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Dear Mr. Boatright: 

During the San Diego and Newark Regional Hearings the March 
P 9 B  and McGuire AFB communities submitted presentation materials to 
the Commission containing substantial comments opposing the Air - 
Force's proposed realignments (Attachments 1 and 2, respectively). 

Many of the arguments presented by the communities are based. 
on disagreement with the color coding of criteria and iubelements 
in the Air Force's base realignment and closure recommendations. 
Other points of opposition are in the data provided in response to 
the base questionnaires or contained in the COBRA model. The 
Commission requests the Air Force review the attached material and 
provide responses to each point addressed by the two communities. 

Please provide your response to the Commission by June 17, . 
1993. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation and support. 

Si cerely, A 

Attachments: 
1. March AFB Arguments, April 1993 
2 .  McGuire AFB 

DCN 1130
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF T ~ i E  ASSISTANT SECIiCTARY 

SAFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chaim~an, Defense Base Closure iind Realignme~lt Co~nrnission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1125 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman C o ~ ~ r t e r  

This letter responds to yoilr May 18, 1993 request for review of community 
presentations on March AFB, CA, itnd McGuire AFB, NJ. The point-by-point analysis of the 
March presentation is attached. The McGuire rtnnlysis is still underway atld will be provided 
as soon as it is complete. 

I hope this infortnatior? is useful. 

i/ Deputy Assistant Secretiiry of the Air Force 
(1nstall;itions) 



ASSERTION: 
In FY 95/4 othel- foi-ces located : ~ t  Marc11 are sctleduled to be KC-1 35's and C-141s. 
How does t tiis ad~~el-sely it11 j):~ct opera t ional re;] tliness? 

March rating should be GREEN. 

RESPONSE: 
March received a yellow rating because there are significant programmed reductions in the 
other forces loccrted at March (C- 141 s and KC- 135s). Similarly, Barksdale AFB received ;I 

Yellow for Prim:ir-y fol-ce str~icture (B-52) reductions. 

This element of criteria is designed to measure future mission requirements and is not cr 
readiness issue. I t  considers force str~icture at a p3rti~~ili1r base in  :iccordance with the 
:ipproved Defense Force Structure Plan. 

Yellow: Force structure is all integral part of the force structure plan - but has sienificant 
j~rocrrammed reductions. 

I.2.B Air Traffic Control Delay (Val 5 ,  pg 67) March rated Yello~v. 

tiSSERTION: 
Faarch rating must be GREEN. 

RESPONSE: 
f i  Yellow was warded  for ATC delays between 10 and 20 minutes. March reported a 
llistoric average of 7 ATC delnys for an rnleruge of 1.5 minutes each. This infom~ation was 
forwarded by the base and v;tlid~ited by the MAJCOM. Air Traffic Control delays are n o t  
decisive i n  and of themselves: they are considered irlo~lg with 311 other criteria data w h e n  
evaluating a n  instii1l;ition. March is located i n  ;i I-egion \vitll high air traffic density relative to 
the other installations in  the Bomber Tanker subcritrgo~.p. 

The fact that delays are ciiused by sin~~iltnneous departures from March, Norton and Ontario 
ollly serves to highlight the congestion i n  the Los Angeles basin. 

New automated equipment will not change the pattern of growing air traffic congestion in  the 
region. Hopefully, such ecluiprnent will help smooth the operr~tional interface with the air 
traffic control system. 

Finally, March AFB operational 1imit:itions were not "showstoppers;" the base will reml'  ; in  an 
inlportant Air Force Resel-ve ins tallation that will continc~r to provide support to the Air 
Mobility Command. 



1.2.11 Llonlber hlission (Vol 5, pg SO) hlar-cl~ rntctl Y c l l o ~ ~  +. 

ASSERTION: 
March is still rated as a SAC base. Why? 

RESPONSE: 
The BCEG placed March i n  the 1;irge aircraft subciitego~.y because that is what i t  is. I t  was 
ranked against other large aircraft bases for both tanker and bomber missions because thn t  has 
been its historic mission. Also, i t  was screened along with other bases for the west coast Air 
Mobility Wing. The instiillation was not rated ii SAC base as stated. Bases were rated 
relative to other insts1l:rtions in  the subc:itegory rind [lot by Mnior Comm:lnd. 

It is impossible to draw the conclusion tl1:ir M;uch and Travis would score identically if 
placed in the same subcategory. The issi~e is hypotheticlil. 

I.2.K Tanker Mission (Vol 5 ,  pg X I  ) Rlarch Rated Yello\rf +. 
- - 

4SSERTION: 
March is again rated as SAC base witti the old SIOP (Cold War) mission. Why? 

RESPONSE: 
Again, bases were rated with respect to prim:~ry niission and not Major Command. Whether 
or not bombers and tankers are 011 ;ilrst has nothing to do with instrillntion mission 
compatibility. 

March is not rated Red for polar routrs as stated in  the challenge booklet (pg 2). March 
rcceived an overall Yellow + for suitability for the Bomber mission. Looking at tlie Criteria 
rollup on Vol 5 ,  pg 80, the growth potrnti;ll i ~ c t ~ ~ a l l v  reduced the rollup grade. 

There is no question thnt Mrtrct~ can support the Tanker mission, and i n  fact, will continue t o  
do  so. 

I.2.A Weather - (Vol 5 ,  pg 71) hlarch rated (;reen. 

ASSERTION: 
March has some of the best flying \rreat her in the wol-Id with ceilings above 300 feet and 
visibility one mile or more over ninety-nine percent of the time. The proposed receiving 
location has winter fog prol~lems (twenty-fiw days each year - an average of eight days 
01' fog in December and January alone). 

RESPONSE: 
The challenge compares Marctl \ve;ither to Travis \ve:~rher. M;lrch and Travis were not i n  



co~npetition \ri th e;lcll otlier; tllry \iJere i n  different su bc:itegol-ies (M:ircli: Bornbe~-~l'nnkt:t-; 
Travis: Airlift). The cli:illengr is nttelnpting to establish ;I competitiotl thilt did not exist. In 
any case, based o n  the 20 year recortls o f  the Air- Weatl~er Service, both bases score Green. 

1.2.3 Tanker S:ltur-ation - (Vol 5, pg 76) R'I:~rch R:~tetl Yellow (balancetl) 

ASSERTION: 
Moving tankers north to Travis will affect tanlter operat io~~s  in nol-thwest  quad^-ant. 
R~almstrom and Fnirchiltl :li-e now ratctl R ;  Beale is I-ated Y. 

RESPONSE: 
Disagree that moving KC-10s north from March to Travis will create an imbalance in  the 
Northwest US. March will still retain AFRES a11ti ANG tankers. The tanker saturation in the 
region will remain balanced. M;lrch will remain ;in impo~t;tll t base. 

The KC-10 or~ly is being moved to Tsavis to create an Ail- Mobility Wing o n  the west coast. 
By centrally locating rile KC-10s at Triivis, the new wing will respond more efficier~tly to a 
trans-Pacific profile through either Hickam, Hawaii, or the great circle route north from 
Seattle. 

The fact that tankers (SIOP comnlitted assets) were pulled from Travis i n  1983 has no 
bearing on the creation of an Air Mobility Wing in 1903. The creation of a mobility wing 
with KC-10 tankers takes advantage of the combined effects of basing large airlifters and 
tankers together. 

Finally, the challenge paper does nor under-stand th;it giving a Green rating to March would 
ro t  be correct. T:inker- s:itur;rtion is balanced (Yellow) and n o t  poor (Green). 



COMMENT: 
I.2.M Mobility Mission - (Irol. 5, pg 93) 
I1.3.B& C (March Rated Yello\v - Airspace Encronchment :rnd Access) 

ASSERTION: 
The A F  comments that flying operations at M;~rch are coti~l~lex to coordinate with FAA 
(Ontario TRACON) a ~ i d  Los Angeles 11ite1-national Airpot-t (LAX) :~t-t-ivals atid 
departures. Ontario air traffic cont I-oilers itldicate t hut con~rnunicat ions with Rgarch is 
routine and is not consitiered a problem. Fut-therniore, there is no intel-face witti L A X  
arrivals and departures, so there is no tieed to coordinate with them .... 

RESPONSE: 
Flying operations :it March AFB :ire complex becliuse of the high densiiy traffic into and out 
of the southern Califo~.tlia aisspiice. For exi i~~lple ,  1:lsge n1i1it:u-y exercises, i n  which air 
refileling aircraft are departing M:il-ch AFB for air rel'i1eIi11g triicks itlld ~i r~chors  nli~st  be vel-y 
well coordinated with Los Angeles :ind 011t;lsio Air Traffic Control fiicilities. These aircraft 
have air refueling control times for ~ncetillg ~eceivers and are impacted by any delays or 

- .  

rerouting for comn~escial a n d  civilian tsaffic. Arriving and departing n1ilit:iry traffic from 
March AFB is impacted by the :in-ivnls and departures into and out of Los Angeles 
I rlternational Airport. 

ASSERTION: 
Another A F  comment indicates that comniet-cia1 and ci~lilian air traffic in and around 
March AFB is expected to increase in the futur-e. The most recent regional aviation 
system study indicates that general aviation traffic has stabilized arid is declining slightly 
i l l  some areas. Commercial traffic is expected to increase at Ontario International 
#.irport, but that traffic is controlled bjr other 1-ada1. sectol-s and \ \ . i l l  not affect illarch 
air traffic ... 

RESPONSE: 
Due to the high density air ts:rffic t l i ; ~ t  already exists in southern Califo1-niii, any increase will 

. 

impact flight operritions at hlarcli AFB - :is noted wit11 the future increase in operations at 
Ontario. Regardless of firturr gro\vth, the existing level of flights i n  the region in~pacts  
military flight operations :it klorch. 



ASSERTION: 
'The A F  documents claim that airports to !he south (I'erris, I-Iemet, French Valley) all 
have traffic and activity that cotnplicate local flying environment at March. However, 
311 three airports are primary Visual Flight Rules (VFR) airports and do not affect 
either the Instrunlent Flight Rules (IFR) or VFR p a t t e r ~ ~ s  at Marc11 AFB. In addition, 
special procedures have been arranged for paractluting .... Gliders ft-om Hemet fly well to 
the east of March, and air traffic fro111 the new Frencti Valley Airport is 21 miles to the 
south and is not a factor ... 

IIESPONSE: 
One of the biggest factors of :rirspace encro;ichment is the mixing of VFR and IFR traffic. 
This is one of the main frictors that makes March AFB air traffic complex and constrained. 
Southern California is one of the nlost critical flying environments in  the country and has the 
highest number of reported nenr mid-air collisions. Mnrch AFB has the highest number of 
r':ported nenr misses in California. Nor-ton AFB was close behind. Of the 2059 reported 
near-misses, Mnrch AFB and Nonon AFB reported 65 and 43 respective for almost one third 
of a11 near ~nisses reported i n  the U.S.. The majority of these reports were between civilian 
and military aircraft. This data is from the Air Force Safety Agency at Norton AFB, CA.  
March AFB airspace environs is very congested and encroached :ind the proper rating is and 
sl~ould remain YELLOW. 

COMMENT: 
1.M Mobility Mission - (Vol. 5, pg 93) 
I1.3.B,C (March Rated Red - Community Encroachment). 

ASSERTION: 
This rating is not justified. There is no evidence \i.hatsoe\rer to support this claim. 
March is rated C; in accident potential zone (APZ) and (; in noise compatibility (Vol V, 
page 102). All sur~*ounding conln~unities totally support March's AICUZ plan. 
According to the March Survey and Questionnaire, communities are 98 percent 
compatible with no future threat. hlnrch rating sh0~11d be  GREEN ... 

RESPONSE: 
Moreno Valley, while accepting the intent, has not officirilly adopted rile AF AICUZ study. 
Currently, there is approximately 5% incompatibility in the APZs. March AFB also has 
incompatible development i n  the Clear Zone to the south. One measure of community 
en:roachment is the number of noise complaints received. Although develop~nent within 
AICUZ noise contours rated gl-een, the actual n~im ber of noise complai n ts, especially from the 
neTbv high density residential developments to the west o f  the base coritinue to be a serious 
issue. March AFB hiis one o f  the highest numbers of noise complaints per month i n  the Air 
Force. March AFB averages over. 30 noise complaints a month. Residential development to 
the west of the base appears to be growing. Since the high terrain to the east of the base 
restricts March AFB h-affic to the \vest, there is potential for noise concerns to increase. 



ASSERTION: 
Travis AFB fuel system will take twice as long to I-ef'ucl a KC-10. 

RESPONSE: 
With the acceptance testing of  March AFB's new Type 111 hydriint sefuelitig system, botli 
March and Travis AFB will have two Type I11 hyds;int 1-eflleling systems. The Type 111 
system is clipable of  uploading :I KC- I 0  with 100,000 poi~nds of  gas i n  tllirtecn minutes using 
HSV 12 hydrant sesvici~ig casts. 



CRITERION 11: 1'11E A\';\1l,i\U11,Ir1'~' AND C0NI)I'I'ION OF LAND, I'ACILIrI'IES, 
AND ASSOCIATED AIRSPACE A'I' IIO'I'II I'fIE 13XIS'111N('. AN11 POTENTIAL 
RECEIVING LOCATIONS. 

II.2.B Condition of Infr-astr-uct ur-e (March rated YELLOW) 

ASSERTION: 
Capacity inf'r-astructure is not rated in summary report of CI-itel-ion 11. March has over- 
capacity in \rit-ti~ally all utilities, and contlitions are bcing significantly i~npro\~ed.  

"Base utilities are not li~nitirlg factor-s to the location of additional missions at March 
4FB. Some excess capacity exists in all niajor utility systems, and inost infrastructure 
tleficiencies are  being eliminated through pl-ogrammed or ongoing construction 
projects." (page 15 Rqarch ITacilit ies ant1 Capacity Stutly) 

March uses less than fifty percent of water capacity and has a new electrical substation 
(open in May) which \!fill totalljl eliminate distribution problems and provide significant 
excess capacity. 

There is excess capacity in the waste water tl-eatnient plant, natural gas supply, and the 
I'OL system. 

March rating should be GREEN. 

RESPONSE: 
Vr'e agree that M:irch AFB has escess i ~ ~ f r : i s t r i ~ c t ~ r  cap:tcity. However, infrastructure 
c,7pncity was not rated by the Air Force. because data available did not ncc~~ratz ly  reflect 
c.ip;icity. For esri~-nplr, lineal- feet o f  lirlrs dicl no t  accul-:\rely measure cnp:icitp of  an electriclil 
distribution system. Instrati, the A i l -  Force siired i n  h - i i s t r - u c r  cotltliriot~, and compared 
rtxsults against bases in the s;iine mission c;lregol-p. We comp:lrrd March AFB with t h e  o the r  
b:tses i n  the  large airc~-aft c;itego~-y, :lnd gave CI-edit for pro.jects ~111drr construction. Using 
this method, infrastr~~cturr  at March AFB is rated YELLOW when compared to other similar ' 

bases. 

II.2.C Family Housing Capacity (Rlarch rated YELLOW) 

ASSERTION: 
The current family housing cleficit shown i11 the Mar-ch survey is 113. The 910 units 
shown in the housing capacity study, ho~r~e\~er-, do not inclucle 261 units at Norton which 
are available to meet March needs in July, 1993. 

Atlditionally, appropriated FY 93 R'IILCON funds ~ ~ ~ o u l d  replilce below standard Arnold 



I Ieigllts housing. 

Conimunities h a r e  worked cliligcntlg \vi t l i  Ail- Force of'ficials to address off-base military 
housing needs. Con~riiunity funds may be available lo address potential housing 
shortfalls. Cost and suitability of off-base housing has substantially improved for 
military families. 

March rating should be GREEN. 

RESPONSE: 
Although the current hoilsing deficit at March AFB is 113 units, the Air Force used the 
projected FY 96 housil~g deficits for its analysis. March AFB reported a projected FY 96 
deficit of 492 units - including the 264 housing units at Norton AFB. Although projects 
under construction were credited, the FY 93 project was not under constl-uction and was 
!herefore not credited. When compared with deficits at other bases i n  the large aircroft 
category, March AFB rated YELLOW. 

COMMENT: 
IL4.B Existing Low Level and Future Low Level MOAs - (VOL. 5, pages 101) (March 
I'lated Yello\v). 

ASSERTION: 
Base Capacity Analysis states that there are excellent n~ilital-y operating areas (MOAs) 
and military training routes (MTRs) a~~ai lable  for fighterhttack training requirements 
and there is excess capacity. March AFB should be rated - GREEN. 

RESPONSE: 
While there are MOAs and MTRs close and available, the amount of aviation congestion in  
the southem California (civilian rind commercial) i n  comp:irison to the rest of the country 
makes this one of the 1nox-e difficult areas to accomplish milital-y flight training. 

111 the analysis, the potential for futi~r-e use of existing flight training areas will probably be 
constrained due to conflicting demands from other military services and priorities of test and 
dzvelopment (R&D) missions at the Edwards AFB complex. 

Kellis AFB ranges are being used for major exercises (Red Flag, etc.) for units located across 
the country that do not have adequate airspace for large scale con~posite type training which 
will grow in impon;ince in  the futilre. Due to the civi1i:in and commercial air traffic in the 
Lns Angeles basin, the capability to expand or modify existing tmilitary airspace to 
accommodate new weapon systems 2nd tactics will be limited. The proper rating is and 
should renxiin YELLOW. 



C0h4h~EN' l1 :  
11.4.C Enl~irons Airspace Exist ir~g ant1 Fttlul-c - (\'ol. 5 ,  page 102) (M:~rch Raled ItEI)) 

ASSERTION: 
The enviroils airspace states that Mar-ch AFL) is located in one of the busiest air traffic 
control environ~llents in the country - this is simply not the case. 7'hc FAA radar sector 
~vhich controls March is outside the major traflic flow in the Los Angeles basin. Mar-ch 
AFB is located adjacent to i~usg  :~ir*space, but is not in it.  

