4 MILCON 0.0 0.3 

OTHER 0.0 0.0 
TOTAL 0.0 0.3 

NOTES: 
1. COBRA MILCON reflects BRAC 91 programmed costs to relocate 

B-52/KC-135 CCTS to Fairchild AFB 
2. COBRA MILCON reflects BRAC 91 programmed amount to move JCSE to Charleston 
3. Costs to move 482 FW to MacDill are included in Homestead closure costs 
4. Reflects cost to beddown maintenance functions of 436 STS at Hill AFB 



Document Separator- 



May 5, 1993 

Major General John J. Closner 
Chief of Air Force Reserve 
5C916, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1150 

Dear General Closner: 

I am writing to thank you for the hospitality the Commissioners 
and Commission staff were shown on their recent visit to O'Hare Air 
Reserve Station. 

Both Commissioners were quite impressed during their visit 
with all the Air Force Reservists and Air National Guardsmen they 
met during their time on the base. The base did an outstanding job 
hosting the dignitaries, media and Commission personnel. 

Please pass on my thanks to all those who made the visit so 
productive, with special thanks to the host, Colonel. Pete Sullivan. 
The Commissioners and staff greatly appreciated the professional 
work of Lieutenant Colonels Robert Bailey and Larry Gregory, Major 
Gary Strasburg, Clarence Funk and Lila Kucharski in organizing and 
assisting them prior to and during the visit. 

Again, my sincere appreciation and thanks to them all. 

sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 



May 5, 1993 

Lieutenant General John B. Conaway 
Chief - National Guard Bureau 
Room 23-394, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20310-2500 

Dear General Conaway: 

I am writing to thank you for the hospitiality the 
Commissioners and Commission staff were shown on their recent visit 
to Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve Station. 

The  omm missioners were quite impressed during their visit with 
all the Air Force Reservists and Air National Guardsmen they met 
during their time on the base. The base did an outstanding job 
hosting the dignitaries, media and Commission personnel. 

Please pass on my thanks to all those who made the visit so 
productive, with special thanks to Brigadier General Keistler. The 
Commissioners and staff greatly appreciated the professional work 
of Lieutenant Colonels Robert Bailey and Larry Gregory, Major Gary 
Strasburg, Clarence Funk and Lila Kucharski in organizing and 
assisting them prior to and during the visit. 

It always is an extreme pleasure to work with professionals. 
The Air ~ational Guardsmen and civilians at OfHare are some of your 
best. Pass on my sincere appreciation to them all. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0- 

May 5, 1993 

COMMISSION 

JIM COURTU.  CHAIRMAN 

RLELCCA G. COX 
GCN H. T. JOHNION. U U C  t A m  
ARTHUR LNllT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCMLRSON. JR. 
ROaCIIT 0. STUART. aR. 

The Honorable Sherwood Boehlert 21 32:s r&:; jc 'L!S ?LE&~ 

U.S. House of Representatives ?~:ftirz!'s-% 
1127 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-3223 

Dear 

Thank you very mush for the informatiofthat yo{provided in 
your letters of April 26 and 29, 1993. As iscussed on April 13, 
we have requested the Air Force position on their plans for Rome 
Laboratory in a letter dated April 9 to Mr. Boatright. The 
Commission appreciates your additional inputs regarding the Base 
Closure Executive Group minutes and the high volume hydrant 
refueling systems. 

Please be assured that we will continue our independent 
analysis of the issues you have raised. We will forward the Air 
Force response on their plans for Rome Lab upon receipt. I was 
pleased to hear from Mr. Costello of your staff and Colonel Charles 
Fox, USAF, that you will soon receive the cost data you requested. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me if I can be of further 
assistance regarding this or any other matter.  gain, your 
continued input and concern are greatly appreciated. 

JAC: f c 
ECTS #930429-9 
ECTS P930503-23 





.&-- ' -  .,- 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425- - , ' 
/' , ' <  * </"" 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 I' a I -. 
703-696-0504 - 

JIM COURTIER CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER3: 
CAPT P€lTR B. BOWMAN. USN IRLT) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 

May 4, 1993 

REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T JOHNSON. USIF I R m  
ARTI4UR LEVTT. JR. 
HARRY C. LICPWERMN. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of The Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon :A . ,& , : . . .V2, . -. '-, Id \-%.a ... .-I . -, &.. .-C,;r 

Washington D.C. 20301 2 ,- > p  T.: .: :r.~ ; & 3 ~ -  15 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

The attached correspondence from Congressman Jim Saxton 
alleges that there is a shortfall in the fuel capacity at 
Plattsburgh AFB which will adversely impact the Air Force's 
capability to perform its air mobility mission if the proposed 
YcGuire ,4FB realignment is approved by the Commission. We request 
the Air Force review Congressman Saxton's letter and the attached 
documents and respond to the Commission with respect to the fuel 
limitation that DLA believes exists at Plattsburgh. Please provide 
an analysis from the perspective of the new mobility wing concept 
including how the fuel capacity and resupply would - or would not - 
impair the mission. 

Your response to the Commission by May 19, 1993 would be 
greatly appreciated. Thank you in advance for your time and 
cooperation. 

13" && 
,-,31, COURTER 

jac: rad 

Enclosure 



2OINT ECONOMIC COMMI l7EE  

Y r .  Jim Courter 
Chai-man 
Defense 3ase Closure 
& Xealigment Corrunisslon 
1700 N .  Yoore St., SuiEe 1425 
Azlingcon, Virginia 22209 

SELECT COMr*l l7EE ON ACING 
S u . C O u u l r l c s  

*ti\rr* rmo LOMG 
T(.U C M f  

MUUA* srrvlczs 
'AS. ronC[ OM SOCIM 
ScCUmln  4-0 w o u c *  

- 
I kiow that acrl-g the 3efecse 3ase Clcsur? aza 

XealLgrmenc Commisiac' s hearing in Washingion, D. C. , on A p r i l  
19 the issue of lattsbur~n's ability to be refl~eled dcrlns 
the wizter nonchs was discussed. 

- =?!ouch: you m l c h t  5e i n t s r e s c e d  ir, recsii~L.?c Eke Defsrse . . d 

Scqistics A~ency's i3U) aemo reczrc:no Chis issue. -As ycu . . 
- 2 y ~ i t w  cnls next ycc will zct;-= - - - -  - -,, ;LA ~ C ~ I T K ~ ~ I , S  ?lazrs5cr~n - .., . . wrll ?.a~re a 200,300 z s  3CC,21?0 Larrel s?-crc=ai, s t l r l n s  z o ~ z l  
c a T j  - = 2 - - .  da:~  o~ezztizzs, azd z3.a: rrzxe-rzc fke >a52 5y  =2?,Lt= . . 
--,e -- . ----.< 15 2s t h e  J-? ze7.o ssar5s 2 "szcrzlns ;rspcs:t:z~ a: 
3 2 ~ .  " 

-.-.. - - -  - - -  - - --  ..-z p -,--= - - - -  - -  - - - - -, . --.- , - d -  .-- -. -- -=-. s = = ,  xcC.::z? -d--=L..-i -..u- - -: ---- - ----. z - - - - - -  5 . . - .  - - -  . . - . . - -- -- - - -., 5z2z2.e Ctt22l,ltY =: 1- 7.: ---,.- -c --,-- S --- > -S,. LWC "cT,,?s. 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
oifL\fL m u  s u m y  CEhTER 

D ~ R ~ S E  N C L  R H S ; O N - m U n W  

B'J ILDf iG  2- 
M ~ U I R E  &R RFCR WE n n r  JERSEY 



par- 



- Xr<d =e,=es=i'a=a 2 7 x  i e a ~ a  zf d t d L = > ~ i  :,--:id - - -  , - L a p  (1: 
a~ai;&Le > -2r A=-2) LZ/C= GZZ~-- ; - - -~= 3f = e ~  z e e  c2 
2. - a---L.- --a--., L3. 



hiillions of Gallons Issued 





Genevieve  M. S l ~ r z s c : ~ i  
V,ce C>a.r-j: 

J a h n  H. Shaler - -**=": ...? ,; .?,-::? - 

J o h n  J .  B ~ n ~ a k  
@::er:=: 

New York  S t a t e  T h r u w a y  A u t h o r i t y  

200 Southern Boulevard 
Post Ol f~ca  Box 189 

Albany, New York 12201-0189 

Jahn A. Jermano 
D~rec:cr 

NOTICE OF OPENINQ & C L O S I N G  
NEW Y O R K  STATE CANAL S Y S T E M  

TO: ALL CONCERNED INTERESTS: 

S u b j e c ~  t o  the l a t e s t  w s t e r  and weather developments and  t h e  
comcletion of constrclction work, the NEW Y 9 R K  S T A T E  C A N A L  S Y S T E M  
w i l l  ocen icr navigatlcn c n  tne f o l l o w i n g  date: 

?lay 3,  1 9 9 3  
( S z e  szecial nav:sa=icn c c t e s  beiow for o~erating hours) 

This c z z e  asolies ts all ?cur ( J )  canal sections, including: 

E2IE CAHAL 
OS'UEC4 CANAL 

CHAAZPLA I N CANAL 

CAYUGA/SENECA CAHAL 

1 .  7 5 ' s  ncttce refiezts t h e  CPE2A71NG SCFE2ULE f r e n  t h e  - -5sicning af  3usiness ( I C E I ) ,  ta the Clcse cF 3csiness ( C 3 5 )  
f2r the 1 3 9 3  Navi3at:cn Seas3n. A ]  1 tines a,re Ezstern -. - - C a y l i s h t  Savincs. i n e  follcwins sectisns a r e  arrected: 

E 2 I E  CANAL (wesr o f  T h r e e  R i v e r s  J u n s t i c n )  
C A Y U G A / S E N E Z A  CANAL 

,Yay  3 - N c v e z b e r  7 7 : S G  a . m .  - 1 0 : 3 0  - . m .  
( 9 7 2 2  nrs. - 2230 hrs.) 

The a=ove secticns will close November 7, 1993 

S e r d i n g  Trave lers  Since 1953 



2 .  E R I E  CANAL ( E a s t  o f  T h r e e  R i v e r s  J u n c t i o n )  
CHAMPLAIN CANAL 
OSWEGO CANAL 

Xay 3 - Ncvember  2 3  7 : 0 0  a . m .  - 10 :30  p .m.  
( 0 7 0 0  h r s .  - 2230 h r s . )  

T h e  a b o v e  s e c t i o n s  w i l l  c l o s e  November  2 8 ,  1 9 9 3  

N A V  l G A T  l O N  N O T E S  : 

1 .  A l l  l o c k s  m c n i t o r  m a r i n e  c h a n n e l  1 3 .  

2 .  T w e n t y - f o u r  ( 2 4 )  h o u r  s e r v i c e  w i l l  b e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
c o m m e r c i a l  t r a f f i c  and f i f t e e n  a n d  a h a l f  ( 1 5 i )  h o u r s  
s e r v i c e  w i l l  b e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  n o n - c c m e r c i a l  t r a f f i c .  

3 .  C o m e r c i a i  f l o a t s  m u s t  p r o v i d e  a t  l e a s t  twen t ; / -E3ur  ( 2 4 )  
hcur  z r i o r  n o 5 i c e  t o  t h e  New Y o r k  S5a:e C a n a i  C z r z o r a t i o n  
i n  c r d e r  t o  a t r a n c e  f o r  r o v i n g  l a c k  c p e r a c i o n s .  C c m e r c i a l  
i n t e r e s ~ s  r e c u i r i n g  a f z e r  h o u r s  s e r v ~ c e  b e t w e e n  1 0 :  3 0  3.n. 

a n d  7 : 0 0  a.m. s h o u l d  c o n t a c t  t h e  C a n a l  T r a f f i c  Agent ( 5 i 8 )  
4 7 1 - 5 0 1 1 ,  d u r i n g  b u s i n e s s  h o u r s  ( 8 : 3 0  a . m .  t o  5 : 3 0  p . m . ,  
Monday t h r u  F r i d a y ) .  A f t e r  S u s j n e s s  !?curs ( d : 3 0  p . m .  ts 
8 : 3 0  a . m . )  a n d  c n  w e e k e n d s ,  c = m e r c : a l  ~ n t s r ~ s : i  , z a y  cal 1 
L c c k  12 c f  t h e  C h a n ~ 1 a i n  C a n a l  a t  ( 5 i 3 )  4 3 - 1 7 0 0 .  

J s.2, 7 -- - - - .  ;.,, l c c k  . c s e r 3 t i c n s  wi 1 i Se i n  e:r?z:  d c r i n s  s z n e  or 
a11 c c e r a t i n g  h c c r s .  T o  a i d  aassage, n a v i g a t o r s  s h o u l d  
i n f c r n  C c c k  C p e r z t o r s  of t h e i r  t r a v e l  z l a n s .  

5 .  T h e  Utica Harhc r  lock w i l l  a p e r a k e  cn . ~ e ~ k c ! a y s  b y  
3 . 2 ~ 0  i n  t a e n  t o n  1 y  . 



Mr. Ben L. 9orden 
Director of Review & Analysis 
Defense Base Closure 
& Realigrment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., S u i ~ e  1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. 3orden: 

I k ~ o w  ;hat dcring ihe Dezezse Base Closure and 
Rea?igrment Ccmision' s bearizc in Wasninc~cr., 3. C. , on April 
19 cne issue of ?laiisburgh1s abili~y to be rsfueled during 
the winter rnonchs was discussed. 

I thcugh; you night 5e izteres~ed in receiving the 5eie 
iog=scics Ace2cy1 s (>Xi) xeTo rscarding tkis issce. As you 
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Millions of Gallons Issued 





Genevieve  M. Starosc~ak 
Vice C:a~r-an 

John H. Shafer 

Exec-: *.+e 91rec:zr 

New York State Thruway Authority 

200 Soulhern Boulevard 

Post Office Box 189 
Albany. New York 12201-0189 

John J. 8an1ak 

0lrec::r 

John R. Jermano 

C ~ r e c o r  

March 23, 1993 

N O T I C E  OF OPENING & CLOSING 
NEW YORK STATE C A N A L  SYSTE3 

TO:  ALL CONCERNED INTERESTS:  

Subject to t h e  latest water and weather develo~rnents and the 
completion of construction work, the NEW YCRK STATE CANAL S Y S T E M  
will ooen for navigation on t h e  following date: 

May 3, 1993 
(See sgecial navigaticn n o t e s  below f c r  ooerating hours) 

This date 2pplies to all focr ( L )  canal sections, including: 

E 2 I E  CANAL 
OSWECG CANAL 

C!4X?!PLX I H CANAL 
CAYUGA/SEHECA CANAL 

S?ECIAL NAVIGATICN N O T E S :  

- - .  
; .  lhis n e t i c e  r e r  !ects f5e C ? E = i T !  VG 2CHE)ULS C r ~ n  the 

3eginn;ng of Susiness (SCS), ra the C i o s s  .=f 3csicess (CCB)  
for t h e  1393 Navisaticn Z2asc~. A i  1 tines are Eastern - - 
Daylignt Savincs. The follcwing secticns are arrscted: 

E R l  E CANAL (West of Three 2 i v e r s  'ur,ct:on) 
CAYUGA/SENEZA CANAL 

The above sections w i  1 i close Novonber 7, 1993 

Serving Travelers Since 1954 



E R I E  CANAL ( E a s t  o f  T h r e e  R i v e r s  J u n c t i o n )  
CHAMPLAIN CANAL 
OS'NEGO CANAL 

May 3 - November 23 7 : 0 0  a . m .  - 1 0 : 3 0  p . m .  
( 0 7 0 0  h r s .  - 2230 h r s . )  

T h e  a b o v e  s e c t i o n s  w i l l  c l o s e  November  2 3 ,  1993 

N A V I G A T I O N  NOTES:  

1 .  ~ l l  l o c k s  m o n i t o r  m a r i n e  c h a n n e l  1 3 .  

2 .  T w e n t y - f o u r  ( 2 d )  h o u r  s e r v i c e  w i l l  b e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
c o m m e r c i a l  t r a f f i c  a n d  f i f t e e n  a n d  a  h a l f  ( 1 5 i )  h o u r s  
s e r v i c e  w i l l  b e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  n o n - c c r m e r c i a l  t r a f f i c .  

3 .  C o m m e r c i a l  f l o a t s  m u s t  p r o v i d e  a t  l e a s t  t w e i t y - f o u r  ( 2 1 )  
h c u r  ? r i o t  n o t ' c e  t o  t 5 e  New Y c r k  S t a z e  C a n a l  C o r s o r a t i o n  
i n  c r d e r  t o  a r r a n g e  f o r  r o v i n g  l c c k  c c e r a = : o n s .  C o m e r c i a l  
i n t e r e s t s  r e q u i r i n g  a f t e r  h o u r s  s e r v l c e  b e t w e e n  1 0 : 3 0  2 . m .  
a n d  7 : 0 0  a . m .  s h o u l d  c o n t a c t  the C a n a l  T r a f f i c  A g e n t  ( 5 1 5 )  
4 7 1 - 5 0 1 1 ,  d u r i n g  b u s i n e s s  h o u r s  ( 8 : 3 0  a . m .  t o  4 : 3 0  p . m . ,  
Y o n d a y  t h r u  t r i d a y ) .  A f t e r  S c s i n e s s  h o u r s  ( 1 : 3 0  3 . m .  rz 
? : 3 0  a . m . )  and c n  w e e k e n d s ,  c e m e r c i a !  l n - , t e r e s t s  n a y  c z i  1 
L o c k  12 o f  t n e  C h a ~ o i s i n  C a n a l  a t  ( 5 i 3 )  d S 9 - 1 7 Z 0 .  

- - - 
1. z c v i n g  l c c k  c ~ e r a t i c n s  w i l l  b e  i n  e r ~ e c t  d z r i n g  scne o r  

311 o p e r a t i n g  h o u r s .  To a i d  2 a s s a s e ,  n a v i g a t o r s  s h o u l d  
infgrm Lock C p e r a t a r s  o f  their t r a v e l  7 l a n s .  

5 .  T h e  U t i c a  H a r S c r  l o c k  w i l l  o p e r a t e  o n  w e e k d a y s  Sy 
s ? ~ o  i n t . ~ e n t  Znl y .  

JCEN 3 .  J E = u A N O  
3 i r s c t z r ,  Cf' a ice ef Canals 



JOINT ECONOMIC COMMlTfEE 

Congrtgs of &be a n i t r b  &&ate5 
,@oust  of S t p r t s t n t ~ t t b r 5  

Bklastjington. BE 205 15-3033 
April 19, 1993 

Mr. Matihew 9 .  9ehrma.m 
Staff Director 
Pefense Base Closure 
&. ?.=alignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suiie 1425 
Arlinston, Virginia 22209 

F!fZsa id6r ?o this cumber 
trig-1-1-18 when r w -  

Eear Mr. 3eh-xra: 

I !mow :ha= during th? Defers? 3as2 Clos~r? and 
Zealigzineci Cornision' s hearixg in Washington, D. C. , on April 
19 t h e  issue of 2laiisbur~h's abili~y io be refueled during 
the w i n t s r  monihs was discussed. 

7 

i ~ h o u g h ~  you migh~ be interested in receiving the Defense 
Losistics Agency's (9-A) memo recardins ::?is issue. As you 
review ihis xeno ycu will nciize ikaz 3-LA ?Sti-XL?iies Zasts5ur5h 
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Slillions of Gallons Issued 





John ti. Sharer 
Exec:::.. ;. 1 ,*c:cr 

New York State T h r u w a y  A u t h o r i t y  

200 Southern Boulevard 
Post Off ice Box 789 

Albany, New York 1 2201 -01 89 

John J. B a n ~ a k  
C.rec:=r 

John R. Jernano 
e.rr3.c:~r 

N O T I C E  OF OPENING & C L O S I N G  
NEW YORK S T A T E  CANAL S Y S T E M  

TO: ALL CONCERNED I N T E R E S T S :  

Subject to the latest w s t ~ r  and weather develocments and t h e  
completion of construction work, the NEiY YORK STATE CANAL S Y S T E M  
will coen  for navigation on t h e  following date: 

H a y  3 ,  1 9 9 3  
( S e e  special navigation nc:es below for operating h o u r s )  

This daze acplies to all f a u r  (4) canal s e c t i c n s ,  including: 

E R I E  CANAL 
OSWECa CANAL 

CHXXPLA I N CANAL 
CAYUGA/SENECA CANAL 

SFEC I A L  NA'J I G A T  I ON NOTES : 

1 .  This nct ice reflects t h e  C S E 7 A T I N G  SCuE.2CCE f r c n  t h e  
??sinning sf S u s i ~ , e s s  ( 3 2 2 ) ,  t c ~  t h e  C ! c s s  C? S o s i n e s s  ( C Z e )  
f o r  the 1 9 5 3  Navi5a:ion S e a s o n .  A ;  1 t i m e s  a r e  E a s t e r n  - 2aylignt Savings. , h e  f3llcwins secticns a r e  affected: 

- - *  E 2  i E C A N A L  ('Nest c; I n r e e  2 i v e r s  J u r . c t ; c n )  
C A Y U G A / S E N E C A  C A N A L  

,Yay 3 - N c v e . ~ k e r  7 7 : 0 0  a . m .  - i 0 : 2 0  2.3. 
( 0 7 3 0  hrs. - 2 2 3 C  krs.! 

- t h e  above sections will clcse November 7, 1993 

Serv ins  Travelers S ince  1953 



E R I E  CANAL (East o f  Three R i v e r s  Junction) 
CHAMPLAIN C A N A L  
OSS+dEGO CANAL 

May 3 - November 23 7:00 a . m .  - 10:30 p . m .  
(0700 hrs. - 2 2 3 0  hrs.) 

The above sections w i  1 1  close November 28, 1993 

N A V I G A T I O N  N O T E S :  

1 .  A1 1 locks monitor marine channel 13. 

2. Tnenty-four ( 2 3 )  hour service will be available for 
ccrnnercial traffic and fifteen and a half ( I s + )  hcurs 
service will be available for non-comnercial traffic. 

3. Comercia1 flsats must provide at least t w e n z y - f o u r  ( 2 4 )  
hour prior notice to t h e  H e w  York State Canal Carscratlon 
i n  order to a r r a n ~ e  for raving lock operazions. C c m e r c l a l  
interests requiring after hours serv:ce S e t w e e n  i0:30 7.3. - - 
and 7:00 a.m. should c o n t a c t  the Canal Tracr:c Agent ( 5 1 3 )  
371-50i1, d u r i n g  buslness hours (8:30 a . m .  t o  L:30 3 . m . ,  
,Yonday thru rriday). After Suslness hcurs (L:20 2 . m .  rz 

, , 
S:30 a.m.) a r a  tn weekends, c z m e v c ? a l  :?:;rests T a y  := I  ' 
Lack 1 2  o f  t h e  Chan~lain Cznal at ( 5 i 8 )  4 2 2 - i 7 2 C .  

A .  Paving lock cseraticns wi 1 1  b e  in e f f e c t  cur i n s  sere z r  
all ocerating hours. To aid gassase, n a v i g a t o r s  should 
i n f o r m  Lzck Cperatars c f  t h e i r  ttavel 71ans .  

5 .  The Utica Harbor lock n i l  1 operats c n  w e f k ; i a y s  by 
ajpointzent only. 

JCHN 3 .  JE,=YANO 
C l r e c z a r ,  OZ; . 1 c e  s -  I z n a  l s 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1 000 

Dcpury Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Forcc (Installations) 
Room 4C930, Pcntagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courler 
C h a i n a n .  Defensc Basc Closurc and Rcalignnicnt Con~lnission 
1700 North Moorc S~rect ,  Suitc 1425 
Arling~on, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairnian Courter 

This is in response to your May 4, 1993, letter requesting the Air Forcc revicw 
Con_rressman Saxton's April 19, 1993, letter concerning the refueling of Plattsbur~h Air Forcc 
Base (AFB), New York, during winter months. Thc Air Staff and HQ AMC conducted a 

(111 AFB. The complcrc review of the storage capacity and fucl requirements at Plattsbur, 

"i fol lo\~~ing information is a result of this rcvicw. 

- 
The jct iucl storagc at P l a t ~ s b u r ~ h  .4FB is 4.4 million gallons (rounded). This l'igusc \\'a5 

c x t s a ~ ~ c d  Isom thc FY 9.; Pctroleuni Storage Facilities Report. 5 January 1993 and rcprcbcnts 
~otal  lcr fuel tank shell capaciry multiplied by a saf'c f i l l  lc\lcl of 95 pcrccnt 

T11c anticipated iucl rcquircnient for normal opcrations at Plaushurgh AFB is estimated 
;:I S.4 millions p l l ons  per month. At this csiil~~iiIcd nionthly rcquirclncnt. \vc projccl a 13.5 
million 2:1llon fuel storage shortfall bccausc of ~ h c  5-6 month annual closure 01' the rcsupply 
~21121. This cs~imatcd fuel storage shortfall \\.as dctcsmincd using thc I'oscc s ~ r u c t u ~ ' ~ .  txxido\\lil 
1.csuI~in; l'rom ~ h c  DoD base c1osul.c. and rcalignmcnl rccommcr~datio~-1s and  using JP-4 stosa;~. 
a1 ~ ' I ; ~ r ~ s b u ~ ~ l ~  .AFB and ? 1 .i million gallon sloragc' I'acili\ics a1 Pol'[ Dou;las. Tllc Porl Dou2li15 
J a ~ 2  \$,;is psovidcd by thc Dcl'cnsc Fucl Region-Xo1-~1ii:as1. 

Jct fuel rcquircmcnts l'or contingency rcquircnicnts a1 Plattsbur~li AFB arc cstimatcd to 
bc as follo\\~s: 

D,~\'I' 1-?O ? 1-60 6 1-90 OVER 90 
l ?  niil gals 15 niil  gals I 1  mil gals 16 mil sals 

Thcs:: cstimarcs ;ire tx~scd on [Ilc nlosl CiIsscnl OPLAN data a\lailablc' a n d  21-c subject ro ~l l i~~ l : c ! .  



. .I Defense Logistics Agcncy. Dcltnsc Fucl Supply Ccntcr (DFSC) is sending a team to 
Platisburgh AFB to detem~inc Lhc nlost cffcctivc and economical mix o i  dclivery modcs and 
additional storage to meet the incrcascd fucl rcquiren~cnts. Thc results of the DFSC study will 
be forwarded orlce they become available. I t  appears that thc worst casc impact would rcquisc 
construction of additional storage at Plattsburgh AFB or Port Douglas. However, until DFSC has 
conlpleted its study, the amount of addiiional sioragc capacity nccdcd, along with associa~cd 
costs, can not be determined 

We hope this information is useful. 

AMES F. BOATRIGHT 'd Dcputy Assistant Secretary o i  the Air Foscc 
(Installations) 



Document S eparatol: 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
7036960504 

May 6, 1993 

COMMISSION 3 , v  Lo? 

CAW m~ 0.-BOWMAN. USN i n n  
OEVERLY 0. OVRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. U U F  I R m  
ARTMUR LEV1R. JR. 
HARRY C. WmERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 ?!csse :s_nr !c\ !kk wr&f 

.Q+, -;ss:w~i~'?3650 I-& 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

The "Advisory Group for Newark Air Force Base Alternatives" 
has forwarded to the Commission a document (enclosed) which 
addresses a number of specific issues regarding the ~ i r  Force's 
recommendation to close (and privatize) the base. 

In addition to the package that we forwarded for your comment 
on April 21, we request the Air Force review the enclosed document 
and provide comments. We are particularly interested in your 
comments on cost and manpower and return on investment questions 
presented by the group. 7 

Your response to the Commission by May 21, 1993, would be 
F 

greatly appreciated. Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

jac: houck 
enclosures 



23 April 1993 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700  North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commission: 

We have reviewed Department of  the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations 
(Volume V) dated March 1993.  This document was not  available prior t o  the 
submittal o f  our package dated 2 April 1993. 

We have noted several discrepancies or inconsistencies in  the analysis as w e  advised 
during our briefing t o  Mr.  Robert Stuart, 7 April 1993. W e  have reviewed the 
questionslratings for the eight (8) criteria and have organized our review/comments 
in  that order. In many cases, though the rating is red, the methodology for assigning 
the rating is questionable. For example: 

1. Criteria 1 : Military Value--DMIF Salary 

Salary is an overall average for the depoi  maintenance opera~ ion  at the 
ce2ors. This meihod does not  consider i h e  skill level required i o  perform 
ihe  mission. On :he oiher hand, i f  w e  look at wage rate schedules, a 
true indicaior, w e  find only Warner-Robins and San Antonio Air Logistics 
Centers have lower wage scales than Newark Air Force Base. Complere 
review-is show in Atiachment 1. 

2. Criteria Vl: Economic Impact on Communities 

Newark Air Force Base received a red rating since actual clean-up time 
for one site under lnsrallation Restoration Program is relatively short. 
This r e d  resulted in Newark AFB receiving an overall yellow+ rating. 
Being a good neighbor, concerned w i i h  the environmeni, did nor work 
to  the Base's favor in the rating process. Should a rating on  this 
program influence the overall rating for a depoi in Criteria Vl? 

The above ere only exsmples of fallacies observed in the r a ~ i n g  process. 
A t~achmen t  1 will provide a complete review of the total document 2s i i  pertains to  
Newark Air Force Szse under the depoi subcategory. 



It is questionable if Newark Air Force Base should have been considered in the depot 
subcategory. It is a specialized facility, with a specialized Metrology and Maintenance 
mission. It could have been deemed a "mission essential" or "geographically key" 
installation and excluded from further review for closure and realignment much as the 
Rome Laboratory at Griffis AFB. Had the Air Force taken this path, they would not 
have been able to justify the need for the five (5 )  Air Logistics Centers with their 

I 
excess depot capacity, and thus would have had t o  identify at least t w o  for closure. 