RESPONSE: 
i t  is the case. M;irch AFB is 1oc:lred in southern Cnlifornin which has n large volume o f  
civilian, commercial, and military nvi;ition activities. Not only is there congestion from 
iirrival and depart111-es fr-om the rnltjo1- Los Angeles atid O~itario i l i ~po r t~ ,  the smaller French 
'dalley, Perris, and Hemet airports rilso cause congestion. Within the const~.liined ;jirsp:ice are 
'Jisual Flight Rules (VFR) ol~r~-;l t io~is i t t  Perris Airport i~icluding one o f  the busiest skydiving 
schools in the country. Also, appl-oxinlately 60 ultralight aircraft operate from Perris. Hemet 
iiirport has a published Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) ;~pproach serviced by March AFB 
GCA. Heniet Airport also has a sky diving operation and an intense glider operation. French 
Valley Airport is a large generrrl-aviation ;rirport with a new tem~inal and projections for 
tremendous growth. This a i~port  is cu~-re~itly VFR only but has asked for an instrument 
approach. These activities rind the mixture of traffic at Mtrrch all are within the March 
Airport Radar Service Area (ARSA) and require the GCA and tower to provide separation 
between aircraft in the rlirsp;ice. IVitti  inilitary training areas located throiighout southern 
California, getting to and froin these ;ire:is requires March AFB flight traffic to enter and exit 
the "busy airspace" surrounding the base. Based on the "southern Cnlifornin" flying 
environment and the local terrain (moi~nt;iins to the east of hlitrch AFB which restrict east 
traffic patterns and dep:irtures), the fIyi11g e~iviro~is  at h4;ircli AFB when compared to other 
p;irts of the country are constr;iinrd. 

ASSERTION: 
March AFB airspace is sej-cr-el)- constrainetl later-ally and -there is simply no 
airspace structure nfllicl~ constt-aim hlarch AFB ail-space laterally and vertically. In 
fact, March AFB area contain the least co~istrained airspace remaining in the Los 
Arlgeles basin. 

R13SPOIVSE: 
Ar stated above, operations at Perris Airport, Heniet Airport, and French Valley Airport all 
impact flight operations at March AFB. Smog in the valley creates marginal visibility many 
days of the pear - this requires more separation in the pattern. I t  was noted during a USAF 
Air Traffic System Analysis ( 1992) there \rere several IFR delays from Oiitario Terminal 
Radar Approc~ch Control (TRACON) (20-30 rn in~~ te  deliiys). Ontario indicated that Ontario 
TRACON was wo~.kitig conibined sectors ;it the t i~ne.  I t  should be noted that O~itario 
TRACON moved lip from number 2 0  lo ilunlbel- 10 of  the busiest FAA TliACONs in 1991. 



Due to tr:irisitillg two to t hree seclor-s o f  0nt:trio TRACON i n  the local tr:t~isi tion pattern, 
instri~ment :~ppro:~cli training at h4;ircll AFB is niore difficult than other bases and redilces the 
:Ilnount of training available. The base averages seven to ten de1:iys :I month. Comn~rrcicil 
itlid civilian aviation tr:iffic is forecast to i~icre:~se in  tlie soilthern Cnlifor~ii;~ region i n  the 
filt~ire. 

ASSERTION: 
There appears to be little or no excess capacity for inct-eased flight operations at March 
AFB. Again, this is not the case. R4arch operations were at 33% of capacity in 1992, 
VFR traffic pattern capacity it1 1992 \\!ere at half the  1989 volume suggesting significant 
unused capacity. 

RESPONSE: 
Aircraft flying into arid out March AFB f;tce dep;ist~i~-r delays and ;i~-~-iv;il procedures which 
keep them high and away from ;~rrival and depa-rure traffic into and out of Los Angeles and 
Ontario airports. The congestion FI-om the surroi~nding airports as stated above impact the 
true "capacity" of available training i n  the March AFB flying environn~rnt. Further 
complicating the limited airspace at March AFB are the constraints iniposed by very vocal 
residents about aircraft noise i n  the local traffic pattern. 

ASSERTION: 
l'he AF document indicates that con~ples airspace makes it difficult to fly the instrument 
approach from the north to Runway 14. Howe~w-, k~i ls  to nlention that less than 1 % of 
the March air traffic ever fly that approach. 

RESPONSE: 
The reason that less tharl 1 %  fly the iippsonch is beca~~se  of the complex airspace and 
scctorization in Ontario TRACON all but y~-rcl~ldes instri~ment appro:ich work to Runway 14. 

ASSERTION: 
The Facility Sur-\ley indicates that the March VFR traffic pattern is sometimes saturated 
- this is an accurate finding. l-louleve~-, the documents fail to mention that there are 
daytime periods during the  week \+.hen the \'FR pattern is empty and has no air 
traffic ... that there is no cool-tlinntion of flight schedules among flying units at 
March ... that the traffic pattern problem is a coordination and scheduling problem, not 
an airspace problem. 

RIZSPONSE: 
Flights are scheduled to ;iccornplis h severril training eve 11ts. Range time, air refueling toll trol 
times, availability of Reserve and Ail. N;ition;tl Guard flight crews, and other requirements 
dictate the time of day that aircraft fly. The time an ciircraft is available for traffic patter11 



tr:~ining is intlue~lced by otller f.:ictors. 111 order to t ~ a v e  other training evrllts accomplished, 
the March AFB traffic patter11 docs become saturateti. 

ASSERTION: 
Another statenlent indicates that VFR congestion at March forces sorile March aircraft 
to do training at other bases. I3owe\lel-, it is c o n ~ ~ n o n  and routine pl*actice for military 
aircraft of all se r~~ices  to practice tl-aining at  otller bases. Tlie AF documents fail to 
mention that nlilitary aircraft from other bases use the March VFR pattern for training 
on a regular basis. 

RESPONSE: 
I t  is true that military aircraft do some traffic pattern tr;iining at other locations than home 
base. As flying hour budgets shrink, more training will be done at home station. March 
iiircraft go off station to train due to s;it~ll-:itioll du1-ing their available mission/flight time. 
Other services use the March pattern diiring the periods that are 11ot satiil-;ited. 

. - 

llSSERTION: 
The A F  documents express concern that  hlarch AFB does not iiaile the VFR capacity to 
grow beyond existing level of operations .... With the significant reduction in March Air 
operations ... 

RESPONSE: 
11 is true that March will now haye incsecised VFR traffic capability with the reductions 
planned at March AFB. Howevel-, without the reductions, the saturation ~vould c o ~ ~ t i n u e  in 
the long run. The conversion from RF-3 to KC135 aircl-aft will increase the pattern training 
requirements especiiilly during the coliversiori and init i : i l  qu;ilificotion training. 

ASSERTION: 
The facility survey states that " with the addition of' the F-16 alert ail-craft and the 
simulated flanie out (SFO) appl-oach I-equil-enients \ + r i l l  complicate an existing complex 
VFR pattern." Holrrever none of' the ilorne-b:rsed air-craft at March have any 
requirements for SFOs and do riot practice them. The AN(; has been flying them since 
1970 ... the lack of " A R S A  protected ail-space is a non-issue. 

RESPONSE: 
The sirnulilted Flame Out (FSO) pattern is t i  training recli~irrrnent for single engine aircraft. 
while there is a S F 0  pattern at hf:trch AFB, the ciirrent ANG alert :lircrnft practice the pattern 
on a very limited basis. A large numbel- of SFOs would be reqiiired if a sc~uadron was 
assigned and would be difficult to accomplish o n  a continuous basis. SFOs must be 
cosrdinated with tower and ~-;id:ir ~ ~ P P S O ; ~ C I I  co~ltrol due to the mix of heavy aircraft in the 
partern. The requirement for SFOs comp1ic;ite i~or~ncil traffic pattern activity of heavy, 



ASSERTION: 
The AF evaluation failed to nle~ltion inlj)~*o\~e~nents in FAA air- traffic services 
throughout the Los Angeles basin over the yast tllr-ee years ..... ATC delays are down 
throughout the system ... the basin is being redesigned :Ire expected to bring new 
efficiencies in ATC beyond those of today. This will beliefit n ~ i l i t a ~ * j ~  air traffic, 
including Mar-ch AFB. 

RESPONSE: 
There have been improveme~~ts to the air traffic services throughoi~t the Los Angeles basin - 
due in part to the growth, complexity, :ind congestion that exists. F u t ~ ~ r e  growth is expected 
~ n d  the FAA will have to corltinile to improve their system. 

Overall, the Air Force analysis th:it M:ixh Air Force Base is located within a very conlplex 
and congested flying environment compared to other locations is and should continue to be 
rated RED. 



CRITERION 111: '1'1IE AUIL,I'I'Y '1'0 ACCORIRIOUAI'E CONrI'I;\'(;ENCY, 
MOBILIZATION, A N D  FU'I1U1<IJ FORCE KEQUIKEMENTS AT 130Tlf Tl lE  
EXISTING AND POTENTIAL I<I<C'EIVIN(; LOC'ArI'IONS. 

III.1.F Conti~lgency arid Mobilization - I-Iot Cargo (Vol 5, pg 107) h.Zarcti rated red. 

ASSERTION: 
March has more that1 sufficient space to meet hot cat-go pad needs. rl'asi\\lay #2 is the 
primary hot cargo area anti Tasi~rray # 3 is the alternate i f  and when needed. 

RESPONSE: 
March hiis n o  dedicated hot cargo pad. Rating stands (Red = no; GI-re11 = Yes). This is a 
straight forward, yes or  no,  data point. 

111.1.1 Utility I~ifrastructut-e Capacity - (Vol. 5 ,  pg 109) klarcti rated red. 

ASSERTION: 
Supporting data i~idicates March has excess capacity in all infrastructure areas, and the 
condition of the infrastructure is nouf being extensi~lely in~proved with BRAC monies 
already expensed. 

RESPONSE: 
With the exception of sewage, March h;ls n o  espansiorl c:ip:~bilities i n  utility infr*astructure 
without MILCON cost; tl~erefore, accordirlg to tllr rva1u;ition criteria. bl :~scl~ was s;ited 
"RED." 

III.2.A Future Force Requil-enients Support Future Mission - (Vol 5, pg 110) klarch 
r:lted Red. Red means that the base " hlects few I-equit-emet~ts of the I\IACR<) look." In 
this case, figh [el- h1ACRO I-ey ui I-ernen ts are the issue. 

ASSERTION: 
March successfully supports 18UE RF1 AN(; mission. Two years ago, that unit flew 
F-4s. There were no PI-oblcms \vhatsoeve~- in supporting the fighter mission in the 
recent past; the unit conver-ted to a reconnaissance inission due to changing A i r  Force 
requirements, tiot due to lack of support or training areas. 

RESPONSE: 
The MACRO requirements are listed i l l  \lo1 5 ,  page 156. The BCEG analysis showed that 
March met few requirements of the fighter missioll MACRO look. The MACRO 
requirements sumnxt~-y: 



- Superso~lic :iirspnce with ACM I capability, surfirce to 50,000 feet 

- Low altitude MOAs 

- Low altitilde trrlini~~g routes 

- Scorable air-to-ground ranges with tactical tasge t arrays 

- Join/Coniposite training areas capable of  supporting fighter tactical mn~~euvering 

Good flying weather 

~ ' i d e q ~ ~ a t e  divert and alternate airfields 

Minimum ATC delays 

- - 

Infrastructure to support mobility operat iorls 

Low encroachmerit ground/airspace 

I1I.l.G Geographic Location - (Vol. 5, pg 108) March rated GREEN 

ASSERTION: 
Travis AFB may be less capable of providing critical a ir  refueling support in winter 
months due to weather, specifically fog. Travis 113s 8 clays a\lernge in Decembe~- and 
January where visibilitjf goes belu\tl 112 mile. 

RESPONSE: 
M'e do not feel wr~ittier is :I 111;ijor fitctor- at either locntio~l. On the average, weather is very 
good at both bases. Using fog d;cys at Travis is n weak argument. In  December 92 and 
January 93, March AFB had 7 days wllese visibility \v;is less than 1/2 mile (source: March 
AFB WX shop). 111 addition, most A M C  crews lire clu:ilified for opesatiolls down to 1000 
R Y R  for takeoff. 

ASSERTION: 
March's proximity to E d ~ r ~ a r d s  AFB and active duty forces capability to PI-ovide 23 
hour-a-day, short-notice air  refireling support is cited as  being important. 

RI<SPORTSE: 
The 20 (10 currently) KC- 1-35s :it M:IK~I may not be able to provide the exact same service 



as the KC- 10's do,  but the AFRES \ \ t i l l  c o ~ l l i r ~ ~ ~ e  to si~ppol-t Edw;irtls Complex : ~ i r  refincling 
missions :is they have i n  the pasr. Ttlr same Edw;lsds suppo1-t n~issions ilown from M;ISC~I 
can be flown from Travis on 7 day, 24 hour basis and be able to accommodate mission slips. 
Bottom line is Etiw:u-(1's complex si1ppor.l missions d o  not h:ive to bc flo\vrl out of  March. 
Most air refueling missions for Edwards support ;ire scllciluled far enough in rtdvnncr 
enabling AFRES p:ut-ticipation to the mnximi~m extent. Although there are some missions 
requiring active duty crews, tlley c;ln be tasked horn Tr;lvis just ;IS easily as they are fro11l 
March. 

The Air Force Reserve has approsim;\tely 25% of their forces av:iilable for very shol-t notice 
tasking (volunteers) within 24 ho~lrs. Contingencies oper;itions will n o m ~ ; ~ l l y  have at le;~st 24 
hours lead time for prep:lrntion. 

ASSERTION: 
Interservice Coordination on decisio~i to realign March AFB: Delegation sites no 
interservice cool-dination on realigl~n~el~t decision and March Reserves will not be 
capable of supporting Marine deployments. 

RESPONSE: 
The Air Force recommendation to re;rlign March AFB w;is reviewed by each service, 
including the Department of the Navy,  the JCS :ind CINC's. N o  concerlls were expressed 
:lbout the ability of  the Air Force to conduct mobility operations at M:irch once i t  becomes ti 

Reserve base. 

)..larch AFB is and will corltin~ie to be, after realigning to the Reserves, a contingency neri;ll 
port. All the ramp space, facilities, :ind tr;lined pe~-sonnel will continue to he o n  hand to 
ripidly deploy Marine elements i n  all known sce11;lr-ios. The 60th Airlift Control Scluadson 
(150 ALCS) is designrited 3s the primary i l l l i t  t:tskril \vittl deployiriy I\I;irines froin March 
P.FB. All necessal-y :wgmerltatioll will corltil~ue to be orl h a n d  t o  meet hiliuine OPlirn 
deployment time lines. 



CRITERIA IV: COST A N D  R4ANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

QUESTION: 
Did the DoD consider the increased costs to other federal services, such as 
unemployment compensation or other social service programs, from the impact of 
unemployed workers? 

RESPONSE: 
The Air Forcc did not consider budgct impacts to social servicc programs outside the 
13epartmcnt of Dcfcnsc. Uncmploymcnt compensation costs that directly impact thc Air 
Force budgct wcrc considercd. 

CRITERION V: COSTS AND SAVINGS 

QUESTION: 
One issue that the Support Group would like to suggest the Commission review is the 
total lack of analysis done on the cost benefit of the base support active duty personnel 
provided to the Air National Guard and Reserve units. Who will provide these services 
if the base is realigned? 

RESPONSE: 
The Air Force Reserve, which would become the host organization for March AFB after 

realignment, estimated that 350 additional civilian positions would be required to provide base 
operations and support functions now provided by the active component. Only 68 caretaker 
positions were shown in the COBRA model; the other positions were assumed to be 
conversions of existing civilian manpower authorizations at March. The annual cost for thesc 
cirrilian employees is approximately $14 million. This cost was considered in calculating 
recurring savings in the Air Force recommendation. 

ASSERTION: 
The COBRA Model appears to assume that flying active duty personnel to March AFB 
to assist in mobility during contingency operations will have no cost. We believe that 
subsequent, sizable military operation after March realignment will result in significant 
duty costs. 

RESPONSE: 
Air Force COBRA cost comparisons were based solely on routine, planned operating 
expxses. Contingency operations, which can neither be predicted or measured, were not 
con.iidered. Contingency response costs are not a COBRA input. 



CRITERION VI: SOClOECONOMIC IMPACTS (MARCH AFB) 

LOCAL APPROACH: 

The local group studied Riverside and San Bernardino counties con~bincd in assessing 
en1ployment7 population, income and local government finance impacts and the cu~nulativc 
-,ffects of closure andlor realignment at George AFB, Norton AFB, and March AFB, as well 
.is, defense industry employee reductions in the same geographic area. 

AIR FORCE APPROACH: 

Per the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Closure Office, as advised by the Office of 
Economic Adjustment in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (OASD), Riverside 
2nd San Bernardino counties were treated separately for impact analysis purposes. This was 
true in 1991 and 1993 closure analyscs. Therefore, the region used for March i~upact analysis 
was Riverside county alone. This difference in area can easily explain most of the rating 
differences. 

I'he local groups concentrated much of their analysis on the cumulative impact of base 
closures and defense industry reductions; however, the Air Force did not study cumulative 
impacts to determine ratings for each economic variable. 

The Air Force used the Economic Resource Impact Statements, prepared by each base, to 
provide inputs for the Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) to determine the ratings for 
each of 101 Air Force, Guard and Reserve bases subject to analysis under 10 USC 2687. 
EIFS was developed and maintained by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineering Research 
L'lboratories at Champaign-Urbana, Illinois, and is operated on a daily basis by the 
D2partment of Urban and Regional Planning of the University of Illinois. The Air Force has 
used EIFS for close to 15 years for socioeconon~ic analysis. 

COMMENT: 
VI.1 Employment (March Rated Yellow) 
(The employment impact rating by the Air Force for the realignment of March AFB was 
yellow. The local group believes it should be "green".) 

ASSERTION: 
The local analysis used potential employment base changes and current unemployment 
rates to arrive a t  its rating of green. The Air Force only evaluates losses to the 
employment base. Additionally, the Air Force only studied March AFB realignment 
impacts on Riverside county and did not consider the cumulative impact of all base 
closures and defense cutbacks in the entire Riverside-San Bernardino Primary 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA). These differences in analytic approach most 



likely account for the differences in the ratings. 