Acting Secretary of the Air Force Donley stated t w o  objectives would be achieved 
with closure and privatization of Newark Air Force Base. One, excess depot capacity 
eliminated; and two,  work provided to contractor to  maintain industrial base. The 
aerospace industry is more interested in modification/upgrade depot work to retain 
design engineering skills. This type of work is accomplished at the large Air Logistics 
Centers. Will privatizing Newark AFB achieve the desired results of the aerospace 
industry or solve the excess depot capacity problem? 

Point paper on comments made by Acting Secretary o f  the Air Force Donley during 
his visit to Newark Air Force Base is provided a t  Attachment 2. An overview o f  the 
Metrology Program is provided at  Attachment 3. 

We trust our previous study, briefing, and this review will enable you to reach a 
decision with as much information as possible on a very difficult rask. Thank you for 
your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

F2y ' ~ ~ s k i n s  
Advisory Group for Newark AF3 Alternaiives 



O N  00-ALC/LM POSITION 
r 

Reference:  T h e  a t t ached  00-ALCILM letter 
Subject :  Workload Impact  of Ret i rements  
Dated:  8 April 1993 

(a)  Repair work for inertial guidance systems for Minuteman Ill 

a n d  Peacekeeper remains critical. (Note: NAFB i s s o I e 

s o u r c e  of repair capability fo r  Minuteman 111.) 

(b) "Relatively low failure ra te  w e  h a v e  been  exper iencing may  

n o t  continue." (As w e  pointed o u t  in our  s t u d y ,  2 April 1 993, 

t h e  t ime  b e t w e e n  repair for a n  AGMC repaired/contractor  

repaired s y s t e m  is: 4,065 vs. 2574 hours  -- AGMC Char t  w a s  

dzlta sou rce . )  T h e  Air Force n o w  s e e m s  conce rned  t h e  

number  of personnel  opting for  early re t i rement  m a y  seriously 

impac t  AGMC's  capab i l i~y ,  even  though  the  b a s e  exper ienced  

The s a m e  pe rcen tage  d r a w d o w n  in 1990 a n d  suppor t  

cont inued uninterrupred,  even  with Minuteman I 1  srill in t h e  

inventory.  

2 .  If s e e m s  inconsis tent  fo r  t h e  Air Force t o  be conce rned  wi th  early 

re t i rement  pe rcen tage ,  y e t  unconcerned wirh c losure  of t h e  facility 

a n d  privatization. The re  will certainly be  m u c h  less t h a n  50% 

trained work force  if p r i v a ~ i z a ~ i o n  occurs .  (As  pointed o u t  in our 

s t u d y ,  a large p e r c e n t a g e  of employees  will opt t o  c o m m u t e  to  



2 

Columbus/Dayton to  retain time in Civil Service Retirement System 

rather than accepting employment w i t h  contractor.) 

3. What is true reason for putting more work on contract? If the Air 

Force is so short of funds t o  operate, how  can they af ford t o  put  

additional Peacekeeper guidance system repair on contract, 

especially since contract cost is much higher than depot cost. (See 

our study, 2 April 1993.) 

4. Since 00-ALCJLM letter states they are ready t o  take  action 

immediately, recommend such action be delayed unti l  after final 

decision is reached on Newark Air Force Base. 

t W H A T  IS T H E  RISK? 

F WHAT IS T H E  COST? 

t WHAT IS T H E  PLAN? 

t WHO STANDS TO GAIN? 



- . . - -  - -- 

t i 3 2 0 U A f i i E i i S  O i 3 E N  AIR LOSiSTICS CENTER (AFMC) 
HILL A!? F32CE BASE, UTAH 

FROM; 00-.LJ,C/LM 
6014  Dogwood Avenue 
H i l l  E E ,  Utzh 8 4 0 5 6 - 5 8 1 6  

0 8 APR 1333 

SWJ: Workload Impacts of Retirements 

TO: AGMC/CC 

1. During a  r e c e n t  review of guidance s t a t u s ,  I have become 
more aware of  t h e . c h a l l e n g e s  we face  i n  p r o v i d i n g  q u a l i t y  
guidance system suppor t  t o  our cus:omer, ACC. 

2. The work you do f o r  us  i n  d e m i l i t a r i z i n g  MMII and r e ? e i r i n  9 
.MMIn,anc Peacekeejer  remains c r i t i c a l ,  and t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  low 
.:ailure r a c e s  we have been exper iencing  may n o t  con t inue .  I 
understand t h a t  n e a r l y  506 o f  your personnel  w i t h  IC3M gcidance 
e x p e r t i s e  have opted  f o r  e a r l y  r e t i r e m e n t  and, o f  course ,  t h e  
a c t u e l  percentage  of  y e a r s  of exper ience  l o s t  may be even 
g r e a t e r .  > n o t h e r  p o t e n t i a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  workload i n c r e a s e  i s  
beginning  t o  occur  wi th  t h e  deployment o f  R ive t  ADD m i s s i l e s  
i n t o  Malmstrom PZ3 which i s  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  Minuteman III Corce 
s t r u c t u r e  from 5 0 0  t o  550 2nd p o s s i b l y  more. This  w i l l  hcve t h e  
c o l l a t e r z l  e f f e c t  of reducinq i h e  r e p z i r  and t e s c i n c  ? i ? e l i n e  
a s s e t s  by en equal  >upher .  I cm a l s o  aware c h a t  recen; 
Im?osi t ion c E  a d c i ~ i o n a l  272 c c n t r c l s  dur ing  system EPS:, 
s t o r a g e ,  2-5 ship? ing  hcs  i -czezsec your vork loec .  

- - -  . 3 .  -9 reccz-irPzg e l l  cf :hest c:hzLlenges, my s i a z z  . a s  5eez 
=is-.. b b ~ ~ i n :  t h e s e  Lssces u l r 2  . , yours,  and we z r e  zuare  you e z z e r e i  
4- 'he e z r l y  reziremaz: recccz ions  s o a e v t c t  overxannec becacse o f  

. . t h e  W I I  crawdsvr.. -Irixevor, Z remeir. coxcarned r h ~ :  we sr, 
e n z e r i n ~  2 ? e r i o c  0 2  increzse '  r i s k  i n  mainzzic ing  Y i z c : e , t ~  an2  . . . . 2eacekee le r  ~ l e r :  r e a c l s e s s  z n c  Zlich: r e l i z5 l l : zy  ;z zhe 

t re- i red  ki5.i l e v e l s .  Accarcizqly,  I believe ir is ar-cezz L O  - C exzn ine  211 m e r z n  - -  r e l i e u i - 5  :he . resscre  02 your r e ? r i r  
- -esoxrces .  022 su;: a cc i cz  v o c l d  be z o  p l a c z  i n c r e a s e d  e .en?or+ry r e l i a n c e  cn  c o ~ : r ~ ~ r c r  rr;+ir c r ~ + k L l i t i e s  EZ Xsekwell 
and f;or:?.ro:, t o r  ?ercekee?er .  ? h i s  w o u l d  pro\.' --- *a sszz d i r e ~ t  
- 0 1  i e f  7 v - r ~ r  - & a  -- - -.-- e a c e k e e ? e r  z  c  22d ?erha?s,  some . . .  
:nc:recc r e l i e f  co F i n c ~ e n z z  z e a z i r .  

- . . 4 .  1 em x i l l i ~ g  t o  zake scch a c i i o - s  i m e e i a t e l y  E X -  look 
forward t o  yoxr L ~ O $ ? E S  C Z  ~ : ? L s  ~ Z ~ C Z Z Z ' ~  S C ~ ~ C C ~ .  

n 





INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS 17 July 1961 

MEMORkYDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR F O R C E  

SUBJECT: Utilization of Heath Maintenance Annex Standards  Czlibration 
Labora tory  and lne r t i a l  Guidan ce Maintenance Fac i l i t i e s  at 
Heath, O h i c  

Recently the--House Appropriat ions Committee approved the e stabli  shrnent by 
the Air F o r c e  of a maintenance and cal ibrat ion faci l i ty  f o r  ine r t i a l  guidance 
systems at a s i te  n e a r  Heath, Ohio. The faci l i ty ,  in  addition to i t s  i n e r t i a l  
guidance maintenance capabili ty,  when completed, wi l l  have spe cia1 capabi l i t ies  
and ciegrees of accuracy  that  do not ex is t  in  this country in  the m e a s u r e m e n t  
a r e a s  of ine r t i a l  quality acce le romete  r s  and gyro  cal ibrat ion,  inf r a -  r ed  
cal ibrat ion,  star s e e k e r  o r  l ight cal ibrat ion,  and a n  accura te  optical range f o r  
theodolites ~ r l d  collirnators.  Mr3en funds w e r e  approved i o r  this  fac i l i ty  i t  was  
s t ip i i a t ed  that:  

"The c o r r - ~ i t t e e  wil l  expec: the Department  of Defense to s e e  
t'nat mzximul?l u t i l i z a t ; , ~ ~  i s  made of the fac i l i t ies  proposed a t  - - 
-lez'i; l 'DJ- 211 t k r e e  s e n r i c e s .  S>-.otlld, i a c i l i 5 e s  of these  ty?es be 
2roposed lor 2-?y other  ioczziocs i r 2 , ~  ~ 7 ) r  source  oi i cnas  avzil-  
able to the I lefecse Depzrtrnent o r  the s e r v i c e s ,  the cor;lrr,ittee 
wil l  exTec: zotSica:ior, oi  6 ~ c h  ? r o ? o s d s  z t  l e ~ s t  30 c2ys 7 r i o r  
to  the advertisement of ~ 7 ) .  coc t rac t  s .  ' I  

L3 consonrnce u;,*;h the above, the Departments  of L?ae A m y  znd N a w  should 
??r? t o  uC1;:e tne Xeath irciki). i o r  such r e q c i r e n e n t s  of this LZnt  2 s  they -may 
have. 3 at r7)- fu:ure rime the S e a t h  iaci l i t ie  s z r e  cozs iae  r e 2  izadequate to  
rneet the cornbinel  r e q e r e 3 e r . t ~  of  he Depar tmezt  of Defezse,  i t  will be 
aecessar).  to  forwzrd  full  jusdficat ion to the O='fice of the S e c r e t z r y  of Defense 
for review ? S o =  :o the i ~ t i a : i o n  of =ly expazzsion p rogra ix  f o r  fac i l i t ies  of thii 
ty?e. 

/ 5 /  C l e m  V. Gibson 
G L E N N  V. GI3SON 
hc:ing As s i  stt.zt Se c re:ar).. of Deiense 
( L ~ s t z L l z ~ i o n s  2nd Logistics) 

ASSISTAXT SSCRET.4RY O F  DEFENSE 
IVASil iNGTON 2 5 ,  D. C. 
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REVIEW OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 1 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
(Volume V) March 1993 

IndustriallTechnical Support Category--Depots Subcategory 

"Macro Look - The primary purpose of installations in this category is t o  
provide maintenance and uparadel modif icat ion suDDort fo r  Air Force 
weapon systems." The Air Force has stated: "At t r ibutes required by 
installations t o  accomplish this purpose efficiently are: 

*Large industrial t ype  facilities. 
.Access t o  a technical oriented labor pool. 
*Runway and ramp t o  support large aircraf;. 
*Specialized equipment and facilities. 
eAdminis;rative space. 

Are all these a7;ribu~e.s required to provide maintenance and 

upgrade/modif icat ion support? A depot does no t  necessarily have TO be es large 2s 

one o f  the large Air Logistic Ceniers to provide qualiry maintenance suppor;. In fact. 

many iimes the large 0rganiza:ion is more di i i icul t  t o  manage and less cost  effective. 

The large indcs~r ia l  facilities are more likely i o  be required for upgrade!nodificaiion 

work.  Does the Air Force need t o  mainzain five (5)  large depots o f  this ~ y p e ?  Is 

private indus i iy  an a l terna~ive? 

Access TO a technical oriented IaSo: pool is necessary. The mission o f  the base 

deiermines t h e  need for runwey and ramp ro support large aircraft. Since the  Air 

Forze has put so much weigh; o n  the  need for runways in their closure decisions, we, 
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as taxpayers, will be maintaining more runways than required w i th  a downsized force 

structure. Many of  the maintenance operations do  require specialized equipment and 

facilities; however, there is a great amount of maintenance work  that  does no t  require 

highly specialized facilitiesJequipment. Administrative space will become less and less 

an issue as the Defense Management Review Decisions are implemented and overhead 

support services are consolidated across the services. 

THE C U R R E N T  AND FUTURE MISSION OF NAFB IS TWO-FOLD: 

1. To perform depot repair for Air Force Missile Inertial Guidance Systems, 
Army and Air Force Inertial Navigation Systems, certain aircraft 
displacement gyroscopes, and Navy's class 688 artack submarine's gyro 
system. 

2. Management of  the Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program which 
includes the operalion of the Air Force Measurement S~anaards 
Labora~ory  . 

Neiihe! of  These ripdo tunci ions require a runwav and ramp to  sup?o:~  large 

aircrak. In  fact, the mission would be ..nore difiicul; t o  perform if large aircra3 were 

T :a land nearby. I h e  primary f z n c ~ i o n  of The L 'SAF is  to fly and fish;. I; is 

undersTandaSle they.consider runways imporlani, but i h e  Air Force also mcs: 7rovide 

log is~ ics  sug?or i  for :hose farces tha i  " f ly  and fight." 

The fo!iowing commen;s p e r ~ a i n  ;o ;he Air Force closure rarinss for Newark Air 

Force Ease aoains; ;he eichi  ( 8 )  criieria: 
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1. Force Structure 

I 

IS force srructure for primary mission of the base remaining in the inventory? 
An absolute yes. Newark Air Force Base provides depot maintenance support 
t o  all major aircraft and ICBMs in the Air Force. They also manage Air Force 
Metrology Program. Minuteman Ill and Peacekeeper Intercontinental Ballistic 
Missiles (ICBM) are p a n  of the current force srructure. Minuteman Ill will be 
the only ICBM in the inventory after START I1 ratification. Newark Air Force 
Base is currently programmed t o  provide inertial navigation system depot 
maintenance support for the fol lowing LSP Index Priority One programs: 

CRITERIA I 
Current and Future Mission Requirements and the Impact o n  

Operational Readiness of DOD Total Forces 

Oiher workioeds repaired at A G M C  are es follorzfs: 

I 

W U K ~ , L U A U  ( "SERVICE 1 V 

! Navigation System I Aircraft 

/ CN 1657iASN (SPA) 1 MC-130 E 

ASN-90 (KT-73) Mod t o  I C C - 1 3 0 H  
CN 1657s:ASN ( S P A )  I 

I I CN 1 657,'ASN (SPA) i I d C - I 3 0  H 

1 CN 765611 656A (RLG) I MH 53 J 

I C-IV-E (Carousei) I EC-130 E 

JEAPON SYSTEM ( ITEM MANAGER 
I 
I ARfJ-i O i  /SKI-z;i 0 I 1 F-4 1 OC-*LC 
I 

I SKP-2,000 I / F-16  1 5 3  1 o c - A i C  
I I I 1 
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I 

WORKLOAD 

'CAINS II (RLG) 

CAROUSEL IVA 

CDU/MODULE 

CDUIBSIU 

( CN-1375 

*C-17 IRU (RLGl 

DMlNS 

ECSSITS 

/ ESGN ' ESS-F15lF16 

' *SERVICE 

NAVY 

NAVY 

NAVY 

FSAICAS I ( C-135 

WCAPON SYSTEM 

FIA 18, F-14D, 
A6E. AV-8, EA-6B 

C-SA, C-135-130, 
C-141, KC135, 
H-53, C-9A 

A- 1 0; EH-60 

F111 AMP 

F-15 

C-17 

SHIPS 

OC-ALC 

ITEM MANAGER 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

AGMC 

JOVIAL ADA 

SUBMARINE 

F151F16 

AGMC 

AGMC 

SA-ALC 

I 

! 
I 
I 

I 
1 
I 

I 
, 

'H-423 RLG 
(SEE ALSO THE LN-93 RLG) 

I 

A7, C-130, 
F-4 EIR F-4 C, 
F-16 A-D, 

I 

I i 

OC-ALC 

EF/F-1 1 1 A,E,F, 
t4H-53, Mti-63G, 
OV-1.  CS-22 

1 'H-770 1 I 6-15 A-E 1 oc-*LC 

, 'H-703-3A RLG I ASIdY / ATACMS 1 MlCOM 

1 ISM 1800 I MM 1 00-CLC 

I I ( F-111 / S14-ALC 
I 

I lCNl I ( F - i l l  / OC-ALC 

KT-73 / ii ( A-7  / OC-ALC 

KT-73 NAVY I A - 7  1 OC-ALC 
KT75 I ( SRAM ( OC-ALC 

LN-12 I I F5 ( OC-ALC 

LN-75 I I EF-1 i i / SM-ALC 

LK-; 5 I / HH-53 / OC-ALC 

LV-; 5 5  GYiACCEL ASIIIY / O V - 1 0  1 OC-AiC 
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I 
I 

I 

1 

; 
I 

I 

/ 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
h 

r 
WORKLOAD 

/ LN- I  5 J  GYIACCEL 

LN-20 GYIACCEL 

LN-3 1 

LN-39 

'LN-93 RLG 
(SEE ALSO THE H-423 RLG) 

'LN-94 RLG 

'LN-96 RLG 

MAPS 

MRC 

I NCS 
I 
1 N-16 

"SERVICE 

ARMY 

I / F - I I I G  / SM-ALC 
4 

I h's-lo i / M M I  / 0 0 - A L C  
I 

i N S - i 7  i / MMii / 00-;LC 

1 ACM I OC-ALC 

WEAPON SYSTEM 

MC-130 

RC-135 

F-15 

F-16, C/D, A-1 0, 
F-111 G, EH-60 

A7, C-130, 
F-4ElRF-4C, 
F-16 A-D, 
EFIF-1 1 1 A,E,F, 
MH-53, MH-6OG, 
OV-1, CB-22 

F-15 A-E 

h'E-20 

NS-30, MGCS 

ITEM MANAGER 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

M M l l l  / 0 0 - A L C  

-, 

SRAM I1 & T ( OC-*LC 

PEACEKEEPE2 
( S I C S ~ ~ )  
(RAIL G A R R I S O N )  

PA"S I AAMY, I JEEP 1 A G N C  
MARINES 

PATEC I 5 - i s  1 AGMC 

P i T l  I 

HO WITZER 

AF 

0 0 - A L C  

MULTIPLE AF, 
ARMY, NAL'Y 

OC-ALC 

SM-ALC 

SA-ALC 

I 

SiNSORh'" I I ACM / OC-CLC 

SEXTANT / C i  / MULTIPLE I OC-ALC 

SEXTART / NAVY / MULTIPLE I OC--'LC 

' S K ~ C - ~ L L ~  i / 6-13 / AGI"1C 

sor'?WAr?E / N / A  / MULTlPLE I - 





-- 
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The Air Force Metrology Program provides the iraceability for i h e  performance 

of every weapon in the Air Force inventory. 

N e w a r ~  Air Force &se received a red rating on  this criteria since t hey  d o  not  

! xve  a n  active runway or flying mission. This is iotal ly inaccuraie. A base need no t  

have an active runway t o  have military value. In fact, the Air Force hzs  repeatedly 

said the work  a t  the base involves critical assets that  are very much needed n o w  and 

wil l  continue to be extremely important  in  the future. Even the Air Force has 

- 
recognized the imporlance or military value of the base. I he Szse no; only SuppO:iS 

vi;al Air Force workloads, Su: repairs ;he Elec;rically Scspended Gyro Navigator for 

WORKLOAD 

SPNIGEANS 

SR-3 

'SPA 

TMDE 

WSN21G300 GYRO 

"SERVICE 

NAVY 

WEAPON SYSTEM 

RC-135, P-3C. 
8-52 G/H, F-1 17 

F-111 

C-130, E-8A 

TEST EQUIP 

SHIPS 

SHIPS / WSN51G300 GYRO I NAVY , 

ITEM MANAGER 

OC-ALC 

SM-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

SM-ALC 

OC-ALC 

OC-ALC 

1 9005A-  1 C, 2C 1 19005A,B 

2171AB1 

2171AB 

7851 A 

7 9 0 1  A 

1 7901A1  I I C-ICTA 

AF 

1 7901G I 

F-5E 

T-38 

E-3A 

F4IF4J 

FB-111, F-111 

A-1 0, F-106 

5-5 2 I OC-ALC 

'POTENTIAL WORKLOADS 

I 
j 

"AF unless otherwise noted 
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the Navy's 638 class attack submarine and the Army's Position Azimuth Determining 

System. 

As w e  review the ratings for the depot bases only, we find: 

A. Number of  critical skilled workers. Newark received a rating of red--less 
than a minus one standard deviation. 

It is amazing that Newark Air Force Base, w i th  the most highly technical 

specialized workload o f  any o f  the depots, was the only one rated wi th  

a red for number o f  skilled workers. The entire depot maintenance direct 

work force is made up of critical skills. The Metrology work force is also 

made up of highly technical specialized skills. H o w  does the Air Force 

justify the rating o f  red, while at the same time espousing the  base as 

a highly technical industrislized facility that  lends itself t o  privatization? 

8. Percentage of major weapon systems that have a source of repair 
locaied w i th  management. 

Newark Air Force Base received a ral ing o f  "non-applicable." Wi lhin ihe  

lesi  Ten years, :he Air Force has  adopted the policy of  co-locaiion of 

weagon syste;n management and depot: maintenance. The policy of 

i o ~ a l  iniegratez wea?on sysiem managemeni w i ~ h i n  ;he Air Force ,makes 

i t  more difficul; i o  move toward a conso1ida:ed DO0 depot rnainienance 

operation. This was a major driver o f  the Air Force policy. For many 

years, the Air Force did no; co-locate system management w i t h  source 

o f  regair. I t  is no i  es COST effective as Technology Repair Cenier (TSC) 

concepi. So ;he Air Force is still operating wi;h TRC concegi, :nough  
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espousing policy o f  integrated w e a p o n  s y s t e m  m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  moving 

toward  tha t  goal. A consolidated DOD d e p o t  maintenance  opera t ion  will 

s u p e r s e d e  the  Air Force policy. 

C. Cos t  per  output  (Inventory Control Points) 

Newark Air Force Base received a rating of "non-applicable" s ince  they 

d o  not  have  s y s t e m  management  function. 

D. Depot  workload capacity.  

Newark Air Force Base received a rating of red for both  cu r ren t  and 

fu ture  workloads. If you consider  facilities/equipment/manpower for 

capaci ty  compuiat ion,  Newark Air Force Base h a s  very  little excess 

d e p o t  capacity.  They have  downsized the  work fo rce  by 40 %, t h e  only 

d e p o t  t o  cu; m a n p o w e r  t o  s u c h  a grea t  extent .  They  will downs ize  by 

ano the r  100 people 1 O c ~ o b e r  1993. Newark Air Force Bzse  has  

aggressively worked t h e  manpower  program and is t h e  only d e p o t  t o  

downs ize  peogle 2s t h e  workload h a s  dec reased .  T h e  f a c t  t h e  other  

larger d ~ e p o ~ s  have nor taken similar ac t ions  is part  of the  reason  for  

e x c e s s  degor ca?aciry in the  Air Force. 

I f  you consider only facilities and equipment  wirhout  m a n p o w e r ,  then 

there  is capacity for additional workload a t  Newark Air Force Base. 

Posturing decisions by Air Force Logisiics Command personnel  have 

delayed ac;ions ;ha; would have  increased the  workload a; Newark Air 

Force Eese.  Ac:ion t o  offer Newark Air Force Esse  ss ;he d e p o i  closure 
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option and maintain the large Air Logistics Centers has been aggressively 

pursued b y  the Air Force for the past five years. 

E. Lost time incidents per 200K hours exposure. 

Newark Air Force Base received a red rating. They have never had an 

accident involving loss o f  life or limb. Kelly received a "yel low" even 

though a C5 aircraft was lost with loss of  one life and several other 

people seriously injured during a maintenance operation. Tinker received 

a "green" even though there was a loss o f  life in an industrial operation 

when  a worker  fell in to  a tank o f  freon. Newark Air Force Base has n o t  

been scheduled by  OSHA for a Compliance Inspection. These usually 

occur if the  "Lost Workday Injury Ra;en is high. Hill AFB, Kelly AFB, and 

McClellan AFE have had a scheduled OSHA Compliance Inspection. Hill 

AFS received a "green," Kelly AFE received a "ye i lo~v,"  and McClel lan 

received a "red." In  1,091, Newark Air Force Bzse had nine (9) lost  t ime 

accidents wirh 2341 peo?le and twenry  one 121) lost i ime  accidents 

~ ~ i i h  2042 people in 1932. None o f  these were serious injuries; mos t  

were due to  falls, back sirain f rom l i ~ i n s  or sports relaTed in :he Act iv i ty  

C e n ~ e r  during lunch hour. In fac:, a large percenTage were due 10 falls 

in i h e  parking l o i  due t o  ice and snow.  This raiing provided the  same 

weigli,t :o a minor injury as mzjor injury. Is this ihe best way  t o  analyze 

The s a i e ~ y  record of  a de;3~? 
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F. Uti l i ty rate (Cost per MBTU) 

Concur with yellow assessment. 

G. Case creation cost  5 year average per person (FY-88-92) 

N o  comment  on green rating. W e  are not  sure wha t  comprises this 

computation. 

H. The environmental compliance cost  FY92  - FY95. 

Newark Air Force Base has repeatedly been recognized for  their 

outstanding environmental management program. The green rat ing is 

accurate. 

1. Percent o f  work load requiring unique facil it ieslequipment. 

Newark Air Force Base received a rating of green. The w o r k  definitely 

requires unique facilities!equipment. It also requires a highly skilled work 

force, wiiii i h e i a r g e  majority falling under ;he crit ical skill calegory.  

J. Average DMIF salary. 

Newark Air Force Base received a rating of yellow. 

General schedule people are paid i h e  szme across the count ry  except in 

a f e w  designated high COST areas. Newark, Ohio, is n o t  one o f  those 

locations. Wage grade people are paid based on wage surveys. Wage 

increases are a t  dif ferent times for  i h e  five large Air Logistics Ceniers 

and Newark Air Force Ease. A copy of  the "off icial wage raie 

schedules" for  zII depois is z~ iached .  (See A i i achmen i  A.)  The only 

wage comparison i ha t  should be used is the wage rate schedule. The 
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more highly technical or skilled work  force required for assigned mission 

drives the salary range for the depot. T o  consider salary, and no t  skill 

required, is not an accurate ref lect ion o f  wage rates. A quick 

comparison of  the ratings and pay rate schedule fol lows: 

Newark's rate in June 1 9 9 3  will be $14.98; however, all other depots will also 

increase in 19S3, w i t h  the .exception o f  Tinker and their 1993 raise occurred in 

January. To  use anything olner than wage rate schedule does not consider The skill 

level requirement for  the work being performed. I f  w e  compare cril ical skilled worker 

rat ing t o  salary r z r i n ~ ,  w e  find: 

I 
1 

I 
1 

DEPOT 

/ Hill 

Kelly 

McClellan 

/ Newark 

Robins 

Tinker 

A F  
RATING 

Green 

Green 

Red 

Yellow 

Green 

Yellow 

SALARY 

Green 

Green 

Red 

Yel low 

Green 

1 BASE I CRITICAL SKILLS 

COMPARISON 
WG-11 (Step 3) Rank 

S 14.92 (41 

12.72 111 

16.58 161 

14.45 131 

13.71 121 

15.24 [51 

I I T~nke:  I Green i Yel low 

1 Hill 

I Kelly 

1 

EFFECTIVE 
DATE 

12 Dec 92 

7 Nov 92 

7 Nov  92 

20 Jun  92' 

7 Nov 92 

9 Jan 93 

Yel low 

Green 

I McClellan I Yel low 

1 Newa:k 1 Red 
I 

I 
1 Robins I I Green 
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A higher number  of critical skilled workers  would tend t o  drive t h e  DI4IF salary 

u p  if "across  t h e  board salary" w a s  t h e  considerat ion.  

Overall, t h e  Air Force rated Newark Air Force Base a s  N/A for primary force or 

o ther  force suppor t  and  red because  of no  runway.  THE YELLOW MINUS FOR THE 

DEPOT OVERALL W A S  GIVEN FOR CRITERIA I RATING EVEN THOUGH ACTING 

SECRETARY DONLEY ADVISED THE WORK FORCE A N D  THE COMMUNITY LEADERS 

THE WORK ACCOMPLISHED A T THE BASE WAS VITAL FOR NOW AND THE 

FORESEEABLE FUTURE AND MUST CONTINUE WITHOUT DISRUPTION. 



--- 
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CRITERIA II 
Availabil ity and Condit ion of  Land, Facilities, and Associated Airspace 

a t  Both t h e  Existing and Potential Receiving Locations. . 
- 

1. Are there unique facilities at the installation which must be r e ~ l i c a t e d  i f  the 

base is closed? Should be green i f  unique facilities exist. The Air  Force stated 

in Criteria I tha t  unique facilities and equipment exist. In Criteria IV, the Air 

Force states a 1 0 0 +  years payback i f  facilities are replicated. In  Criteria II, Air 

Force rates unique facilities green; however, states the  capacity condition, 

building condi t ion and infrastructure are rated red. The large industr ial bui lding 

that  houses the mission functions is in excellent condition, the administrat ive 

building thar houses command and siaff  offices is in excellent condit ion. 