RESPONSE: 
The local analysis used potential cn~ployn~cnt basc changes and current uncmployiucnt rates 
to arrive at its rating of grcen. Thc Air Forcc only evaluates losscs to the cmploymcnt basc. 
Additionally, thc Air Force only studied March AFB realignment impacts on Riverside county 
and did not consider thc curnulalive impact of all base closures and dcfense cutbacks in thc 
entire Riverside-San Bcrnardino Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA). These 
differences in analytic approach most likely account for the difkrences in the ratings. 

COMMENT: 
VI.3 Income (March Rated Red) 
,The income impact by the Air Force was red, while the local group indicates it should 
have been yellow.) 

ItESPONSE: 
Again, the local group used thc Riverside-San Bernardino PMSA while the Air Force looked 
at Riverside county alone. Also, the local group included the impact of three base closings 
and defense. industry reductions, while the Air Force only studied the impact of the March 
IiFB realignment. These difference in approach lead to the differences in ratings. 

COMMENT: 
VI.4 Local Government Operating Revenues/Expenditures (March Rated Yellow) 
(The Air Force rating in this area is yellow, while the local group believes it should have 
been green). 

RESPONSE: 
The rating standard used by the Air Force across all 101 bases studied is that if government 
expenditures saved is over 100% of revenues lost, the rating is red; if expenditures saved are 
between 75% and 100% of revenues lost the rating is yellow; and if expenditures saved are 
less than 75% of revenues lost thc rating is green. Using the Economic Resource Impact 
Sntements of March AFB as inputs for the EIFS model for March AFB, the EIFS model 
forecasts expenditures saved to be 77% of revenues lost, which results in a yellow rating. 
Additionally, the EIFS model draws on data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and 
the Bureau of the Census, as well as the local base data provided by the Economic Resource 
Impact Statement at each base. 



VII.1 .A Community Infrastructure: Off-Base Housing (Marc11 rated RED) 

ASSERTION: 
Affordable - There is affordable and acceptable housing in the Riverside and Moreno 
Valley areas which surround March Air Force Base. 

Maximum monthly housing cost allowancelwitl~ dependents: 

$521.94 for E l  classification 
$866.50 for E9 classification 

This allowance affords a two bedroom rental to a four bedroom in both cities. 

Maximum monthly housing cost allowance/without dependents: 

$39 1.45 for E3 classification 
$657.72 for E9 classification 

Based on the comparative cost of housing shown in the chart, affordable housing is 
clearly more available at  March than at  the proposed receiving installation. 

Acceptable - If military personnel reside outside the base in rental units such as these, 
they are considered acceptable so long as they fall within the above maximum monthly 
housing cost allowances. 

March should be rated GREEN 

REPLY: The report states that housing is both affordable and acceptable and they want a 
rating of RED changed to GREEN on both variables. They provide a chart and compare their 
d3ta with Travis AFB and state "based on the con~parative cost on housing shown in the 
cllart, affordable housing is clearly more available at March that at the proposed receiving 
installation." While I will not compare data across installations, I will note that Travis AFB 
received a rating of RED on Housing Affordability. The original data is clear on these 
variables. According to the March AFB housing office, housing is neither affordable nor 
acceptable at March AFB. The original data states, "Housing is generally available for all 
ranks, but most exceed the DoD maximun~ allowable cost ceiling. All ranks except E4 and 
below are able to afford the average two bedroom units. Only officer ranks 0 3  and above 
and enlisted E8 and above can afford the average three bedroom units, and only officer ranks 
0 .5  and above are able to afford the average four bedroom rental units in the area." Based on 
thl: original data, the ratings will remain RED. 

VII.l.B.2 Community Infrastructure: Transportation (March rated YELLOW) 



ASSERTION: 

Municipal Airports 
Riverside Municipal Airport 30 min 18 mi 
Ontario Airport 30 min 30 nli 
Palm Springs Regional Airport 60 min 50 mi 
John Wayne Airport 85 nlin 75 mi 
Los Angeles International Airport 110 min YO min 

March is a freeway-close, 30 minutes to Ontario International Airport, a major regional 
airport, and hub for Southwest Airlines. All major carriers connect to or fly out of 
Ontario. While the specified mileage slightly exceeds the g~iidelines for a green rating in 
(.his category, the value and ease of access to Ontario makes it clear that: 

?.larch rating should be GREEN. 

RESPONSE: The report states that Ontario International Airport is 30 milcs fro111 March 
AFB. This supports our data. Howcvcr, the rcport wants to change thc rating for access to 
nlunicipal airports from YELLOW to GREEN because of "the value and ease of access to 
Clntario." We must use our objective criteria. The rating remains YELLOW. 

VII.l.F.1,2 Local Crime Rate (March rated RED - Violent Crime, Property 
Crime) 

ASSERTION: 

The March AFB questionnaire stated that the information included in the response was 
provided by the Moreno Valley Police Department Records Division. Moreno Valley 
Police department staff cannot verify this assertion. The corrected Agency information 
is provided in the Technical Appendices under criterion Tab VII. 

Moreno Valley is home to the majority civilian and off-base military families working at 
March. Based on Moreno Valley's crime rate per 100,000 residents: 

March rating should be YELLOW. 

RESPONSE: The new report questions the validity of the crime statistics. According to this 
report, the crime statistics for March AFB are incorscct. Furthennorc. the rcport states that 
the Moreno Valley Police Department does not rcmember being contacted by March AFB 
regarding these crime statistics. The new report wants both violent crime and property crime 
ratcs to be changed from RED to YELLOW. According to SMSgt Shields (DSN 947-3206) 
March AFB used the published FBI statistics for Morcno Valley. However. for the rccord, 



SMSgt Shields did note that the original statistics wcre incor-rcct. Thc original data submitted 
states the violcnt crime rate is 1770. The corrcct rate is 1270. The original data statcd the 
property crime rate is 8900. The c o ~ ~ c c t  rate is 6670. According to SMSgt Shiclds, his 
office rcsubmiued this new data to MAJCOM on  21 Oct 92. Howcvel., I did not rcccivc thc 
zorrccted data. Howevcr, thc ratings still remain in thc RED for both violent and propcrty 
:rime. Sincc March AFB used published (and thercforc verifiable data), thc ratings will 
rcn~ain RED. 

VII.2.F Education - Students that go on to College (March rated RED) 

ASSERTION: 

The March questionnaire states that approximately 22% of graduating high school 
students from the Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD) go on to college. 
The actual percentage of students going to college from the MVUSD is 45%. 

RLESPONSE: The report states that the March questionnaire incorrectly stated that 22% of 
high school students go on to college. The new report states that 45% go to college and they 
want the rating changed from RED to YELLOW. According to Capt Hall (DSN 576-2251) at 
HQ AMC the 22% rate was given by Dr. Linda Wisher, Assistant Superintendent of 
Instructional Services (714-485-5600), at the Moreno Valley Unified School District. Since 
we have a document audit trail, the rating will remain RED. 

VII.3.A Spousal Employment (March rated YELLOW) 

ASSERTION: 

The source of the data contained in the March Questionnaire response is clouded. The 
response states that "...specific data is not available. The figure is based on our best 
estimate given the information we have available." During research for this 
presentation, we contacted the State of California Employment Development Department - 

Office in Riverside and the Riverside County Private Industry Council (JTPA), two 
groups who provide job placement within the county. Neither agency tracks data of this 
nature. I t  is likely that the estimated data is not representative of the number of 
nonappropriated funds spouses successfully seeking employment in the Moreno Valley 
area. Additionally, it is important to note that since the response was prepared, the City 
has created in excess of 3,000 service and retail jobs which have been available through 
a special hiring effort coordinated with the Employment Development Department for 
Moreno Valley residents. The new businesses include The Price Club, the Mall at  
TownGate and Smith's Food King. 

March rating should be GREEN. 



RESPONSE: Thc rcpon qucstions thc validity of Chc spousal cmploymcnt data. I n  addition 
the report notes that sincc the response was prcparcd, the City has crcatcd in cxccss of 3,000 
service and retail jobs which have been made available through a special hiring cl'l'ol-t 
coordinated with the Employment Development Department for Morcno Valley rcsidcnts. 
The question has been validated through othcr bases. In addition, it would be unfair for 
othcr Air Force installations to change the rating for March based upon cvents since the t in~c 
the questionnaire was submitted. The rating will remain YELLOW for spousal employment. 

VlI.4.A,B Local Medical Care (March rated RED - Available Community Physicians, 
Hospital Beds) 

11SSERTION: 
Moreno Valley is statistically a very young community with the median age of 27.2 
years. Based on this fact we have a reduced need for medical care and hospitalization 
usually required in communities with large elderly populations. 

The medical needs of most Moreno Valley residents are net through the outpatient 
services provided by emergencylurgent care centers in the community. 

Available Community Physicians - 
Non-military physicians in Riverside County 1,837 
Riverside County 1.8/1,000 
National Norms as per DoD 2.111,OOO 

Available Community Hospital Beds 
Hospital beds in Riverside County 
Riverside County 
National Norms as per DoD 

The ratio of physicians to population between Riverside county and the national norm is 
minimal, while there is a difference in the ratio of hospital beds to population between 
Riverside County and national nor, Moreno Valley's youthful population and 
proliferation of urgent care outpatient centers clearly meets the community need for 
medical care. Additionally, the three year old Moreno Valley Community Hospital 
historically operates with 37% beds available on a regular basis. Based on this data: 

March rating should be GREEN 

RESPONSE: 
The report concurs that the ratio of physicians (1.8) and the ratio of hospital beds (3.4) are 
both below the national average. However, they believe March AFB should receive a 
GREEN rating for both variables because of Moreno Valley's youthful (median age of 27.2) 
population and proliferation of urgent care outpatient centers. All installations must use the 



same ob.jcctivc criteria. Both ratings rcmain RED. 

Overall Rating 

4SSERTION: 
Based on this supplemental data we have provided to the committee on the ability of the 
community infrastructure to support forces, missions and personnel: 

March's overall rating for Criteria VII should be GREEN. 

13ESPONSE: 
The Overall Rating for Criteria VII as established by the BCEG was YELLOW. Based on 
the supplemental data the report states the overall rating for Criteria VII should be GREEN. 
Based upon this analysis the only changes occurred in Off-Base Recreation (Zoo and Winter 
Sports). However, since the BCEG already gave March AFB a rating of GREEN for off-base 
recreation these two changes do not impact the rating for off-base recreation and, in turn, 
there is no impact upon the overall rating for Criteria VII. 



CRITERION V111: The Environniental Impact (March AFB) 

COMMENT: 
"VIII.l Air Quality - (Vol. 5, page 140) 

March Rated Red" 

RESPONSE: 
March AFB was given a rating of red bccause it is in asca of air quality non-attaiilmcnt for 
!he following pollutants: 

-- Ozone (extreme) 
-- CO (serious) 
-- NO2 
-- Particulates (PM- 10) 

The rating system used in assessing air quality at all Air Force bases required (1) a rating of 
green if the base is in attainment for all pollutants; (2) yellow if the base is in a non- 
attainment area with a classification of pollutants being moderate or marginal; and (3) red if 
the base is in a non-attainment area with a classification of pollutants as serious or worse. 
These classifications were based upon existing U.S. EPA definitions/classifications. 

COMMENT: 
"VIII.2 Water - (Vol. 5, Page 141) 

(March Rated Yellow) 

RESPONSE: 
No response necessary 

COMMENT: 
"YIII.4.A, B, C Biological Resources - (Vol. 5, page 145) (March rated Yellow)" 

RESPONSE: 
It js the Air Force's understanding that the habitat set aside on March AFB was to be 
permanent. Any changes to this agreement would have to be coordinated through the Nature 
Corlservancy, Air Force and USF&WS. Further, the USF&WS would have to develop a 
biological opinion for any decision that may relate to a "taking" under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. For purposes of base closure or realignment the habitat set aside on 
March AFB is considered in perpetuity, therefore the rating of yellow is appropriate. 



COMMENT: 
"Cultural Resources - (Vol 5, page 146) 

(March Rated Yellow)" 

RESPONSE: 
Wc concur with your statcmcnt that thc potential listing of specific buildings on the National 
register is a positive characteristic of March AFB. Thc Air Force cndcavors to protcct such 
historic facilities when and if possiblc. It should also bc noted that scvcral other arcas arc 
eligible for the National Register. The rating of yellow is appropriate to rccognizc the 
]>resence of cultural resources. 

ASSERTION: 
"Soil - (Vol 5, page 149) 

(March Rated Red)" 

RESPONSE: 
Contamination- is-a constraint because siting and construction cannot take place until 
remediation efforts have reached specified levels and a site is closed out. Although the 
current Air Force goal is to have every contanlination site under remediation by the year 
2000, that does not mean that any given site will be ready for some sort of reuse in that time 
frame. Therefore, the appropriate rating is red. 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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REBECCA G. COX 
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The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
~ o o m  4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

As part of an independent analysis of excess capacity, the 
Commission would like to send a Los Angeles based GAO 
representative to three small aircraft bases. We have chosen Luke 
AFB, Arizona and Nellis AFB, Nevada to verify capacity analysis 
surveys and Davis Monthan AFB, Arizona to conduct a limited 
capacity analysis where no survey was conducted. 

To facilitate the GAO effort, we request the Air Force 
coordinate the base visits with Air Combat Command. The Commission 
would like the GAO representative, Mr. Thaddeus Rytel, SSN 568-62- 
0003, to begin his analysis as soon as possible. Mr. Rytel has a 
SECRET clearance and can be reached at 213-346-8060 (FAX 213-3460 
8142), for direct coordination of exact dates and times of the 
planned visits. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

MATTHEW P. BEHRMANN 
Director of Staff 

mpb : k bd 
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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. 20330-1660 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners, I would like you to 
testify again before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
 omm mission. 

The purpose of your testimony is to provide the 
 omm missioners with the Air Force's rebuttal to the significant 
issues the communities have raised with the Department of Defense 
recommended actions as they pertain to the Air Force. 
Commissioners feel strongly that Service representatives can best 
characterize the work of their Service against the allegations of 
potentially impacted communities. Communities have not only 
raised significant issues with the recommendations made by the 
Air Force but also raised concerns about the process used in 
arriving at these recommendations. 

You should be prepared to discuss a number of issues 
concerning the Air Force process and recommendations. Some 
specific issues are; the East Coast Mobility Base issue, West 
Coast Tanker/Airlift base issue, the proposed consolidation of 
Naval Air Station Agana with Andersen Air Force Base, the SECAF 
guidance on maintaining four missile fields, especially as it 
relates to the capacity analysis supporting the excess of four 
large aircraft bases and depot capacity and issues regarding the 
installations recently added-for review. - -  - - 

The hearing is scheduled for June 17, 1993 on Capitol Hill 
in a room to be determined. We will provide you with details as 
they become available. We would appreciate it if you would have 
your staff provide us with 100 copies of any formal comments you 
may care to provide for the record by June 14, 1993. Please 
contact our hearing coordinator, Lynn Conforti, at 703/696-0504 
to confirm your availability for this important hearing. 



Thank you once again for your time and consideration. I 
look forward to your testimony on June 17th. 





J.. ILoy 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

F@& 
JIM COURTIER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PEfER B. BOWMAN, USN ( R m  
BEVERLY B. SYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LMTT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. SWART. JR. 

May 24,  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. 20330-1660 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission has 
received information regarding a potential problem with the 
proposed realignment of March AFB, California. The issue has been 
raised by Brigadier ,General Marvin Hopgood from Camp Pendleton, 
California. He has voiced opposition to the realignment because he 
believes the Air Force will be unable to support the First Marine 
Expeditionary Force rapid deployment requirements from March AFB 
without an active duty presence. The attached documents provide 
further details on this issue. 

To assist our review and analysis of the March AFB realignment 
recommendation request the Air Force's views of the concerns. 
expressed by General Hopgood. A response to the Commission by June 
4,.1993 would be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 
R. Dicamillo 
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I . M;lrlowc Cl~ttrclrill, ~t\ilil:~r*y r.cportcr fi llrc R ivcrsiclc, Calif., I'l.cr;is-@~ltr;rl~.isc, cc.)~~trrctctl A MCI/PA 
today to indiwtc Iic will bc n~rirrilrg a story tllat ~ v i l l  gelrerally be Ircy,attilc to\vard AMC arrd tlrc Air Forcc 
in tomorro\v morning's cdition. Tllz ~ ~ g a t i v e  rcttlwks will be attribrltzsl 3 [JSMC r3rig Gcn Mitrvin 
1 lopgood (MG-select) illq~arcntly sec.ntld ill  co~l~riiil~~d at Pzrrdleta~r, and Iris Marirrc clricf o f  staff C:ol. Jack 
Iin\vley. 111 nn inten~iew this morl~iug, 111c Mirrines apl>nrently pl-ovidud son~l: heated corllrrIetrts abotlt thc 
proposed Mnrcla AFB clostrre, itlong 111ese lirles: 

a .  That  he Air Fc~rcc hits "lictl" to lhc A4itri11c Clorps. 'l'hc Milrincs say n deal was S ~ I I I C ~  ~vl~etr 
Nodon wits miirkcd fur closrrrc that Miirch \wuld rcmnin it viirblc stitging hnsc. 

-- Thcsc Mil rincs clu not hclicvr: Ihilt Mitrch will bc: viablc whcn it bmllles a reserve bssc; 
that rhc Rescrvcs do not hit~c iihility to strrge lo n1w.t thcir iniaicdiatc deployniait needs. 

-- That rtsc of c)Um ~S:FCS (ic. Trit\ti~ sumc 500 niilcs i t ~ i i ~ )  will nut nimt the Marilles 
rcqi~ircmcn( rt.1 "hc ;tirhome in I H hor~rs." 

-- Tliat tlie Marincs were Icfl out of the decision-linking process Ieaditig to March's 
rccommcndcd ;losure (since thc Air Forcc: kncw tlicy \votrld object.) 

b. That the Air Force will contil~ur: to nttelllpt to use Trnvis vice Msrcll as staging point for fi~tllrc 
deploj~nents. Tliey cite "a terrible problwn" with Somalia deplo~.asl~t and rc<!cployamt in which tlicy 
contend AMC ~~rcsscd hard to rrsc l'ravis. nlld Marines "rcallp Iiad to scrcnni" to ~ C I  (IS 10 tlsc March. 