Occupaiional medicine and classroom space is located in a small  building 

classified as a termporary facil i iy. In fac:, the only MILCON projecis planned 

for Newark Air Force Ease include: (1) Medical Facility, $453,000; and (2)  

Child Developmeni Center, $680,000. The concit ion o f  ih i s  building should no t  

af fect  the  rai ing o f  building condii ion. This is anoiher example o f  t he  fallacy 

o f  The metho'dology used in es;ablishins a r a i i n ~ .  The other bui ldings a; the 

bzse have Seen cons;rilcted wi;hin i h ~  IZSI five ( 5 )  years and are in  excellen1 

condition. 

6UlLDlNG The NAFB indus~r ia l  and laboratory facilities are i h e  most  
sophisticated in the command and are in excellen7 condit ion. These buildings 
are i h e  ones that  should have been rated. The rating wou ld  have been green. 

INFRASTRUCTUZE The dictionary defines in i rzs~ruc tu re  as "the basic m i l i ~ a r y  
ins~al lat ions,  communicat ions and transport facilities." NAFB does no t  have 
m i l i ~a ry  barracks, bombing ranges or runways but NAFB does have the 
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communica~ions and transport facilities necessary to support the assigned 
missions. This should carry a green rating. 

F A M I L Y  HOUSING 
M 0 A s I R A  
BOMB RANGE 
L O W  LEVEL 
APZ 
NOISE 
ENVIRONS AIRSPACE 

NAFB was N O T  rated. 

The Air Force gave NAFB an overall rating o f  red* ( *No active runway.) bu t  the 

mission of NAFB does not  require a runway. The overall rating should be green. No 

active runway should not  drive a rating of "red." The Air Force does not only "fly and 

fight;" it must provide guaranteed suppon to those combat forces that do fly and 

figh:. This premise was not considered in the rating process. 

HAVE WE USED THE MODEL "COBRA" FOR RATING T H E  

DEPOTS T H A T  WAS DESIGNED TO RATE A REGULAR MILITARY BASE 

RATHER THAN A DEPOT FACILITY? 



AIRFIELD 

To reduce NAFB militan/ value because there are no runways defeats the purpose for which 

the site was selected. This site was selected primarily because of i ts remoteness f rom manmade 

culture disturbances. Test and calibration requirements cannot tolerate aircraft runways wi th  

heavy aircraft, active railroads, heavy industry or highways wi th  heavy traffic. These culture 

noises create errors in tesring, requiring additional test time and added errors in acceptance. 

The ability of a military system to  perform a designated mission is of ten directly related to  

the performance limitations of inertial sensors employed as part of the navigation, guidance and 

reference systems. 

The repair and testing of those inertial sensors require "best attainable' seismic stability 

to  assure the desired accuracy verification of those sensors. Any manmade induced vibrations1 

earth movements caused by runways, railways, heavy truck traffic only tends t o  degrade the 

confidence of test results of those inertial sensors. 

The location and facility construction of NAFB was accomplished with the thought in mind 

of avoiding, to the extent possible, those manmade inputs. 

Additional insight t o  the imponance of very stable conditions for testing of inenial sensors 

and to wha; d e ~ r e e  various inputs will impact those sensors. This can be referred i o  in rni l i~ary 

specii ica~ion MIL-G-26369 in addirion to: 

1. AIAA Paper $68-860lsubjec:: 'Experimental Determinarion of Test Pad 
Performance' by  Dr. Man in  G. Janke, Holloman AFB, NM. 

2. A l k A  Paper $68-884. Subject: 'Experimental Determination of Test Pad 
Per;'ormanceW by Dr. Roben Blandford, E a ~ h  Sciences Teledyne Co., Alexandria, 
VA. 

7 ". Technical i iepon, Su5jec::'Backaround Acceleration Requirements for Testing of 
lnerrial Instruments.' 

4. Technical Paper, Subject: 'Ultra Stable Room for Testing Gyros' by Richard Layne, 
Singer-Kearfott, Lit:le Falls, NJ. (Included are extensive back-up data on 
czr~s~ruc;ion and Ies; resulrs.) 

E; ". Srune, J. N. and Oliver, J., 'The Seismic Noise of the Eanh's Surface,' Bull 
Seismol. Vol. 69, pp 249-253 Oc; 52. 

6. 'Seismic Iso la r i~n  Study of  he Central Iner'lial Guidance T e s ~  Facility,' by 2 .  
Blandford and 8. Ruskey, and V. R. McLamore, MDC-Tfi-68-043. 
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1 

CRITERIA Ill 
T h e  Ability t o  Accommodate Contingency, Mobilization, and Future Force 
Requirements a t  Both the Existing and Potential Receiving Location. 

Tab 12, Attachment C, o f  the Air Force Assessment o f  Depots is tit led 

"1ndustrialKechnica1 Support Category--Depots Subcategory." Either this sect ion has 

been incorrectly t i t led or only aircraft are considered t o  be of  an industrial/technical 

nature. 

There is no ment ion of  measurement factors relative t o  a depot's abil ity t o  

support Air Force aircraft, Naval vessels, or A rmy  aircraft and ground vehicles with 

the highly sophisticated electronic guidance systems necessary t o  successful ly 

accomplish a mil i iary operation. 

During Operai ion Desert Siorrn, NAFB provided over 1000 items i o  support 

virtc;a!ly every Air Fcrce aircra? used during t hz t  period. The Metrology Cenier a i  

NAF3 supported n o i  only Air Force uni is but  also ;he Army Patr ioi Missile dur ing that  

I 

i operation. 

1 The Air Force recognizes NAFB as a very highly technical industrial faci l i ty with 

a mission the; ncs ;  be conrinued :o suppor i  i h e  Air Force mission. The Air Force 
I 

I criteria csed io measure the value o f  a depot's industrial/technical wo r th  t o  t he  future 

Air Force considered only information re la tin^ to  f lying missions/runways. They seem 

t o  h i v e  total ly ignored the indusirial shops and w e  consider this inappropriaie. 

For examgle, KAFB could n o i  be rared as a aepo: because they d o  nor have 

excess CAT l . I  munit ions s;orage czpac i~y ,  a h o i  cargo pad, cannot handle wide 
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body aircratt operations, C-141 aircraft, is not near a port, is not located near an 

ArmyfMarine ground force installation, has no excess usable aircraft parking apron, 

has no operational fuel hydrant system, has no fighter, bomber, tanker, airlift or pilot 

training facility. 

Tab 12, Attachment C, would have been more appropriately titled "Runways 

and Parking Ramps." There is not one factor which even faintly resembles the 

measurement of  a depot's ability to support the Air Force and DOD mission relative 

t o  "IndustrialflechnicaI Support." 
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CRITERIA IV 
The Cost and Manpower Implication 

1. One-Time Closure Costs 

The Air Force has stated one-time closure costs for  Newark  Air Force 

Ease is $233,000,000 w i t h  a 1 0 0 +  year payback period. 

The Air Force Materiel Command has estimated $52,040,726 as to ta l  

one-time costs t o  convert  Newark AFB to  contractor facil ity. The  Air Force, 

w i t h  a computer model  (COBRA), identified one-time closure costs as 

$43,521,745 then  reduced that  amount by $9,500,000 of  MILCON avoidance. 

It is ironic tha t  $9,000,000 of  these projects (2 )  were eliminated three years 

ago and these costs will no t  occur in any event. Can w e  really consider these 

-, as savincs? I ne s;ucy DOD provided to the Bzse Closure and Realignment 

Commission s ~ t t e d  one-t ime closure costs i o  privatize as $31,300,000. The 

GAO srudy has i den~ i f i ed  $38,300,000 2s the estimaled one-t ime closing 

cos:s. What is the  t rue cost? Since i h e  savings are projected to  be 

$3,800,000 a year, variances in one-~irne closure costs as signif icant 2s the 

ones c i ted will have a large impacl  o n  the calculated savings 

2. 20-year Net Present Value 

The GAO hes s iated the savings over 2 0  year period is $599 ,000 .  Can 

i h e  Air Force j u s ~ i i y  The risk to the ;axpayer for  savincs th is small. I f  MILCON 

avoidance was Taken into accoun; in the GAO study, the  savings wou ld  be 
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rapidly eliminated. I f  workload at the base was moved, the Air Force c i ted 

$1$2,000,000 as the 20-year NPV (Net Present Value]. 

3. Net  Steady Srate Savings (see paragraph 4) 

4. Manpower  Reductions 

W i t h  closure o f  Newark Air Force Base and movement  o f  t he  w o r k  

elsewhere, the AF  has stated a steady state net  savings o f  $6,000,000 and 

manpower  reductions of 145. The years t o  payback are 1 0 0  + . 

Once w e  privatize Newark Air Force Base, the government will n o  longer 

have inert ial  navigation or inertial guidance system repair capabil ity. W h a t  

incent ive will a contractor  have t o  remain competi t ive? 

Since Newark Air Force Bzse is i h e  sole source o f  repair fo r  the  ineri ial  

guidance system for  the only ICBM in the f leet after START I1 ratif ication, is the 

risk w o r t h  a highly doubi fu l  GAO siared savincs o f  $5,02,000 over 20 years? 

Wou ld  i i  no; make ,.nore sense t o  clcse a  large depot? The wo rk  accompl ished 

a i  these d e p o ~ s ,  for the mos; par:, has duplicate repair capabil i ty elsewhere. 

Newark  Air: Force Base has been involved in  five A-76 siudies. They  

nave w o n  all f ive compe~ i i i ons .  The Precision Measurement Equipment 

Laborarory in De?o: Ma in~enance  has been under an  A-76 study tw ice.  Newark  

AFS people successfully w o n  the work  bo th  ~ i m e s .  Th is  was  no t  t rue a t  t he  

oiher depo:s in the Command. Ease sugport functions have come under A-76 

- 
s:uc~es o n  Three occesions. Al l  ;h:eo l imes,  peo?le a i  Newark k ~ r  r o r c e  " t se  

w e r e  zwarde:! ;he workload. 
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Review of workload in depot maintenance today being accomplished by 

contractor and Newark Air Force Base wil l  show in all cases that base price is 

much lower than contract cost. The small size o f  the depot, comprised mainly 

of  highly skilled workers, and a close knit management/worker team concept 

have provided the Air Force wi th  a very competent, cost-effective 0rganiza;ion. 

This depot, w i th  i ts history of interservice work and its size, make it an 

ideal site for a consolidated DOD Depot Maintenance and Metrology operation. 
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1. The original Air Force s t u d y  planned t o  c lose  NAFB and relocate t h e  workload 

r 

t o  t h e  o ther  AF depo t s  a t  t h e  c o s t  of 233 million dollars. The recurring savings 

CRITERIA V 
Return on Investment 

w a s  6 million dollars. It would t a k e  nearly 40 years  ( 2 3 3 / 6 )  t o  recover  the  

cost. (The AF said 100 years  plus.) 

2. The Air Force n o w  plans t o  privatize. AFMC said it would c o s t  $52.0 million 

t o  transition t o  cont rac t .  USAF said $43.5 million, less $9.5 million in reduced 

military construct ion planned for NAFB, for  a n e t  cost of $34.0 million to 

conver t  NAFB t o  coniraci .  Neiiher indicated a savings  bui  USAF did recognize 

a recurring c o s t  of $ 4 . 3  million for A F  program and  contracz administrarior,. 

3 .  T h e  D O D  told ;he Commission :he COS; t o  conver t  NAFE T O  con t rac i  L V O L J I ~  be 

$31.3 million wi;h en annual  s z v i n ~ s  of $3.3 million. au;  it would zppear  this 

cos: dz;a d o e s  no: include t h e  recurring cos; of $4.3 ,.;;illion for A? program 

a n d  coniracr  adminis:ration. Is, in fac:, t h e  $4.3 million for  kF program and 

conirac: adminis:rz-,ion cos; more rhan i h e  s3.E million in recurring sav inss  

repofled ;o ihe  f e s e  Closure and Reaiignment Commission? 

WHAT IS THE TZUE "RETURN O N  INVESTMENT?" WHAT IS T H E  R I S K ?  
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'Newspaper report. (Attachment B.) 

In the event DOD did not consider the  recurring AF program 
and contract  administration cost  of $4.3 million, t h e  cost  t o  
convert to contract will always exceed the  savings. 

COST TO 
CLOSOCONVERT 

l m i l l i n )  

233.0 

52.0 

34 .O 

31.3 

f 

I RETURN ON INVESTMENT YEARS 

T 0 
PAYBACK 

4 0 

none given 

none given 

8 

13 

RECURRING 
SAVINGS 
1rnill;on) 

6.0 

none given 

none given 

3.8 

' . 5 9 9  
In 20 years 

4 

RECURRING 

COST 
lmill ion I 

none 

4.3 

none ~ i v e n  

Oripinal USAF Study 
.Close NAFB - move  workload 

USAF to  Privatize NAFB 

*AFMC Cost Estimate 

aUSAF Computer Model  
--less 9 mi l l~on lor MlLCON 

savtnqs. 

GAO to BCARC 

/ DOD 10 BCARC I 

38.3 
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CRITERIA VI 
The Economic Impact on Communities 

Employment -- Newark AFB received a rating of green. 

Population -- Newark AFB received a green rating. 

Income -- Newark AFB received a green rating. 

Local Government Operating Revenues/Expenditures -- Newark AFB received 
a rating of yellow, which means the net fiscal impact on  local government is 
negative, but  comparatively small. I f  Newark AFB is privatized in  place, there 
will be no economic impact on the community; however, i f  base is closed, the 
impact wil l  be substantial. 

Installation Restoration Programs -- Newark AFB received a raring o f  red since 
the actual clean-up time is estimated to  be relatively short (wi th in  5 years). 

The three ratings of green, one yellow, and one red yielded an overall 

r a ~ i n g  of yel low- for Newark. Should the iac; Newark has l o w  environmen~al 

costs /shor~ t ime span for clean-up be used against the depot in closure 

decisions? 
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CRITERIA VII 
The Abil i ty o f  Both the Existing and Potential Receiving Communities' 

lnfrastructure t o  Support Forces, Missions and Personnel. 

1. Community lnfrastructure 

A. Off-base Housing -- concur with assessment. 

6. Public Transportation: 

W e  believe NAFB should be listed as green. 

There is taxicab service to  NAFB f rom Granville, Newark and f r om Heath, 

Ohio. The Base is within t w o  (2) miles of the center of Heath, and 

wi th in  f ive (5)  miles o f  the center of Newark. These are reasonable 

disiances for taxicab service. Transportat ion has never been a problem 

for NAFB employees. 

Municigal Airpor;: 

The Licking C o u n ~ y  Municipal A i rpor i  is less than one (1) mile f rom 

NAFS. The runways are 4700 fee; long. The airport suppor:s bo th  

p r i v a ~ e  afid business aircrzk. Air Force aircraft f rom HQ a i  DayTon, 

Ohio, es v ~ e l l  es eircrak f rom i h e  Columbus Airport uses ih is  a i rpor i  as 

needed. There are no  commercial airlines that  operaie f rom this airport; 

however, the large Columbus (Ohio) Internai ional Airport is less than  one 

hour away  f rom NAFS and suppons a large number o f  commercial 

aiiiines. 

If appears to u s  that  our total rat ing should be green. 
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C. Off-base recreation facilities -- concur with assessment. 

D. Shopping facilities -- concur w i th  assessment. 

E. Distance to Metropolitan Center -- non-concur w i th  yel/ow rating. 

NAFB was assigned a yellow (1 t o  2 hours) rating in  regard t o  "Distance 

to  metropolitan center population over 100,000. NAFB is 3 0  miles via 

Ohio Route 1 6  or 170 (See attached map--Attachment C.) t o  downtown 

Columbus, Ohio, whose population is approximately 633,000. Even in 

traffic conditions, travel time is 45 minutes to  downtown. Also, within 

the 30 mile radius is Port Columbus, an international airport w i th  service 

by all major airlines providing over 1 6 0  daily flights. 

Included in this 30 mile area are: 

*Wyandot Lake Family Park 
Columbus Zoo/Aquarium 
Four swimming pools ( 2  indoors) 
12 golf courses 
2 bowling alleys 

* C  major sho9ping malls 
0 2  major lakes 

F. Local C;irne Rate 

\Ve have included Newark, Granville, Fieaih, and i he  Licking Coufi iy 

Sheriff in  oclr listing of violent crimes. We believe this is a fair selection 

of those areas where the majority of all Newark Air Force Base 

employees reside. There are no doubi  a f e w  employees who may live in 

some of ;he small villages w i ~ h i n  Licking Coun:y that are no; included; 

however, the possible addiiional numbers would be so small t s  t o  have 



ATTACYTXENT 1 -- Page 2 5  

little effect o n  the overall report. 

In each case, the enclosed data was obtained f rom each department 

listed and in  each case, were based on the same criteria. W e  have no 

direct knowledge o f  the source or the category of what  was considered 

as violent crimes in the Air Force Report. In each case, w e  were assured 

that the criteria used in  this report did represent their v iew  o f  what 

should be considered as violent crime and were consistent w i t h  each. 

Education 

TOTAU 1 B92 VIOLEM CRIMES 

I/ STUOESTS 7%; G 3  Oh' TO COLLEGE 
I I 

I! SCHOOL 1 1992 G-DUATES I PERCENTAGEMUMBER II 
/I Granville I 9 7  1 EZ.396 or 8 0  
I I I JI 

Forcible Rape I 4 ( 1 reponad: 
unfounded 

HEATH 

' Lcrlnp Counry Chnsuan Acsoemy I 19 1 93.346 or 1 7  
I I I 

UCKINC COUKPl 
SHDUFF 

CRANVLLLE 

I hearh H16h School I 86 1 56.096 or 5 0  

8 

/ Newark H ~ p n  School 1 L C 6  / 50.0% or 2 2 4  I/ 

NEWARK 

I 

i 

Robbery 
b I 6 1 0 1 13 

T O T A U  

47 60 

4 2 6 1 

Assault: 
I I I 
I ~ r s a r r n  

I 
I 1 I 0 I 2 9 12  

1 Knife/tunjng Instrumen: 1 c 1 c I 3 1 3 1 6 
, I 

~ t n e r  dangerous wea2on 1 3 1 0 1  2 I 95 1 l o r  
I 

S r r o n ~  A m  (hands, erc.1 1 ? 5 1 58 1 1 9 0  254 

4 

Orher i I I I I 7 

I TOTAL 5 0 4  
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I f  one takes the mean average (42417051, the average percentage is 60. Note: 

These averages are taken f rom a report w e  received f rom the  State o f  Ohio, 

Department o f  Education, dated April 13, 1 9 9 3  and are for the  year o f  1992.  

The percentages o f  the t w o  non-public h igh schools were provided b y  the 

schools. 

It wou ld  appear to  us that  our rating should have been green. 

3. Spousal Employment 

The Air Force has stated in its report employment at Newark Air Force Base 

represents 4.6% o f  the total within local community and closure of  base wou ld  

have a negative fiscal impact, b u ~  comparatively small. Isn ' t  t he  rat ing on  

spousal employment inconsis;ent with the rating in Criieria I?  H o w  can w e  say 

employment  is so good in the area, base closure will have litt le impact,  ye t  on 

the oiher hand s a y  spousal employment opportunities are n o t  good? 

- 
I he base has approx imz~e ly  70 miiirary personnel. The numbers provided by 

Newark Air Force 3ase \rJeFe Szsed on a survey of  the people a; one point in  

:ime. Seven~y-one  percen; (71 5;) found empioymeni w i t h  ihree m o n ~ h s ,  7 5 ' X o  

wou ld  have yielded a green ra:inc. Lrblhen w e  consider ;he rz i ing is based on  

a poini-in-:ime survey and a re!a:ively small number of people, w e  ques:ion the 

value/validity o f  the ra~ ing .  

4, Local Medical Care 

- 
I here are a?p:oxi,~a;ely i 47 medical doc;ors suppor:ing Licking Coun ly  which 

- 
has a popula;ion of 7 2S ,OOO.  I h e  ceT;ier o f  ;his po2ula:ion is 25 miles f rom 
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Columbus, Ohio, which is a major metropolitan city. Two other towns within 

the county, Johnstown and Pataskala, both use hospital facilities in the 

Columbus area rather than Licking Memorial Hospital in Newark. Licking 

Memorial has 277 beds and experiences a daily average vacancy of 99 beds. 

St. Ann's in Westerville (1 5 miles from Johnstown) has 154 beds available and 

MI. Carmel East in Columbus (1 2 miles from Pataskala) has over 300 beds. 

The closeness to Columbus causes residents in the western section of  the 

county to  utilize hospital facilities and doctors in the Columbus area rather than 

travel the additional distance t o  Newark. (See Attachment D.) 

The overall raring given Newark Air Force Ease on Criieria V11 was yel low; .  

With the information provided, we believe a more realistic rating would have 

been green-. 
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r 

I' 

- 
CRITERIA Vlll 

T h e  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  

(assessment  of existing conditions for decision ma king) 

4 
I 

! 

1 

1. AIR QUALITY Concur with assessment. 

2. WATER Concur with assessment. 

1 3-  HAZARDOUS MATERIAL -- Solid/Hazardous Waste 

3a. Asbestos Newark AFB should be rated YELLOW. 

We had an asbestos survey conducted in  1988-89 by Galson Technical 
Services in wh ich  four out of eighteen facilities were determined t o  
contain ACM. We n o w  have over twenty  facilities with only four 
containing ACM; this is less than 20%. 

3b. Radon Concur w i th  assessment. 

3c. Solid Waste Newark AFB should be rated GREEN. 

I 
I 

The existing facilities within our Solid Waste Management District have 
over 15 years of remaining life. 

j Sa. EIOLOGICAL HABITAT Newark AFB should be rated YELL0 W. 
I 

! We do have a ha-bi~at rhar could suppoz :he Indiana Eat, an endangered 

j 
species. This habi;a: does not, however, constrain 
construction/operations. 

1 4 .  THREATENED AND ENDANGzilED SPECIES Newark AF2 should be rzted GREEN. 

We do not have any threatened or endangered species o n  base. 

4c .  SlOLOGlCAL WETLANDS Concur wi th assessment. Ij i . -. CLJLTU~AL RESOUSCES Concur with assessment. 

ti 5. GE3LOGY AND SOILS 
I 

I 6a. Prime and Unique Farmlands Newark A F 2  should be ra;ed GREEN. 

I Al:hough there are prime farmlands near and adjacent t o  the base, there I are no prime or unique farmlands wi:hin :he boundzries of the base. 

1 6b. MineralIEnergy Resources Kewark AFB should be rated GREEN. 

1 
Vde have no known  mineral or energy resources on base. 

1 

6:. Soil Co~raminar ion Concur w i ~ h  assessmen:. 



--- -- 

ATTACKHENT 1 -- Page 2 9  

Newark Air Force Base has consistently scored very well on the Environmental 

Compliance Assessment Management Program inspections. In  fact, there has never 

been a critical finding on one of these inspections. Compared t o  the other depots, 

Newark AFB was outstanding, yet on Criteria Vll l  they were rated equally w i th  the 

large Air Logistics Centers. A more realistic rating for the depots could be  provided 

by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or the States' Environmental Protection 

Agencies. 

Ii is also interesting t o  noie that 

Award for Polluiion Prevenrion; however, Ogden ALC w o n  the Air Force Award. Is 

i; no: in~erest ing a depot that did not win :he Command award won  the Air Force 

award? 

1 -, 

The Overall Rating should be as follows: 

! a 
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U J C  F E I I E I ~ A J ,  I.~AGI;: S Y I ; ' ~ I : I ~ ~  IIII(;UI,AII AM) SrEcrAr, PIZOUUCTION FACILITATING WAGE RATE SCIIEDULES 
I'OiI 'LIII< \7A(;E AIZEA OF COIiUM[IUS, OI[ IO  

/ 

0 : COI~1I~IAtII)T I{(; OFI'I(:I~ItS 01' 1'1 J I,I'l'A[1Y I)I<J'A[1'I'EIT;.tl1'S Al.1I.I DOD COI.IPO1IElIT 1IISTAI~T~AcI'IOtJS I14 TIIE AllEh 

1'IIE SC'lIEI?UI,ES SIIC)I.ltl J11;1,01.1 I I A V I :  I\l:Ell I<Srl'AIII~I.C;lIR[) UklDER AUTIIORITY O F  DOD DIRECTIVE 51 20 . 39,  DATED 
I I 2 I , 1 3 0 0 ,  SUI I ,~J - ;C~I*  1'0 '1'111: J , I ~ . I I ~ P A ~ I ~ I ~ I I S  co l , l r l ln I r reD Itr P U U L I C  LAW 1 0 2 -  1  41 A P P R O V E D  2 0  OCTODER 1 9 3  1 , 
t\lllJ A[lI.; '1'0 111' Al'l'It 1171) 1 I 1  ACCC)I~I)AllCIC kIIf1'1[ 'I'IIE L'ROVXSIOI.1S O F  FPM SUPPLEf.1EIlT 5 3 2 -  1  TO ALL EllPLOY E E S  
iIIIOSE O F F T C  I l \ l ,  IIU'I'Y S'I'A'I'IOII 1:; 1,OC'A'I'I;:I) ~ l ' I rL I I IN  1'IIE GEOGRAPIIIC BOUNDARY OF STIIE WAGE AREA D E F I I I  I T I O I I  
I l i  0 I V I  S I  '1'1115 SCllElI(J1,E I S  AI'EJLICADL,E T O  DOD Et4PLOYEES',OtILY A N D  EXCLUDES Ally  
i)[<tIEF l'l' l?ElI I VICII l \ Y  ~ f \ ~ ' 1 ~ l 7 l ~ 1 ~ ~ l ~ ' I ' A ' l ' ~ C ~ l l  O F  5 1)SC 534 3 ( d  ) . 

I~OllAT,U G .  UIICII'I'IIL 
AC'rItIG l)IItEC'I'OR 
'I'ECIIIIICAI, S T A F F  

I t.: U - \.I1 1 
: WS-WD-Wt.1 RATES \' A 'i 

1 2  3 4  5 I,Et1t.:l, 
1 2 . 1 6  1 2 . 6 7  1 3 . 1 0  1 3 . 6 0  1 4 . 1 9  
1 2 . 7 7  1 3 . 3 0  1 3 . 0 5  1 4 . 3 9  1 4 . 9 2  
1 3 . 2 7  1 3 . 0 3  1 4 . 4 1  1 4 . 9 4  1 5 . 5 0  1 
1 3 . 7 6  1 4 . 3 3  1 4 . 9 2  1 5 . 4 7  1 6 . 0 5  2 
1 4 . 2 3  1 4 . 0 4  1 5 . 4 3  1 6 . 0 3  1 6 . 6 1  3 

1.14.74 1.5.35 1 5 . 9 9  1 6 . 5 9  1 7 . 2 2  4 
1 5 . 2 3  1 5 . 8 4  1 6 ; 5 0  1 7 . 1 2  1 7 . 7 5  5 1 

. ' 1 5 . 7 3  1 6 . 3 9  1 7 . 0 4  1 7 . 7 0  1 0 . 3 6  6 2 
1 ~ . 2 4  1 6 . 9 3  1 7 . 5 9  1 0 . 2 0  1 0 . 9 5  7 3 
1 6 . 7 2  . 1 7 . 4 2  1 0 . 1 0  1 0 . 0 0  1 9 . 5 0  0  4 

ORDEII DATE: 1 4  JANUARY 1 9 9 2  
I<F,FECrI'IVE DATE: TIIE F I R S T  DAY O F  T I I E  F I R S T  PAY PEl?IOD 

IIEGINtfI tIG ON OR AFTER 2 0  JUIIE 1 9 9 2  
SUPERSEDES SCIiEDULE I S S U E D  2 6  MARC11 1 9 9 1  
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GAO report 
i s  critical 
of Pentagon 

/.Study will add fire 
I to nTAFB situation 
I 'hornson NN SuYLce 

WhSHINGTON - ~ ~ f ~ r r i ~ ~  I n  a n  i n d e p e n d e n t .  
NrmrkhirForcrBasctotbepn- ana lys i s  o f  t h e  Pen ta -  
v a l e  s e c t o r  would  save t h e  Air gon's base  closure rec- 
Fore just $599 000 wer 20 y a r s  
m a g r r n i o n d ~ v ~ t o r r h a v ; .  o m m e n d a t i o n s ,  t h e  
m n d u d e d  General Accounting Of- 

I lnanindependcntanalyrkof f ice  also said ! h e k i r  
the P a l g o n ' g  - d o a m  m- . Force underes t ima ted  
ommendations the  General  k- Olfioc'aLco uid Air the one-time cost of clos- 
Force underes t imated  t h e  one- in= NAFB and the  num- 
Lunecusloldosin M a n d t h c  b& of y e a r s  b e f o r e  i t  
number of p a r s  &tore i: would 
see a m u m  on its r n v t r s u r t  would see a return on i t s  

The Pentaroc s a d  on Marc'. 12 
i it could u v ;  u b a v e r r  53.8 mil- 

i 
' lion annual ly  b i c i o s i n g  NAFB. 

~ f e m n g  some of iu workloaC 
ekewhere  urd  turning mast o! tu 

I 
work aver  to  a p n n t e  m n t n a o r .  

But l a s r  week. Michael Donley. 
ac t ing  Ai r  Forcc Secre ta ry .  ad- 

I 
milled the Alr Force o n n o l  pre- 
drct how m u c x  i f  an).. money the 
government w w l d  save from pn- 
vatrrrng thc base. 

The CAO rcpor: wil! likely he1 
the controversy surroundin: Inc 
p r o p o s e d  c l o s u r e .  S e n .  J o h n  
Glenn. D-Ohlo. has already cx- 
prcssed  reservations about  !he 
Au Fomc plan and h u  urged rnc 
independen[  De!crue Base  Clo- 
sure  and  Rer l ignncnt  Cornrn:s- 
rlon to tnveztiga~c Lhc Air Force's 
c r r w - r a w s  c t i m a l c .  

T h e  GAO c s t i n a ~ c d  o n e - l i n e  
c los ing  c o s t s  a t  533.3 m i l l ~ o n .  
m r n p a r d  nirb t h e  Pentagon d- 
n a r c  o! 531.5  million. h l s o .  the 
agency eslrmared the  Penlagon 
could cxpcc:  a return o n  its In- 
vc tmcnr  rc :3 years. rather Lhan 
t h e  8 y e a r :  Atr Forcc  off icials  
daim 

Authorz oo! t h e  r e p o n  will r p  
p a r  M o r t  the b z e  d o s u m  wn- 
m z t o n  on  htonday. 

Overal l .  th; GAO concluded 
that judgmenu of Air Forcc o f i -  
crals who rccoolrncndcd bases for 

I c losure  w c r c  not  clear!). docu- 
mented.  But the  agency did not 
urgc tire commission to overrule 
any of Itre propose6 h i r  Forcc d o -  - 

tionr for ratrucruring 10 depou 
thar p rondc  ~ e h n i o !  and indus- 
trial wppof l  were driven by the 
amount ol e x c a s  capaary and the 
cns: and savrn:: constdcrations. 
CAO aid.  

In F;cwark's case.  t h e  r e p o n  
u l d  c los~ng the bzse w u l d  likely 
reCuu overall dc-t =par) by 
1.7 =illion Labor hourr annually. 
1: also n o l d  that the A r  Forcc u 
uncccalr. wnelhcr a buyer a n  be 
found lo  purchase Lhc facilrr). or 
whether 11 will operrtc 8s a gw- 
emmcntowned,  m n t n a o r o p r -  
ated fadliry. 

Ovcnll. the CAO u i d  M- 
Secretuy La Aspin's recornmen- 
dationr to d o s e  3 1 rmjor d i u r y  
rnf.allatrorc and r u l i g n  134 otb. 
c would save $940 miUion I c n  
thac the 512.6 billion in s a v i n g  
t h c  P e n l a g o n  e x p e c t s  ovcr  20 

!'ionc:helcss. t h e  r c p o n  w a s  
only rlatly c?rlcal of the Pcncl- 
goc ' r  base c losure  procczs and  
s a ~ d  Aspin's r e c o m m c n d a l i o ~  
were 'gcner;llly sount." 

The LAO c-xlrckd lbc Dclcow 
D c p a r : n c n t  f o r  i g n o r i n g  i n -  
c r e a s e d  c o s l s  l o  o t h e r  fedcra l  
s g c n t i c  from Saw closing:. For 
cxanpie .  closing base hospitals 
uil: undoubtedly t n c r e u e  govern- 
ment spendmg o n  M e d r u r c  

I 1  a l s o  s a i d  :he  s t a n d a r d  t h e  
CAO usee 10 aetenninc "curnula. 
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TO: Advisory Gmup 
Seuark Air Force Base Alternatives 

FROM: Tm Russell @ 
Adxhistrarive Assisat  

DATE: April 15, 1993 

R E  Availability of Patienr Care 

In response to your phone call., Licking Memorial Hospital is licensed for 
277 beds. The average patient census is 109 patients per day. ?hk allows 
an avenge of 99 parient beds per day available for growth or  emergency 
use. 

We have one physician for every 967 residents in the munty. However, the 
number of physician's available b m  our Rospital alone should not k 
ansidered in Lolation Consideration should h given to available h d s  
ind physic& within a gecgaphic m, not limited to a munty. A laxge 
pcmion of the ppularion h Licking County can b fomd in the Patashla 
PC& where we h o w  k e r ~ n c y  Squads t a k  Mb of the parients to ML 
Carme1 Ezs: k~ C o l w r r s  and 20% ta LMH. Mt Cvmel East is much 
cioser in rc!atiodip to meeting eiaegenq. needs iban our HospirrL 

Johnstam on rhe western b rde r  of our aunty wcdd have faster mxss  
with piq to S r  Ann's in Wesicnlle, 32% + ~ - %  to Mt. Carmel Eu t ,  
~d 20% ta LWI .+air the s m e  rarrionrle, rhe ?nysiciaas and the beds - 
are nore mnveniently locared in those gm-mphic a res  thvl in the center 
o : ihe munn. 

I: sho~ld 'm hciicze2 : k t  iciomzioc e n  be ~ 2 ~ l e x k s  Lr vou \<en it 
mrdly  in h l a t i m  of m u r y  geog~2pLc b u h r i e s .  However, that is not 
reziisric in acsumer use of healthzzre faciliries. 

Lf further -bfomz60n is needed, plezse do not hesi~ue ro a n t m  me. 

Attachment I3 
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POINT PAPER 

Acting Secretary o f  the Air Force Donley stated over and over throughout his 

! 

briefing, 6 April 1993, t o  the people o f  Newark Air Force Base the wo rk  accomplished 

a t  the base was mission essential and must continue for  n o w  and foreseeable future. 

He also stated to t ry  to move the workload, by replicating facility and incurring 

possible equipment damage, was too expensive for the Air Force to entertain. 

Secretary Donley further reiterated the importance o f  the crit ical assets repaired 

and stated "There m u s t  be a seamless transition." He stated the Air Force was 

commit ted t o  ensure t h e  important  wo rk  at the base continue, even if t ime to properly 

:ransition wes beyond 1 996. 

Secre~ary  Donley wes no; able to  enswer several key issues o n  how 

p:iva~ize;ion would work-- including i w o  extremely i rnpor~an t  questions, "Wha: is l h e  

risicl" " W ' n ~ i  is ;he COST?" .  He s:a.;ed, "We did not  consider the r isk" and two ,  "There - 
may not be a COST savings--cost is not the bottom line." 

Secre:a:y Donley did have answers for ;he  fo l lowing ques~ions:  - 

HOW WILL PRIVATIZA TION VI'ORK? 

-. 
I nere are ~ w e l v e  (1 2 )  differenr manufaciurers o f  p r o d u c x  repaired a7 NAFB. 

2. Will ;here be one coniractor repairing all i h e  other manufacturers' 
?roduc:s? lnerrial guidance/navica~ion equipmen; is a hignly compe?i;ive 
indus:ry. I; is very l ikely :hat L i i ion Indus~r ies  or Delco ydJ object if 
N o r 3  American Rockwel l  wins a con i rac i  t o  repair ;heir producrs, or vice 
\'!?TSZ. 

3 .  N i l !  Tnere be ;ivelve ( 1  2) indivicual coniraclors occupying K A i 3  
inccs:rial facil i i ies? If ;his is The czse, then ;he;e nus; be a general 
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contractor  t o  opera te  t h e  base ,  adjudicate d i f ferences ,  t o  reallocate s h o p  
s p a c e  and equipment a s  workload c h a n g e s  dictate,  a n d  t h e r e  a r e  a lways  
workload changes .  Adding s u c h  a general  cont rac tor  will a d d  more cos t  
to  the  repair process!  

WHAT WILL THEAIR FORCE DO WITH ITS $7,000,000,000 INVESTMENT? 

a. Sell it t o  t h e  success fu l  bidder. No manufacturer  could a f f o r d  to buy the  
facility a t  its face  value.  

b. Give it t o  t h e  successful  bidder for o n e  dollar? This opt ion  has  t o  be  
considered a n  unacceptable  risk t o  t h e  Air Force and  t h e  taxpayer .  How 
many  contrac tors  will bid on  a $ 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  g iveaway?  How many 
of t h o s e  bidders could actually perform? T h e  risk is simply too great.  

c. Government  o w n e d  and  contrac tor  opera ted .  This is t h e  m o s t  likely 
option. If it is the  option se lec ted ,  t h e  Air Force h a s  n o t  really divested 
itself from managing t h e  NAFB! W h a t  is t h e  value of privatization? 

What depth o f  analysis was accomplished prior ?o making ?he decision to 

"privatize" in place? Did the Air Force do its homework? Review o f  Secrerary 

Donley's comrnenrs leaves doubt as to thoroughness of  the analysis accomplished. 
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METROLOGY 
1 

The Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program extends around the world. 

The full performance of  Air Force weapon systems is crit ically dependent upon 

accurate test  equipment that is used to  maintain those systems. Examples of 

degraded performance could include decreased accuracy and s t a n d ~ f f  distance of 

infrared targeting systems, limited thrust o f  jet engines, decreased resolution o f  

ground avoidance and targeting radars, and decreased accuracy o f  aircraft altimeters. 

The Directorate o f  Metrology o f  Newark AFB (Ohio) manages t h e  Air Force Metrology 

and Calibration Program, which assures that  Air Force test  equipment is calibrated t o  

suff icient accuracy t o  provide full performance o f  each weapon system. 

The Directorate operates the Air Force Measurement S~andards  Lzboratory 

(AFMSL). In  add i~ ion ,  the Di rec~orate also reviews weapon sys iem technical d.z:a t o  

accuraiely identi fy calibration requiremenis, develops measurement capability t o  meer 

n e w  requ i remen~s ,  purchases and distriSutes measurement  equipmen? t o  base 

calibrarion laboratories (Precision Measuremeni Equipment Laboratories--PMELs) 

located wor ld  wide, and develops and puSlishes calibration procedures for use by the 

bese PMELs to  calibrate i e s i  equipment. The measurement reference standards and 

accuracies provided to  the Air Force by The Air Force M e ~ r o l o g y  Program affect 

virrually every Air Force operational system and activi ty. 

- 
I ne managenen: supper; provided by the D i rec~ora te  o f  Merrolocy reaches all 

operating commends wor ld wide.  In addition t o  equipping the some 170 laboretories 
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world wide. The Directorate is responsible for determining that the laboratories are 

operating at  the highest quality levels necessary t o  insure that each laboratory's 

periodic calibrations are meeting the exacting precision requirements o f  weapon 

supported. 

Periodically a team f rom NAFB visits each of the base PMELs and evaluates 

their performance. There are presently non-commissioned officers assigned this 

responsibility. The teams are augmented w i th  civilian engineers and technicians 

specialized in  PMELscheduling, equipment calibration, environmental assessment, and 

general laboratory management procedures. On-site support and training is provided 

in those areas that are found t o  be deficient. 

The Air Force position as siaied by Secreiary Donlsy recognizes ;he importance 

of The Merrology Program and the need t o  mainrain the Metrology Standards 

Labora~ory, in place, as a laroe cos; zvoisance. However, he appears to  sugges; i he  

Meirology managemen7 should remain an Air Force f u n c ~ i o n  somewhere, not 

necessarily N A X ,  wirh the AFMSL o p e i ~ i e d  by  a coniracior. 

A rne;:ology s~anaards !~50r2io:y is highly degenden: u?on exgensive facilities, 

- 
Each mi i i~ary  service ?resec;!y hzs such 2 i ac i l i ~y .  Each service also has similarly 

oicanized metrology and cal ibra~ion programs. Considerins the expense of each 

separate program, including building and main~aining each service's metrology 

s~andards laSora:or\;, the eventual consoiid2:ion of the Three separare programs TO a 

single 3OD netroiogy procram is inevi;aSle. Previous consolidation s~ud ies  have  

recognized  ha: consolicaring T O  The N A F 3  l oca~ ion  would be the mos: efiec:ive i f  

consolideiion were i o  occur. If the N A F 3  AFfvlSL and equipment were i o  be closed 
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I 

I or relinquished t o  a contractor, the best present facility will no  longer be available t o  

1 serve as the DOD Metrology Standards Laboratory. The laboratory should be retained 
I 

as an Air Force operated laboratory until the issue is addressed and a decision made 

concerning the location o f  a DOD laboratory. 

One of the major concerns of our Advisory Group is the possible separation of 

the operation of the AFMSL f rom the other program functions described above. All 

those other functions require close technical interchange with the AFMSL. 

Understanding weapon system technical documents to  clearly identify calibration 

requirements, development o f  measurement techniques and n e w  measurement 

reference standards, purchasing and testing of state of  the a n  equipment for use by 

bzse PMELs and development o f  procedures to  calibrate n e w  test equipment all 

demand exiensive exchange of technical inforn;ation beiween i h e  laboratory and other 

iunciional areas of the Directorate of Meirology. The support which the Directorate 

provides to  180 Air Force PMELs and to 14 foreign countries through i h e  Foreign 

M i l i ~a ry  Sales Program wi l l  be seriously impeded if opersiion o f  the AFMSL is 

separated either oraanizationally or geographically f rom the oiher metrology func~ions.  

As 30D resources dwindle, ihe full performance o f  current weapon sysiems, 

u9graded systems and future systems will continue t o  be a necessity. Metrology 

engineerina and technical personnel are continuously siriving to  improve measurement 

systems and calibration siandards. The onaoing siate-of-the-an in n e w  and upgraded 

weapon systems and i h e  ever increasing requirernenT for greater accuracies require 

ThaT Me~ro logy  personnel workins rnese issues reiain The close interface and iechnical 

exchange of informaiion w i i h  AFMSL personnel That presen~ly  exists. Wi ihout this 
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close interface there will be an erosion of the Directorate of  Metrology's ability to  

identify measurement requirements, develop n e w  measurement capability, purchase 

measurement equipment needed by the base PMELs, and develop n e w  calibration 

procedures. 

The co-location of the metrology function and the depot for the repair o f  inertial 

and navigational guidance systems is a direct benefit to  the depot. The accuracy 

requirement of much of the equipment used to  repair guidance systems is beyond the 

capability of a base PMEL. This equipment is periodically calibrated b y  the AFMSL. 

Without this direct calibration support, the ability o f  the depot t o  test inertial guidance 

systems will be limited and the t ime t o  test each system would 'increase significantly. 

Many of the technical skills of AFMSL personnel are unique in The Air Force. 

Some o f  these skills are DOD unique and, in one case, federal government unique. 

-. 
I nis governmen; unique sitili is - the abiiity i o  s m o o ~ n  the flatness of m e ~ a l  gaging 

surfaces sufficiently to allow standards o f  length, when placed o n  the gaging surface, 

70 be mezsurea t o  an accuracy of beiier than one microinch. These skills have taken 

years 70 aevelop. It  is douS~ fu l  if a contracior would have the incen~ ive  t o  continue 

To develop such skills or even mainiain the existins ones. 

One final point relating t o  coniracting the operation o f  the Mztrology should be 

considered. The toial  number of  contractor personnel required i o  operate The AFMSL 

is small. I f  one objec~ive is i o  conrract a larger propoxion o f  Air Force Materiel 

Cornmznd workload, ;he man-hours involved in operaiina ?he AFMSL will n o i  

noYiceaSly improve rne AFivlC in-house hours vs. conrracl hours raiio. 





DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D C  20330 

JUN 1 2 1993 

Honorable Jini Coiirter 
Chaimian, Defense Base Closure and Realignment C o m ~ ~ ~ i s s i o n  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chaimian Courter 

This letter is in response to your May 6, 1993, letter requesting we review a document 
provided to you by the "Advisory Group for Newark Air Force Base Alternatives". Our 
comments on this document are attached. 

Your letter also referred to a (Newark) prtckage forwarded for our review on April 2 1. 
Our records do  not reflect receiving it package with this date. Ho\vever, we received an April 
16, 1993, letter from you requesting comments on ;mother Newark coni~nunity study. Our 
comments were forwarded o n  h lay  3 ,  1993. A copy of this reply is also attached. 

I hope this information is useful. Please contact me if I can provide additional 
infomiation. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
nstallations) 



Responses to: Review of Dep:~rt~nent of [tie Air Force An;ilvses and Recomnienciations, April 23, 
1993, by Advisory Group for Nelvark Air Force B;ise Alternatives 

General Comments: 

The Air Force ratings were based o n  the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) and Newark AFB. 
Newark AFB is a depot because the workload is depot level maintenance (overIiaul/r-ep~iir). The 
maintenance workload at Newark AFB is industrial funded, as is the workload at the Air Force's 
other five ALCs. The Air Force considered Newark in the depot evaluations :is well as the depot 
maintenance functions at the other five ALCs. 

CRITERION I 

Issue: 

Page 7, paragraph A, refers to an analysis of depot operations critical skills and the data analysis. 

Response: 

The Air Force used the number of critical skilled employees to assess the impact of replacing 
these critical skills. The more critical skilled eniployees at a location the harder it would be to 
find these skills at the gaining location where workload is relocated. The five Air Logistics 
Centers (ALCs) and Newark AFB ratings where determined by applying standard deviation. 

Issue: 

Page 8, paragraph D, involves cursent/future workload capiicity and the assessment of the data. 

Response: 

As force structure decreases the amoilnt of depot-level workload also declines. The Air Force 
~ ~ s e d  workload hours  to define workload capaci ty  and assess the  c u r r e n t  (FY91) a n d  f u t u r e  
(FY95) depot workloads. In closing a facility, workloads must be relocated and/or contracted. 
Therefore, the more workload that has to be move, the greater the movement cost. The five 
ALCs and Newark AFB ratings where determined by applying standard deviation to the FY91 
and FY95 workloads. 

Issue: 

Page 9, paragraph E, involves lost time incidents per 200K hours exposure and the accuracy of 
the data. 

Response: 

The data used was provided and certified by each location and then validated by HQ AFMC. 
The Newark lost time per 200k hours w a s  provided by their safety office. The five ALCs and 
Newark AFB ratings where determined by applying standard deviation. 



Issue: 

Page 10, par:igraph J,  raises cluestions with regnstls to averagt: D:vlIF s:ilaries being used as an 
evaluation criteria. 

Response: 

The Air Force rating was based o n  the cost to the Air Force; the average DMlF salary is a good 
criteria to measure the total cost the Air Force must pay for depot maintenance work. The 
average blue collar DMIF skilled and i~nskilled salary for depot maintenance is influenced by the  
local area blue collar salary stsucti~se. Different geographical areas may have a higher/lo\ver blue 
collar srilary stri~cture for the same skill-level worker. Thus, movement of workload and/or 
personnel to a lower blue coll:u salary structure will reduce manpower costs for the same 
workload. The white collar salary is based on the standard government salary structilre which 
is the same ;it any other depot m:~intenance location ~vitliin the Air  Force. 



Issue:. 

Implies Newark AFB received a Red overall raling in Criterion I1 and rating slio~ild have been 
Green. 

Response: 

Newark received a green rating for uniclue fiicilities. However, the base's fricility cap~icity, 
building condition, and infrastructure were ev;iluated using rz statistical model and was con1p:tred 
with other Air Force Depot bases. All data used for the analysis was estracted from Section I1 
of the Base Closur-e Questionnnise that was submitted by each base. I n  the analysis of all the 
bases' facilities and infrastructure capacity and condition, no base wrts penalized for not having 
capacity in any particular categoly. I n  the 39 Category Codes used in the questionnaire, if the 
base report zero, it was discarded i n  the analysis process. In comparing Newark's capacity, 
building condition and infrristructure to the other Depot bases, the erid result was Newark rated 
lower, this resulting in a "red" rl~ting for these areas. The overall red rating in Criterion I1 was 
driven by the red ratings i n  capacity, facilities condition, and infrastructure; not by the lack of 
operational facilities. 



CRITERION I 1 1  

Issue: 

Page 15 implies Criterion 111 was inappropri;~te fils ev:ilu:irin$ bases in the Depot Subcategory. 

Response: Criterion 111 "The Ability to Accol-i~nlodate Contingency, Mobilization, rind Future 
Force Requirements at Both the Existing and Potenti;il Receiving Loc:ltion", is one of the eight 
DoD Criteria. These criteri;~ \Yere developed by DoD, reviewed by Congress, nncl provide the 
basis for the entire Defense Base Closure and Realignment process. The Air Force expanded the 
DoD criteria by subelements to identify specific factors. I n  Criterion I, 111ost oper~ttional flying 
subelements were replaced by subelements speci:illy de\/eloped to evaluate depot functions. The 
other seven Criteria and subelements remained the same for all bases. However, the Base 
Closure Executive Group did not assign a n  overall rating for Criterion 111 for Newark AFB as 
the m:ijority of the subelements dealt with flying capability. 



CRITERION I V  
COST AND MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

Issue: 

1. One-time Closure Costs. (Page 17). The Air Force has stated one-time closure costs for 
Newark Air Force Base is $233,000,000 with a 100+ yeas payback period. 

The Air Force Materiel Command has estimated $52,040,726 as total ........ Can we 
really consider these (MILCON rtvoid:ince) as s:\vingsl! 

Response: 

111 accordance with OSD Policy Memor:indum 2, all progl-an~med military 
construction for fiscal years 1994-99 was categorized as "MILCON Avoidance", and savings 
taken. The savings shown for Newark AFB wrts $4.5 million for a physic:\l sciences laboratory 
project planned to begin i n  FY 1997. 

Issue: 

(Page 17). What is the true cost'? 

Response: 
Several estimates of the cost of closing Newark AFB were done at different times. 

These estimates reflect varying dispositions o f  the depot workload and make different 
assumptions regarding future operations. The official Air Force estimate of the cost to close 
Newark AFB is $31.3 million. This is the estimate the Secretary of Defense forwarded to the 
Base Closure Commission. The $233 million Air Force estimate is to totally close Newark and 
relocate the entire depot workload to other Air Force depots. This alternative was removed from 
further consideration because of the high cost and limited potential for savings. The Air Force 
Materiel Command (AFMC) estimate of $52 million was :I preliminary estimate for the cost of 
privatizing in place. We do not k n o \ v  how the CAO estimate was prep;lred or why i t  differs 
from Air Force estimates. 

Issue: 

20-year Net Present Value. 'The GAO has stated the savings over 20 year period is $599,000. 
Can the Air Force justif), the risk to the taxpayer for savings this small? 

Response: 

The Air Force did rlot justify the proposed closure of Newark AFB on the basis of savings alone. 
A primary consideration involved the issue of excess capacity which is captured i n  the following 
quote from the Air Force recommendation for Newark: 

"The closure of Newark AFB will reduce the Air Force depot capacity by 1.7 million DPAH and 
is consistent wi th  OSD gi~id;ince to reduce capacity, economize depot management, and increase 
competition and privatization i n  DoD." 



Ilowever, i t  is important to note tllat based o n  our es t i~ l~ :~ tes  of' costs ancl savings the return o n  
investment years based o n  the nct present value coml~ut:~tion is ei~:llt years atid we believe that 
to be cost effective. 

Issue: What incentive will a contractor have to remain competitive'? 

Response: 

The privatization of Newark AFB could be a model for futi~re efforts to convert organic 
worklfacilities to the private sector. A private contractor could bring other types of wo~.klo;id to 
Newark AFB after it has been privatized. Increases in capacity uti1iz:ztion \vould drive lower 
costs. Many contractors have experience in the type of guidance workload done at Ne\v;irk ; the 
Navy for example, currently contracts their guid:~nce w/orkIo;~d. TO obtain and keep work, private 
contractor must remain competitve. 

Issue: 

Since Newark Air Force Base is the sole source of repair for the inertial guidance system for the 
only ICBM i n  the fleet after START I 1  sarification, is the risk \vorth :I highly doubtfi~l GAO 
stated savings of only $599,000 over 20 ye~trs'? 

The Air Force does not consider movement of workload to the private sector as jeop;~rdizing 
capability. Private contractors are presently providing vital rep:iir capability under Service 
oversight. For example, the Navy currently contracts their much of their guidance workloxi. 

Would it not make more sense to close a large depot? 

Response: 

The closure of Newark AFB remo\izs excess capacity and pri\latiz;ztion of its work1o:id could be 
it model for future efforts t o  convert organic worklfrtcilities t o  the private sectos. In addition, the 
Air Force needs to remove significantly more excess capacity and recommended (to OSD) 
closing McClellan Air Force Base. 



CRITERIA V 

Issue: 

Is, in fact, the $4.3 million for AF prograni and contract adn1inistr:ttion cost more than the $3.8 
million in recurring savings reported to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission'! 

Response: 

The $3.8 million recurring savings seported lo the Base Closure Commission is n net saving after 
all costs, incli~ding program and contract :idrninistr:\tion. 

Issue: 

What is the true "Return on In\~estment"? What is the risk? 

Response: 
The Air Force estimate of return o n  investment is $6.532 million over 20 years (NPV). "Trite" 
return on investment can only be determinecl during the execution of the proposal. The Air Force 
detemiined that the risk is acceptable. 



Criteria VI: 

Issue: 

4. Local Government Operating Reve~lties/Expenditures -- Newark AFB received a rating of  
yellow, which means the net fisc:~l inlpact on local government is negative, but comparatively 
small. If Newark AFB is privatized in place, there will be no economic impact o n  the 
community; however, if base is closed, the impact will be substantial." 

Response: 

In the Newark AFB area, assuming closure, local tJovernment expenditut.es saved are estimated 
? to be between 75% and 100% of revenues lost. This is considered negative, but relatively small, 

resulting in a yellow rating. However, the Air Force recommended privatization of most of the 
workload, which should result i n  no significant negative local governnlent financial inlpact. 

Issue: 

5 .  "The three ratings of green, one yellow, and one red yielded an  overall rating of yellow + 
for Newark. Should the fact Newark has low environmental costs/short time span for clean-up 
be used against the depot in closure decisions?" 

Response: 

Each member of the Base Closure Esecutive Group (BCEG) voted for the rating o f  overall 
economic impact on the community using their professional discretion to assign a value to each 
off-base local economic impact variable. I n  the case of Newark AFB, the process resulted i n  an 
overall yellow plus rating for the econo~iiic impact on the community, or an over-all rating 
between yellow and green. 



Issue: 

Public Transportation. Implies Ne\v;~rk AFB shoi~ld 11;ive received a Green as taxi service is 
available. 

Response: 

Disagree. The Air Force considered only service(s) that operate on a regtrlnr schedule under this 
subelement. All bases were evalurited using this definition. 

Issue: 

Municipal Airport. In~plies Newark AFB should have been Green. 

Response: 

The Licking County Municipal Aisport does operate comn~ercial aircraft. Columbus International 
Airport is th-e nearest airport with commercial service and its distance from Newark AFB 
warrants a Yellow rating. 

Issue: 

Distance to Metropolitan Area. States Newark AFB should be Green :is Columbus Metropolitan 
Center is 30 miles and 45 minutes driving time fro111 Newark. 

Response: 

Inforn~ation supplied by Newark AFB i n  the Base Questionnaire indicated the distance was 45 
niiles and 1 hour. Based on the new distance provided in rhis study, Newark AFB is Green in 
this subelement. This change does not change the over:tll grade for Criterion VII. 

Issue: 

Local Crime Rate. Implies rating shoirld be Green. 

Study using different parameters than Air Force evaluation. All Air Force base were rated 
against the same parameters and Newark AFB was rated RED accordingly. 



Issue: 

Education. Sti~dy disagrees wi th  Yello\v rating assigned for- the percentLige of college bouncl 
students. 

Response: 

Study used both public and private educ:itional systems to compute their percentage. The Air 
Force evaluation only considered public systelms as these systems are nv;tilable to the general 
public. Therefore, the grading reniains Yellow. 

Issue: 

Spoilsal Employ~nent. Study questions the value of this question. 

Response: 

Many Air Force members rely o n  their spousal's income help support the fiimily. The Air Force 
evaluated this factor for of all bases and considers i t  ;I v:ilid question. 

Issue: 

Local Medical Care: Study states that uiedical care is adequate 

Response: 

Air Force used national AMA averages for this subelement. The Newark area does not meet 
these averages and therefore the Red rating is correct. 



CRITERION VIII: 

Issue: 

ASBESTOS. Newark AFB should be rated Yellow. "We had a n  asbestos survey conducted i n  
1988-89 by Galson Technical Services in which four  oiit of eighteen fi~cilities were de ten~~ined  
to contain ACM. We now have over- t\venty facilities with only four cont~~ining ACM; this is 
less than 20%." 

Response: 

Our records indicate that 100% of Newri1.k AFB was surveyed for asbestos, 50% of the facilities 
surveyed contained asbestos, 50% of which contained friiible asbestos. 



Issue: 

Solid Waste. "Newark AFB should be ralecl Green. The existing facilities within our Solid 
Waste Management District have over 15 years of remaining life." 

Response: 

The in for ma ti or^ from the environmental questionnaire used to rate Newark AFB for solid wasre 
indicated that the local solid waste facility used by the base was o n  the verge of closing. Each 
of four other sites accessible by the base has ten years or less left. 

-- Fairfield County - 1 0  years or less 
-- City of Coshocton - 1 0  years or less 
-- City of Licking - greater than 2 years 
-- City of Parry - 1 0  yerirs or less 

Issue: 

Biological Habitat. "Newark AFB should be rated yello\v. We do have habitat that could 
support the Indiana Bat, an endangered species. This habitat does not, however, constrain 
construction /operations. " 

Response: 

According to the environmental q~iestionn:~it-e the Air Force used an informal survey conducted 
in  1990 by the base for rating Newark. In this survey Ramp Creek was identified as prime 
habitat for the State threatened species listed below: 

-- Least Bittern 
-- Lake Chub Sucker 
-- Horn Shell Clam 

Issue: 

Threatened and Endangered Species. "Newark AFB shoiild be rated Green.We do not have any 
threatened or end;ingered species o n  base." 

Response: 

Based on response to base cliiestionnaise, State threatened species may exist at Rrrnip Creek. 

Issue: 

Prime and Unique Farmlands. "New;irk AFB should be rated green. Al tho~~gh there are prime 
and unique fam~lands near and adjacent to the base, there are n o  prime or unique f;t~.tiilands 
within the boundriries of the base." 