2. AMC/PA cotti~tiztltd that till: BRAC J ) ~ C C S S  is ~triiightfr~wiirtl. thit~ c;tcli base is review4 on its total 
merits and that recoltrrtr~tldati~~is fix c l ~ s i ~ l r  CICC~II at DoD lewls and itrc rc\4c\r*d by the BRAC before 
nction. UJc dccli~rcd to cmllItlicrlt sj)ccificnlIy 011 t 1 1 ~  M~II-CII sittt:~tii)tl, !)I II III ; I (~C I \vo IIOIU: 111itt A M C  llas 
cspcria~cc. ill nrovi~rg foras 10 arid ti<)ln airsrrips ~v i l l~  absolt~tcly 110 i ~ ~ t i - a s t ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ ~ r c ,  n11d t lnr  rrrl ilnc 
suggests that Somalia \\as not a \#cry succ.cssfi11 operation -- and r l ~ ; t ~  t l~c M;trincs \ \ n i x < :  moved tion1 nrrd to 
Mnrclr AFB. 

. 3. We have fonvarded hlr. Clrurchill's rquc-t f i ~ r  spec;;ific comrn~wls to 111r: 13KAC public affairs office in 
Wmll DC. For yoitr itiforrnatic)~~. 

CECIL F. ROSS, Colonel, USAF 
Ctlicf of I'r~blic AtTairs 



- 
FOR USE BY: LTGEN TIEBOUT 

Subj: MARCH A f R  FORCE BASE 

R e f :  (A)  CG I MEF REAR 0121227 HAR 93 (U) 

1. With Generals Johnston and Wilhelm in S m l i a ,  F r a t  orr the East 
Coast watgaming, and Don Lynch at LFTCPAC f o r  a few days, 1 want to 
communicate most axpeditiously. In your role with  Base Realignment 
and Closure (BRAC), I believa it imparafive the USMC recagnize/ 
support r e t e n t i o n  of March A i r  Force 8a)a.a (AFB) .  

2 .  Reference (a )  requests CMC Coordinate w i t h  USTRANSCOX and 8Q 
AMC to formally establioh March AFB a8 the APOE/APOD far I MET 
contfngoncy deployments. This paper is intanded to mxpand/ 
emphasize USMC need for March AFB. 

3 .  Tha A m y ' s  rapid response by aftbar the xv11I Airborne Corps or 
the 7th ID ha3 as an imperative assumption, the collocatfon of 
their ground force with a viabla airhead (Pope C HcChotd AFBa). 
S e w ~ ~ t h  ID w i l l  utilize Travis until they coanpLete their move From 
Fort Ord to F o r t  Lewis. As M e  MPF role of tha Msrfne Corps has 
assumed a complenentary 8tatus with otlr traditional u~phlblous 
capability, we have had to devote greater attention to our rapid 
deployability from airheads. Detailed planning, cLose 
coordination, and the greater us. o f  automated planning programs 
have enabled us to rapidly daploy force modules from cont&uous 
airhead locations such as the OCE/CSSE deployment from March AFB to 
~omalia f o r  Operation Reatore H o p e .  Such a confLisuoug airhead 
location fa deemed esoontial if 1 MEF is to retain i t s  current 
response capability. 

4 .  Currently, X MEF is responsive to f i v e  CINcs and holdc the 
requirement for ACF in the Pacific (I MEF/Zf I XEP) . Additionally, 
w i t h  the current realignment of U . S .  Army forcer. in the Western 
united states, the Haxino Corps has arrsumed a signiti~antly 
increased rolr for disaster relief missions and civil distutbances; 
i. e. , LA Riots. As the only Lorna availaaf e, wa must be able  to 
quickly deploy. 

a. Norton A i r  Forco Baa8 cloaed its A i r  Transport Operations 
Center (ATOC) en 30 Soptembar 1999. Tha airbead is scheduled to 
close 30 September 1993. 

b. With tho closure of Norton LFB, it is necessary to 
establish a primary and alternata APOE. The primary WOE for the 
moveno~t of  I MEP is currently March AFB. The following 
justification pertains: 

(1) March AFB has the faci l i t ies  to operate an ATOCo 



(2) March AFB has adequate ataging and marshalling areas. 

( 3 )  Acce8a and trafficking to March AFB allows f o r  
expeditious deployment. March A F 8  is 2 . 2 5  hours from Camp 
Pendleton by motor march, 1.5 hours from El Toro and 3 hours Lrom 
29 Palms. 

( 4 )  I MEFte strategic daploymcnt requirements require a 
SOCAL airhead; i . e . ,  March Air Force Base. 

5 .  NAS Miramar, MCAS El Toro, NAS North Island and several SOCAL 
commercial airf ie lds  have revaral pluses t h a t  support APOE/APOD 
status; however, 811 of  them have srvoral serlous, degradfng 
conditions or lack of capabilities which prohibit them from serious 
consideration to serve a8 I MEFts primary APOC/APOD. 

6. Ttavia AFB, near San Prancieco, Zourtoen hours and S2O milea 
north of Camp Pendleton, was mChusia8tically offcrtod by USAP 
planners as an ideal APOE/APOD far .our Sonalia Deploylaant. f am 
fearful that the  USAF protars Travis over March as the USAF Base to 
8uPport USMC deploymants. I balicve the ESMC strong preference for 
March vice Travis should be part og the BRAC proceedings, 

FAX copies to: 
LtGen STAcXPOLE 
L t G m  JOHNSTON 
Wen W L W f E U  
MGen BLOT 
MCsn WILZllAMS 
Been FRATARANGELO 
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Off ICE OF THE ASSlgANT SECRETARY 

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

Honorable Jim Couner 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Sneer, Suite 1435 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

1 0  JUN 1993 

Dear Chairman Courrer 
I 

. / 
This letter is in reply to your May 21, 1993, letter concerning the issues raised by Bnq 

Gen Marvin Hopgood %om Camp Pendlzton, California (CA), as to the abiliry of the Air ~ o r c i  I 

to support the First Marine Expcdi tionxry Force rapid deployrnenr rcquiremcn IS from March A i t  
Force Base (A'm), CA, once rhz base is realigned from an active duty base 10 a Reserve basc  ! 

We do not know the basis for Brig Cen Hopgood's sra~smenrr, but i r  is clear he does no/, 
understand rhe planned concept of operalions at March AFB. March AFB is and will continuf 
to be, after realigning to the Reserves, a conringzncy aerial pon. All the ramp space, f3ciliries[ 
and trained personnel will continue to be on hand to rapidly deploy the I MEF clernenrs i n  all. 
known scenarios. The 60th Airlift Control Squabon (60 ALCS) is desigrlatzd as rhc primxy uni )  
tasked with deploying I MEF from March AFB. The 60 ALCS currently conducts I ME6 
affiliation training. All necessary augmentadon will continue to be on hand to meet 1 ME? 
OPlan deployment rime lines. Many of B r i ~  Gen Hopgood's concerns were sddresscd is 
correspondence between Rep Ken Calverr (,A[ch I )  and General Foglzman, AMCJCC (Atch 21. 

! 
Let me assure you, our ncommend~r ion  to realign March AFB was reviewed by cacr  

service, including the Department of the Navy, the JCS and CINC's. No concerns wcrk 

expressed about the ability of the Air Forcc to conduct mobility operations ai March once { t  

becomes a Reserve base. I 



We hope this information i s  useful. 

2 Atch 
1. Rep Calvwr, May 27, 1993, 1u 
2. AMCfCC, 6 J u n ,  1993, ltr 

Sincerely 



~ U l l ' f Z ~  SClLNCL 
*ct. A M )  rrCwo;at~ 

L L * C O u r c r ) ( : l  
~ A C I  

May 27, 1993 

G:ncrd Ronald R. Foglernan 
Ak Mobiility Command, Hcadqua~crs 
D artmcnt of the Air Force 
4 8 s  con Drive, Room 132 
Scott AFB, IL. 62225-5363 

Dear General Faglrrnan, 
I 
1 I kn writing to ask your asklance i n  evaluating thc 'who, what, when and ! 

t where' of operaling March AFB as a Rcscrvc facility. k t  me say that i. have elwnyri 
appreciated your integrity, honaly  and forthrixhtness and 1 tak you at your word 
that Lhc job can bc done by thz AMC though the Rcsemts with active augmentation. I I 

My skc ticitrrn sterns from thc details of the minion and aspects of timcfiness and 2 cost< ecL;vene~s. I am not yet c d n v i n a  rhat the jab can be don: qutcMy enough 
I at s a v i m .  d ! 

I 

To' help me find m answer to these questions I would like to ask: 
i 
i - h ken an agrctrnenl or hfOU now on the b& b e b e e n  Air Force and hi Mtuines regarding thz Air Force's coinmitmcnb to the Marines fa.- j 

deployment ia general a n d h  ~pccificnlfy for MuchlPendblon? i 
I I  
I 

Could you p k ~ e  a u ~ l r a t t  WS t irnplicado'ns via "acenafios?" is colld 
k ? C  wcrk out a specific scenario ,with t h k M a M  showing how 
SbicldlSrorm would have bccn run f i sm a rescwe Much, and an APOE 
Travis? Also, as a variant, please delail a awnario that includes a fogged-in 
Travis. T h e  pu osc of thest 3wnhos is to obtain s d t t d e d  t is t  of people 
and cguiprncnl, paint d and cost, nc- for Cqiogncnl 
of M h c s  from a Rcrcrve M K C ~  I understand that "X c xmcd S C ~ I ~ C C S  ulc a 

. . 
p r o g r a ~  called Time'Phase For= Dcploymcnt l o  computc rsomzl and 
matericl movements. If you UC this proFam, could you p ease add tbc p r j ~ c  
tag to the figures on'jxoplc and tquiprnent. 

r" 
I 3- Given what is at stake if assumptions about deploying the Pendlcton M d n e s  I 

arc in cnor, why doesn't the k r  Force takc a "Wait and Test" for B M C  3 1 
T h e  "x-ziP p a  would be: securc the savings oac would scc from a realignci 1 
March by realigning Fairchild AFB (or olher base) i n  BRAC 3. The 'tr.;tR I 
nn is: over the next two y m ,  run exercises bscd on Lhc M ' s  detajlcd P I P N i  

&r dcploynent from a reserve Much.  I 



I . ' _ C. .-- . . . .  . .  . I 

Point 3 begs the qacstion: If AMC can meet thei r  cornnli(mcnts to h c  I 

I Marines at Pende tn  Lhroc~h a Ke;crvc March, co-ld not similar i ~ n a n g c n ~ e n . ~ i  
(and savings) bc rcached at McChord AFB for Fort Lewis and Popc AFB for 
Camp +jcunc? U so, why don't wc wait and try &is arrangemeat at .bcse ' ! 
and othkr Air Force brscs? If not, what is unique to thc MarchNcndleton 1 relationship that docs not cxjsr with M c C b o r d L ~ v i s  and P o p e f i j ~ u l : ~ ?  i 

I 
I 

Ar, you b o w ,  there is only onc month Icft to prcs-nt data (3 ll..o B U C  ! 

commission. ( I  would ho - that you codd answer the above quescons by 3unc 11. ~ i i  
you have any'qucstioa p e ease conr~ct me ZE toon as possiblz. Thnn f :  you for 

l 

coo?eratior, m d  candor throuphoot this prozzss. 
I 

On a re la td  topic, ~ 5 a ~ k  you for letting mz scc a copy of your lcltzr to 
Oencral Muody. I have f i x  qucslions regarding it. 

1- How will the 60th L C S  get notificd and gcr to hfarch? 

2- How much time wiU it  takc from notification to gct mh personnel to hfach 
and ready to deploy Maincs? i 

/ 1 

1 Who will handle messing, security, lighting, port~johns, etc. for deployment? I 
i 
f / i With ramp ? s i d e  for staging arcas for pc~ple ,  c ~ i p m t n t ,  explosives, I _ 

ctc., how & that sffwt civilian joint use which the Air Porcc propoi=? 
f 

1 What are the ncmbers of atfive, rescrve and ci:.aian positios [hat I 

. remain at March afrcr rdignrnent? (Fmm tY.e initid DCD relevc th.ough :h 
discussiou with BRAC, and including today's Air Force f o r e  scruLtvrc I , 

announcement, I have scen the sarnc ~t of numben scg+-ding pcncnnel 
rernu'ning a1 a r tal ignd March.) 

Again,, thank you for your help. 



AMUCC 
402 Scott Drive, Rm 132 
Scott APB lL 62225-5363 

DEPARTMENT O F  T H C  A k i  F O H C E  
H ~ A D O U A R ~ E R ~  A I R  U O Y I L ~ T Y  COMC)ANO 

Thc Honorable Ken Calvcrt 
Unitcd Statcs Housc of Rcpreso~tatives 
Washington DC 205 15-3003 

Rcfcrcncc your lettcr of 27 Mny 1993 rqucsring information reg;lrdi~lg thc proposcd rcslignrncnr 
of March AFB to a Reserve base. My staff hrfi rzsearchcd the issues outlined in your letter. an() 

dctailcd responses - arc - utrached. 
I 

1 
I 
I 

Wc stand nady to assist you in the future. 
t 

I 

Commander 

1 Atuh 
AMC Staff Rzspol)ses 

cc: HQ USAF/XOOR 



Response to Rcpresent.ative Calvert's questions? 27 May 1993 i 

1. Is thcrc an agccmcnt or MOU now on thc books k ~ w c c n  the Air Force an3 thc Marincs I 
regarding the Air Forcr's commitments to Ole Marines for deployl~lcnt in gcncral and/or I 

specifically for March/Prndle~on? i 
We are not aware of an IJSAVKJSMC MOU that addresses USLMC deployments in genemi 

l or a specific agreement that addrcsse, Pendleton/R'l'arch deployments. AMC, 3s tlic Air  ! 

Farce component to US Transportation Command, provides for the air transportation 
needs of all users s directed by JCS. I 

I 
2. Could you pIc3sc illustrate cost hplicationj via "scenarios?" That is. could AVC work out j 
specific scenario with the Marines showing how Desen Shicid/Storm would havc bccn run  fro^^/^ 
reservc Much,  and an APOE Travis? Also. as a variant, plasilsc detail a scenario that includes a 
foggcd-in Travis. Thc purpose of these scenarios is to obtain a detailcd list of pcoplc and 

I I 

yuipmcnt, rhcir point of origin and cost, ntccssary for rapid deployment of Marines bonl a 
! 

Rescrvc March. I u~tdersland that the armed services use a program called Time Phase Forcc ; 
Dcploymcnt to compute p e r s o ~ c l  and 1nnu.ic1 rnovcmenB. If your usc this program, could yob I 

pleasc add the price rag to the figurcs on pcoplc and cquipmclir. 
I 
I 

AMC does not cost out scenurius as requested. Tl~e AMC dszion drives toward the use dr 
the best ovcrall ocltluad location for any given geographiai user. Adivc duty and ARC Air 
Force bases, Army air fields, civilian airports, or unimpmved airfields can and have been/ 
used as customer outload locations. The planned main ol~tload location for Camp I 

I 

Pendleton Mnrincs remains March Am. Whatever AhlC elements are rcqrtired at any , 

location to move a customer will be brought in as necessary to m e t  closure. An example ;of 
this  was during DS/DS when I'endleton Marines were also deployed through EL Toru 
MCAS (AMC augmentation and equipment was brought in as required). Additionally, t,he 
only effect a fogged-in Travis AFB would have 011 the deployment mission would be to 
require support (ALCS) from m o t h e r  location. The Time Phase Force Depioytnent lists . 
noted above are not used for costing calculations; they are rnerely the supported CWC's ; . 

priority of movement and detail force movement requirements 
I I 

I 
I 3. Given whut is at slakc if assu~nptions about deploying the Pcndlcton Milrincs are in error, why 

doesn't chc Air Forcc u k e  ti "Wait and Tesr" for BRAC 3. Thc "wair" part would be: secure rht 
savings one wodd see from a rcdigncd March by r d i g n i n g  F3irchild AFB (or other bast) in ' 

BR4C 3. The "tcsr" parf is over rhc ncxc rtvo y e a s ,  mn cxerciscs based o n  the AFs detailed 
plans for dcploymnc from a rcscrve March. I 

We hwe no reason to believe assumptiuns about deploying the Pendlclon Marincs are in1 
error. The essential business of this command is mol~ilily, and rapid deployment of I MEF 
and the Air Contingency Furce rank high on our i i s t  of "deli,ferables". Dcp1oyment.s fr&n 
a reserve base using i t s  in fmtructure ,  uni t sand  necessary augmenfation forces is not a i 
new concept to this mn~mnd.  We see no need for a "wait and  test" strafcgy. 

I 



4. Point 3 begs the question: If AMC can meet their commitrnsnu to thz Mxincs  at Pcrldlcton I . ,  

through a Reserve March. could not s i m i h  anangernencs (and savings) bc reached ar McChord I ~ 

AFB for Fon Lewis 2nd Pope AFB for Camp Lcjeucc? If m. why don't wc wait and try this i 
i mmgcment at thcsc ant1 othcr Air Forcc b3sc.s? If no:, what is unique to thc lMarcll/Pendlzton I , 

rcliltionship that docs not cxist wilh McChordLcwis and Pope/l xjcjcune? 
I '  

The decision on wliefl~er n military install3tion will host active duty versus reserve 1 %  
eornponenl f o r c ~  is fundamenhlly b a e d  on factors which transcend the issue of the i 
deployment of a proxinrate user. To date, the DoD, Base Closure Commission, President i 
and Conereis hnve colledively decided tv maintain active duty forces at Mcchord AFB ' 

and Pope AFB for those myriad reasons. Similarly, the currer~t DoD recommendation to 1 ' 
I realign March AFB focuses not oh any dleged difference in "relationship" betwrcn two i 

pr-oxirr~ute bases as it docs focus on those other factors. 
I 
I 
I 
1 

On a related topic, thank you for letting rnc scc a copy of your icwr to General Mundy. 1 have 
five questions regarding ir I 

i 
1. Ilow will the (50th ALCS get notified and get to March? I ! 

i 
During wntingencies, the ALCS would be pfacetl on alert status along with the rest of thb 

60th AW. They would be alerted for movement in accordance with eshblished AMC ale 
procedures (i.e, m w a g e  tmlfi~,  telephone), Moveinen t would bc via military aircraft 
andlor tlnle permitting, surface transportation. 

f i 

l r  
i 

The Tanker Airlift Control Center Mission Support Planning Oflice at Scott AVB, alinoi$ 
will tub- the 60th by t~skiog order and phone call. In any time sensitive contingency [he / 
60th will move to any outload loation by air. I I 

I ,  2. How much l ink will it take from notification to get 60th personnel to March and ready to I 
deploy M a r k s ?  I 

i 

From notification to inplace at Mnrch shouid take 10-12 hours. 