Response: 

Information used to rate New~lrk AFB fils Prime arid Uriirllre Farrnlancls inclicated that 894 acres 
are present near the base. Given rhe close association of the off-base asciis i t  was assumed t l i i ~ t  

land on-base \vould classify under rhe sariie defini~ion(s). 

Prime and Unique Farmlands means land that has the ch~~s;~ctesistics (physical and chemical) for 
producing various types of plant species. The 1;md coulti be cropl;lnd, p:~stureland, rangel:ind, 
forestland, or other land. 

Issue: 

MineralfEnergy Resources. "Nejvark AFB sho~rld be rated green. We have n o  known ~iiinesal 
or energy resources on b;~se." 

Response: 

We concur. The base should be rated Green in  this subelement. Based o n  this change, the Air 
Force Base Closure Executive Group changed the overall gade  for Criterion VIII from Yellow 
to Yellow+. However, this change i n  Criterion VIIl's grade does not change the Air Force's 
overall recommendation for the closure of Newark AFB. 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
Room 4C940, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Couner: 

This letter is in response to your April 16, 1993 letter requesting we review a Newark 
community study and provide an assessment of alternatives 1 and 2 and questions A - H. 
Attachment one contains our assessment of alternatives 1 and 2 as proposed in the study. Our 
answers to the questions are attachment two. In your letter, you stated particular interest in how 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center's (AGMC) current workload was determined and cost 
factors associated with privatization. These areas are addressed in our responses to questions A 
and D, respectively. In regard to "since AGMC does not manage a weapon system, how its 
depot operational effectiveness was measured against the five air logistics centers", of the over 
150 criteria subelements used to evaluate depots only one was related to whether or not the base 
managed a weapon system(s). Therefore, this was not a significant factor in our overall analysis. 

I hope this information is beneficial. Please contact me if I can provide any additional 
information. 

(Installations) 

2 Atchs 
1 - Alternatives 1 and 2 
2 - Questions A - H 



Assessment of Alternatives 1 and 2 

Alternative 1: ESTABLISH NAFB AS A DOD CENTER 

This proposal has been discussed at various times, including during Air Force Base 
Closure Executive Group's discussions on how to nduce excess de t capacity. The proposal 
appears to have merit even though there is no data proving it woul k re cost effective. The 
proposal's major drawback is difficulty in implementation. For example, the Navy has been 
reluctant to relocate the bulk of their guidance workload. They currently use their own facilities 
and private contract to meet most of their requirements and are quite satisfied with this 
arrangement. Moving workload from private contract into a DoD operation would be extremely 
difficult without smng  evidence that the contractor is not meeting the requirement andlor DoD 
can accomplish it at less cost. It also would be inconsistent with the current administration's 
initiative to privatize DoD workload wherever reasonable to do so. 

Alternative 2: WORKLOAD NAFB TO OPTIMUM LEVEL 

To increase the current workload at Newark AFB would require other sources to be 
tapped. These sources could be other Air Force depot workload, other non-Air Force depot 
workload, contract workload, or new workload assignments. In the current budget environment, 
there is little additional work being added to our depot system.. Therefore, the only likely 
possibility is to move current workload assignments. 

Within the Air Force, only the rate gyros at WR-ALC would fit into Newark AFB's skill 
base. This represents less than 200,000 hours of work per year, and would only marginally 
improve Newark AFB's capacity situation. The other alternative (within the Air Force) would 
be to move non-guidance workload from a current (and probably more cost effective) location. 
To equip Newark AFB for a different type workload would probably be costly and would give 
the losing center a lower capacity utilization rate. 

To source a non-Air Force workload would be difficult as the other Services are quite 
satisfied with their current arrangements. 

AIR FORCE POSITION: 

The Air Force remains convinced that our recommendation to close Newark AFB and 
privatize most of the workload is the best approach. This reduces excess depot infrastructure 
and provides opportunity for the private sector to acquire Newark's facilities. Availability of 
these facilities and skilled work force will provide contractors with an incentive to bring in 
additional workloads to maximize efficiency and reduce costs. It is also serves as an initial step 
in efforts to convert as much military work to private industry as prudent. 



QUESTIONS A - H 

(A) AF has stated an excess depot capacity of 8.7 million direct product actual hours (DPAH). 
Capacity is computed using facilities, equipment, and manpower or a combination of the three. 
The 8.7 million DPAH relates to manpower. Five years ago, Newark AF ( N A B )  had a depot 
capacity of 1.7 million DPAH as stated in your report. Today, NAFB's depot capacity is 840,000 
DPAH and that will be privatized in place. How does that solve the excess depot capacity 
problem for the Air Force? 

Answer: 

The 8.7 million DPAH excess capacity was determined by reviewing work breakdown structure 
(WBS) codes for Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) workload. WBS codes are grouped by 
equipment categories versus where the work is done. The difference between the FY 99 
projected organic workload and the FY 91 actual workload equals to 8.7 million DPAH. AGMC 
FY 91 actual workload was 1.7 million DPAH. The privatization of AGMC divests the Air 
Force of this capacity. 

(B) NAFB repairs inertial navigation and guidance systems for aircraft, intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, Navy's 685 attack submarines and Army's Position Azimuth Determining System, thus 
providing support to all three branches of the services. With c l o s u ~  of NAFB and privatizing 
in place, the government will no longer have "core logistics repair capability" for these guidance 
systems. Considering this, and the fact that all three branches of the services are affected, does 
the government need "core logistics repair" or should all depot maintenance be on contract? 

Answer: 

Core depot maintenance is the minimum mission-essential depot capability that must be 
accomplished organically to meet contingency requirements. ICBM workload is low surge as 
requirements would not increase during war. Many contractors have experience in many of the 
types of guidance work done at AGMC. A key requirement in making such a workload 
assignment is the ability of the commercial activities to provide uninterrupted, depot-level support 
during the transition period and be able to provide surge capability. Based on the Navy's 
apparent satisfaction with its current contract maintenance strategy, it would not be likely they 
would change this approach in favor of relocating their work to AGMC. 

(C) If "core logistics repair capability" is required, would it not be smarter to close one or two 
of the large Air Logistics Centers that have dual repair capability and not put in jeopardy the 
single source of repair for MM 111, the only ICBM after START I1 ramification? In Air Force 
Testimony, they stated they must maintain MM LII basing flexibility due to uncertainty with 
respect to START 11. Is jeopardizing the only inertial guidance system repair for this ICBM 
consistent with need for four missile bases? 



Answer: 

The Air Force does not consider movement of workload to the private sector as "jeopardizing" 
repair capability. Private contractors are presently providing vital repair capability under Service 
oversight. The Air Force manages depot maintenance under the Technology Repair Center 
(TRC) concept. This concept centralizes repair for all basic commodity items at single centers. 
For example, all ICBM guidance work is accomplished at NAFB and all landing gear overhauls 
are accomplished at Hill AFB. In the case of aircraft, we do accomplish a few basic airframe 
repairs at more than one location, but this is due to the lack of capacity at the primary location. 
Closing any of the Air Logistics Centers (ALCs), or NAFB, would require establishing a new 
capability for the closing location. Therefore, NAFB (with fewer functions) was determined to 
be more cost effective to close. 

(D) How will privatization of NAFB save defense dollars? What percentage of functions being 
performed at the base today will be eliminated with privatization? A contractor will require the 
same operating base support functions, i.e. civil engineering support, data services, supply, 
transportation, personnel, and financial services. With added costs of at least one percent allowed 
for bid and proposal, 5% for DOD people to administer the contract and 5 to 6% for profit 
margin, where will the cost savings originate? 

Answer: 

We expect a small portion of the workload to be transferred from Newark AFB to other Air - 
Force locations, thus making more efficient use of these facilities. The privatization of the 
Newark facility could be a model for future efforts to convert organic worWfacilities to the 
private sector. A private contractor could bring other types of workload to Newark and increases 
in capacity utilization which would result in lower costs. One example of the benefits of 
privatization are the net rates of return for the FY 91 and FY 92 pilot (initial) competitions 
programs which have been over 17%. Additionally, military personnel support costs are 
eliminated under the privatized concept. 

(E) Over 30% of the total environmentally-controlled clean room space, or 62% of the individual 
clean rooms in the Air Force, are located at this one small installation. This has made it a very 
versatile center for assuming low volume, high technology workloads for all three services. Will 
the government, in the future, spend substantial dollars for construction of clean room space since 
this will no longer be a government facility? Is there excess clean room space in the DOD? 
Considering the possibility of DOD depot consolidation, was this issue addressed? 

Answer: 

The answer is workload dependent. Advancement and/or changes in technology may require 
more (or less) future cleanroom space for the accomplishment of depot level repair. We are 
unaware of any studies that identify the amount of excess cleanroom space in DoD. The issue 
of cleanroom space was addressed when AGMC was considered for closure, but it was only one 
of a u;eri~eridous nuuiber of factors weighed ai iiiai uiiie, &id ii was iiui ~orisid~rzd is be ciitizal 
enough to warrant elimination of NAFB from closure consideration. 



(F) NAFB was established with the intent to serve as the metrology and inertial guidance repair 
center for all three services. NAFB has supported all services through interservicing. Defense 
build up through the 80's permitted construction costs that could have been avoided if full usage 
of NAFB had been enforced by Congress and the DOD. Considering the fact that consolidation 
of metrology services is still an issue, and consolidation of depot maintenance will probably 
occur, would it not make more sense to make NAFB a DOD test site for consolidation of both 
depot maintenance and metrology? The facilities and equipment are in place. With added 
manpower, NAFB could assume up to 2.2 million DPAHs. Considering the fact the DOD needs 
to maintain the Center because of the MM III, should it  not be workloaded in the same fashion 
as the missile bases being retained by the Air Force? 

Answer: 

A previous Joint Logistics Commanders (LC)  chartered study and a Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council (DDMC) study considered consolidation of both DoD and AF metrology functions. The 
results did not conclusively demonstrate that any significant amount of money could be saved 
by consolidation. However, these studies did not address depot maintenance. Since AGMC was 
established, the AF has advocated fully workloading the facility with as much DoD guidance and 
control work as possible. This initiative, however, has never been fully supported by the 
Services, who continue to repair most of their Guidance and Control work organically and/or 
via contract. We believe the equipment and knowledge base available at AGMC supporting the 
MM ID is important and should be maintained commensurate with the missile basing strategy. 
However, other existing workload there could be moved (such as the Fuel Savings Advisory 
System, and the Test Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment) tomake room for additional 
workload closely aligned to guidance workload currently being accomplished at AGMC. 

(G) Since consolidation of the three services metrology standards laboratories is inevitable, what 
rationale is being followed that would permit closing the NAFB metrology standards laboratory, 
the best of the three, before the final decision on consolidation is reached? Past studies have 
indicated the Newark Laboratories would be the most cost effective operation as well. 

Answer: 

According to the January 1991 metrology study, Newark AFB was the least-cost alternative for 
consolidation. Although the study &d not recommend consolidation due to lack of cost savings 
over the first five years. It is our intent to privatize in place the non-management metrology 
functions at Newark AFB. It should also be noted that conuactors have demonstrated the ability 
to produce items in conformance with exacting specifications. 

(H) Is the government's decision to compete their depot maintenance with private industry a 
smart one--especially with excess depot capacity? Will we close the depots that have invested 
the most for the future (both in terms of facilities and equipment). For the taxpayer's sake, 
should we not look at maintaining our most up-to-date facilitieslequipment. Otherwise, the 
taxpayer will be faced with invesrmenr cosrs in h e  future to upgrade oici, out-dated depots. 



Answer: 

In some cases, it is smarter and more economical for the government to compete depot 
main;enance. Current legislation authorizes the Services to compete up to 40% of their depot- 
level work. The privatization of NAFB could be a model for future efforts to convert organic 
work/facilities to the private sector. A private contractor could bring other types of workload to 
NAFB after it has been privatized. Increases in capacity utilization would drive lower costs. 
Many contractors have experience in the type of guidance workload done at Newark (AGMC); 
the Navy for example, currently contracts their guidance workload. A key requirement in making 
such a workload assignment is the ability of the commercial activities to provide uninterrupted, 
depot-level support during the transition period. Facility and equipment investments made by 
the Air Force at its depots were reviewed as part of the overall BRAC process. We continue to 
smve for maximum efficiency at our depots. This leads to the need to reduce the number of 
organic AF depots, just as the Navy and Army are undertaking similar reductions in their depot 
facilities. Based on a thorough review, it is our conclusion that the AF can maximize its depot 
efficiencies by closing Newark AFB .. 
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The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

During his recent visit to Newark AFB, Ohio, Commissioner 
Robert Stuart was provided with a community study which addresses 
the Air Force's proposal to. close and privatize the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC). The study is enclosed, along 
with a letter from Senator John Glenn which also raises questions 
regarding the privatization issue. 

We request the Air Force review the Newark community study 
and provide an assessment of alternatives 1 and 2 (page 5) and 
questions A-H (attachment 2 of the study). We are particularly 
interested in cost factors associated with privatization, how 
AGMCts current workload capacity was determined, and, since AGMC 
does not manage a weapon system, how its depot operational 
effectiveness was measured against the five air logistics centers. 

Your response to the Commission by April 28, 1993, would be 
greatly appreciated. Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

jac: houck 
enclosures 

Refer to ESt930412-5 
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JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAP1 PETrR 8 .  BOWMAN. USN (RETI 

May 7, 1993 

The Honorable Les Aspin 
Secretary of Defense 
Room 3E-880, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000 

Dear Secretar Yin: 

- - 

BEVERLY 8 .  BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

p ~ r e f e r t a t ~ n u m b e f  
when r-ad 

During a site visit to Carswell AFB on April 10, 1993 
Commissioner H.T. Johnson raised the issue that DoD's 
recommendation to realign Air Force and Navy reserve units to 
Carswell lacks specificity. Therefore, the Commission is 
requesting answers to the following specific questions: 

-- Who will host this cantonment area when active forces 
leave on September 1, 19931 

-- Who will operate the airfield? 

-- What are the specific cantonment boundaries? 

-- Information on how and at what cost the "islands" such as 
the White House communication center and the engine test 
cell facility can be included within the cantonment area 
and if not, why not? 

-- What are the beddown plan costs? 

I would appreciate a response 
Commissioners will have specific data a 
deliberative process. 

Thank you once again for your prompt assistance. 

Sincerely, 

'ER 



May 5, 1993 

General Carl W. Stiner 
Commander In Chief 
U.S. Special Operations Command 
MacDill AFB, FL 33608-6001 

Dear General Stiner: 

I am writing to thank you for the hospitality shown to 
Commission staff during their recent visit to MacDill Air Force 
Base. 

The staff's goal of gathering data was met, as they were 
provided with valuable information that will be used in our 
analyses of DoDrs recommended base closures and realignments. 
Especially helpful was the briefing they were given on the SOCOM 
mission. 

Please pass on my thanks to all those at SOCOM who made the 
visit so productive, with special thanks to Commander Bruce 
Drennan. 

Again, my sincere appreciation and thanks. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

jac: jna 



May 5, 1993 

Colonel Buster Boshears 
Commander 
482 FW (AFRES) 
MacDill AFB, FL 33608 

Dear Colonel Boshears: 

I am writing to thank you for the hospitality shown to 
 omm mission staff during their recent visit to MacDill Air Force 
Base. 

The staff s goal of gathering data was met, as they were 
provided with valuable information that will be used in our review 
and analysis process of the recommended base closures and 
realignments from the Department of Defense. Especially helpful was 
the information they were given regarding the 482nd and their 
recent relocation to MacDill AFB. 

Please pass on my thanks to all those at the 482nd who made 
the visit so productive, with special thanks to Major Bobby 
DtAngelo and Major Johnny Weaver. 

Again, my sincere appreciation and thanks. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

jac: jna 



May 5, 1993 

Brigadier General Marvin Esmond 
Commander 
56th FW 
MacDill AFB, FL 33608-7010 

Dear General Esmond: 

I am writing to thank you for the hospitality shown to 
Commission staff during their recent visit to MacDill Air Force 
Base. 

The staff's goal of gathering data was met, as they were 
provided with valuable information that will be used in our review 
and analysis process of the recommended base closures and 
realignments from the Department of Defense. The briefings on 
SOCOM and JCSE were especially useful. 

Please pass on my thanks to all those who made the visit so 
productive including Colonel Scott VanCleef, Lieutenant Colonel 
Rodney Bates and Captain Robert Richard. Special thanks to their 
escort, Lieutenant Colonel Bates, who did an outstanding job of 
assisting them prior to and during the visit. 

Again, my sincere appreciation and thanks. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

jac: jna 



May 5, 1993 

Lieutenant Colonel Ancil L. Hicks 
Commander 
Joint Communications Support Element 
MacDill AFB, FL 33608-7010 

Dear Lieutenant Colonel Hicks: 

I am writing to thank you for the hospitality shown to 
 omm mission staff during their recent visit to ~ a c ~ i l l  Air Force 
Base. 

The staff's goal of gathering data was met, as they were 
provided with valuable information that will be used in our review 
and analysis process of the recommended base closures and 
realignments from the Department of Defense.  specially helpful 
was the briefing they were given on the JCSE mission. 

Please pass on my thanks to all those at JCSE who made the 
visit so productive, with special thanks to Major Murphy. 

Again, my sincere appreciation and thanks. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

jac: jna 
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BEVERLY L OYIIOW 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. 7. JOHNSON. USAF t R m  
ARTHUR W W .  JR. 
HARRY C. WPM-. JR. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20310 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

During the Birmingham regional hearing on May 4, 1993, Mayor 
Todd of Austin, Texas, and community representatives, stated to 
the Commission that the Air Force's position is that the Reserves 
should remain at Bergstrom AFB due to a lack of space and the 
cost to build infrastructure at Carswell AFB. This results from 
the Navy occupying the majority of the existing space at 
Carswell. They further stated that you confirmed this 
information to the City of Austin staff during March 1993. 
Within one month, however, you notified Mayor Todd that space 
allocations at Carswell show sufficient room, and therefore the 
Reserves should be relocated to Carswell. 

Mayor Todd also indicated that the citizens of Austin 
approved a $400 million bond referendum on May 1, 1993, to 
relocate its municipal airport to Bergstrom. These officials 
stated that in February 1992, the Austin City Council was told by 
you that the law states the Air Force Reserves are committed to 
Bergstrom until September 30, 1993, and then until 1996, if the 
City relocates its municipal airport to Bergstrom. 

If the above is correct and in fact the municipal airport is 
being relocated to Bergstrom, should DoD's recommendation to move 
the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) from Bergstrom to the Carswell 
cantonment area be readdressed? 

/ n 
I would appreciate a responseG M& 25, 1993, 9 the 

Commissioners will have this information avallmprior to the 
deliberative process. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

I WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1660 

'2'7 MAY 1993 

Honorable Jim Courter 
chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

This is in response to your letter of May 10, 1993, 
requesting additional information on the DOD recommendation to 
realign the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) from Bergstrom AFB to 
Carswell AFB. The City of Austin raises two specific points: 

1. The City states that in February 1992, I told the City 
Council that the law states that the Air Force Reserves are 
committed to Bergstrom until September 30, 1993, and then until 
1996 if the City decides to relocate its civil airport to 
Bergstrom. On May 1, the citizens of Austin passed a bond issue 
to move the civil airport to Bergstrom. 

2. The City understood that I tfconfirmedtt in March 1993, 
that there was insufficient room at Carswell for the 924th, and 
the unit should remain at Bergstrom. However, a month later it is 
stated that I notified the City that there was in fact sufficient 
space at Carswell, and the 924th should move. 

You ask, therefore, whether DODts recommendation to move the 924th 
to the Carswell cantonment area should be readdressed. 

At an Austin City Council meeting on February 21, 1992, I set 
out the situation as it then stood. Under the recommendations of 
the 1991 Commission, which were accepted by the President and the 
Congress, the 924th was to stay at Bergstrom if certain conditions 
were met. The City had to decide by June 1, 1993 whether to 
convert the base to a civil airport. If it made that decision, 
then the Reserves would remain until 1996 to give the City an 
opportunity to make the civil airport at Bergstrom a viable 
operation. While I emphasized that, with the major changes in 
force structure we were undergoing, the Air Force could not make a 
long term commitment on that unit, we had no plans at that time to 
eliminate it. 

These statements were true without reservation in February, 
1992, a year before the Air Force recommendations for 
consideration by the 1993 Commission were delivered to the 



Secretary of Defense. In preparing those recommendations, 
however, we made a comprehensive review of base capacity and 
looked for opportunities not previously considered to make further 
savings through closures and realignments. One of the items that 
turned up was the possibility of moving the 924th to Carswell, 
eliminating one Resenre cantonment area. We determined that, in 
today's environment, that move would indeed save money without 
harming the effectiveness of the 924th. ~ccordingly, we proposed 
it to the Secretary of Defense as a recommendation to the new 
r om mission. r his recommendation, if adopted by the Commission and 
approved by the President and Congress, would supersede the time- 
phased decision process provided for by the 1991  omm mission. The 
924th would move regardless of reuse plans for Bergstrom. 

We learned of the details of the Navy proposals to move its 
Reserve units to Carswell too late to verify the continuing 
desirability of the Air Force recommendation. That is why 
Secretary Donley, in his testimony to you on March 15, 1993, asked 
that you defer consideration of the Bergstrom and Carswell 
proposals until DOD had time to complete a review of Carswell's 
capacity and the projected DOD savings from all Carswell 
proposals. On March 24, 1993, I met with Mr. Charles Gates, 
Chief, Aviation Department, for the City of Austin at his request. 
I told him that we were reviewing the capacity of Carswell AFB 
jointly with the Navy to determine whether or not all of the 
proposed moves could be accommodated at the base. I went on to 
say that if we determined the capacity to be insufficient, the Air 
Force would likely request the Base Closure Commission not to 
consider relocating the unit from Bergstrom. I did not say nor 
did I infer that we had reached a decision in this matter. On 
April 19, Secretary Donley notified you that DOD had completed its 
review and concluded that there is adequate space at Carswell to 
support both Air Force and Navy proposals. There will still be 
space and facilities available for community reuse activities. 
Moving the 924th will be cost effective and result in operational 
efficiencies. A letter discussing the details of this analysis 
was sent to you by the secretaries of the Air Force and Navy on 
May 18, 1993. 

There is no doubt or hesitation on the part of the ~ i r  Force 
or DOD about the recommendations to move the 924th to Carswell. 
Current circumstances have overtaken the 1991 plan to leave it at 
Bergstrom pending development of a civil airport. We welcome the 
City's decision to do so. Our Base ~isposal Agency will work 
energetically with them to make it a success. However, having 
just reexamined the recommendation to transfer the 924th to 
Carswell in concert with DOD and the Navy, we see no need to 
readdress it again. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

May 26, 1993 CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN ( R m  
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. 7. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LNm. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable Lane Evans 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1121 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Evans: I 
Thank you for contacting the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment commission to indicate your support for the Quad- 
Cities8 bid to relocate the Air Force Reserve 928th Airlift Group 
and the 1llinois.Air ~ational Guard 126th Air Refueling Group from 
08Hare International Airport Air Reserve Station to the Quad- 
Citiesf Airport. 

As you already know, the Department of Defense's 
recommendation stated that the relocation would be "...to the 
Greater Rockford Airport, or another location suitable to the 
Secretary of the Air Forcew. As with all bases, we will review 
the recommendation to close the OfHare Air Reserve Station under 
the eight selection criteria, with emphasis on military value. If 
the Secretary's recommendation is supported by the Commission, we 
will forward your package to the Air Force for their consideration 
prior to their final selection of the receiver location in 
conjunction with the City of chicago. 

Again, thank you for your time and interest in the base 
closure and realignment process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 i 
May 10, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations~ 
Department of the ~ i r  Force (SAF/MII) 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1660 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN I 
----.--.-. 

C A R  CLTU 0. BOWMAN. USN 
BR%ERLY 8. SYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN W. T. JOWNSON. uuc ( ~ m  
ARTMUR LNW. JR. 
HARRY C. HCMLRSON. JR. 
ROomT D. SnJAUr. JR. 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

We fully understand the position expressed in your letter of 
May 3, 1993, regarding our request for site survey results and any 
resulting cost differentials. However, I would appreciate your 
providing any early results that indicate initial estimates were 
substantially under or overstated due to facts that could only be 
uncovered during a site visit. This information, if available. 
would be extremely beneficial to the Commissioners when they decide 
on May 21, which bases should be formally added for further 
consideration. 

Any assistance or consideration you can give in this manner 
will benefit our charge to reduce unnecessary DoD installations. 
Thank you again for your cooperation in this regard. 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

SAF/MII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1660 

The Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr Chairman, 

The refined cost estimates developed from the Major Command 
(MAJCOM) site surveys are forwarded for your information as requested 
in your May 10, 1993 letter. These estimates are not budget quality 
and will continue to be refined. 

The costs you requested in your letter of May 7, 1993, for the 
redirects from Mather, MacDill, and Bergstrom, Carswell AFBs and 
Rickenbacker AGB have been forwarded separately. 

A separate category of costs, program management, has been added 
to reflect the costs associated with the management of the base and 
its cleanup and disposal after the closure date. These costs are 
primarily associated with our Air Force Base Disposal Agency (AFBDA) 
and cover items like environmental impact studies, environmental 
compliance, personnel costs, and caretaker expenses including 
utilities and security after the active forces depart. Including 
these costs represents a change from past BRAC rounds which did not 
incorporate any estimate for program managment until implementing 
budgets were developed. Adding these expenses reflects a more 
complete picture of the total one-time costs of closures and 
realignments. It is important to note that these costs are a 
necessary part of every closure and have the same relative impact on 
any closure action and, therefore, do not change the basis for any 
DoD recommendation. 

In accordance with OSD policy, no environmental restoration 
costs are included in our estimates. Environmental restoration 
expenses are an obligation outside the base closure and realignment 
process. However, environmental restoration costs will be 
incorporated later in budget documents in accordance with the 
assumption that the Congress will continue to require these expenses 
be paid from the base closure accounts. 

The "Other" category reflects a higher figure than COBRA-derived 
numbers. COBRA is a comparative model rather than an estimating 
model. The higher costs in this category are attributable to more 
accurate estimates of operations and maintenance costs, including 
actual packing and transportation, communications and personnel 
costs, than can be forecast by COBRA in advance of site surveys and 
definition of actual unit and base requirements. 



Finally, while these refined estimates indicate a higher cost 
than derived from COBRA, the Air Force's original recommendations 
remain sound, valid and cost effective, with the exception of the 
Springfield, Ohio unit relocation which we have addressed with you 
previously. We hope this inform ion will be use£ 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

Atch 
BRAC 93 COBRA and Site Survey Data 



BRAC 93 COBRA and SITE SURVEY DATA 

SITE 
BASE ITEM COBRA SURVEY 
NEWARK ($MI 

MILCON 
($MI 

0.0 n.n 
OTHER 31.3 29.6 
PROGRAM MGT 0.0 5.2 
TOTAL 31.3 34.8 

MARCH 
MILCON 1 16.4 144.4 
OTHER 18.4 32.6 
PROGRAM MGT 0.0 11.4 
TOTAL 134.8 188.4 

MCGUIRE* 
MILCON 156.6 119.0 
OTHER 33.1 65.8 
PROGRAM MGT 0.0 10.2 
TOTAL 189.7 195.1 

* NOTE: COBRA Numbers Exclude Willow Grove 
GRIFFISS 

MILCON 46.0 40.7 * 
OTHER 74.8 91.9 
PROGRAM MGT 0.0 16.4 
TOTAL 120.8 149.0 

* NOTE: Alternate Beddown of 485 EIG at Tinker vice Hill would reduce MILCON 
by approximately $7.5M 

K.I.SA WYER ($MI ($MI 
MILCON 106.5 79.7 
OTHER 37.1 56.7 
PROGRAM MGT 0.0 19.4 
TOTAL 143.6 155.8 

HOMESTEAD 
MILCON 52.1 55.4 
OTHER 23.0 33.9 
PROGRAM MGT 0.0 10.1 
TOTAL 75.1 99.4 

BERGSTROM 
MILCON 5.8 5.9 
OTHER 13.3 13.3 
PROGRAM MGT 0.0 0.0 
TOTAL 19.1 19.2 

WILLOW GROVE * 
MILCON 7.8 1.7 
OTHER 0.0 8.7 
PROGRAM MGT 0.0 0.0 
TOTAL 7.8 10.4 

* NOTE: COBRA Amount Subtracted From McGuire COBRA 

BCCCOST4.XLS Page 1 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

May 6, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force (Installations) 

Department of the Air Force (SAF/MII) 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1660 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PlTER B. BOWMAN. USN ( R m  
BEVERLY B. DYRON 
RLOECCA C. COX 
GEN U. T. JOUNSON. U U C  I R m  
ARTHUR LEVTTT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCWERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission has 
received your April 21, 1993 response to our April 2, 1993 letter 
regarding the Air Force's consideration of environmental compliance 
costs, as part of Selection Criterion 8, the Environmental Impact. 
We appreciate your response, and have a few additional requests 
for information as a follow-up to your response. 

It appears that Section VIII of the Air Force's base 
specific questionnaires does not actually request 
information on environmental compliance costs. Section 
VIII.30 (referenced in your letter) is entitled 
"Environmental Cleanup/Compliance Costs." Bowever, no 
environmental compliance costs were requested or provided 
in Section VIII.30. It is our understanding that some 
environmental compliance costs are included, but not 
specifically designated, in Section IV.l.A of the base 
specific questionnaires under base budgeting program 
element xxx56. In your April 9, 1993 submittal to the 
Commission, costs under program elements xxx94,  xxx95, 
and xxx96 were provided. Please provide corresponding 
costs pursuant to program element xxx56. 

Please describe how this base budgeting information in 
program element xxx56 was used in the Air Force's 
environmental evaluation. Please identify any other 
documented environmental compliance costs used by the Air 
Force. 

2) Based on our review and discussions with Air Force staff, 
we have been unable to conclude that the type of 
environmental compliance activities described in the 
third paragraph of your April 21, 1993 letter (e.g., UST 
testing and removal, air emission control/permitting) 
have been entered into COBRA. Have the costs of 
activities described in the third paragraph of your 
letter been entered into COBRA? Sf so, please provide 
appropriate COBRA reports identifying these costs. 



3) Your April 21, 1993 letter notes that the Air Force 
compared compliance costs at Depots to other Air Force 
installations. What impact did this comparison have on 
the approach the Air Force used to evaluate environmental 
compliance costs at both Depots and non-Depots? 

4 )  Based on the compliance cost estimates made by the Air 
Force, did the Air Force attempt to quantify cost 
avoidances for recommended closing bases? If so, please 
provide documentation of what specific costs can be 
avoided at specific installations. 

Please prepare your response to these requests as soon as 
possible, so that the Commission may give them full review and 
consideration. 



-Docuiiiei~t Separator 
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COMMISSION 

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER 8 .  BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR 

May 13, 1993 

The Honorable Sherwood Boehlert 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1127 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-3223 

HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

Dear ert: Ffiecy 
I am plegsed to forward to you the Department of the Air 

Force's response to my letter concerning the future of the Rome 
Laboratory. Please feel free to contact me if you have any further 
questions or comments. 

JAC: jna 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 

..., s,..... . ..,.,...,, 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
Room '4C940, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter 

This letter is in response to your April 9, 1993 letter concerning the Air Force's future 
plans for Rome Laboratory, specifically: "Does the Air Force plan to close the Rome Laboratory 
in the next five years?" The Air Force has no plans to close or relocate Rome Laboratory within 
the next five years. However, the Air Force continues to search for more cost effective ways 
to meet its research and development requirement. 

I hope this infomlation is useful. Please contact me if I can provide additional 
information. 

Sincerely 
A 

AMES F. BOATRIGHT 
~ e ~ u t ~ w s i s t a n t  Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 





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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

May 13, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940 ,  The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 

COMMISSIONERS. 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN (RETI 
BEVERLY B. BVRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RETI 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

Please rder to this miWtb3l; 
when r e q x ~ r n 9 3 0 5 1 3 2 I  

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

We request that the Air Force review the community provided 
documents we forwarded to you the week of May 3, 1993 on Homestead 
AFB, and NAS Agana/Andersen AFB and provide comments. - - 

Your response to the Commission by June 4, 1993 would be 
greatly appreciated. 

As always, thank you for your time and cooperation. 

jac: jna 
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S AF/MII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter 

This letter provides comments based upon our review of the Guamanian report as 
provided by Mr Cirillo and requested in your letter dated May 13, 1993. The attached issue 
paper details the Air Force's concern with the unrealistically low estimate to consolidate NAS 
Agana with Andersen AFB, Guam, provided in the report "The Return of Tiyan." This 
information was not used in the Air Force analysis nor is it certified. 

I hope this information is useful. 

Sincerelv 

Atch 
Issue Paper 

AMES F. BOATRIGHT 
M e p u t y  Assistant Secretary of the Air 

Force (Installations) 



ISSUE PAPER 

"RETURN OF TIYAN" 

SUBJECT: Consolidation of NAS Agana with Andersen AFB, Guam 

DISCUSSION: 

- The Guamanian report, "Return of Tiyan", requests that the 1993 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) close NAS Agana, and relocate the Navy mission 
to Andersen AFB. 

- The Guanmian International Air Terminal (GIAT) wou!d like to close NAS Agana so 
they could acquire this prime real estate. 

-- The Guamanian economy is expanding largely due to tourism; primarily by the 
Japanese. 

-- Most tourists arrive on the island by air through GIAT, the only international 
terminal on the island. 

-- GIAT can not expand its facilities and realize additional profits without the 
relocation of NAS Agana. 

- The Guamanian report alleges that consolidating NAS Agana at Andersen will save 
taxpayer money. 

-- The lowest estimate for moving NAS Agana is $24.9M, with a payback of less than 
three years. This estimate does not consider any housing or bachelor quarters 
replication. 

-- The highest estimate for moving NAS Agana is $76.1M, with a payback of ten 
years. This estimate considers replicating half the family housing units and all the 
bachelor quarters. 

-- These estimates are derived by reevaluating a 1990 GAO report on consolidating the 
two bases. 

- The Guamanian report is based upon four assumptions: (1) consolidating the bases will 
eliminate most Navy BOS personnel and the accompanying support costs; (2) Navy 
aircraft can use the existing Air Force maintenance/operational facilities as is; (3) 
sufficient housing already exists or will be built off-base to accommodate the Navy 
personnel moving to Andersen; and (4) mobilization deployments have no impact on 
consolidating at Andersen. 



- First assumption: Consolidating the bases will eliminate the Navy BOS personnel -- Only 
partially correct. 

-- Due to differing missions, some Navy BOS functions are not accomplished by the 
Air Force, i.e. special photo labs to suppon reconnaissance aircraft. These people 
would have to move to Andersen and facilities would be constructed for them. 

--- As a result of these new facilities, the annual savings discussed in the report, 
would be decreased. 

-- Similarly, the Air Force could be relieved of some of its aviation-related activities, 
but not as significantly as the report claims. 

--- Air Force personnel would still be required to perform maintenance, work 
scheduling problems, and handle emergencies on transient Air Mobility 
command (AMC) aircraft. I 

--- In Europe where similar situations occur, i.e. NAS Sigonella, the Air Force 
stations maintenance and operations personnel on Naval installations for the 
above reasons. 

-- The increased activity level at Andenen would require additional Air Force suppon 
personnel. This partially offsets any decrease in Navy personnel. 

w - Second assumption: Assuming that Navy aircraft are "identical" to Air Force aircraft and 
can use the same facilities -- Not entirely correct. 

-- Navy aircraft can use some of the Air Force hangars at Andersen. 

-- Differing amounts and types of maintenance will require construction or adaaltering 
of existing facilities to accommodate the Navy aircraft. 

-- A realistic cost estimate must include some monies for this work; not just zeroed out 
as the report suggests. 

- Third assumption: Sufficient Military Family Housing and bachelor quarters already exist 
or will be built off-base in enough time to accommodate the additional Navy personnel -- 
the most unrealistic and cost sensitive of the four assumptions. 

-- The Guamanian report claims that sufficient housing already exists based on the 
alleged surplus of units due to mismanagement of Military Family housing units and 
bachelor quarters, the overall number of units available on the island, and the 
continuing drawdown of military personnel. 



-- There is no surplus: Most recent housing survey indicates an almost exact match of 
requirements to assets. 

--- Several years ago, a surplus existed. Due to relocation of personnel from the 
Philippines and NAS Agana (VCR-50), these surplus units are now filled. 

-- There is no mismanagement: Andersen AFB is utilizing their Military Family 
Housing units and bachelor quarters according to Air Force directives. 

--- Air Force policy permits all MAJCOMs to house E-Is through E-3s in Military 
Family Housing. 

---- This recent policy was initiated due to the inability of junior enlisted 
members to afford adequate housing in many local economies for their 
fmlilies. These families were either living in high crime areas or low rent 
housing, or they were incurring heavy financial debts to live in adequate 
quarters. 

---- Little to no housing currently exists on the local economy. What housing 
does exist is expensive; far beyond the reach of the junior enlisted family. 
Thus, CINCPAC has chosen to follow Air Force policy and allow 
accompanied E- 1/2s to live on base. 

--- Similarly, all Air Force dormitories are filled. The three excess dormitories 
were transferred to the Navy VCR-50 personnel and are now under renovation. 

---- Some personnel do have private rooms where there were once two people. 
Air Force dormitory standards require a private room with a shared bath 
for all E 4 s  and E-5s. 

---- The base is allowing senior NCOs, E-8/9s, to move off base to free up 
enough rooms to allow the base to meet the E3/5 standard. 

-- In addition to the false claims in the report of mismanagement of Military Family 
Housing and bachelor quarters, the report attempts to quantify the number of 
quarters currently located at Andersen and NAS Agana. 

--- The numbers are high due to inclusion of Temporary Living Quarters and 
Visiting OfficerIAirmen quarters. These quarters are NOT available to 
permanently house personnel. Thus, there are not really as many units as 
reported in the report. 

--- Secondly, the report quantifies all Navy Military Family Housing units on the 
island. The report assumes that all units are available to everyone regardless of 
where they are actually worlung. 



---- It is not reasonable to assume that someone working at Andersen would 
live at Agana or further south on the island. The commute from Agana to 
Andersen, while a short distance, is approximately one hour. 

---- Thus, not "all" units are available to personnel. Especially, since most 
existing Navy housing is in the centraVsouth part of the island and 
Andersen is at the northern most tip. 

--- Lastly, the Guamanian report espouses the view that both Andersen and the 
various Navy locations will lose personnel in upcoming years. Current plans 
do not call for decreasing personnel at either of these locations. There is not a 
direct correlation between downsizing the armed forces and downsizing any 
one location. 

--- The Guamanian report claims off-base housing may be built by 1998. 

--- There is no guarantee that this housing will be built or complete within the ( 
timeframe required to move Navy personnel. 

--- Additionally, it is unreasonable to expect local builders to knowingly 
construct excess housing. It is just not profitable. \ 

-- In an additional attempt to discredit the GAO cost estimate, the Guamanian report 
disputes the various design/construction factor percentages. 

--- Many of these factors are not negotiable, i.e. SIOH for the Navy, and size of 1 
the facilities. 

--- Those factors which do vary are based on extensive experience and historical 
record keeping throughout the Air Force, not just at Guam. Decreasing these 
percentages would produce a dangerously low estimate resulting in either a 
lack of bids or the "get well by claims" syndrome. 

-- It is primarily this false housing assumption which produces the low Guamanian cost 
estimates. If reaiistic housing costs are included, the Agana move becomes cost 
prohibitive, as discovered by the GAO. 

- Final assumption: Contingency operations not a factor while consolidating -- is flawed. 

-- The Guamanian report assumes the Air Force will not need any facilities, during a 
contingency, any facilities. Thus, maintenance and operations facilities can be used 
by the Navy during daily operations. 

--- The report mentions that during a contingency, the bombers will deploy to 
Andersen with their assigned maintenance personnel. These maintenance 
personnel, however, must have a place to work -- contingency facilities. They 
cannot perform all maintenance and munitions loading activities on the ramp. 

I 



--- If the Air Force is to use these facilities during a contingency, however. 
different facilities must be found from which the Navy can operate. 

--- Some type of facilities must be built, either to house the deployed Air Force 
personnel or the displaced Navy personnel 

-- This assumption also presumes that alterations done by the Navy to accommodate 
their daily operations either will not impact k r  Force operations or could be 
"demolished" quickly. Neither is very realistic. 

-- The daily use of existing facilities by the Navy would adversely impact either the 
Air Force, the Navy, or both. 

- All four underlying reasons the Guamanians use to "decrease" the GAO cost to move 
Agana and, therefore, mzke the move more financially attractive are false. 

- In 1990, the GAO found that moving NAS Agana to Andersen was not cost effective, 

-- The Guamanian assumptions used to justify cost decreases are false and produce 
unrealistically low estimates. 

-- Recent studies by the Navy indicate that the price of moving NAS Agana may 
actually be higher than the estimates produced by the GAO due primarily to 

w housinghachelor quarter requirements. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

- Agree with 1990 GAO report -- NAS Agana not be "consolidated" with Andersen AFB 
because of high realignment costs. 





DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR 
W A S H I N G T O N  D C  

F O R C E  

OFFICE OF 1 HE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

S AFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1660 

The Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure rtncl Realignment Comnlission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1325 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

We have reviewed the briefing book presented by Team Miami i n  support of 
Homestead Air Force Base (AFB),Florida, and we take issue with several points. 

Team Miami was formed i n  October 1992 to support rebuilding efforts for Homestead 
AFB after Hurricane Andrew. They presented their case to the Commission May 3, 1993. 
Their recommendation was to retain the 482nd FLY (AFRES), relocate the 301st Air Rescue 
Squadron from Patrick AFB, seturn the 3613th Combat Crew Training Squadron, and 
rertcrivate the Florida Air National Gu:trd Detachnient. 

Air Force coni~nents o n  the Team hli:~nii reconimendations follow. The Air Force 
temporarily moved the 3613th Combat Crew Training Scluadron (Water Survival School) to 
Tyr~dall AFB, FL, and plans to consolidate those operations w i t h  the US  Navy  and not 
relocate the scluridron to Honiestead AFB. This coi1solid:ition is very cost effective. The 
301st Air Rescue Scluadron ti:ts been relocated to Patrick AFB. This move will improve the 
unit's operational effectiveness in .\upport of  Cape Canaveral, its primary customer. The 
Florida Air National Gu:trd is currently on Alei-t at Naval Air Station Key West. Return to 
Homestead AFB m:ty occur \vhen/if the ;tirfield comes uncles ci\lili:tn o\vnershiploper;ttio~~. 

The following points are taken froni the presentation: 

a. Position: Team Miami accomplished an independent analysis of several items 
graded under DoD Criterion 11, "The Availability and Condition of Land, Facilities and 
Associated Airspace at Both the Existing and Potential Receiving Locations" in the 
section labelled as "Criterion Two: Exhibits." 

Response: The revised grades presented by Team h4i:tmi "i~pgrade" each item 
described. However, the Air Force uhed specific rating criteri:i for each of the 
subelements in its analysis. Da~ii  uscci to answer the subelements was contained i n  the 
base cluestionnaire and the inforn~ation was certified at the base and MAJCOhl level 



and vctlidnted by function:tl experts at H Q  USAF. The Base Closure Executive Gr-oi~p 
(BCEG) applied the subelement rating criteria, and their judgement, to determine the 
color coded ratings published i n  the DoD Report. Specific examples are: 

1 .  Special Use Airspace: Team Miami (TM) grade - green. Actual - Red. 
Reason: Although there are sufficient high altitude MOAs suitable for 
supersonic air-to-air training, there ;ire no dedicated low altitude MOAs for 
Surfilce Attack TacticsILow Alt i t~~de Awareness Training (SATILOWAT) 
within 'IOONM. The BCEG noted the importance of low altitude MOAs for 
F-16 training and rated this subelement Red. 

2. Scorable Bombing Range: TM grade - green. Actual - Red. Reason: The 
number of ranges within 250NM deteniiined the grade (3 or less w/in 250NM 
equals Red.) The base questionn:iire listed Avon Park (R2901 A) - 13 1 NM, and 
Pinecastle Range (R2910) - '30NM. Also, a range requires a tactical target, a 
conventional target, and a strafe target, all ground storable. 

3. Coniposite/lntegr:~ted Force Training Airspace: TM grade - green. Actual - 

Yellow. Reason: The BCEG judged that the airspace available within 2OONM 
for large scale force employment exercises had some restrictions and therefore 
did not deserve a green rating. Yellow indicates that some operational 
adjustment is anticipated t o  accomplish large force exercises. 

4. Capability to support Contingency Missions: TM grade - yellow plus, 
green. Actual - Red. Reason: Homestead was evaluated "as is" following 
hurricane damage. 

5. Utility Infr;istructu~.e: TM grade - green. Actual - Red. Reason: 
Honiesterid was evalurtted "as is" following hurricane daniage. 

6. Adequate SATILOWAT training areas: TM grade - green. Actual - Red. 
Reason: Restricted ~ ~ t i l i t y  of A v o n  Park bombing range to si~pport LOWAT 
operations. While LOWAT is conducted above Avon Park no other ground 
attack training can be done on the bombing range. A noted deficiency exists in 
that there are no dedicated SATILOWAT MOAs available for Honiestead F-16 
training. 

b. Position: Team Miami proposes that Hurricane Relief Special Appropriation Funds 
designed for cleanup, design and reconstruction of base facilities should have been 
included in the "level playing field" between MacDill AFB and Homestead AFB. 
(p. 66-70) 

Response: The "level playing field" defined in the base closure process exaniined 
closing each base i n  isol:ition, that is, each base could close and the forces from that 
base would be dispersed throughout the Air Force infrastructure. Each base was 
exaniined "as is," and no MILCON programming or appropriated funding was 



considered in the c:tlcul:~~ions. Any progran1111ed corlstri~ction th:~t c o ~ ~ l d  be :tvoicicd 
when a base "closed" was considered a cost avoicinnce savings. I-lo\vever, the specill1 
appropriation for Honlestead AFB was not considered as all avoiciktnce cost savings, 
but the total rebuilding cost was. 

c. Position: Team Mirtnli is concerned that the closure of MacDill AFB is proceeding 
more slo\vly than was originally planned, thcreby skewing the an;ilysis of Hon~estead 
AFB, making the 482nd tt-ansfer to MacDill AFB more attractive. (p. 62-63) 

Response: By law, actions to close or  realign a base must be complete n o  later than 6 
years after the original decision is made to close/realign that base. Closure and/or 
realignment actions may begin inin1edi:itely after the anr1oLtncetllent, but m ~ ~ s t  begin 
not later than t\vo years after the :~nno~~ncernent.  MacDill AFB se;tlignment actions 
are within the prescribed limits defined by the law and are on schedule for the 
previo~isly planned March 3 1 ,  1993 :iirfielcl tt;insition. 

d. Position: Team Miami claims BOS cost sharing by CENTCOM and SOCOM 
"tilted" the playing field toward lower 0 & h4 costs :it h4acDill AFB. Their 
presentation assunled the AFRES unit :it MacDill AFB, like the proposed one at 
Homestead AFB, wo~rld be in a "stand alone" cantonment. (p. 70) 

Response: This assessment by Team Miatni tilts the playing field toward Homestead 
AFB by a factor of $9.5 million. Shared BOS support at MacDill AFB will lower 
0 6r M costs for the AFRES unit. However, an equivalent opportunity for shared 
costs at Homestead AFB \\!ill exist with ci\/ili;~n or other federal agency operation of 
the field. The DoD objective remains to transfer the M:~cDill AFB ailfield to civilian 
or  other federal agency ownership and operation. .4 true level playing field approach 
would use the same 0 & XI costs at both locations. 

e. Position: Team hliami questions the COBRA es t im~~tes  of $13.9 million to 
establish the 48211d FW (AFRES) at MacDill AFB. They estimate anywhere from 
$10.9 to $66 million over- and above the $14.9 million cost. (p. 67)  

Response: HQ ACC/HQ AFRES conducted a site s ~ ~ r \ ~ e y  lo validate the cost estimates 
at MacDill AFB. Esriniated cost to establish the 482nd FW ;it MacDill AFB is $8.72 
million. 

f. Position: Team h4i:tnii contentls that  Patricia Target is a scorable air-to-ground 
range. (P. 31) 

Response: The Air Force requireme~its for a qi~alifying air-to-groi~rld r;inge are: a 
tactical ground target, a g r o ~ ~ n d  scorable bombing circle and ground scorable strafing 
targets. Patricia Tarset has none o f  these recluirements :IS the target area is an over- 
water range and requires airborne scot-ing. 

g. Position: Team hliami argues that the Unitecl States needs Homestead AFB to 



protect the nation's econoniic, po1itic:tl and tiefrnse objectives i n  the Caribbean Basin 
and Latin America. (p. 38) 

Response: The Air Force does no t  consider this t o  be an overriding fitctor. The 
Congress allocated $76 million in  at1 emergency appropriation to restore the airfield. 
The Air Force is presently developing plans for this restoration effort and construction 
is scheduled to begin later this summer. This restoration effort will provide 
contingency capability for the DoD and will be supportive of the establishment of a 
civil airport. Thus, Hornesterid AFB could be ~lsed ;is a forw;ird deployment location 
should the need arise in the future. 

h. Position: Team Miami opines that Air Force actions have inadequately reflected 
the will of Congress by, "Evaluating MacDill as an active flying airbase in its 
comparative analysis with Hoti2estead instead of as a base ordered for closure." (p.63) 

Response: MacDill AFB was not considered as a flying base during the 1993 base 
closure process. h4acDill was includeci i n  the MrGor Headcluarter category. This 
categoly was excluded from considemtion because of a lack of excess capacity. 
However, i t  is of greater importance to note that the DoD recommendation is to 
change the  1991 Commission reconimer~d:ition for which there is ample precedent. 

Team Miami's presentation includes several errors, some of which were refuted here. 
They appear to present a "numbers game" based on faulty assumptions. Errors range fronl 
identifying Patricia Target as a scorable air-to-ground range to not highlighting the fact that 
Team Miami's espoused reuse options have DoD operating the airfield and NAVAIDS at 
DoD expense. This DoD oper;ition appears to  be expected for 10- 15 years minimum. 
Therefore, Team Miami's position on AFRES operating costs are in error -- i t  will cost the 
Air Force much more to operate from Homestead than h4acDill. 

I hope this information is i~seful. 

deputy Assistant S ~ ~ r e t i l r ~  of the Air Force 
(Installations) 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER 8 .  BOWMAN. USN (RED 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
CEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RET) 

May 17, 1993 ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

General Ronald R. Fogleman 
Commander Air Mobility Command 
402 Scott Drive Room 132 
Scott Air Force Base, IL 62225-5363 p ~ r s f e e t a  this WF&~ 

h e n  r-ndim-17_J 

Dear General Fogleman: 

On April 28, 1993, I completed a base visit of March Air Force 
Base, California as part of the Commissionts process in reaching a 
final decision on the Department of Defense's recommendations. I 
was very impressed with the pride, spirit, dedication and 
professionalism of the men and women working there. They did a 
superb job in hosting members of my staff, state and local 
dignitaries, and me. 

Please pass on my personal thanks to Brigadier General Don 
Jensen and his staff, especially Lieutenant Colonels Sid Black, 
John Petersen, Tom Gross and Bruce Knapp and Lieutenant Marlena 
Parker for making the short visit very productive and noteworthy. 
My sincere thanks to all the other men and women of March AFB who 
participated in the visit. They are all truly professional and a 
credit to the U.S. Air Force and our country. 





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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

May 17, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of The Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY 8 .  BYRON 
REBECCA C. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

The Air Force has proposed the realignments of McGuire AFB, 
New Jersey, and March AFB, ~alifornia, to establish east coast ang 
west coast mobility wing bases at Plattsburgh and Travis Air F y  
Bases, respectively. According to the proposal, the air mo 
wing has been developed to support the Major Regional Co 
(MRC) strategy. ,,' 

Desert Shield/Desert Storm (DS/DS) has, / 
primary example of an MRC during which McGyy 
role in the deployment of troops, cargo y" 
Regional Hearings, Congressman Jim 
the Commission regarding the capabi 
record of achievements. 

," 
To gain a better v/ 

mission, we request thpJ 
proposed concept of r- 
to MRCs and their 

Specif icall~ 
expect to support 
combined Plattsburg 
limitation on their 
quantity issued by M, 
appears Plattsburgh w 
during the winter. 



The above information for the east and west coast mobility 
wing bases, and any other data you can share with us on this issue, 
is needed to support our review and analysis of the DoD realignment 
and closure recommendations. A response by May 24, 1993 would be 
greatly appreciated. 

Thank you for your continued support. 

Sincerely, 

L 

jac:cirillo 
Enclosure 



Monthly JP-4 Issues dur ing  
Operation Desert  Shield/Storm 

Month. Year Gal lons  Pumped C 
I August 90 1 6.873.107 1 
I September 90 1 10:339.107 1 

October 90 

Apri l  91 11.005.539 

May 91 7 ,494 ,747  

June 91 5,898,696 

8 ,227 ,439  

November 90 

December 90 

January 9 1  

February 9 1  

March 91 

Ju ly  91 4,197,862 

10,251.312 

15 ,315 ,095  

16 ,462 ,506  

17 ,427 ,215  

12 ,847 ,431  
i 

August 9 1  

September 91 

3,808,010 

4 ,055 ,374  
1 , 

Octeber 91 

November 91 

December 91 

3,385,876 

2,954,764 

3 ,695 ,070  







DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

SAFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1660 

The Honorable Jim Courter 
Chrtimian, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conlmission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

This is in response to y o i ~ r  letter of 17 May 1993, concerning P1;ittsburgh Air Force 
Base (AFB) as a primary support crnter for m;tjor regional contingency operations. 

The Defense Fuel Supply Center (DFSC) conducted a site survey 17-21 May 93 to 
detemline the fuels situation at Plattsburgh. The results of that survey were forwarded to you 
June 4, 1993. Also, Air Force coninlents o n  those results along with the Air Mobility 
Command detemiinate of requirements were conveyed by letter dared June 1 1 ,  1993. 

With regard to McGuire AF13, i t  must be en1ph:tsized that the DoD has not 
recommended that McGuire be closed, but realigned to a reserve base. The runway and 
refueling capabilities of the base will remain av:iilable to support contingency operations. 
hIcGuire would no t  be a one-for-onc replacement for Plattsburgh, nor \i,ould Plattsburgh 
become a primary Airport of Embarkation. 

Plattsburgh's mission would be func1;imentally different than that of  McGuire. The 
mix of aircraft at Plattsburgh (C- 13 1, KC- 135, and KC- 10) \voi~ld silpport the Air Mobility 
Wing concept of operations. A concept paper o n  the Air Mobility Wing is attached. 

I hope this infortnation is i~se f t~ i  

i / ~ e ~ i l t ~  Assist;int Secrct;iry of the Air Force 
(Installations) 



Enhancing Global Reach for America: 
The Air  Mobility Wing Concept 

For much of the world, the manifestation of American power and influence is an 
American aircraft bringing forces or cargo to meet a need. Even as  the evolving security 
environment has reduced the United States' need for global-war sized military forces and 
an  extensive network of overseas bases, i t  has intensified national and international 
demands for responsive mobility support. America is the only military power able to 
provide the crucial mobility adequate to this increasing tempo of demands, whether 
disaster reIief, humanitarian and peacekeeping operations, or modern theater warfare. 

The new world order demands the US be able to deploy and employ American and 
allied forces to deter adversaries contemplating war, win the fight with minimunz cost if 
war breaks out, and respond promptly to a whole range of peacetime humanitarian 
missions. Throughout its history, America has been able to deploy forces and win, but 
matching US interests with the military ability to defend and promote those interests over 
the long t e r n  demands mobility that is responsive andflexible. The ability to go anywhere 
in the world, rapidly, and to employ combat power when necessary, demands the fusion of 
airlift and refueling capabilities unique to the United States. The Air Force recognized the 
demands and opportunities ofthe "new world order" by forming the Air Mobility Command 
(AMC) in 1992, combining airlift with tankers in  a focused mobility team. 

To improve mobility responsiveness, AMC has developed the Air Mobility Wing 
(AMW) concept, which combines active duty airlifters and tankers together, on one base, 
under one commander, with one mobility mission. I t  is a militarily effective way to 
organize Air Force airlift and air refueling assets for the mobility mission, just as bombers 
and tankers were combined for the deterrent mission during the Cold War, and combat 
aircraft are combined for power projection in composite wings today. The Air Mobility 
Wing concept offers: 

Improved rapid deployment capability, with rapid, focused response 
to short-notice mobility mission tasks 

Improved training and cohesion 

Improved alignment of force structure, base capacities, and the future 
mobility mission - 

The Air Mobility Wing provides unique advantages to supplement and enhance the 
core airlift and air refueling wings which will continue to make up the bulk of AMC's force 
structure. In today's security and management environment, tankers are no longer tied 
to bombers, infrastructure is shrinking, and some of AMC's aircraft inevitably must and 
should be relocated-but the global mobility mission remains critical. Creating an Air 
Mobility Wing on each coast takes prudent advantage of the synergy between airlift and 
tankers, and the need to realign shrinking force structure. It allows the Air Force to 
consolidate forces efficiently while reducing excess basing capacity. The Air Mobili ty Wing 



is an integral part of the Air Force commitment to mobility; i t  is a logical and forward- - 
looking response to the post-Cold War fiscal and security environment. 

Airlift + Refueling: Mobility for Tomorrow 

To support US national objectives, air mobility forces must be able to deploy rapidly 
and effectively from the continental United States to any point on the globe. In light of the 
demise of the Cold War, the new Air Mobility Command reexamined how i t  organizes and 
employs strategic air mobility assets in support of the unified US Transportation Com- 
mand. AMC leadership determined that today's mobility system is capable of providing 
adequate support t o  combatant commanders and national taskings in most cases, but 
responsiveness could be improved. AMC saw a need to provide an improved quick initial 
crisis response capability, with a full range of air mobility options. 

The resulting Air Mobility Wing concept is designed to use airlift and tanker assets 
efficiently to create a responsive, tailored mobility force for joint force mission accomplish- 
ment. The Air Mobility Wing joins airlift and air refueling synergistically to make the 
whole mobility team-AMWs along with core airlift and air reheling wings-more 
effective. To implement the concept, the Air Force has identified a requirement for one 
AMW on each coast. 

In the rapid-deployment role, the Ai r  Mobility Wing has the advantage of a single 
commander, with all the tools at his or her disposal to provide short-notice global reach. 
As such, i t  will be the initial response force, with immediate response capability for short 
notice, no-notice, or unplanned-for crises. It will be a primarily active wing, with a "first 
to go" orientation. I t  will have a coordinated mobility staff to ensure effective planning, 
staging, support, deployment, aild employment support. The staff will be fully inte- 
grated-tanker and airlift experienced personnel will fill normal wing positions. 