The 60th ALCS h i g n e d  Operational Capability (DOc) Statement requires the unit to ke ready to deploy withhl 12 hours. This is primarily driven by the  night crew requirerntneno 
bnve 12 hours predeparture crew rest. Normslly we a n  find r rested crew that can be i 
redirccted from another mission to transport the 60th to the specified location. During the 
rccent LA riots, for example, the 60th ALCS in place and ready to operate within 3 j 
hours. Therefore, t o  supporr contingencies or existing war plans, the 60th A I L S  would be 
In phcc to meet Lhe 1 MEF time scheduie. I 

I 

1 
3. Who will handlc messing, security. lighting, pomjohns, ctc. for deployment'! I 

I 

! 

Linder existing Air Forcc reguloli~ns, reception planning is il host base re~ponsibi]ity. fior 
R contingency, nddillonsl personnel support rtcluiraelnents, above what March AFR can i 

! 



I 
handle, would be contracted from the local economy by cmtracting personnel. Cost$ 1 
would be paid for by March AFB and would he reimbursed at 3 later date. If K e t r v e  
contmcting personnel were not avnila bte, additional cuntracifng personnel would i ~ e  
brought in from other Air Forcc Bases. Fur exercjses, agreenlents wuuld be negoliated I 
before depfoyrnenls and funding secured prior :o troop tnovernent. I 

, 
I 

4. With r-unp spacc set aside for r r a ~ i n g  areas for people, cquipmens explosives, ctc., how wi l l  i 
h a t  affect civilian joint ux which the Air FOR% proposcs? 

I 

I We du not envision March's future mission having a dgnificant impact on possihlc civilinn 
joint use operations. &lowever, depending on the scale of future joint use nctivit j ts, 

I I 

udditionnl airfield inf1-astructure may he required. 
I 

I 5. What arc the exact numbers of active, r t s ~ e  and c i a a n  positions chat will rcrn3in at March 
~ f r c r  realignment? (From the initid DOD release. through discussions with BRAC, and i i ~ ~ l ~ d i ; ~  
today's Air Force force srnccurc announcement, 1 have not seen the same set of nurnbors ! 

I 

regarding personnel remaining ar a raligncd Mach). 
I I 
1 

There will be 33 military and 252 civilians Lied to active duty Air Furce activilis (Alr i 
Force Media Center and Air Force Audit Agcncy) at March after realignment 'I*l~rrc will 
also be U97 military (reserve drill) and 315 civilians (277 air reserve technicians and 38 
full time reserve dvilfans) Lied to the reserve Air Force activity (452 hir Reservc Wing). 
Positions leaving March have k e n  previously snnvunced. 



< CONFIRMATION REPORT > 

C R ECEIVE 3 

NO. DATE TIME DESTINATION PG. DURATION MODE RESULT 

4956 6-14 16:45 82258054 9 0 '04 '41"  NORM.€ OK 

9 0 ° 0 4 ' 4 1 "  
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May 26, 1993 

General Ronald R. Fogleman 
Commander - Air Mobility Command 
402 Scott Drive, Room 132 
Scott Air Force Base, IL 6222505363 

Please refer t~ thii number 
**her: r-27a-2- 

Dear General Fogleman: 

On May 5, 1993 I completed a visit of another Air Mobility 
Command (AMC) base, McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey, as part of 
the Commission8s process in reaching a final decision on the 
Department of Defense's recommendations. Again, I was very 
impressed with the pride, spirit, dedication, and professionalism 
of the men and women of the AMC. It must give you great pride and 
satisfaction to have such an outstanding group of professionals, 
military and civilian, working under your command. They did a 
superb job in hosting my staff analyst, Rick DiCamillo, the 
dignitaries accompanying us on our visit and me. 

Please pass on my personal thanks to Brigadier General George 
Gray and his staff, especially Colonels Dave Mulkey and Walt Smith, 
Lieutenant Colonels John Andre and Bruce Bennet, Captain Dave 
Argyle, Lieutenant Beth Hicock and Master Sergeant Clarence Hucks 
for making the short visit very productive and noteworthy. My 
sincere thanks to all the other men and women of McGuire AFB who 
participated in my visit. They are all true professionals and a 
credit to the U.S. ~ i r  Force and our country. 

jac: cirillo 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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JIM CWRTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT B. BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOH-. USAF cRm 
ARTHUR -, JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
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- 
June 2, 1993 

Mr. David Berteau 
Principle Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Productions and Logistics) 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon, SD Room 3E-808 

I 

Washington, DC 20301-8010 m f B k t o t h i r n u m b e r  
when r - d - 3  

Dear Mr. Berteau: 

The March 1993 DoD Base Closure and Realignment Report- 
citing the need to "maintain Minuteman I11 basing flexibility due 
to uncertainty with respect to START 11,"- recommended the 
retention of four missile fields. One of these missile fields at 
Grand Forks Air Force Base represents an area of special interest 
to the Commission because of potential implications for the 1972 
~nti-Ballistic (ABM) Treaty. 

By letter dated March 31 1993,(enclosure l), I asked General 
Horner, CINCNORAD/USCINCSPACE the following: 

*In your opinion, does the U.S. designated ABM Treaty site 
preclude the consideration of Grand Forks AFB and its ICBM 
missile field for closure, both in 1993 and 1995? Please 
elaborate." 

General Horner's April 13, 1993 response (enclosure 2) 
highlighted the point that any determination would require a U . S .  
Government position staffed through DoD and State Department 
channels for a final determination of the ABM Treaty and its 
affect on the question of Grand Forks. By letter dated ~ p r i l  15, 
1993,(enclosure 3) General Horner asked the Joint Staff, (J5- 
Conventional/Missile Arms Control Division) for assistance in 
getting a definitive reading and to respond directly to the 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

DoD has yet to respond to General Horner's request. Since 
Grand Forks has been added by the Commission for realignment or 
closure consideration it is imperative that we receive a response 
to this question by June 14, 19-93. Thank you for your assistance. 

31 COURTER B- 
Ch , irman 

jac:cirillo 
Enclosures 
1. Commission letter 
2. Horner response 

C/" 
3. Horner letter to Joint Staff 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION - -  

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON.  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

March 31, 1993 

General Charles A.  Horner, USAF 
CINCNORAD/USCINCSPACE 
250 South Peterson Boulevard, Suite 116 
Peterson AFB, Colorado 80914-3010 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS. - - 
CAPT P-ER €8. BOWMAN. USN a i  

BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCAC COX 
CEN n. T. JOHNSON. USAF IRET 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROSERT 0.  STUART. JR. 

Dear General Hor-ner : 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission is reviewing the Defense Secretary's 1993 list of 
recommendations for closure and realignment. During the course of 
our review of the Air Force's methodology, an area of particular 
interest will be the impact of arms control agreements on strategic 
bomber and missile bases. 

Citing the need to "maintain Minuteman I11 basing flexibility 
due to uncertainty with respect to START 11," the Air Force has 
recommended retention of the following ballistic missile fields: 
F.E. Warren AFB, WY; Halmstrom AFB, MT; Minot AFB, ND; and Grand 
Forks AFB, ND. Grand Forks represents an area of special interest 
to the C o ~ i s s i o n  because of potential implications for the 1972 
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. I would appreciate your 
assistance in providing an answer for the record for the following 
quest ion : 

"In your opinion, does the U.S. designated ABM Treaty site 
preclude the consideration of Grand Forks AFB and its ICBM 
missile field for closure, both in 1993 and 1995? P l e a s e  
elaborate." 

I would appreciate receiving your response by April 15, 1 9 9 3 .  
Thank you for your assistance. 



UNITED STATES SPACE COMMAND 

13 A p r i l  1993 

SU LiJ: C;ra~ld Forks Air Force Base Closure/Anti-Ballistic klissile (XUh4) Treaty 
(Your Letter of Atlarch 31, 1993, Number 930331-6) 

I .  Tiw tollowing cc~rnmei~ts are provided to the question from your letter, "In voi:r 
 pi  ion, clcrcs the U.S. ~ i e s i ~ n a  tc~ i  .-\Gh-1 Treat!. site preclude the consicier3 tion of 
k;i-anii 1-arks rlFU and its ICGlLl ~i~issile field ior closure, both in 1993 and 19937" 

3. The Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deplovment area is unique in that the XBM 
Treaty speciiicall!~ identifies i t  as the center ?o&t for the United Sta:c.sf desipated 
Ai5>-l cleplor~~wnt area. This seems straightforward; however, interpretation of the 

I n tcant  oi the tl-eilty IC'IJS LIS to J gray area. X Joint Staff il~tc?rpretation of the . 

i~ss~)ciation between missile field and .4.631 sit? is "these is no strict obligation to 
defend a missile site; i t  is to limit both sides to a single deplo\fment  are^." This 
ir~terpretatio~~ ciis-associates the missile field i rom the -4634 site, h a ~ ~ i i ~ ~  ciirect 
i n~p l i i ; l t i on~  on retailling. oilr XB3;I site a t  Cavalier which supi.orts Xaiional klissile 
rlefensc.. Again, this is o111v one interpretation. 

5- The .ABhiI Treaty irnplicatiot~s on the closure of Grand Forks, i i  any, rc.qliiire a U.S. 
C;o\;ernment position staffed in the DoD and  State Department channels. h41, staff 
~ M S  pnn~ided a cops of your letter to the Joint Staff and  the .Air Staff. I h;l\*c asked 
them t o  '~ssist in g e t t i ~ ~ s  a riefiniti\.c reading and  to reply to y o u r  question directly. If 
I !X of furthcr a.siist;lncc, plvasc contact m e  at your  convenie~~ce. t - 



;, c, - -, 7 - q :; i ! j  . : i i i !.! '!:*:,!.! HO NORAD SPACE CON 
't -. 

UNITED STATES SPACE COMMANI? 

FROh.1: I-IQ USSPACECOM/JS 
250 S PETERSON BLVD STE 116 
PETEISON AFB CO 80914-3130 

1 5  APR 1993 

SUnJ:  l?evie\v of ABM Treaty Impact on Base Closure 

TO: JOINT STAFF, J5 (Conventional / Missile Defense Arms Control Div.)  
\\lASHlNGTON DC 2031 8 

1. I l u r i n ~  the development of the response to the Chairman, Base Defense C l n s ~ ~ r e  
,wd Iicilligt~in~ll t Con~mission (Atch 1). which requested the CINC's assistance in 
k.rot.idil~~ a n  ans\ver to the questiotl *'In your opinion, does the U.S. designated 
.\l;.\.I Trcaty site pl*acl~~dc the consideration of Grand Forks AFR and its ICBM 
~ n i ~ s i l i .  jicl~i for clc~:ure, both in 1993 and 1905?" the question of interpretation of the 
.-\l{hl T~.cat\- I,ccamC an ilnresoived issue. The CINC's response (Atch 2) highlighted 
;he p ~ i l l t  tkat m y  dcterrnina t i o n  vrlould require k U.S. Government position staffed 
i l l  t l r c  DtrD and State Department channels for a final interpretation of the ADM 
~ I .  ln i l  its 3 tfec: 011 the question of closurc of Grand Forks. 

. LVt- ~;.~:~ltcst your assistance in providing a resporlse to the Chairman's request. - - 
;\z: I h r *  LI:\:C me11 tioned in his letter, there is a corollary concern, that being the 
implications of the clvsure of the missile site 'at Grand Forks and the ramifications 
to\\*.7rrl the ABM radar site a t  Cavalier which will support National Missile Defense. 
Thi- I?  ,I vcrv ~ ~ ~ n s i t i v e  issue and any  response should have the assurance that there 
IS 1x1 i inp~ct .  

3. P l i ~ ; l ~ ~ ~  ~ * c s ~ ) o ~ I ~ I  i~ I : - ~ t  I y to the Chairman, Defense Base Closure and  Realignment 
~ i i ~  I ' C X  I> i tCol L\'illianison, SIyJ5X, DSN 692-5843 

b @ l ; . U S A F  - 
Vice  D i r e c t o r  o f  P l a n s  

2 Atchs - - - 

I. C hairn~an, I tr 
2. CINC Response 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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June 1, 1993 

Major George Auten 
Military Assistant 
Office of the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of The Air Force (Installations) 

Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, DOC. 20330-1660 

Dear ~ a j o  /& Auten 

Thank you for providing the points of contact at each MAJCOM 
headquarters and individual base. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission has 
requested the assistance of GAO in evaluating the fuel capacity, 
resupply capability and aircraft parking capability at Plattsburgh, 
Griffiss and McGuire Air Force Bases. The GAO representative is 
Mr. Andy Marek and he can be reached at (202) 512-8472. 

Mr. Marek plans to visit the bases beginning June 1st and will 
contact the MAJCOM and base POCs to confirm his itinerary. His 
tentative schedule is: 

Plattsburgh AFB, June 1-2, 1993 
Griffiss AFB, June 3-4, 1993 
McGuire AFB, June 7-8, 1993 

Your assistance in arranging these visits would be greatly 
appreciated. Thank cooperation. 

FRAN WL IS A. CIRILLO, JR 
~ i r  Force Team Leader 





f .  e . 
, V' 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER €4. BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEYERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA C. COX 
CEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVTTT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. SWART. JR. 

May 2 7 ,  1993 

The Honorable David J. Berteau 
principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
R~om.3E-808, The Pentagon 
washington, D.C. 20301-8000 

Dear Mr. Berteau: 

Pkase refer to this number 
when r e q m x - 3  

As I informed Secretary Aspin in my letter of April 5, 1993, 
the Commission voted to consider Naval Air Station Agana, Guam, as 
a possible addition to the list of military installations 
recommended to be closed or realigned. This Commission will submit 
its report to the President by July.1, 1993. 

It is the Commissionfs task to assess the feasibility of the 
closure of NAS Agana following the full requirements of Public Law 
101-510, as amended, and specifically , the application of the eight 
selection criteria. In that regard, it is imperative that your 
office price out the option described below, in addition to those 
previously requested. 

It is requested that you provide us all pertinent data to 
include manpower figures, operating costs, closing costs and 
specific COBRA analyses for the following scenario as provided to 
the commission by the Government of Guam: 

.Close HAS Agana and consolidate the NAS Agana mission at 
Andersen AFB (AAFB). T h i s  move will involve m i n i m a l  
replication of WAS Agana facilities at AAFB (e.g., should 
modernization of present or construction of new hangar or 
maintenance spaces be required). It specifically involves the 
use of exi5ting AAPB facilities (administrative, mission- 
related and housing). The phasing out of duplicate missions 
and personnel activities is considered a part of the 
consolidation process.  his scenario can include either 
provisions for construction of no housing or provisions for 
construction of up to half the family housing and all 
bachelor housing, if necessary. Because AAPB appears to the 
Government of Guam to be an Air Force Base with a support 
mission for transient aircraft and contingency missions, with 
no aircraft assigned, consideration should be given to the 
benefits and savings that may b e  realized in convertins AAFB 
to a Naval ~ i r  station, w i t h  t h e  ~ i r  F o r c e  becominq t h e  
tenant. 



Please ensure that all the information is coordinated between 
the Navy and the Air Force and is available to the Commission no 
later than June 7, 1993. 

Your time and cooperation are greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

JAC : rr 

\ 



ocu111ent Separator 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

/ ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-6960504 

June 1, 1993 

The Honorable h m e s  Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

for Installations 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

COM ISSION 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

C0MMISSK)NERS: 
CAPT 6. BOWMAN. U8N 
BEVERLY A BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. W (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVTrT. JR 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON, JR. 
ROBERT D. SWART. a R  

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

\ To assist the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission - 
with its independent analysis of DoD recommended actions and bases 
added. for consideration by the Commission on May 21, we request the 

,t following COBRA runs to be available no later than 12:OO noon on 
June 14, 1993: 

Plattsburgh: Close Plattsburgh, establish McGuire as air mobility 
wing. Transfer 28 KC-135s from Plattsburgh to McGuire. Transfer 
19 KC-10s from Barksdaleato McGuire. Retain AFRES C-130s (12) at 
Willow Grove NAS, PA. 

Fairchild (Option 1): Close Fairchild, March stays open. Realign 
14 KC-135s from Fairchild to March. Realign ANG KC-135s to Spokane 
IAP. Realign B-52s to Barksdale/Minot. Survival school move to AF 
Academy. 

 airc child (Option 2): Same as option 1 except ANG KC-135s remain 
at Fairchild in cantonment area. 

All Depots: Calculations for the closure of the Air Logistics 
Center, Defense Distribution D~~O~',.DISA, and any other activities 
specifically located at these bases only because the Air Logistics 
Center is an active unit: Robins AFB, Tinker AFB, Kelly AFB, and 
McClellan AFB. . 
Tinker (Option 1): Close Tinker AFB, OK. Move s 1  workload to 
Kelly. Move B-52 workload to Kelly. Move E-3 workload to 
contractor. Move engine workload to Kelly. Move 
hydraulics/pneudraulics workload to McClellan. Move oxygen/gas 
generating equipment workload to Hill. Move 552 ACW E-3s to Of fut. 
Move USN Strat Wing One E-6,s to Robins. Leave ANG F-16s in 
cantonment. 



McClellan and Tinker (Option 1): Close McClellan and Tinker AFBs. 
Move Hill C-130/Robins C-130 workload to Kelly. Move McClellan F- 
15 workload to Robins. Move McClellan A-lO/F-111 workloads to 
Hill. Contract McClellan C-135s. Move Tinker B-52s to Kelly. 
Contract Tinker E-3s. Contract Tinker B-1s. Contract Kelly C-5's. 
Contract McClellan ground/comm-elect. Move McClellan instruments 
to Kelly. Move Tinker engines to Kelly. Move Tinker hydraulics to 
Kelly. Move Tinker oxygen/gas generating to Hill. Move McClellan 
AFR KC-135s to Beale. Move 552 ACW E-3s to Offut. Move McClellan 
1849 EIS to Hill. Move McClellan HQ ARS to Langley. Move 
McClellan AFTAC Spec Ops Div to Offutt, NE. 