The Air Mobility Wing makes sense. It offers a combination of advantages that the 
Air Force simply camot achieve with single-mission airlift and tanker bases alone, or even 
from collocated but distinct airlift and tanker wings. There are severaLpowerfu1 argunzents 
for such an  organizatiort. 

Rapid Deployment for Global Reach 

In any discussion ofmobility operations, i t  isimportant to note that airlift assets and 
the forces they deploy are most often not collocated. In practice, airlift forces routinely fly 
to  pick up passengers and cargo away from their home stations before continuing on to- 
aerial ports of debarkation overseas. For example, deployment of Marine forces to Somalia 
involved C-5 aircraft from Dover AFB, which flew to southern California to onload Marines 
of the First Marine Expeditionary Force from Camp Pendleton. After onload, the airlifters 
refueled in mid-Atlantic and again over the Mediterranean, allowing an efficient, seamless 
transit t o  the in-theater staging base. The East Coast AMW would not onload cargo 
primarily a t  its home base, but could fly to diverse destinations-Langley AFB, Virginia 
for thelst  Fighter Wing's F-15s, Pope AFB, North Carolina for the 82nd Airborne, and so 
on. The West Coast AMW could fly t o  Mountain Home AFB for the 366th Composite Wing, 
Peterson Field, Colorado for the 4th InfantryDivision(Mech1 a t  Fort Carson, or Fort Hood, 



Texas for the 1st Cavalry Division, for example. 
Equally important to today's mobility operations is the tarzher airbridge, shown 

spanning the Atlantic in the chart on the the next page. The airbridge concept uses air 
refueling to extend airlift range, avoid enroute stops, and decrease the need for on-ground 
time and refueling. The minutes saved by air refueling, rather than landing, may allow 
a single crew to move cargo from onload to the theater, which simplifies resource 
management and can significantly enhance the airlift flow. Air refueling also helps avoid 
potential enroute delays which can arise a t  staging bases. Refueling is a critical force 
multiplier early in a crisis, before establishment of a robust enroute basing structure-and 
in future conflicts, getting combat power to the theater rapidly may make the difference 
between a speedy victory and a costly, difficult one. 

Initial deployment -AJIIY streamlines support and  coordination 

Air Mobilitv Wing Oneration$ 

The char t  above i l lustrates two different examples of initial response 
mobility operations. The left inset depicts the coordination and assets required 
t o  begin deployment of the 8211d Airborne Division from Pope AFB, NC using core airlift 



and refueling units. In this scenario, the Tanker Airlift Control Center (TACC) a t  AMC 
Headquarters would direct airlift assets from two bases to fly to the onload base to pick up 
people and cargo. Once onloaded, airlifters would depart the onload base and either stnge 
(land for crew change andlor refueling) through a northeast US mobility base, or depart 
direct for overseas using air refueling near the US. Tankers from one or two additional 
bases would support the deployment in two ways: first, by refueling airlifters near the 
coast of the US as  they depart enroute to their overseas destinations, and second, by 
deploying forward to bases in the Azores or near the Mediterranean, where they would 
refuel enroute airlifters as  part of an airbridge. A minimum of three to four wings must 
coordinate their operations through the TACC, in a real-time environment, and four 
commanders share responsibility for critical early mobility operations. 

On the previous page, the right inset on the chart shows the streamlined coordina- 
tion which would get the AMW moving for the same rapid deployment. In this scenario, 
the TACC would need to deal only with the Air Mobility Wing-a "one call" approach which 
minimizes potential confusion, improves operational security, and ensures rapid response. 
On notification, airlift assets from the AMW would fly to the onload base to pick up 
personnel and equipment. Some AMW tanker assets would refuel airlifters departing the 
US, while other AMW refueling and airlift assets would fly to forward operating locations 
with mobility equipment and begin refueling operations from the forward location for the 
airlift assets following behind. One wing coordinates with the TACC to accomplish initial 
deployment operations, and one commander has the assets under his or her control to 
accomplish the mission, further reducing coordination requirements. 

Air A lobifity H'ir~gjighfer deployment-flexible and responsirle 



The above example is focused on land force deployment, but the A h W s  resources- 
particularly the KC-10-support air force deployments superbly. KC-10s are extremely 
well suited to aircraft deployments since they combine long range, high fuel offload 
capability, and high cargo capacity. A fighter deployment might operate as shown below. 
The AMW commander would tailor the mobility package around the needs ofthe deploying 
unit based on total cargo requirements, type aircraft being refueled, and the amount of air 
refueling support available en route. In this scenario, the KC-10 enhances mobility 
operations because it  routinely carries the equivalent cargo load of a C-141 while 
maintaining refueling capability. The AMW planners would assess the amount of cargo 
and passengers required to be carried, the number, type, and fuel requirements of the 
deploying fighters, then allocate aircraft to the cargo and refueling roles in the most 
efficient manner possible. This may mean KC-10s will be used solely for either airlift or 
air refueling, or in a dual role mode (refuel the fighters and carry the cargo equivalent of 
a C-141) with C-141sIC-5s carrying the bulk of the additional equipment and passengers. 
The KC-135s or KC-10s may be used to air refuel from their home base, or be deployed to 
a forward location and perform enroute refueling of the tankers, airlifters, and fighters in 
transit. An W s  team of integrated airlift and air refueling planning cells give i t  the 
necessary expertise to tailor forces to individual customer needs and requirements based 
on circumstances and events which change with each deployment. 

Potentially, addition of air-refuelable KC-135s to an Air Mobility Wing could allow 
the KC-135 to escort "shooters" to overseas destinations more effectively, freeing some KC- 
10s for other operations where its unique cargo or high-volume offload capability is needed. 
The inherent cargo carriage capacity of the KC-10 and the KC-135-now being enhanced 
with the addition ofinterior cargo handling systems-means that tankers will benefit from 
the airlift infrastructure and contribute much to the expertise of the mobility base. 

In future deployments, overseas mobility base availability may be fluid. In Desert 
Storm, deployment destinations were sometimes decided after forces were already enroute. 

Commonly Used Overseas Departure Tracks 



The fluid naturc of the opening weeks ofthe deployment resulted in changing deployment - 

priorities for the theater commander. Flexibility, responsiveness, and the ability to rapidly 
adjust are necessary to deal with this in~portant  initial deployment situation--qualities 
that  match well with an  AMW's single commander and range of capabilities. 

Air Motilit_v Wing Geo~rawhv 

The broad selection ofmobili ty wing bases is driven by US worldwide commitments. 
Air Mobility Comniand must be capable of worldwide deployment-thus arguing for a n  
AfiW on each coast. 7'he chart above illustrates routes that  rnobility forces normally fly 
to overseas destinations. 

A mobility base located i n  the interior of the US would be inefIicient to use as  a 
staging base prior to overseas departure, and could add significant flying time to the 
large number of sorties required for major deployments. For example, while Altus 
AFB, Oklahoma currently has airlift and tanker assets collocated, i t  would not be an  
adequate Air Mobility Wing. I ts  location is well suited for training flesibility in  the 
continental US, but not for staging high-volume mobility operations to overseas desti- 
nations. Geography puts a clear premium on northeastern and west-central locations 
a s  Air Mobility Wing locations. 

Earlv De~lo-vnzent Focus 

The Air Mobility Wing will be the primary tool for deploying Global Reach laydown 
packages. Under this concept, the AMW could launch a s  soon as  the need is identified with 
a detailed force module ofpersonnel and equipment necessary to rapidly deploy to austere 
locations and commence stand-alone strategic support operations. The mobility package 
will enable force projection beyond the reach of the remaining major gateway hubs. With 
its own organic capability to set up an airbridge to distant destinations, the AMW is ideal 
a s  the leading-edge mobility force, deploying forward where prepositioning is  infeasible, 
or adequate bases and facilities are not immediately available. 

Operation Restore Hope is  a case in  point. Upon arrival into Mogadishu's airport, 
airlift control personnel found that  the control tower had no radio communications 
capability. US forces had to deploy the comnlunications equipment necessary to run the 
airlift operation. AMWs and Global Reach laydown packages would combine to make such 
delays minimal. 

Developing Comprehensive Mobility Expertise 

The mobility wing i s  organized the  way Air Mobility Command intends 
initially to employ i ts  mobility assets; tankers and airlifters t rain together and 
deploy together. Sharing the ramp with tankers will benefit the airlifters in  the- 
mobil i ty wing,  al lowing more  efficient refuel ing  t r a i n i n g  for t h e  "quick 
deployment" airlift of the mobility wing. For routine daily training, collocation 
of a i r l i f t  receiver  crews a n d  t h e i r  t a n k e r s  will inc rease  f lexibi l i ty a n d  
maximize t ra in ing in cases where adverse weather ,  aircraft  maintenance,  or 
other  factors might interfere with refueling training. 

Training deployments involving both tanker and airlifi aircrews will improve the 
AhlW's ability to deploy forward and establish mobility bases in short-notice situations. 
While not readily quantifiable, the rapid response "mindset" is a n  essential part  of the air 
mobility wing. The wing's mission will develop that  mindset, and close association between 



L~nker  and airlift crews will allow then1 to work practical deployment problems with a 
sound knowledge of each others'capal)ilities and constraints. In addition, the wing will be 
able to develop, refine, and train for the rapid deployment mission with a focus not possible 
for core airlift or air refueling wings. 

From the staff standpoint, the mobility wing will provide shoulder-to-shoulder 
contact between the two vital parts of the mobility team. Not only will this allow effective 
planning and execution within the mobility wings the~nselves, but the expertise developed 
will benefit Air Mobility Command as  mobilit,y wing-experienced individuals progress to 
other assignments, such as AMC's Tanlter Airlift Control Center. The Air Force considers 
i t  vital that mobility team members work together to understand the "other" half of the 
mobility equation, because that knowledge makes the entire mobility system work better. 
Without a mobility wing, there is no base-level interaction to make such synergy happen. 
And since mobility is a system, it  does not function without effective use of the total airlift, 
and tanker resources. AMW personnel and operating practices developed by AMWs have 
the  long-term potential to increase the  effectiveness of the  entire mobility 
sys tem.  

Prudent Realignment of Forces 

The Air Force has  s ta tutory responsibility to organize forces for the  
conduct of a i r  operations, and to do so in  a way which provides the  best 
combination of mil i tary effectiveness and  efficiency. The creation of Air 
Mobility Command and the airlift-tanker mobility team was a significant step 
toward providing robust global reach for the future. Now, formation of the Air 
Mobility Wing enhances global mobility by making i t  more responsive. Formation 
of AMWs i s  p a r t  of a forward-looking Air Force approach to i t s  assigned 
functions. That  approach aligns carefully selected resources with commanders 
who can use them effectively and who are accountable for the capabilities of 
assigned forces. 

Fiscal realities have shaped the AMII concept, but did not create it. The Depart- 
ment of Defense is drawing down, and the Air Force must decrease its infrastructure of air 
bases in parallel with force structure in order to avoid duplication and inefficiencies. 
Excess capacity in large aircraft bases and associated base closure actions have made it 
necessary to relocate some tankers and strategic airlifters. Given base closures will occur, 
the issue is whether i t  is more effective to redistribute airlifters and tankers only to similar 
bases-with no additional operational benefits--or to combine available assets from 
realigning or  closing bases in  a "mobility wing" base. In reviewing the infrastructure of 
large aircraft bases in connection with base closure recommendations, the Air Force 
identified candidate bases for East and West coast mobility wings to ensure large capacity 
bases, geographically suited to this mission, were included in the analysis. The final 
selections for mobility wings were based on several key factors: capacity for large numbers 
of large aircraft to conduct high-volume operations from or through the bases; long-term 
airspace and airfield environment viability; and the overall eficiency of the remaining 
mobility infrastructure. 

Jus t  as  fiscal reality makes base closures and realignment of some aircraft 
necessary, fiscal reality and base capacity make i t  impractical to organize every Air 
hlobility Command wing as an Air Mobility Wing. Single-mission airlift and air refueling 
wings will continue t o  be the core of Air Mobility Comrnand-but today's environment 



requires a rapid deployment capability that, the A R M  can significantly enhance, and - 

which the nation deserves. 

Conclusion 

Air Mobility Command will remain primarily composed of single-aircraft or "core" 
wings, for. capability beyond initial response and for specific mission taskings. Neverthe- 
less, the Air Force has a clear responsibility to organize in militarily effective ways, and 
the Air Mobility Wing offers the opportunity to gain qualitative advantages and realize an  
effective long-termvision of mobility even during the painful process of downsizing. Basing 
dissimilar large aircraft together is not a new or uncommon phenomenon-the Air Force 
based bombers and tankers together for most of the Cold War. With the end of the Cold 
War, the convergent missions of airlift and tankers and their complementary capabilities 
make basing some airlifters and tankers together logical. The Air Mobility Wing will 
provide a cohesive rapid deployment unit, take full advantage of the synergy of tankers 
and airliflers, and provide training and operational effectiveness superbly matched to new 
world order requirements. The combination of AMWs and core wings will enable AMC to 
craft a tailored mobility force to deploy and sustain Air Force Global Reach--Global Power 
in support of US national objectives. 



Enhancing Global Reach for America: 
Tlie Air Mobility Wing Concept 

For much of the world, the manifestation of American power and influence is an 
American aircraft bringing forces or cargo to meet a need. Even as  the evolving security 
environment has reduced the United States' need for global-war sized military forces and 
an extensive network of overseas bases, i t  has intensified national and international 
demands for responsive mobility support. America is the only military power able to 
provide the crucial mobility adequate to this increasing tempo of demands, whether 
disaster relief, humanitarian and peacekeeping operations, or modern theater warfare. 

The new world order demands the US be able to deploy and employ American and 
allied forces to deter adversaries contemplating war, win the fight with minimunz cost if 
war breaks out, and respond promptly to  a whole range of peacetime humanitarian 
missions. Throughout its history, America has been able to deploy forces and win, but 
matching US interests with the military ability to defend and promote those interests over 
the long term demands mobility that is responsive andflexible. The ability to go anywhere 
in the world, rapidly, and to employ combat power when necessary, demands the fusion of 
airlift and refueling capabilities unique to the United States. The Air Force recognized the 
demands and opportunities ofthe "new world order" by forming the Air Mobility Command 
(AMC) in 1992, combining airlift with tankers in a focused mobility team. 

To improve mobility responsiveness, AMC has developed the Air Mobility Wing 
(AMW) concept, which combines active duty airlifters and tankers together, on one base, 
under one commander, with one mobility mission. I t  is a militarily effective way to 
organize Air Force airlift and air refueling assets for the mobility mission, just as bombers 
and tankers were combined for the deterrent mission during the Cold War, and combat 
aircraft are combined for power projection in composite wings today. The Air Mobility 
Wing concept offers: 

Improved rapid deployment capability, with rapid, focused response 
to short-notice mobility mission tasks 

Improved training and cohesion 

Improved alignment of force structure, base capacities, and the future 
mobility mission - 

The Air Mobility Wing provides unique advantages to supplement and enhance the 
core airlift and air refueling wings which will continue to make up the bulk of AMC's force 
structure. In today's security and management environment, tankers are no longer tied 
to  bombers, infrastructure is shrinking, and some of AMC's aircraft inevitably must and 
should be relocated-but the global mobility mission remains critical. Creating an Air 
Mobility Wing on each coast takes prudent advantage of the synergy between airlift and 
tankers, and the need to realign shrinking force structure. I t  allows the Air Force to 
consolidate forces efficiently while reducing excess basing capaci ty. The Air Mobility Wing 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

COMM 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

May 17, 1993 

The Honorable Michael B. Donley 
Acting Secretary of the Air Force 
Room 4E-871, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1000 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY 8.  BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

der to this wnrber 
"&,en t@"dEm:2 

Dear Secretary Donley: 

On May 14, 1993, three Air Staff officers briefed me on the C- 
141 SOLL I1 mission. These officers were Paul Thompson (AF/XOOR) , 
Tom Danielson (AF/XOFM) and Bob Hudson (AF/XOFU) . This mission was 
raised during my base visit to ~ c ~ u i r e  AFB, New Jersey and again at 
the Commission's regional hearing in Newark, New Jersey as an issue 
in the proposed realignment of ~c~uire. 

I am writing to commend these gentlemen for an excellent 
presentation. I was extremely impressed with their thorough 
knowledge of the subject and succinct responses to my questions. 
They are truly professionals and a credit to the U.S. ~ i r  Force and 
our country. 

Please extend to them my sincere thanks for responding to the 
short notice request for the briefing. 

/?I# COURTER 
Ch irman 0" 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET S U I T E  1425 

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COUHTCH CHAIWUAN 

May 17, 1993 

Major General Lawrence P. Farrell, Jr. USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Cameron Station 
~lexandria, Virginia 2 2 3 0 4 - 6 1 0 0  

COUU~SS~ONEHS 
CAP7 FTTER 0 ~ O W U A N   us^ ,wen 

-CIC*HLY 8  UYNON 
REDECCA C C O X  
GEN H T JOHNSON, USAF tutrl 
ARTHUR LfVITT, J H  
HARRY C  UCl'UCF3SON. JR 
RODERT 0 STUART. JR 

when rsspo 

Dear General Farrell: 

It has been brought to the attention of the Commission that 
there may be a fuel capacity/resupply problem with the Air Force's 
proposal to realign McGuire AFB, New Jersey, active duty units to 
Plattsburgh AF'B, New York. Specifically, barge resupply of Port 
Douglas, Plattsburgh's Defense Fuel Supply Point, cannot operate 
annually from November to May due to the winter freeze. 

To assist the Commission's review and analysis process, we 
request the DoD's Defense Fuel Supply Center provide the Commission 
with recommended alternatives to resupplying Port Douglas, the 
estimated one time costs to establish the alternative resupply and 
an estimate of the net increase in annual fuel costs that would be 
associated with this proposed realignment. In addition, we request 
a comparison of net fuel costs at Griffiss AFB, New York, if the 
mobility wing were to be realigned to that base. 

Enclosed is a document submitted by Congressman Saxton which 
provides the only estimates we have of increased fuel costs 
associated with the Plattsburgh proposal. Your assessment of this 
document would also be appreciated. 

Please forward the above information to the Commission by June 
1, 1993. Thank you for your continued support and cooperation. 

jac:cirillo 
Enclosure 



QUANTITY OF AVAILABLE FUEL AT HCGUIRE 
AND LACK OF IT AT PLATTSBURGH 

The Air Force ha& proposed to use Plattsburgh A F B  as the major 
regional contingency center, supporting the global reach - global 
power Air Force strategy, a national strategy that moves the 
United Statesr focus from a global war posture to one focused on 
regional contingencies. 

~ncredibly, Plattsburgh does not have the fueling capability to 
support the mobility mission recommended in BRAC 93. It does not 
have the capability to carry out day-to-day operations nor does 
it have the capability to carry out the mission in times of 
contingency. 

The Plattsburgh A F B  infrastructure provides 35 million gallons of 
fuel storage capacity (See ~xhibit A ) .  This storage capacity was 
put in place by the strategic air command to compensate for a 
logistical weakness. 

That is, Plattsburgh AFB receives its jet fuel (JP-4) by barge up 
the Hudson River through the New York State canal lock system to 
Lake Champlain and then to its storage facility (See Exhibit B). 
The logistical weakness occurs because the locks through which 
the barges pass must close in November due to the severe climate 
and do not reopen until May (see ~xhibit C). 

~xhibit D, an update from the New York State Thruway Authority, 
documents that the locks are closed because ice makes them near 
impossible to operate. The New York State Thruway Authority 
uses this "down timew to perform maintenance and inspections on 
the locks. 

Currently, resupply of Plattsburgh during the ltclosed portt1 
period would be limited to tank truck. Even with this resupply 
method, which DLA considers "a sporting proposition at best; and, 
not a very realistic option during winter seasonI1 (see Exhibit 
B), resupply would be totally captive to weather conditions 
affecting road travel. Furthermore, resupply by the daily 
maximum of 24 tank trucks (See Exhibit B) would still fail to 
satisfy Plattsburghrs estimated daily demand rate. 

Exhibit B documents that the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has 
serious concerns about Plattsburghrs fuel capability to support 
day to day training and mobility missions. In the middle of page 
two of Exhibit B we document that the DLA estimates that 
Plattsburgh will experience a 200,000 to 300,000 barrel or 8.4 to 
12.6 million gallon shortfall during the llclosed port season.11 

While Plattsburgh does have a rail spur which could be used to 
bring some fuel to the base on a limited bases, according to DLA 
this is not a viable option without considerable upgrades which 
would be extremely costly. (See ~xhibit E.) A t  this point, it 
is not clear if the Air Force has calculated into its COBRA model 



. . the cost associated with these upgrades. 

It is absurd to;assme that the fuel capacity necessary to carry 
out the mission at the time of a contingency exists at 
Plattsburgh. America's shortest and most recent conflict 
indicates that it would have run out of JP-4 half way through the 
battle. (See Exhibi t  F.) 

~ x h i b i t  G consists of information compiled by Arthur Anderson 
which illustrates savings the Air Force would realize by simply 
not,shipping fuel from the refinery located at Marcus Hook, 
Pennsylvania to Plattsburgh. As you will note, the total cost of 
transporting one barrel of fuel to McGuire is 21 cents. In 
contrast, the least expensive means of transporting one barrel 
of fuel to Plattsburgh during the summer costs $2.79. In other 
words, it costs 13.28 times as much to get fuel to Plattsburgh 
during the summer as it does to get fuel to McGuire. For every 
$1000 spent to move fuel to McGuire, the Air Force will spend 
more than $13,000 to move the same amount to Plattsburgh. 

During the winter months, the least expensive means of 
transporting one barrel of JP-4 to Plattsburgh, which is the 
Itsporting optionl1 the DLA mentions in its memo, is $6.87! This 
is 32.7 times more expens ive  than g e t t i n g  fuel t o  McGuire. In 
other words, for every $1000 spent to move fuel to ~cGuire during 
winter months, it will cost the ~merican taxpayer $32,700 to move 
fuel to Plattsburgh (See E x h i b i t  H). 

CONCLUSION 
Essentially, the operation of the Air Force's new Regional 
Contingency Center from Plattsburgh would be impractical and 
extremely costly. Placing the Air Force contingency center at a 
base that is unable to receive sufficient resupply of JP-4 is 
unthinkable, especially when the Air Force estimates it will cost 
$197 million to "create1' a mobility base in Plattsburgh. 
Furthermore, this base would not correct this glaring deficiency 
in fuel storage capacity. In fact, no realistic amount of 
increased construction could correct this deficiency. 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
CEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY Cf NTER 

CAMERON STATION 

A L E ~ A N G R : ~  VIRCIKIA 22394-6 160 

E :zorable James Saxton 
Eiz-se of Representadves * 

R'ashin,gtan, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Saxton: 

Enclosed is the information that SLr. Steve Lloffitt of your office requested 
in a conversadon with Lfichael J. Corbett, Transportation OEcer ~ t h  the 
Defense Fuel Region - Northeast. 

I hope'this idonnation is responsive b your needs. 
<. 

Sincerely, 

TB~-;MAS J. BOLAND 
Colonel, US@ 
Deputy Commander 



DEFENSE LOGIST lCS AGENCY 
o E ~ S E  NU SUPPLY CENEFt  

DEFENSE NU R E G T O N - N W N  
Bulwmc 2444 

M&UIR.E N R  FORCE BAS& NC# m E Y  -1.5006 

2. Mr. lbffitt's mail- adC,-ess is: 

MY- Steve Mofi i t t '  ~~ ~anes -A's Off ice 
438 ck.Exn b s e  Offita S1d.k  
-, flC 20515 
-cAX: (202) 225-07'8 . _ .. 



20mT P U E R  
0 3 

Plattsburg h l ! B  
Jet h e 1  Rescpply 

- ?r- support 3efonse Puel Suppxrt Poiat (3FSP) for  Pla',tsbuxy AFB is 
D P ~ P  port D O C ~ ~ G  ~n Icasesrille, NY. 

- SUE:- . i i -4  t o  b e e  v h  6-Ln or  8-in pi~elines at a czxh--- ,, of 1ECO 
9PE (67,300 @lo--). 

- 'Perminil is a r n x i x ~ t e l y  W 112 miles f-- base. 

- 3PSP P o r t  D o u g l a  is reaxpplied by b u g 8  via the ItP Staten Canal S y s t a  
iata Lalee C h a m p l a .  

-- Baz-ges  currently oripinate at DFSP Stat= Iml&ld ( h Y C ) .  

- T u z z  tine Fa approxima4$ely 5 1/2 days per barge. 

- Canal spstea optrat- & d c r L !  the period late-my to lake-Aw @a& 
. . ye=. . - 

- *RssuppLp wiad& FB h t  5 112 months each season. 

-- Part I)OFIg141 daeignated so r. lrciosed p o r k "  becase o f  limited rsmryplp 

. . - Tot& JP-4 storage in imrdia-te locale is about 925 D3Ls of ehsll c-city 
( r u a b l -  Btoage.-about 830 m a ) .  

U f&Q&A-, 
. .  . -- Lae&tfnn Status 

pla+t.sb~~rg BFB LO5 on-base tankage 
DFSF Pert Douglas 480 curtently 03 C-~t - .  
DPSP port ~or~g l ro  2 70 Available, but glZr on 

contract 
DrSP B u r l F n g t o n  (VT) - 7 0 r(ay close July 93 

92 S 

- B a s e d  on kar\E 93 tee-dati=s, estimate of cooglmptim at Plattsbu,cg AFB 
du2lng the 6 month 'closed portw aaason i s  a&p#xfm8tely 9-40 DELb for t2l% 
mticigatea &craft  bgddawn (C-141, KC-135, XC-10)- 

- Addiaiad safety  fac+or of apprexinately 160 E3ats mast be factored 
h t o  analpis. 

- Total capacity m u r p  h rrtimated at 1,LW X&SLs for oanadl 
(peantLnu) mnmqtion rttrfi- 



--- hmsl'-rus EO con tbcpncy  cFatLo3r, O X ~ T C ~ B Q P ,  etc., that w u l d  
exaeezhte c o n a 2 e i a n  trende. 

- Alterzat- zesrrpply d e  Fcto Ule k"ea d v t t n ~  tke "closed portm ,pried is 
l k d t e d  to taair t ruck .  

- C rotaliy cap:;ve =a heath= ~ ~ n C i t L o ~ s  affc+-ing road t r a v e l .  

- X a x L a m  z- o l  t,--,c'& :ha: c=*zld be off-loaCed k a 8-h2 
24 (16 P Y ~ t t a k ~ z ~ ,  8 Pert Dougl+~); cr, aba;;t 5 Y ! ? ! Z s / C a y  wkAch La 102s 
than - W e d  daily den& rate ( D D i l ) .  

- 'deeded work days be necessazy t o  r8ceips the cor=ul M R  by 

/ - APatrable n - 4  a t o z a p  e q a c i t y  ccald be 200-300 XSais shoe of t h a t  
necsrearp t o  suttak, f ligktline operations d u r i z g  *the gclosed part' 
perf&. 

--- ~ u d d  cecesaitate D?SC lease of a d d t t b n a l  c ~ c i a l .  tadkaw ( i f  
available Ln thr ater) and/or c a n e x c t i c m  of new taakage oa 
Plattsburg AFB. 

-- Wtricted access to +& ?iX m a 1  System coast,* the quantity of 
-4 that can ke delt%+?rad t o  DFSP Port Maglas each year. 

--- X z d = ~ u ~  dellrered Fn a r e m n l y  season to date b m  850 m41;S. 

-- ~ m u t h e r  and e f f ec t imw~ of barge carrier assigned to th4 
ma-t fnflu-ce the &wunt w e d  each pat. 

- teal commrclty has exseed a mhe ordin&'lce (~smpidg curfew) t h a t  
prohLb$- batge off-load 2200-0800 &a, 7 d a y s / w d  during the perid 
J u n e - v . .  

-- bdxces the mdmr of barqes that DPSP P a r t  Douglas can off-laad ro 
me/&y, exc- dusing the  Oct-Nov -=id w- DPR-YZ nzat play 
"catch-up. a 

-- Uteznate res-;zpply virr tank t m c k  ir a "sporthg g m p o s i t a *  a t  best; 
and, 'not a opry mal.lLStic opt ion durins the wiater season. 

Jm W. L ! ,  Lt -1, USAF 
-dti, DTR-rn 
18 W c h  1993 



Peler Tulo 
Chairman 

! 
Genevieve M. Starosciak 

Vce Chairman 

John H. Shafer 
Executive Director 

New York State Thruway Authority 

200 Southern Boulevard 
Post Oflice Box 189 

Albany, New York 12201 -0189 

John J. Baniak 
Dlrector 

OHlce of Canals 

John R. Jermano 
Director 

Phone (51 8) 47 1-50 10 
F a  (5 18) 471 -5023 

March 23, 1993 

NOTICE OF OPENING & CLOSING 
NEW YORK STATE C A N A L  SYSTEM 

TO: ALL CONCERNED INTERESTS: 

S u b j e c t  t o  t h e  l a t e s t  wa te r  and w e a t h e r  developments and t h e  
c o m p l e t i o n  o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n  work, t h e  NEW YORK STATE CANAL SYSTEM 
w i l l  open f o r  n a v i g a t i o n  on t h e  f o l l o w i n g  da te :  

Hay 3, 1993 
(See s p e c i a l  n a v i g a t i o n  no tes  be low f o r  o p e r a t i n g  h o u r s )  

T h i s  d a t e  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  f o u r  ( 4 )  c a n a l  s e c t i o n s ,  i n c l u d i n g :  

ER lE  CANAL 
OSWEGO CANAL 

CHAMPLAIN CANAL 
CAYUGA/SENECA CANAL 

S P E C I A L  NAVIGATION NOTES: 

1. T h i s  n o t i c e  r e f l e c t s  t h e  OPERATING SCHEDULE f r o m  t h e  
B e g i n n i n g  o f  B u s i n e s s  (BOB), t o  t h e  C lose o f  Bus iness  (COB) 
f o r  t h e  1993 N a v i g a t i o n  Season. A l l  t imes  a r e  E a s t e r n  
D a y l i g h t  Sav ings .  The f o l l o w i n g  s e c t i o n s  a r e  a f f e c t e d :  

ERIE CANAL (West o f  Three R i v e r s  J u n c t i o n )  
CAYUGA/SENECA CANAL 

May 3  '- November 7 7:00 a . m .  - 10:30 p.m. 
(0700 hrs. - 2230 h r s . )  

The above s e c t i o n s  w i l l  c l o s e  November 7, 1993 

Serving Travelers Since 1954 



ERIE CANAL (East of Three Rivers  unction) 
CHAMPLAIN CANAL 
OSWEGO CANAL 

May 3 - November 28 7:00 a.m. - 10:30 p.m. 
(0700 hrs. - 2230 hrs.) 