Grand Forks (Option 1): Grand Forks close, March stay open. 
Realign KC-135s to March AFB including Grif f iss tankers (31 KC-135s 
total). Griffiss B-52s realign to Minot/Barksdale. 

Grand Forks (Option 2): Close entire base and move the 10 B-1s and 
the 7 KC-135- to Ellsworth AFB- Move the Minuteman I11 ICBMs to 
Malmstrom AFB as a replacement for the Minuteman 11s. Move the 4 
HH-1Hs to Grand Forks International Airport to be used for missile 
field destruction contractor support. 

Grand Forks (Option 3): Close missile field but leave the bomber 
and refueling missions intact. Move the Minuteman I11 ICBMs to 
Malmstrom AFB as a replacement for the Minuteman 11s. Move the 4 
HH-1Hs to Grand Forks International Airport to be used for missile 
field destruction contractor support. 

Grand Forks (Option 4 ) :  Close flying mission portion of the base 
but retain the missile field. Move the 10 B-1s and the 7 KC-135s 
to Ellsworth AFB. 

Bergstrom/Carswell (Option 1): Close Bergstrom AFB cantonment 
area. Move the 704th Fighter Squadron (AFRES) with its F-16 
aircraft, the 9 2 4 t h  Fighter Group (AFRES) support units, and the 
10th Air Force (AFRES) Headquarters, to the expanded cantonment 
area at Carswell AFB. 

9 - 
Bergstrom/Carswell (Option 2): Keep Bergstrom AFB cantonment area 
open. Move the 301st Fighter Wing from Carswell AFB to the 
Bergstrom AFB cantonment area. . 
Bergstrom/Carswell (Option 3) : Same as Bergstrom/Carswell #2, but 
Leave 301st as is. 

MacDill (Option 1) : Return JCSE to MacDill (BRAC 91 moved) without 
identifying airfield operator. 

MacDill (Option 2): Return JCSE with Department of Commerce (NOAA) 
as airfield operator. 

MacDill (Option 3): Move JCSE to Charleston as passed by the 1991 
Commission. 



Warner Robin8 (Option 1) : Close. Move the F-15, avionics, 
electrical, instruments and part of the software development Depot 
functions to McClellan; move the C-130, C141 and associated 
software updates to Kelly; move all helicopter support to Tinker. 
Move the U.S. AFRES HQ to Dobbins. Close the 9th Missile Warning 
Squadron. Move the 19th Air Refueling Wing to any base in the 
Southeast that can absorb the wing. Relocate JSTARS to Tinker. 
Terminate proposed spending of JSTAR MILCON dollars. 

Warner Robins (Option 2): Close and relocate the Depot Functions 
and HQ AF Reserves and retain the 9th Squadron and the Airlift 
Wing. Retain 9th Squadron until closure in 1999. Retain 19th Air 
Refueling Wing at Robins. 

Rickenbacker: Move Rickenbacker ANG to Wright Patterson AFB as 
directed by BRAC 91. Leave Springfield unit at Springfield. 

For your information, the following is a list of COBRA runs 
that have previously been requested by the Commission. The date of 
request is annotated in parenthesis. Those we have received from 
the Air Force to date are marked with an asterisk. Again, all will 
be needed no later than 12:OO noon on June 14, 1993. 

A) Griffiss AFB 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 B-52 CCTS move to Barksdale from 
Castle AFB is approved) ; move Survival School to the Air Force 
Academy (May 6 ltr) . 
B) K . I .  Sawyer AFB remains open; close Fairchild AFB; move KC-135s 
t o  Altus AFB (calculate as i f  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 . 1 .  Sawyer AFB (calculate as 
if the B-52 CCTS move to Barksdale from Castle AFB is approved) ; t - 

move Survival School to the Air Force Academy (May 6 ltr). 

C) COBRA cost estimates for the clasure of Gentile AFS (April 28 
ltr) . 

- - 

+ D) 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 
(April 26 ltr) . 



E) McGuire AFB remains open to host the Northeast Air Mobility 
Wing; Griff iss AFB realigns as recommended in the DoD report; close 
Plattsburgh AFB; move KC-135s to McGuire AFB; move KC-10s from 
Barksdale AFB to McGuire (April 26 ltr). Please note that the 
initial request, which was later corrected via phone conversation, 
had the KC-10s moving from Barksdale to Plattsburgh. 

F) 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 
(~pril 26 ltr). 

G) 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 (April 26 ltr). 

H) K.I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Cannon AFB; move the F-111s 
to K.I. Sawyer AFB (April 26 ltr). 

I) K. I. Sawyer AFB remains open; close Seymour-Johnson; move F- 
15Es and KC-10s to K. I. Sawyer AFB (April 26 ltr) . 
J) 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 
(A,pril 26 ltr). 

K) The Air National Guard alert detachment returns to Homestead AFB 
(April 12 ltr) . 
L) The alert detachment and the 482 Fighter Wing returns to 
Homestead AFB (April 12 ltr) . 
M) In addition to the above, the 301 Rescue Squadron returns to 
Homestead AFB (April 12 ltr). 

N)- The- 482-Fighter Wing returns to Homestead AFB and assumes the 
alert commitment instead of the Air National Guard Detachment 
(April 12 ltr). 

0 )  The 482 Wing returns to Homestead AFB operating the KC-135 
(April 12 ltr). 



P) Develop Griffiss AFB as the east coast mobility base (April 7 
1 Crr\ 

Q) Retain Rome Lab at Griffiss and operate the airfield in a 
standby status (April 7 ltr). 

R) Compare costs to establish/operate Plattsburgh AFB plus 
Griffiss AFB in standby status and Rome Lab with the cost of 
closing Plattsburgh and establishing/operating Griffiss AFB as the 
east coast mobility base (April 7 ltr). 
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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: 
CAPT PETER 8.  BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
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GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RET) 
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June 1, 1993 

Michael J. OfNeil 
Counsel 
House Democratic Steering and Policy Committee 
H-226 Capitol Building 
Washington D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. O'Neil: 

As promised, attached are the letters requesting additional 
information from the Air Force concerning large aircraft bases 
and the responses we have received to date. (Atch 1) Also, we 
have highlighted how Fairchild AFB compares with the other large 
aircraft bases by Commission staff criteria in the areas of 
bomber and tanker military area. (Atch 2) If you have any 
questions about the attached information or anything else, please 
feel free to call. 

Sincerely, 

MATTHEW BEHRMANN 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 





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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

June 2, 1993 CAPT Pl3ER B. -AN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY 6. BYRON 
REBeCCA G COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. UIlrV (RET) 

The Honorable James Boatright ARTHUR HARRY C. LEVITT, W~MERSON. JR. JR. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force ROBERT D. STUART. A. 

(Installation) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 QletseMerfathirrwrnber 

Dear Mr. Boatright: when rwqldbgqw3t& 

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

(1) If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, how does 
the Air Force plan to keep the runway open to support Fort 
Drum operations? 

( 2 )  If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, what are 
the one-time-costs to establish and/or modify the facilities 
and runway at Griffiss to support Fort Drum operations? 

( 3 )  If Grif f iss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, what will 
be the annual recurring costs to keep the runway open for Fort 
Drum support? 

(4 )  If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, what will 
be the annual all-inclusive recurring costs of all the 
facilities located within the cantonment area? 

(5) If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, what 
portion of the annual recurring costs will be to keep the Rome 
Lab open as a stand-alone facility? 

# .  (6) If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, what 
portion of the annual recurring costs will be to keep the 
North East Air Defense Sector open? 

We regret the short suspense, but we require the information 
asked above to be -provided to us no later than June 11, 
Thank you very much for all your support.- --  - 





OFFICE OF TFE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

SAF/MII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1660 

14 JUN 1993 

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

Dear Mr. Chairnxin 

This is in response to your letter dated 2 Jun 93, (ref # 9300603-3) requesting 
i~dditional information about Griffiss Air Force Base (AFB). The specific questions you have 
iisked involve items that we normally address and finalize later in our process. During our 
initial analysis, we depended on the knowledge and judgement of experts and the COBRA 
model. Best available answers to your questions follow: 

Question 1: If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, how does the Air Force plan 
to keep the runway open to support Fort Drum operationsf? 

Answer: Operational plans have not been finalized for the post realignment minimum 
essential runway operations at Griffiss. Key infor111:ition has been obtained from site surveys 
and discussions, but we need to fully a~lalyze a11 options and do detailed costing before a 
final execution plan is developed. Excerpt from a site survey is attached. 

Question 2: If Griffiss AFB realigns as  recomnlended by DoD, what are the one-time-costs 
to establish and/or modify the facilities and rimway at Griffiss to support Fort Drum 
operations? 

Ans\ver: An initial site survey was ncco~nplished to establish facility requirements and 
rzsulting costs to support Fort Driin~ operations. One-time costs of $8 1,000 have been 
identified to date. We have not completed our analysis of all requirements. Therefore, this 
number could go up, but we are confident that the overall cost will be inodest. 

Question 3: If Griffiss AFB realigns as I-ecommended by DoD, what will be the annu;ll 
recurring costs to keep the runway open for Fort Drum operritions? 

Ans\f7er: A rough estinxtte of $1.1 million has been provided by the 4 16th Civil Engineering 
Squadron at Griffiss AFB o n  expected recurring costs to keep the runway i n  a minimum 
essential status. I must stress that this number is rough. Additional anrtlyses and planning 



will be needed before a reliable estimate can be made. However, we are confident that this 
activity and all other activities to be retained at Griffiss after realignment can be supponed 
within the operating budget retained. 

Question 4: If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, what will be the annual all- 
inclusive recurring costs of all the facilities located within the cantonment? 

,inswet-: HQ ACC provided a rough estimate on recurring costs of $1 1.8 million. I must 
stress that this number is rough. A projected all-inclusive recurring cost is hard to define 
until final determination is made as to what facilities will be retained. This process normally 
takes several months. However, I must tell you that the rough number provided is based on 
IIoD perfomling all required maintenance. In the end, it may be more cost effective to 
contract for facility maintenatlce. We have retained an operating budget of approximately 
$25 million for the activities that will remain. This is a very conservative retention and we 
expect that once implementation plans are completed, we will not need all of this budget. 
Therefore, overall savings for this proposed realignment will likely increase. 

Question 5: If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, what portion of the annual 
recurring costs will be to keep the Rome Lab open as a stand-alone facility? 

Answer: HQ ACC provided a rough estimate on recurring costs of $10.2 million. 1 must 
stress that this number is rough. However, we are confident that this activity and all other 
activities to be retained at Griffiss after realignment can be supported within the operating 
budget retained. 

Question 6: If Griffiss AFB realigns as recommended by DoD, what portion of the annual 
recurring costs will be to keep the North East Air Defense Sector open? 

Answer: HQ ACC provided a rough estimate on recurring costs of $0.5 million. I must 
stress that this number is rough. However, we are confident that this activity and all other 
activities to be retained at Griffiss after realignment can be supported within the operating 
budget retained. 

I hope this information is i~seful. 

epirty Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
nstallations) 

Pitch 
Excerpt, HQ ACC/XPPB 26-30 Apr 93 Site Survey, pp. 2-6 



3 - ,  :-!Q ACCfXPP3 lab a facilities s i t e  survey at Grift fss AFB ply 
on  2 5 - 2 0  Apr $ 3 .  The survey cezm uas csmposed o f  represencatfves 
f USAT,  EQ ACC. EQ AFSPACECDX, H q  k F M C ,  ANGRC, 152 ACG, 
3 i 5  EX, ?.cme L~ccrar ,2ry,  NZRI)5, Lsr SPSS and loth MountaLR 

a .  The pur?ose o f  t h i s  ssrvey was LO identify facility 
requxsrnentsicosts assoclatea w l t h  t h e  realignment of Criffiss 
AFa 8s direcced by che Deparxnent of the  Air f'crce Analysis and 
Rec3xnenaatior.s f 3z Ease RealL~r.ments  and Closure Round I =I. 

SPECIFICALLY: 

t 1) Propose  2 ccr.r=-3er.c area f o r  Xome Laboratory in 
ex~sciag f a c i l i t i e s  as a srand alone A i r  Force Lab. 

( 2 )  Propose a cantonnent area  fc r  the North Easr Air 
Defsnee S e c t z r  ts n e  m n  by t$e ANG. 

( 3 )  Zdenti:~ replacement facilities ( i f  r e q u ~ z e d )  for 
'he !st SlSS elininaced by :he realignment of Grifflss AFB. 

( 4 ) Identi  Ey minimtm essential requirements Lor a 
c o n r r a c r o r  to ran the airfieid cn an "as needed, as required 
baslts " , 

( 5 )  Identify t h e  necessary faci1Ft:es ra  supporc t h e  
moti l izy/con+inqencir / t raining of the  10th i n f a n c A ~  D i v i s ~ o n  
~ o c s ~ e d - a %  Forr: D x s  NY (operated by ANG when needed). 

b. The fcllowing etsumpticss were made to eacablish a 
baseline co  candzc= :he f3llowing site survey. 

( 1 ) Xome Lab: 

t ( a )  Facilities at Rome Lab annexes will not be 
impacted Zy E9e realiqnsent cf G ~ f f f i ~ s  AFB. Services provided 
S y  :he 4 ? 5  3% (Host) xi11 be raviewed bp :he ovnlng YAJCOM. 

(b) :lo a ~ r f  leld cperations ( I L S / u p c o N / T O ~ F R /  
RUh'WkY ) required.  

( a )  ?esults of t h e  NORAD csnsoiidation stucy were 
39Z ~ ~ O W R  f 2r Z.?e s i i E  survey. 3ased on  this f a c t  t h e  s i t e  
sur:ey assuncs NZAGS remeins in e x i s t i f i g  faciiicies, r -ns  a 2 4  
?~92Z X C p c  cDercri3n, and t k e  AXC u i l l  take avjer operarlsns. 



( b )  No a i r f i e l d  o?erzt:ans ( ILS /MPCON/TOWER/  
RSTdAY) r e q ~ L z = ~ ,  

( a )  lsr. SPSS w i l l  remain in e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  and 
n o t  Se effeczed 5y che rca l iqnmenc of Sriffiss AFB, 

( b )  Services provided by 416 BW w i l l  be 
renegotiated through Host Tenant Supporz Agreemenrs. 

( 4 )  MLnimgm Essential Airfield: 

( a )  R w y  15/33 - Entire length of runway r e t a i n e d ,  
with overruns ar Seth enas.  To have use of t h i s  runwav, it will - .  - -  

need t o  be rnaintelned in all weather c c n d i t i o n s .  Snow removai 
effarzs cannot  be de layed:  if azifts and i ce  l a y e r s  Ere alJ,o&ed 
to develop, it rili be irapossible t o  clear the runway in t i m e  fcr - 
its use w i t h i n  N-hour c o n s r r e i n r s .  Xinimum mainrenance requzred 
will be c r i v e n  by m l s s l o n  requirements. 

(b) Taxiways - All of the paxallel taxiway (TW 8 ) ,  
and t h e  hdmnerheads at Oeth ends :TW 7 & 121, a single stub 
mid: i e l d  ( m  111, the rernp erea au-facent and surrounding Bldgs 
101 and 100 (TW 16) needs to be retained sufficient ro handle a 
C-141 equivelent X0G of 7 .  klso, TW 17 parallelling the rarnp, 
anb three sruos to connecz :he ramp t 3  the parallels (?W 14, 15 & 
8 Approximately h a l f  of TW 23 needs t o  be retained for 
isolated HkZMAT parking end handling. 

(c) Airfield L i g h t i n g  - Runway lighting t o  ensure 
the  lowest czrrenr weather minimums f o r  both runway approaches is 
reccmmencied, Limfac is wharever c i v i l i a n  airlift c o n t r e c t o r s  
r e q u ~ r e d  t o  rerain all-weather operation at Griffiss for mobility 
opera t ions .  Ramp lightinq adequate: could  be euwenced as 
requireds by aorrabie u n i t s .  

( d )  NAYAIDS - Current XAVAIDs should  be reta ined 
and rnaintainea, c o  include ccnrinuous certfEicarion, =o the  
nininum Level zequrred f o r  civilian a i r l i f t  all-wearher -. - 
operations, 

( e )  Services - 9eczgse of required 2 0 - r n ~ n u t e  
separation i x e r v e l  f o r  IT3 arrivals l n  nonuradar environment, 
recommend zcctar azproecn c o n t r o l  be retained, aiong with t o w e r  
on-eal!. Zo Suppsrt Amy mobility operations. 

( f )  Crash/Flre/Rescue - Shoul-je rerained, and 
S L z e i .  bzse? cn heavy ~Frlift crrcrrfr. Our z n a e r s t a n ~ i n g  is znar 
CFZ.''<~L? be retained at G r F f  f is=. . . 



1 , d b ~ ~ - i t y  cqmr+? - Only  a skeieccn s e c u r i t y  componen~ 
would be required when n o t  cn  mobility. 3eefed up securlty would 
be r e q u ~ r e a  x i t h  a x l i f t  essets  03 t h e  cround;  xobilizing Amy 
personnei c a n n c t  rout~nely aroride far a-med security  Decause 
chelr weapons ere cLeare6 i n  preparat ion f a r  z ransporc  and t h e  
cmiwLt ron  sroweo separately.  

(h) Base Ops/Wx Services - To be handled v i a  
teiephor.e/FAX remote to e i t h e r  FAA or  tasked to nearby military 
fzcllity. 

(i) Transient Alert :ParkFng/refueling/minor MX) - 
provider ctXZently idenzifie~. c o u l d  be provided by airfield 

conrraccor. 
r, 

( j )  Aercspsce G r 3 3 2 d  Equipment (powered and non- 
powerec, zili+ar;t and commezcial) - Opersting and maintaining 
t h i s  equlprnent voulci be a function e i t h e r  3rovided by h o s t  or v i a  
corxractoz. 

(k) Fuels  - A small area rncfuding Bldg 772  and 
S9Jvw- --wunding f a c i l i t i e s  needs c 2  be rerazned r o  handle fuel 
stotage, testing, handling and =ruck filling, and R-9 fueier 
parkins. Concept o f  operations c a l l s  f o r  a l l  fuel r o  be t - ~ c k e d ,  
avoiding t h e  expense of r n e i ~ t a i n i n g  and operating the alerr rMlp 
hydrant system. 

(1) Vehicle Maintenance - A cer ta in  amount of 
t r a n s p o t ;  vehicles over and above t h e  AGE requirement w i l l  need 
to be marntained. Possible providers include hos t ,  cont rac tor ,  
o r  deployed Army detachment :cr mo~ility periods. 

(m) Airfield Mcneqement (:a include services 
c c c r d i n a r i o n ,   rounds mainrenence, snow removal, con+rac= 
manaoenent, and other caretaker rales) - Prov ider  n o t  yet 
determned.  Should A m C  become h o s t ,  these services could be 
hacdieri by =.?em. A r  a minAmam, a Goverl'slent rep needs to be 
Posted =3 m o n i z ~ r  the conzract9r on a daily b a s i s ,  given t h e  
l e v e l  :f services w h i c h  w i l l  p r o ~ a b l y  he csntrscred. 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. HQ ACCIXPPB led a f a c i l i t i e s  site survey at Gtiffiss AFB on 
26-30 Apr 93. The purpose of this survey was to: 

a. Propose 2 cantonment area f o r  R o m e  Lab in e x i s t i n g  
facLLLties as  a stand a?@- . A i r  Force lab. 

b. Prepare a c a n t ; w c ; t  area for the Noreh East Air Defense 
Secror t o  be r u n  by rEIL &iG. 

C. Identify r;$lr=enent f a c i l i t i e s  (if required) f o r  t h e  1st 
SPSS eliminated by +& realignment of  Grif f iss AFB. 

d .  Identify a .inimum essential" r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  a contzactor  
to r u n  the airfield on an "as needed, as required basis". 

e. Identify the necessary f a c i l i t i e s  to support the 
mobilrt~, cantingenctp, training of t h e  10th I n f a n t r y  Div i s ion  
(opera ted  by the A N G ) .  

2 ,  Rome Lab: 

with the proposed inactivation of the 416 BW many functions 
provided by t h e  wing need tc 22 assumed by Rome Lab t o  make there 
organization a stand alcne .%ir ?orce laboratory. Many of these 
costs involve modifict=ions t o  buildings which will now provide 
functions previously pezforned by the 416 BW. The proposed 
cantoAment area asszmes fire support, use of existing steam plant 
an5 vehic?e/equipment fuel requirements can be contracted through 
the caretaker contractor. 

3 .  NEADS: 

The  majorit:. of Costs associated with the proposed cantonment 
area i n v a l v e  t h e  transition o f  this mission to the ANG. These 
costs dre incurr~d due to the t r a i n i n g  and recruiting involved in 
goinq  f r o m  a one-third f u l l  ~ i n e  t o  a tvo-thirds full time ANG. 
This transition is reqtlired complete t h e  mission. 

4 .  10th Infantry Division: 

10th Infan~-c; r  D i v i . - - - l n  N-hcur nobility t a s k i n g  drives  contractor 
airfield recuirernerds. This task ing  w i l l  require a contracror to 
maintain a daily pres@fice at- Griffiss AFB, especially during 
wlz~te r  conchs  when s n c b v ' s l l  accumulations are significant. ANG 
assistance in 10th 1n5~d-I, Divis ion  Mobilization appears 
i m p ~ z c t i c a l  due to t?is;r inability t o  meet N-hour t a s k i n g .  



10th Infantry Division fe~ili~y/equipment requirements were 
zevrewed c u r i n g  t h ~ s  s i t e  survey. Proposed facilities 
csnsoiidate t h e i r  ~ e o ~ i ~ e m e n ~ ~  in t w o  ramp side h a n ~ a r s .  These 
hangars ~ r o v i d e  the necessary room co house equipment previously 
stored i:. 4 i 5  BW f a c i l i t i e s .  

The proposed cantonment area u i l l  need to be coordinated closely 
with t h e  inactivation of the 116 BW. Many essets required to 
ensure these orqanizarions Continue t o  function after the Bomb 
Wing inactivation c r n  be sourced at Griffi~s AFB. Although Some 
costs ere ebsorSed by BRAC : u ~ d s  each organ~zation will require 
an increase in O&M funds. 

There are scme t r s e  projects ; i . e .  runway seaiant) where funding 
?s being held or n o t  available pending an outcome of t he  BRAC 
Round I I I  >toccss.  These prolects w i l l  need ts be reviewed by 
Griffiss AFB personnel i2 ccn~uncticn w i t h  .M31JCOX functional area 
p e r s o n n e i  . 
S i t e  survey rean members w i t h  t o  express =heir thanks to t h e  men 
ana women of the 416 BW f o r  t b e i r  superb support during  t h i s  
survey. A special thanks  to SSgt Sesa Dubois from the 416 MSS 
and WS Julie Reis from the 416 LSS f o r  t h e i r  assistance in t h e  
preparation of t h i s  report. 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

FAX COVER SHEET 

DATE: April 14. 1993 

TO: James Boatright 
(info copy to Col. Jim Casey) 

FAX #: 37568 (39707) 

FROM: Frank Cirillo 

NUMBER OF PAGES (including cover): 3 

COMMENTS: Attached please find our letter of June 4. 1993. In it. we requested 
COBRA runs for specific scenarios. In order to produce Personnel Movement 
Reports. we would like the disks your team used to produce the output you 
provided to us. Per Lt. Col. Trask's telephone conversation with one of my staff 
members. Jennifer Atkin. we expect to receive this disk in our office sometime 
tomorrow morning (June 15th). This request was also confirmed by phone with 
Lt. Col. Thompson. 

IF YOU HAVE TROUBLE RECEIVING THIS FAX PLEASE CALL 703-696-0504. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

June 4, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

for Installations 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER 8. BOWMAN. USN ( R m  
BEVERLY 8. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVTrT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. aR. 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

Staff members from the Base Closure Working Group met with 
Cammission staff to discuss the COBRA requests noted in my June 1, 
1993 letter. As a result of the superb input and advice garnered 
from that meeting, we request that the following COBRA products be 
provided, in lieu of those requested in the letter. Please provide 
the following runs to the Commission no later than 12:00 noon on 
June 14, 1993: 

LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES 

BASE OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3 

FAIRCHILD I * I ~k I 
GRAND FORKS I * I * I ~k 

GRIFFISS I * I I 
KI SAWYER I * I * I * 

choose 1 to choose 1 
close to close 

choose 2 
to close 

PLATTSBURGH I I I 
* = close 

I 

OPTION 4 

choose 1 
to close 



DEPOTS 

Update level runs for Robins, Tinker and Kelly. Also include a 
I1level runu on Robins, Tinker and Kelly depot only closing. The 
following matrix of options will allow the staff to present other 
options to include closing or retaining McClellan AFB. 

OTHER 

, 

Bergstrom/Carswell (Option 1): Keep Bergstrom AFB cantonment area 
open. Move the 301st Fighter Wing from Carswell AFB to the 
Bergstrom AFB cantonment area. 

Please express our thanks to the staff at the Base Closure 
Working Group for meeting with us and assisting us in clarifying 
our request. 

Sincerely, 

KELLY 

KELLY 
(DEPOT 
ONLY ) 
* = close 

BASE 

MCCLELLAN 

ROBINS 

ROBINS 
(DEPOT 
ONLY) 

TINKER 

TINKER 
(DEPOT 

OPTION 
1 

* 
* 

OPTION 
2 

* 

* 

-k 

OPTION 
3 

* 

JC 

li: 

OPTION 
4 

* 

* 

OPTION 
5 

* 

OPTION 
6 

~k 



Doculllent Separator 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

S LiFIMII 
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 

The attached COBRA estimates were accomplished as requested in your June 4, 1993 
letter. The time to do this is compressed, compared to that of the original analyses, but costing 
of the additional options has been accomplished to the best of our ability. Where force structure 
realignments were involved, the beddown followed the same guidelines the Air Force applied in 
the COBRA models on which the Air Force recommendations were based. Site surveys and 
additional analysis would be required to validate these estimates. These estimates are more 
comparable to our level playing field process than to the expanded analysis underlying our 
recommendations. 

The Air Force strongly disagrees with the identification of Fairchild AFB and Grand Forks 
AITB as alternatives or additional candidates for closure or realignments. Fairchild AFB has 
significantly greater military value than the bases recommended for closure. Fairchild AFB as 
a Northwest tanker base is essential for our warfighting posture in the Pacific. I will support 
m2jor Pacific contingency response, such as defense of Korea. Its Northwest location is ideally 
suited to support major deployment refueling routes in the Pacific. The closure of Grand Forks 
A133 and the associated missile field would be premature. The OSD bottom-up review on the 
ICBM force mix is not final. We therefore recommend keeping four missile fields for flexibility 
due to START uncertainties. The closure of Grand Forks could open ABM Treaty issues since 
it is the only location in the United States where the treaty permits deployment of an ABM 
system. The Air Force will readdress missile bases in BRAC 95. 

The Air Force strongly disagrees with using the 1987 baseline to compute excess depot 
capacity. That baseline has major flaws. In particular, it does not account for personnel and 
facility reductions between 1987 and 199 1. Our analysis concluded that all depot's except 



hlcClellan were cost-prohibitive to close. These COBRA estimates reinforce that analysis. Also, 
our analysis accurately portrays the rnilita~y value of Air Force depot bases relative to each other. 
hlcclellan was the lowest. I urge the Commission to wait before cutting too deep in Air Force 
depots. Let DoD finish its "bottom-up review", then evaluate all DoD depots against better 
defined requirements. 

S incere2 

JAMES F.. BOATR~GHT 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force C/ 
(Installations) 

Atch 
DBCRC Requested COBRAS 



OPTION I 
NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

\ 12 8-52 

24 KC-1 35 
\ 

BARKSDALE 

MlNOT 

10 KC-135 (ANG) 
SPOKANE INT'L 

FAlRCHlLD 

MARCH 17 KC-10 TRAVIS 

3 U R V I V A L  SCHOOL 

* POTENTIAL RECEIVER SITES WOULD HAVE TO BE SURVEYED BEFORE SITE SELECTION, HOWEVER, GENERIC COSTING IS AVAILABI,E. 

* TBD 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF FAlRCHlLD 

FAlRCHlLD HAS SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER MILITARY VALUE THAN THE BASES RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSURE 

LARGE N.W. TANKER BASE ESSENTIAL FOR WARFIGHTING POSTURE IN THE PACIFIC --SUPPORTS MAJOR PACIFIC CONTINGENCY 
RESPONSE (ex: OPLAN 5027--DEFENSE OF KOREA) 

FAlRCHlLD IS THE BEST NORTHWEST BASE (GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION, CAPACITY, INFRASTRUCTURE) TO SATISFY REGIONAL 
TANKER REQUIREMENTS 

IDEALLY LOCATED CLOSE TO MAJOR DEPLOYMENT REFUELING ROUTES 

BASE INFRASTRUCTURE (RAMP, HYDRANTS, FACILITIES, LARGE CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS STORAGE) IDEAL FOR LARGE 
TANKEWBOMBER BEDDOWN 

1-TIME COSTS NET RECURRING ROI 
MILCON 409.4 
OTHER 45.9 
TOTAL 455.3 -37.6 20 YRS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: KC-135 AND B-52 CCTS REDIRECT IS APPROVED. DEFENSE METEOROLOGICAL SATELLITE 
PROGRAM (DMSP) REMAINS IN STAND-ALONE MODE (ALREADY FENCED). 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER. ) 



OPTION l ' 

NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

GRAND FORKS 7 KC-1 35 - MALMSTROM 

ELLSWORTH 

150 MMlll 

MALMSTROM 

7 KC-135 + 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF GRAND FORKS 

CLOSURE OF GRAND FORKS AND ASSOCIATED MISSILE FIELD PREMATURE: 

I 0  6-1 

-- OSD BOTTOM UP REVIEW NOT FINAL ON ICBM FORCE MIX, CURRENTLY RECOMMENDS KEEPING FOUR MISSILE FIELDS FOR 
FLEXlBlblTY DUE TO START II UNCERTAINTIES 

- 

CLOSURE COULD OPEN ISSUES WITH RUSSIANS (IF U.S. ELECTED TO MOVE ABM SYSTEM WHICH IS TIED BY TREATY TO GRAND 
FORKS MISSILE FIELD) 

MCCONNELL 

MUST MAINTAIN FOUR MISSILE FIELDS TO RETAIN DESIRED FLEXIBILITY; AIR FORCE WILL READDRESS IN BRAC 95 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS 

50.8 
39.7 
90.5 

NET RECURRING ROI 

IMMEDIATE 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 



OPTION I 

BARKSDALE 

BEALE 

MALMSTROM 

BEDDOWN LOCATIONS ARE DRIVEN BY ADDITIONAL BASE CLOSINGS BEING REVIEWED BY THE DBCRC AND DO NOT REPRESENT 
OPTIMUM CHOICES. 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE REALIGNMENT OF GRlFFlSS 

AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

GRlFFlSS RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAFT INSTALLATIONS--BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT DOD 
CRITERIA 

RATED LOWER THAN PLATTSBURGH AND MCGUIRE IN AIR MOBILITY WING AlTRlBUTES 

USAF WILL MAINTAIN ABILITY TO SUPPORT THE MOBILITY REQUIREMENTS OF THE IOTH INFANTRY (LIGHT) DIVISION -- AIRFIELD 
REMAINS IN STANDBY STATUS 

THE NORTHEAST AIR DEFENSE SECTOR AND ROME LAB REMAIN 

1-TIME COSTS NET RECURRING - ROI 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL -39.4 5 YRS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NEADS REMAINS. ROME LAB REMAINS. 940th ALREADY LOCATED AT BEALE. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 



OPTION l 

1 4 ~ - 5 2 , - 4  BARKSDALE I - ~ ~ K c - I o ~ - ~  PLAlTSBURGH I 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE CLOSURE OF KI SAWYER 

AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

IMPORTANT TO MAINTAIN ICBM BASING FLEXIBILITY DUE TO START II UNCERTAINTIES--FOUR MISSILE FIELDS REQUIRED 

MORE ECONOMICAL TO OPERATE A BOMBEWMISSILE BASE THAN A BOMBER ONLY-BASE 

KI SAWYER RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAFT INSTALLATIONS - BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT 
DOD CRITERIA 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1-TIME COSTS 
106.5 
37.1 
143.6 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: SAME AS SECDEF RECOMMENDATION. 

NET RECURRING 

-46.0 

ROI 

3 YRS 



OPTION I 

I MCGUIRE 1- 36 C-141 PLATTSBURGH 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE REALIGNMENT OF MCGUIRE AFB 

THE AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

MCGUIRE RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAm INSTALLATIONS -- BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT DOD 
CRITERIA 

MCGUIRE EVALUATED AGAINST PLATTSBURGH IN HEAD-TO-HEAD ANALYSIS AS THE SITE FOR EAST COAST AIR MOBILITY WlNG 

PLATTSBURGH BEST IN AIR MOBILITY WlNG ATTRIBUTES 

FAA LONG -STANDING REQUEST FOR CIVIL USE OF MCGUIRE TO EASE REGIONAL CONGESTION (NEW YORWPHILADELPHIA) 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS NET RECURRING 

-89.0 

ROI - 

4 YRS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: SAME AS SECDEF RECOMMENDATION. 





OPTION II 
NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

ELLSWORTH 

--r MALMSTROM 

7 KC-135 7 MCCONNELL 1 
/ MM"' - 

A 

7 KC-135 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF GRAND FORKS 

CLOSURE OF GRAND FORKS AND ASSOCIATED MISSILE FIELD PREMATURE: 

BEALE 

-- OSD BOlTOM UP REVIEW NOT FINAL ON ICBM FORCE MIX, CURRENTLY RECOMMENDS KEEPING FOUR MISSILE FIELDS FOR 
FLEXIBILITY DUE TO START I1 UNCERTAINTIES 

CLOSURE COULD OPEN ISSUES WITH RUSSIANS (IF U.S. ELECTED TO MOVE ABM SYSTEM WHICH IS TIED BY TREATY TO GRAND 
FORKS MISSILE FIELD) 

MUST MAINTAIN FOUR MISSILE FIELDS TO RETAIN DESIRED FLEXIBILITY; AIR FORCE WILL READDRESS IN BRAC 95 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1-TIME COSTS NET RECURRING 
38.7 
40.6 
79.3 -65.8 

ROI - 

IMMEDIATE 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: 940th REDIRECT TO BEALE APPROVED. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 



OPTION II 

BARKSDALE 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE CLOSURE OF KI SAWYER 

AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

IMPORTANT TO MAINTAIN ICBM BASING FLEXIBILITY DUE TO START II UNCERTAINTIES--FOUR MISSILE FIELDS REQUIRED 

MORE ECONOMICAL TO OPERATE A BOMBEWMISSILE BASE THAN A BOMBER ONLY-BASE 

KI SAWYER RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAm INSTALLATIONS -- BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT 
DOD CRITERIA I 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

I -TIME COSTS NET RECURRING ROI 

106.5 
37.1 
143.6 -46.0 3 YRS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: SAME AS SECDEF RECOMMENDATION. 