The above sections will close November 28, 1993 

N A V I G A T I O N  NOTES: 

1. All locks monitor marine channel 13. 

2. Twenty-four (24) hour service will be available for 
comnercial traffic and fifteen and a half (153) hours 
service will be available for non-comercial traffic. 

Commercial floats must provide at least twenty-four (24) 
hour prior notice to the New York State Canal Corporation 
in order to arrange for roving lock operations. Commercial 
interests requiring after hours service between 10:30 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. should contact the Canal Traffic Agent (518) 
471-5011, during business hours (8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., 
Monday thru Friday). After business hours (4:30 p.m. to 
8:30 a.m.) and on weekends, comnercial interests may call 
Lock 12 of the Champlain Canal at (518) 499-1700. 

4. Roving lock operations will be in effect during some or 
all operating hours. To aid passage, navigators should 
inform Lock Operators of their travel plans. 

5 .  The Utica Harbor lock will operate on weekdays by 
appointment only. 

JOHN R . JERMANO 
Director, Office of Canals 



Peter Tufo 
Charman 

!Genevieve M. Starosciak 
. Vice Ch~irrncn 

John H. Shafer 
Execu!~.;a Dirzdot 

New York State Thruway Authority 

200 Southern Boulevard 
Post Office BOY 189 

Albany, New York 12201-0189 

John J. Banlak 
D~reaor 

Oflice of Canals 

John R Jermano 
01:eaor 

Phone ( 5 :  8) 471-9210 
Fa (S;Sj471.53?3 

April 2 2 ,  1993 

Honorable H. James Saxton 
U. S. Congressman 
438 Cannon Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Attn: Mr. Steve Hoffitt 

Dear Mr. Moffitt: 

3 
.& 

A s  a follow up to your telephone call to this office today, we 
,<.. have listed the following reasons why the canal is closed and in 

some sections drained during the winter months: 

- The formation of ice makes it near impossible to properly 
operate our movable structures including lock gates. Our 
structures and embankments were not designed for ice 
loads. It would also require extensive resources and , - 
equipment to cut the ice in order to maintain a passable 
channel. 

- Inspection of structures and embankments is facilitated by 
dewatering 

- O u r  lock and structure maintenance crews do major repairs to 
our locks during the winter months. We are able to pump out 
our locks on cycle and replace/repair equipment and other 
structural elements as needed. 

- There would be potential for a major catastrophe should 
there be failure in any dam like structure or the dike. We 
do not have the personnel to provide the necessary bank 
watch. 

- On the western end of the Erie canal the channel is drained 
and we have a dredging in the dry program where bulldozers 
are able to remove sediment. 

Serving Travelem Since 1954 



- Canal pe r sonne l  a re  able  t o  do  the required winter 
preventive maintenance work on the v a r i o u s  generators, 
c o n t r o l  p a n e l s ,  etc. a t  each lock and l i f t  bridge. 

These are a few of t h e  r e a s o n s  that make o p e r a t i n g  i n  the 
. w i n t e r  u n f e a s i b l e .  

If you have any more q u e s t i o n s  conce rn ing  t h i s  matter p l e a s e  
f e e l  f r e e  t o  c a l l .  

Sincerely, 

D i r e c t o r ,  O f f  ice of Cana l s  



ICI NCrs-T  

rcrsrr T O  DFSC-G 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DEFENSE NU SUPPLY CENTER 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEUNDRlA,  VIRGINIA 223044160 

28 April 1993 

Steve Moffett 
Ofice of Congressman Jim Saxton 
11,-2=hizyran. DC' 

Dear MI. Moffett: 

This is in response to your question regarding the ability of Plattsburg AFB. 
to receive fuel by rail 

Plamburp -4-F-B. has some rad receipt capabikty. The f a d y  was designed 
to receive j e t  fuel h o r n  10,000 gallon railcars. However, considerable 
upgrades would be needed to the tankage, receipt headers, and containment 
faalities before fuel could actually be received by raiL 

. -. 

Please call me at (703) 274-7445 if you have any additional que,stions. 

H0W.AR.D PHlFER 
Assistant Counsel 



Plattsburgh's Fuel Storage Capacity 1 40 

3 5 ------------- 
30 

McGuire's Day-to-Day 

25 

Plattsburgh Storage Capacity 
20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

Plattsburgh Runs 

November December January February March April Safety Factor 







MCGUIRE AIR FORCE BASE REALIGNME~T REVIEW 

FUEL 

Summary 

1. Cost (per barrel pbl]) of transporting fuel to McGuire AFB and to Plattsburgh AFB 

a. By barge 
$ per bbl 

McGuire $0.21000 
Plattsburgh $2.78922 

b. By truck 
$ per bbl 

McGuire $1.49520 

Plattsburgh 
From Verona, NY (DFSP) $6.S7666 
From Newport, RI (DFSP) $7.38906 
From Marcus Hook Refinery, 

PMadelphia, PA $8.54700 

2. Estimated, annual post-realignment cost to transport fuel to Plattsburgh AFB 

a. Peacetime: $7.5 - $10.8 million 

b. Wartime: $27.3 - $37.2 million 

c. Note: To transport the same amount of fuel to McGuire during peacetime and 
wartime would cost (on an annual basis) $9.3 - 9 . 4  d o n  and $0.9 - $1.2 &on, 
respectively. 

3. Cost to increase fuel off-loadmg capabiLty at Plattsburghl 

a. Upgrade of capability would require "plumbing work" that could be completed 
within several days. 

b. "Rough" cost estimate to upgrade capabhty would be approximately $500,000. 

i 
lPer Howard Phifer, Office of Counsel, Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Fuel Supply Center-- 
Cameron Station (Alexandria, VA). 



A. Total Cost of Transporting Fuel (Post-Realignment) 
Per Howard Phifer, Office of Counsel, Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Fuel Supply 
Center--Cameron Station (Alexandria, VA), except where otherwise noted 

1. Estimated Daily Demand Rate 

a. Peacetime: 6,000 - 8,000 bbls per day 

b. Wartime: 12,000 - 16,000 bbls per day2 

2. Workdays per Month 

a. Peacetime: 20 

b. Wartime: 30 

3. Current Usable Storage Capacity 

Note: 270,000 bbls of the 830,000 bbls capacity is avdable  at DFSP Port Douglas 
(Keessvdle, NY) but is currently not under contract, nor is it connected to the 
p ipehe.  

4. Maximum bbls delivered to Port Douglas by barge in any Resupply Season to Date 

850,000 bbls (57 - 66 barges or approx. one every 3 days) 

5. Utilization during dosed-port period (on average, November through April--i.e., 6 
months) 

a. Peacetime: 1,100,000 bbls4 (includes safety factor of 160,000 bbls) 

b. Wartime: 2,040,000 bbls5 (includes safety factor of 160,000 bbls) 

2 ~ a s e d  on analysis prepared by 438 AW Command (McGuire AFB) of J P 4  used during the h s t  
nine months of Operation Desert Shield/Storm. 
3 ~ r o m  Point Papers on Plattsburgh AFB Jet Fuel Resupply, dated as of 03/18/93 and 03/23/93, 
provided by Office of Counsel, Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Fuel Supply Center. 
4 ~ r o m  Point Papers on Plattsbursh AFB Jet Fuel Resupply, dated as of 03/18/93 and 03/23/93, 

rovided by Office of Counsel, Defense Lopstics Agency, Defense Fuel Supply Center. 
!Based on analysis prepared by 438 AW Command (McGuire AFB) of J P 4  used during the h s t  
nine months of Operation Desert Shield/Storm. 



6. Total cost of shipping one barrel of J P I  (excluding cost of fuel) from the refinery to 
McGuire and to Platisburgh (Note: both areas are serviced by the Marcus Hook 
Refinery [Sun Oil Company], Philadelphia, PA) 

a. By barge 

(1) To McGuire AFB (current ~rocedure,  year-round) 
S ?er bbl6 

(a) Barge from Marcus Hook (Phda., PA) to 
Jacksonville, NJ (DFSP) !$0.21000 

Pipe to McGuire AFB O.OOOOO~ 
Total 50.21000 

P 

(2) To Plattsburgh AFB (done during open port period only--on average, May 
through October) 

$ per bb18 
(a) Barge to Staten Island (SI) W.78918 

Barge from SI to Port Douglas (DFSP) 2.00004 
Pipe to Plattsburgh AFB O.OOOOO~ 

Total $2.78922 

b. By truck 

(1) To McGuire AFB (mfrequent; once per month as part of Army Reserve training 
exercise) 

(a) $1.49520 per bbllo 

-- - - -- 

6 ~ a s e d  on published, applicable transportation rates provided by Howard Phifer, Office of 
Counsel, Defense L o ~ s t i c s  Agency, Defense Fuel Supply Center. 
7 ~ n  addtional cost of storage at specdied supply points must be added to this figure to attain 
the true cost of shipping. Storage cost is indeterminable at this time; however, the cost per 
barrel would be s d a r  for both bases. 
8 ~ a s e d  on published, applicable transportation rates provided by Howard Phifer, Office of 
Counsel, Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Fuel Supply Center. 
9 ~ n  additional cost of storage at specified supply points must be added to this figure to attain 
the true cost of shipping. Storage cost is indeterminable at t h  time; however, the cost per 
barrel would be sun.ilar for both bases. 
1°~ased on ~ublished,  applicable transportation rates ~ r o v i d e d  by Howard Phifer, Office of 
Counsel, Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Fuel Supply Center. 



(2) To Plattsburgh AFB (required throughout the year, post-realignment) 

(a) From Verona, NY 
Barge from Marcus Hook (Phila., PA) to SI 
Pipe f ~ o m  SI to Verona, NY (DFSP) 
Truck from Verona, NY 

Total 

(b) From Melville (Newport, RI) 
Barge from Marcus Hook (Phila., PA) 

to Newport, RI (DFSP) 
Truck from Newport, RI 

Total 

(c) From Marcus Hook (Phda., PA) 
Truck from Marcus Hook (Phila., PA) 

$ per Eblll 

B. Questions and Comments 

1. Total cost of trucking fuel to Plattsburgh AFB 

The adhtional costs of transporting fuel to Plattsburgh AFB throughout the year have 
not been accounted for in the COBRA model. Per recent Air Force correspondence, 

[tlhe cost of trudung fuel from Verona, NY and Newport, RI, during the 
winter months (Nov-May) would be disclosed in applicable Defense 
Logistic Agency (DLA) contracts. DFSP-related associated costs apply 
to DLA, not the Air Force, and so are not incorporated in the analysis. 
Only i f  new storage tanks were constructed on the base would such 
costs affect the Au Force. 

Have the costs for additional fuel storage been incorporated into the COBRA analysis? 

2. Transportation of Fuel 

a. Fuel required to be shpped by truck throughout the year (based on 6,000 
bbls/workday [240 days/year] for peacetime and 12,000 bbls/workday [360 
days/year] for wartime, plus a safety factor of 160,000 bbls) 

(1) Peacetime: (1,600,000 - 850,000) = 750,000 bbls 

(2) Wartime: (4,480,000 - 850,000) = 3,630,000 bbls 

b. Number of trucks needed to transport required fuel 

(1) Number of barrels that can be shipped by one truck: 190 bbls 

llBased on published, applicable transportation rates provided by Howard Phifer, Office of 
Counsel, Defense Lopstics Agency, Defense Fuel Supply Center.. 



(2) Number of truckloads required to s h p  fuel throughout the year 

(a) Peacetime: (750,000 / 190) = 3,948 truckloads 

(b) Wartime: (3,630,000 / 190) = 19,106 truckloads 

(3) Number of truckloads required each day throughout the year 

(a) Peacetime: (3,948 / 24012) = 17 trucks per day 

(b) Wartime: (19,106 / 36013) = 54 trucks per day 

Has the Air For~e ascertained the availability of trriclcs and other assets required to transport fuel 
shipments throughotit the year? 

3. Fuel handling capabilities at Plattsburgh and Port Douglas 

Number of trucks that can be unloaded in one day: 

Plattsburgh 16 
Port Douglas 8 
Total = 24 

In a wartime situation, can the receiving windows at each of-loading site remain open to accept 
additional trucks? If so, have the additional personnel and related costs to support this role been 
incliided in the COBRA model? If not, have the costs to provide additional of-loading 
capabilities been included in the COBRA model? 

4. Mission Capability 

Subject to avadabLty of adequate fuel transportation, Plattsburgh's existing fuel storage 
and h a n d h g  capabihties can theoretically support a peacetime mission. However, 
minimum wartime fuel requirements may exceed Plattsburgh's existing capabihties 
during closed port periods. Plattsburgh's ability to fully support a wartime mission 
commitment may be compromised during the closed port period. 

Assriming the Air Force has deueloped contingeny plans that enable Plattsburgh tofitlly meet 
wartime mission reqitirements, how have the costs associated with making the necessa y 
improvements and/or additions to file1 handling and storage capabilities been rejected in the 
COBRA model? 

-- 

12Based on a 20-day month for 12 months. 
13Based on a 30-day month for 12 months. 



Comparing the Cost of Transporting One Barrel1 
of Fuel to Plattsburgh, AFB and McGuire, AFB 1 

Plattsburgh - Winter 

McGuk - Winter 

NOTE: McGuire's cost is the 
same all year long, while the 

cost at Plattsburgh differs 
between summer and winter 

because of harsh climate. 

I - ---+------I--- -- +----I 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Dollars 

Source: Arthur Andersen & Co. and Defense Fuel Supply Center, April 1993 





DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-6 100 

IM REPLY 

R E F € *  DFSC-D 

Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realianment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, suite-1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

This is in reply to your 17 May 1993 letter in which you requested 
the Defense Fuel Supply Center (DFSC) prepare an analysis with 
recommended alternatives for resupplying jet fuel to Port Douglas for 
Plattsburgh AFB, NY. The analysis was to include estimated one-time 
costs to establish the alternative resupply, and the annual cost that 
would be associated with this proposed realignment. You also 
requested a comparison of net fuel cost to supply jet fuel to 
Griffiss AFB, NY, and an assessment of a paper prepared by 
Congressman Saxton. 

The requested DFSC analysis is provided at the enclosure. We have 
the following comments on the paper prepared by Congressman Saxton. 
The paper bases its conclusions on the facilities which are presently 
available to support current fuel requirements and the methods 
presently used to distribute fuel. Since we would have until 1995 to 
implement changes to the current systems, which would allow support 
of a larger jet fuel requirement at Plattsburg AFB, DFSC focused its 
analysis on actions necessary to meet such a requirement. We have 
concluded that the increased requirement for jet fuel at Plattsburgh 
AFB in 1995 can be met. The statement that "DLA has serious concerns 
about Plattsburgh's fuel capability to support day-to-day training 
and mobility missionsw is not correct. As outlined in the point 
paper, DLA can support the increase in mission. The enclosure 
outlines the means by which it can be supported and the associated 
costs. 

We have provided a copy of the DFSC analysis to the Air Force so they 
can assess its impact, if any, on their recommendations. Please let 
me know if you require additional information. 

Sincerely and Very Respectfully, 

1 Encl 
DFSC Analysis 



POINT PAPER 
PLATTSBURGH AFB, G R m S S  AFB, McGUtRE AFB 

JET FUEL DISTRIBUTION 
Prevared by: Defense Fuel S u v v l y  Center 

4 June 1993 

CURRENT STATUS 

PLATTSBURGH AFB: 

0. Plattsburgh AFB currently uses approximately 21,000,000 gallons ofjet fuel per year in 

peacetime. 

0. Current jet fuel requirements for Plattsburgh AFB are met as follows: 

moo DLA purchases jet fbel fiom various sources in the U.S. Gulf. 

..o DLA delivers this product via tanker into a Defense Fuel Support Point 

(DFSP) at Staten Island, NY. 

e.0 DLA ships jet he1 from DFSP Staten Island by barge via the NY State 

Canal System into a Contractor Owned, Contractor Operated (COCO) 

DFSP at Plattsburgh, NY @FSP Port Douglas) on Lake Champlain. 

*... The canal system operates only during the late May to late 

November period each year due to weather conditions. 

*..* Barge cargoes range from 546,000 gallons to 630,000 gallons. 

DFSP Port Douglas has 19,110,000 gallons of usable storage under 

contract. 

DLA ships jet fuel from DFSP Port Douglas to Plattsburgh AFI3 via a 13.5 

mile contractor owned pipeline. 

0.0 USAF operates approximately 4,200,000 gallons of tankage on 

Plattsburgh AFB which stores DLX owned jet fuel and supports on base 

requirements. 

GRIFFISS AFB: 

0. Griffiss AFB currently uses approximately 30,000,000 gallons ofjet he1 per year in 

peacetime. 



Current jet he1 requirements for Griffiss AFB are met as follows: 

mom DLA purchases jet firel fiom various sources in the U.S. Gulf. 

DLA delivers this product via tanker into DFSP Staten Island. 

DLA ships jet he1 fiom DFSP Staten Island via common carrier pipeline 

into a Government Owned, Contractor Operated (GOCO) DFSP at 

Verona, NY @FSP Verona). 

DFSP Verona has 12,390,000 gallons of usable storage. 

DLA ships jet he1 fiom DFSP Verona to Grifltiss AFB via a 12 mile 

contractor owned pipeline. 

m m m  USAF operates approximately 3,150,000 gallons of tankage on GdEss 

AFB which stores DLA owned jet he1 and supports on base requirements. 

McGUlREAFB: 

ma McGuire AFB currently uses approximately 62,000,000 gallons ofjet fie1 per year 

in peacetime. 

ma Current jet he1 requirements at McGuire AFB are met as follows: 

DLA purchases jet fuel &om various sources in the Philadelphia Harbor 

area. 

am* DLA delivers this product via barge to a COCO DFSP in Jacksonville, NJ. 

DFSP Jacksonville has 13,608,000 gallons of usable storage. 

Jet he1 is moved fiom DFSP Jacksonville to McGuire AFB via a 12 mile 

contractor owned pipeline. 

USAF operates approximately 4,155,000 gallons of tankage on McGuire 

AFB which stores DLA owned jet fuel and supports on base requirements. 

ALTERNATIVES TO MEET POTENTIAL REOUIREMENT INCREASE 

USAF has advised the peacetime jet &el requirement at Plattsburgh AFB may increase to 

80,400,000 gallons per year as  a result of the outcome of BRAC-93 decisions. This paper 

examines the alternatives to support that increased requirement and also addresses the 



alternatives if the peacetime requirement were to increase to 80,400,000 gallons at Griffiss 

AFB or McGuire AFB. 

USAF has also advised that the jet he1 requirement at Plattsburgh AFB could increase to the 

following levels under a contingency scenario: 

Dav 1-30 Dav 3 1-60 Dav 61-90 Past Dav 90 

8,700,000 gallons 6,200,000 gallons 6,400,000 gallons 6,100,000 gallons 

This paper also addresses the actions necessary and costs to preposition and store the first 15 

days of supply (4,350,000 gallons) and to sustain the required flow rates of he1 to each base 

under that scenario. 

The following feasible alternatives to satis@ the peacetime requirement increase at either 

Plattsburgh AFB, Griffiss AFB, or McGuire AFB were considered: 

0. PLATTSBURGH AFB: 

PORT DOUGLAS-BARGE ONLY AND MORE STORAGE (ALTERNATIVE P 1): 

Ship 80,400,000 gallons ofjet he1 via tanker fiom U.S. Gulf sources to DFSP Staten Island, 

then by barge fiom DFSP Staten Island to DFSP Port Douglas, and finally via pipeline to 

Plattsburgh AFB. 

PORT DOUGLAS AND VERONA-BARGl3TRUCK (ALTERNATIVE P2): 

Ship 80,400,000 gallons ofjet he1 via tanker from U.S. Gulf sources to DFSP Staten Island, 

then ship 59,3 10,000 gallons ofjet he1 by barge from DFSP Staten Island to DFSP Port 

Douglas, and then via pipeline to Plattsburgh AFB. The quantity 59,3 10,000 gallons was 

determined as follows: six months consumption at 6,700,000 gallons (40,200,000 gallons) 

plus the quantity necessary to fill DFSP Port Douglas (19,110,000 gallons) prior to its closure 

for the winter. The balance of the requirement, 2 1,090,000 gallons would be shipped by 

pipeline from DFSP Staten Island to DFSP Verona and then via truck from DFSP Verona to 

Plattsburgh AFB. 

PORT DOUGLAS AMD SEARSPORT-BARGE/TRUCK (ALTERNATIVE P3): 

As outlined in alternative P2, ship 59,3 10,000 gallons ofjet fie1 via tanker from U.S. Gulf 

sources to DFSP Staten Island, then by barge fiom DFSP Staten Island to DFSP Port 



Douglas, and finally via pipeline to Plattsburgh AFB. Ship 2 1,090,000 gallons of jet fie1 via 

tanker fiom U.S. Gulf sources to DFSP Searsport, then by truck From DFSP Searsport to 

Plattsburgh AFB. 

PORT DOUGLAS AND SEARSPORT-BARGEAWL (ALTERNATIVE P4): 

As outlined in alternative P2, ship 59,3 10,000 gallons ofjet fuel via tanker fiom U.S. Gulf 

sources to DFSP Staten Island, then by barge from DFSP Staten Island to DFSP Port 

Douglas, and finally via pipeline to Plattsburgh AF'B. Ship 2 1,090,000 gallons of jet fuel via 

tanker fiom U.S. Gulf sources to DFSP Searsport, then by rail fiom DFSP Searsport to 

Plattsburgh AFB. 

** GRIFFISS AFB : 

VERONA-PIPE (ALTERNATIVE G 1): 

Ship 80,400,000 gallons of jet he1 via tanker from U.S. Gulf sources to DFSP Staten Island, 

then via pipeline fiom DFSP Staten Island to DFSP Verona, and finally via pipeline fiom 

DFSP Verona to Griffiss AFB. 

** McGUIRE AFB: 

JACKSONVILLE-BARGEPIPE (ALTERNATIVE MI): 

Ship 80,400,000 gallons of jet fuel via barge fiom Philadelphia Harbor sources to DFSP 

Jacksonville, and then via pipeline to McGuire AF'B. 

PINEY POINT/JACKSONVILLE-TANKERBARGmIPE (ALTERNATIVE M2): 

Ship 80,400,000 gallons ofjet fuel via tanker from U.S. Gulf sources to DFSP Piney Point, 

then by barge fiom DFSP Piney Point to DFSP Jacksonville, and finally via pipeline to 

McGuire AFB. 

The analysis reflects transportation costs to and from hub terminals to final destinations and 

any DLA-funded infrastructure improvement costs, which are amortized over 20 years at 7 

percent interest per OMB guidance and therefore included in the annual cost. The cost of 

each option is an annual cost. Total cost for each alternative is listed and further explained in 

the attached spreadsheets. 

The contingency requirements presented by USAF were addressed fiom two perspectives- 



00 The amount of additional storage which would be needed at each base or supporting 

DFSP to permit storage of the first 15 days of demand at contingency requirement demand 

rates (4,350,000 gallons). 

0. The distribution system enhancements which would be required to support the 

maximum flow rates (8,700,000 gallondmonth) to each base. 

DISCUSSION 

The discussion of each alternative identifies its total annual costs -- transportation, storage and 

infrastructure improvements. The one time costs for infirastructure improvements are also 

identified separately. 

Alternative P1 uses the current method ofjet fuel distribution to support Plattsburgh AFB, but 

it requires DLA to acquire an additional 27,790,000 gallons of storage in the PlattsburghPort 

Douglas area because of the closed port conditions associated with barge movements to Lake 

Champlain. The most feasible method to do this is to lease 11,340,000 gallons of existing but 

unused storage at Port Douglas and seek the lease of an additional 16,450,000 gallons of 

storage which would have to be constructed by the contractor. At current storage prices, the 

additional storage would cost $2,461,388.09 per year. It also requires DLA to upgrade truck 

receiving facilities at Plattsburgh AFB for supply assurance at a cost of $550,000.00. Total 

cost of alternative PI is $12,334,235.51 per year. The one time cost is $550,000.00. 

Alternative P2 uses the current method ofjet he1 distribution to support Plattsburgh AFB, but 

uses truck deiiveries from DFSP Verona instead of additional storage in the PlattsburghPort 

Douglas area. It also requires DLA to upgrade the truck receiving facilities at Plattsburgh 

AFB at a cost of $550,000.00. Plattsburgh AjFB would receive an average of twenty 8000 

gallon trucks per day, five days per week in peacetime during the winter under this alternative. 

The cost of DFSP Verona is considered "sunk" in this alternative, since it appears DFSP 

Verona would remain open under any scenario. The total cost of alternative P2 is 

$1 1,824,820.46 per year. The one time cost is $550,000.00. 



Alternative P3 is similar to alternative P2, except truck shipments would originate at DFSP 

Searsport, ME. The truck receiving facility upgrade at Plattsburgh AFB would still be 

required. The cost of DFSP Searsport is considered "sunk" in this alternative, since it appears 

that DFSP Searsport would remain open under any scenario. The total cost of alternative P3 

is $1 1,942,698.80 per year. The one time cost is $550,000.00. 

Alternative P4 is similar to alternative P3, except shipments fiom DFSP Searsport to 

Plattsburgh AFB would be by rail instead of truck. This would require DLA to upgrade the . 

rail facilities at DFSP Searsport at a cost of $1,000,000 and at Plattsburgh AFB at a cost of 

$1,3 80,000. Plattsburgh AFB would receive 20,000 gallon rail cars during the winter instead 

of trucks under this alternative. The total cost of alternative P4 is $12,899,985.85 per year. 

The one time cost is $2,380,000.00. 

' A combination of alternatives P2, P3, and P4 is also feasible but has not been quantified. This 

would be the most expensive alternative to support Plattsburgh AFB because it would entail 

upgrade of both truck and rail capabilities. 

Alternative GI uses the current method ofjet fie1 distribution to support an increased 

requirement of 80,400,000 gallons ofjet fie1 per year at Griffiss AFB. Since this method 

does not involve the use of closed ports, and since the delivery modes involved can handle the 

increase in volume, there are no requirements (and therefore no costs) to acquire additional 

storage or upgrade existing facilities. The total cost of alternative G1 is $5,849,381.40 per 

year. The one time cost is zero. 

Alternative M1 uses the current method ofjet firel distribution to McGuire AFB to support an 

increased requirement of 80,400,000 gallons of jet firel per year at McGuire AFB. Since this 

method does not involve the use of closed ports, and since the delivery modes involved can 

handle an increase in volume, there are no requirements (and therefore no costs) to acquire 

additional storage or upgrade existing facilities. The cost of DFSP Jacksonville is considered 

"sunk" since it appears it will remain open under any scenario. It should be noted that jet fkel 

is sourced in the Philadelphia Harbor area using this method. Jet he1 costs are excluded fiom 

other alternatives in the paper because in all other alternatives presented the product sources 



and costs would be the same. For this alternative, however, we have included an adjustment 

of $0.0208 per gallon in the price ofjet he1 to reflect the higher cost ofjet he1 sources in the 

Philadelphia Harbor area. The cost of alternative MI is $2,498,640.00 per year. The one 

time cost is zero. 

In order to be consistent with other alternatives, we included alternative M2 with jet fbel 

sourced fiom the U.S. Gulf to support an increased requirement of 80,400,000 gallons ofjet 

&el at McGuire AFB. There are no closed ports or facilities restrictions in this alternative. 

The cost of alternative M2 is $4,598,114.29 per year. The one time cost is zero. 

l Contingency requirements presented by USAF are supportable at each base. 

0 .  The he1 storage systems at each base and supporting DFSP are sufficient to 

support the 15 day requirement of 4,350,000 gallons without acquiring additional 

storage. 

0 .  Upgrade of receipt facilities to handle increased contingency requirements is 

required only at Plattsburgh AFB and the costs have been factored into the analysis 

for alternatives which require truck receipt at that location (P2 and P3 above). 

CONCLUSIONS 

0. DLA will be able to support the projected 80,400,000 gallon annual peacetime jet he1 

requirements at any of the three bases given sufficient fbnding. 

0. DLA will be able to support the projected increase in contingency jet he1 requirements 

at any of the three bases. 

DLA will realize an increase in one-time costs to provide the increased jet fuel 

requirement at Plattsburgh AFB. 

00 The lowest cost alternative to support each base annually is: 

Per Gallon Total 

Piattsburgh: $0.147075 $1 1,824,820.46 

Griffiss: $0.078084 $ 6,277,9 13.40 

McGuire: $0.025800 $ 2,074,320.00 
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