OPTION II 

PLAlTSBURGH 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE REALIGNMENT OF MCGUIRE AFB 

THE AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

MCGUIRE RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAFT INSTALLATIONS -- BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT DOD 
CRITERIA 

MCGUIRE EVALUATED AGAINST PLAlTSBURGH IN HEAD-TO-HEAD ANALYSIS AS THE SITE FOR EAST COAST AIR MOBILITY WlNG 

PLATTSBURGH BEST IN AIR MOBILITY WlNG AlTRlBUTES 

FAA LONG -STANDING REQUEST FOR CIVIL USE OF MCGUIRE TO EASE REGIONAL CONGESTION (NEW YO3WPHILADELPHIA) 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1-TIME COSTS 
164.4 
33.1 
197.5 

NET RECURRING 

-89.0 

ROI - 

4 YRS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: SAME AS SECDEF RECOMMENDATION. 



OPTION Ill 
NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

c 

GRAND FORKS 

2 MCCONNELL A 

r 

BEALE 
/ lo B-' 

ELLSWORTH 

' 150 MMIII -4 MALMSTROM I 

7 KC-135 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF GRAND FORKS 

CLOSURE OF GRAND FORKS AND ASSOCIATED MISSILE FIELD PREMATURE: 

-- OSD BO'TTOM UP REVIEW NOT FINAL ON ICBM FORCE MIX, CURRENTLY RECOMMENDS KEEPING FOUR MISSILE FIELDS FOR 
FLEXIBILITY DUE TO START II UNCERTAINTIES 

CLOSURE COULD OPEN ISSUES WITH RUSSIANS (IF U.S. ELECTED TO MOVE ABM SYSTEM WHICH IS TIED BY TREATY TO GRAND 
FORKS MISSILE FIELD) 

MUST MAINTAIN FOUR MISSILE FIELDS TO RETAIN DESIRED FLEXIBILITY; AIR FORCE WILL READDRESS IN BRAC 95 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS NET RECURRING 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: 940th ALREADY LOCATED AT BEALE. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 

ROI - 

IMMEDIATE 



OPTION Ill 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE REALIGNMENT OF MCGUIRE AFB 

THE AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASE THAN NEEDED) 

I MCGUIRE 

MCGUIRE RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAFT INSTALLATIONS - BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT DOD 
CRITERIA 

36 c-I 41 

MCGUIRE EVALUATED AGAINST PLATTSBURGH IN HEAD-TO-HEAD ANALYSIS AS THE SITE FOR EAST COAST AIR MOBILITY WING 

PLATSBURGH BEST IN AIR MOBILITY WING ATTRIBUTES 

FAA LONG -STANDING REQUEST FOR CIVIL USE OF MCGUIRE TO EASE REGIONAL CONGESTION (NEW YORWPHILADELPHIA) 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: SAME AS SECDEF RECOMMENDATION. 

NET RECURRING ROI 

-89.0 4 YRS 



OPTION Ill 

TRAVIS 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE REALIGNMENT OF MARCH AFB 

THE AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

MARCH RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAFT INSTALLATIONS -- BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT DOD 
CRITERIA 

MARCH ANALYZED WITH TRAVIS, BEALE, FAIRCHILD, MCCHORD AND MALMSTROM AS SITE FOR WEST COAST AIR MOBILITY WlNG 

TRAVIS RANKS HIGHEST IN AIR MOBILITY WlNG ATTRIBUTES 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS 

1 16.4 
18.4 
134.8 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: SAME AS SECDEF RECOMMENDATION. 

NET RECURRING ROI 

-46.9 2 YRS 



OPTION IV 
NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

SPOKANE INT'L A 

BARKSDALE 17 KC-I 0 

' l  SURVIVAL SCHOOL 

PLATTSBURGH 

* TBD 

12 B-52 
I 

* POTENTIAL RECEIVER SITES WOULD HAVE TO BE SURVEYED BEFORE SITE SELECTION, HOWEVER. GENERIC COSTING IS AVAILABLE. 

\ 4 B-52 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF FAlRCHlLD 

FAlRCHlLD HAS SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER MILITARY VALUE THAN THE BASES RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSURE 

LARGE N.W. TANKER BASE ESSENTIAL FOR WARFIGHTING POSTURE IN THE PACIFIC --SUPPORTS MAJOR PACIFIC CONTINGENCY 
RESPONSE (ex: OPLAN 5027--DEFENSE OF KOREA) 

MlNOT 

FAlRCHlLD IS THE BEST NORTHWEST BASE (GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION, CAPACITY, INFRASTRUCTURE) TO SATISFY REGIONAL 
TANKER REQUIREMENTS 

IDEALLY LOCATED CLOSE TO MAJOR DEPLOYMENT REFUELING ROUTES 

16 KC-I 35 

BASE INFRASTRUCTURE (RAMP, HYDRANTS, FACILITIES, LARGE CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS STORAGE) IDEAL FOR LARGE 
TANKERIBOMBER BEDDOWN 

GRAND FORKS 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS 
363.8 
45.3 
409.1 

NET RECURRING - ROI 

-33.6 20 YRS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: KC-135 AND 8-52 CCTS REDIRECT IS APPROVED. DEFENSE METEOROLOGICAL SATELLITE 
PROGRAM (DMSP) REMAINS IN STAND-ALONE MODE (ALREADY FENCED). 940th ALREADY LOCATED AT BEALE. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER. ) 



OPTION IV 
- KI SAWYER 

* GRAND FORKS 

2 B-52 - 

MCCONNELL 0 
BARKSDALE 

BEDDOWN LOCATIONS ARE DRIVEN BY ADDITIONAL BASE CLOSINGS DICTATED BY THE DBCRC AND DO NOT REPRESENT OPTIRlUhl 
CfIOICES. 

10 B-I 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE REALIGNMENT OF GRIFFISS - 

ELLSWORTH 

AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

GRIFFISS RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAFT INSTALLATIONS--BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT DOD 
CRITERIA 

RATED LOWER THAN PLATTSBURGH AND MCGUIRE IN AIR MOBILITY WING ATTRIBUTES 

USAF WILL MAINTAIN ABILITY TO SUPPORTTHE MOBILITY REQUIREMENTS OF THE 10TH INFANTRY (LIGHT) DIVISION -- AIRFIELD 
REMAINS IN STANDBY STATUS 

THE NORTHEAST AIR DEFENSE SECTOR AND ROME LAB REMAIN 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS NET RECURRING 

55.9 
57.1 
11 4.3 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NEADS REMAINS. ROME LAB REMAINS. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED B Y  SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 

ROI - 

2 YRS 



OPTION IV 

I MCGUIRE 36 C-141 
i 

PLATTSBURGH 

- - - - 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE REALIGNMENT OF MCGUIRE AFB -- 
THE AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

MCGUIRE RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAFr INSTALLATIONS -- BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT DOD 
CRITERIA 

MCGUIRE EVALUATED AGAINST 'LASTSBURGH IN HEAD-TO-HEAD ANALYSIS AS THE SITE FOR EAST COAST AIR MOBILITY WING 

PLA'lTSBURGH BEST IN AIR MOBILITY WING ATTRIBUTES 

FAA LONG -STANDING REQUEST FOR CIVIL USE OF MCGUIRE TO EASE REGIONAL CONGESTION (NEW YORWPHILADELPHIA) 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS 
164.4 
33.1 
197.5 

NET RECURRING - ROI 

-89.0 4 YRS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: SAME AS SECDEF RECOMMENDATION. 



OPTION IV 

TRAVIS 

THE AIR FORCE SUPPORTS THE REALIGNMENT OF MARCH AFB 

THE AIR FORCE HAS EXCESS CAPACITY IN THE LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY (FOUR TO FIVE MORE BASES THAN NEEDED) 

MARCH RANKED LOW COMPARED TO OTHER LARGE AIRCRAFT INSTALLATIONS -- BASED ON APPLICATION OF THE EIGHT DOD 
CRITERIA 

MARCH ANALYZED WITH TRAVIS, BEALE, FAIRCHILD, MCCHORD AND MALMSTROM AS SITE FOR WEST COAST AIR MOBILITY WlNG 

TRAVIS RANKS HIGHEST IN AIR MOBlL lN  WlNG ATTRIBUTES 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS 

1 16.4 
18.4 
134.8 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE 

NOTE: SAME AS SECDEF RECOMMENDATION. 

NET RECURRING 

-46.9 

ROI 

2 YRS 



COMllllSSlON ASSULlES 
MCCLELLAN CLOSES 

DEPOTS 
NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

I 

OTHER DEPOTS 

DEPOT WORKLOAD I 1 

1 ROBINS k k  TINKER 

, & PAVE PAWS 

HQ AFRES DOBBINS 

P- 

- 
THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF ROBINS AFB . 

ROBINS CANTONMENT 

ROBINS RANKED HIGHER THAN MCCLELLAN AGAINST THE EIGHT DOD CRITERIA. 

7 

ROBINS SUPPORTS ENDURING WEAPON SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS, ELECTRONIC WARFARE, AND WARTIME SURGE 
CAPABILITY THAT CANNOT BE RELOCATED COST EFFECTIVELY. 

EXACERBATES TANKER SHORTFALL IN THE SOUTHEAST U.S. 

COST OF CLOSURE OF ROBINS AND REALIGNMENT OF MISSION WORKLOAD IS PROHIBITIVE. 

CLOSURE OF A SECOND MAJOR DEPOT IN ADDITION TO MCCLELLAN MAGNIFIES CLOSUREIREALIGNMENT COSTS. 

THE AIR FORCE HAS AN EXCESS CAPACITY OF 8.7 MILLION DPAH. MCCLELLAN AND NEWARK CLOSURES ELIMINATE 8.0 MILLION 
DPAH OF CAPACITY. CLOSING BOTH ROBINS AND MCCLELLAN EXCEEDS OUR EXCESS CAPACITY. 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1-TIME COSTS 
799.7 

NET RECURRING ROI - 

-1 46.6 40 YRS 

MOVING DLA, DISA, AND DRMO FUNCTIONS AND BUILDING NEW FACILITIES HAVE NOT BEEN COSTED. FORCE STRUCTURE 
MOVES ALIGNED WITH AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION WHEN FEASIBLE. 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: 9 SPACE WARNING SQUADRON (PAVE PAWS) REMAINS IN STAND-ALONE FACILITIES. 
NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED B Y  SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 



DEPOTS 
NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

COMMISSION ASSUMES 
MCCLELLAN CLOSES 

ROBINS 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF WR-ALC. 

WR-ALC SUPPORTS ENDURING WEAPON SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS, ELECTRONIC WARFARE, AND WARTIME SURGE 
CAPABILITY THAT CANNOT BE RELOCATED COST EFFECTIVELY. 

COST OF CLOSURE OF WR-ALC AND REALIGNMENT OF MISSION WORKLOAD IS PROHIBITIVE. 

CLOSURE OF A SECOND MAJOR DEPOT IN ADDITION TO SM-ALC MAGNIFIES CLOSURUREALIGNMENT COSTS AND REDUCES 
SAVINGS FROM WORKFORCE CONSOLIDATION EFFICIENCIES. 

THE AIR FORCE HAS AN EXCESS CAPACITY OF 8.7 MILLION DPAH. MCCLELLAN AND NEWARK CLOSURES ELIMINATE 8.0 MILLION 
DPAH OF CAPACITY. CLOSING BOTH ROBINS AND MCCLELLAN EXCEEDS OUR EXCESS CAPACITY. 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1-TIME COSTS NET RECURRING ROI 

-1 24.6 73 YRS 

MOVING DLA, DISA, AND DRMO FUNCTIONS AND BUILDING NEW FACILITIES HAVE NOT BEEN COSTED. FORCE STRUCTURE 
MOVES ALIGNED WITH AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION WHEN FEASIBLE. 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED B Y  SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 



COMMISSION ASSUMES DEPOTS 
lllCCLELLAN CLOSES 

NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

DEPOT WORKLOAD t OTHERDEPOTS 

23 E-3 BbOFFUTT 

I TINKER 1 24 F-16 (AFRES) 

TACAMO (USN) 

OKLAHOMA CITY 

OFFUTT 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF TINKER AFB . 
TINKER RANKED HIGHER THAN MCCLELLAN AGAINST THE EIGHT DOD CRITERIA. 

TINKER SUPPORTS ENDURING WEAPON SYSTEM, ENGINE REQUIREMENTS, AND WARTIME SURGE CAPABILITY THAT CANNOT 
BE RELOCATED COST EFFECTIVELY. 

COST OF CLOSURE OF TINKER, REALIGNMENT OF WORKLOAD, AND MOVEMENT OF FORCE STRUCTURE (ESPECIALLY AWACS AND 
TACAMO) IS PROHIBITIVE. 

CLOSURE OF A SECOND MAJOR DEPOT IN ADDITION TO MCCLELLAN MAGNIFIES CLOSURWREALIGNMENT COSTS. 

THE AIR FORCE HAS AN EXCESS CAPACITY OF 8.7 MILLION DPAH. MCCLELLAN AND NEWARK CLOSURES ELIMINATE 8.0 MILLION 
DPAH OF CAPACITY. CLOSING BOTH TINKER AND MCCLELLAN EXCEEDS OUR EXCESS CAPACITY. 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS 
1 ,I 85.5 
1,247.5 
2,433.0 

NET RECURRING - ROI 

-1 58.3 1 00+ Y RS 

MOVING DLA, DISA, AND DRMO FUNCTIONS AND BUILDING NEW FACILITIES HAVE NOT BEEN COSTED. FORCE STRUCTURE 
MOVES ALIGNED WITH AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION WHEN FEASIBLE. 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE. 
NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 



DEPOTS 

COMMISSION ASSUMES 
MCCLELLAN CLOSES 

NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

TINKER 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF OC-ALC. 

OC-ALC SUPPORTS ENDURING WEAPON SYSTEM, ENGINE REQUIREMENTS, AND WARTIME SURGE CAPABILITY THAT CANNOT 
BE RELOCATED COST EFFECTIVELY. 

COST OF CLOSURE OF OC-ALC AND REALIGNMENT OF MISSION WORKLOAD IS PROHIBITIVE. 

CLOSURE OF A SECOND MAJOR DEPOT IN ADDITION TO SM-ALC MAGNIFIES CLOSURUREALIGNMENT COSTS AND REDUCES 
SAVINGS FROM WORKFORCE CONSOLIDATION EFFICIENCIES. 

THE AIR FORCE HAS AN EXCESS CAPACITY OF 8.7 MILLION DPAH. MCCLELLAN AND NEWARK CLOSURES ELIMINATE 8.0 MILLION 
DPAH OF CAPACITY. CLOSING BOTH OC-ALC AND MCCLELLAN EXCEEDS USAF EXCESS CAPACITY. 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOT AL 

1-TIME COSTS 
549.5 

NET RECURRING 

-1 35.6 33 YRS 

MOVING DLA, DISA, AND DRMO FUNCTIONS AND BUILDING NEW FACILITIES HAVE NOT BEEN COSTED. FORCE STRUCTURE 
MOVES ALIGNED WITH AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION WHEN FEASIBLE. 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 



COMMISSION ASSUMES 
DEPOTS 

MCCLELLAN CLOSES NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

/ 
DEPOT WORKLOAD OTHER DEPOTS 

b 

ARC C-5 
ARC F-16 

) 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF KELLY AFB . 
KELLY RANKED HIGHER THAN MCCLELLAN AGAINST THE EIGHT DOD CRITERIA. 

CANTONMENT 

IAAFA 

KELLY SUPPORTS ENDURING WEAPON SYSTEM, ENGINE REQUIREMENTS, AND WARTIME SURGE CAPABILITY THAT CANNOT 
BE RELOCATED COST EFFECTIVELY. 

I I 

CANTONMENT 

COST OF CLOSURE OF KELLY AND REALIGNMENT OF MISSION WORKLOAD IS PROHIBITIVE. 

CLOSURE OF A SECOND MAJOR DEPOT IN ADDITION TO MCCLELLAN MAGNIFIES CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT COSTS. 

THE AIR FORCE HAS AN EXCESS CAPACITY OF 8.7 MILLION DPAH. MCCLELLAN AND NEWARK CLOSURES ELIMINATE 8.0 MILLION 
DPAH OF CAPACITY. CLOSING BOTH KELLY AND MCCLELLAN EXCEEDS OUR EXCESS CAPACITY. 

1 -TIME COSTS NET RECURRING 

MILCON 91 0.4 
OTHER 1,261.4 
TOTAL 2,171.8 -1 78.3 23 YRS 

MOVCNG DLA, DISA, AND DRMO FUNCTIONS AND BUILDING NEW FACILITIES HAVE NOT BEEN COSTED. FORCE STRUCTURE 
MOVES ALIGNED WITH AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION WHEN FEASIBLE. 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: AFIC HQ AND UNITS REMAIN. ARC F-16 REMAIN IN CANTONMENT. AFRES C-5s REMAIN IN CANTONMENT. 
KELLY PORTIONS OF IAAFA REMAIN IN CANTONMENT. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 



DEPOTS 
NOT AN AIR FORCE PROPOSAL 

COMMISSION ASSUMES 
MCCLELLAN CLOSES 

KELLY 

- -  - 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CLOSURE OF SA-ALC. 

SA-ALC RANKED HIGHER THAN SM-ALC. 

SA-ALC SUPPORTS ENDURING WEAPON SYSTEM, ENGINE REQUIREMENTS, AND WARTIME SURGE CAPABILITY THAT CANNOT 
BE RELOCATED COST EFFECTIVELY. 

COST OF CLOSURE OF SA-ALC AND REALIGNMENT OF MISSION WORKLOAD IS PROHIBITIVE. 

CLOSURE OF A SECOND MAJOR DEPOT IN ADDITION TO SM-ALC MAGNIFIES CLOSURUREALIGNMENT COSTS AND REDUCES 
SAVINGS FROM WORKFORCE CONSOLIDATION EFFICIENCIES. 
THE AIR FORCE HAS AN EXCESS CAPACITY OF 8.7 MILLION DPAH. MCCLELLAN AND NEWARK CLOSURES ELIMINATE 8.0 MILLION 
DPAH OF CAPACITY. CLOSING BOTH KELLY AND MCCLELLAN EXCEEDS OUR EXCESS CAPACITY. 

MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

1 -TIME COSTS NET RECURRING - ROI 

-1 36.7 1 00+ Y RS 

MOVING DLA, DISA, AND DRhlO FUNCTIONS AND BUILDING NEW FACILITIES HAVE NOT BEEN COSTED. FORCE STRUCTURE 
MOVES ALIGNED WITH AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION WHEN FEASIBLE. 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS: NONE. 

NOTE: COSTS HAVE NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY SITE SURVEYS. (SEE COVER LETTER.) 
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DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

SAFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignmznt Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

The attached COBRA printouts and data files are provided as you requested in your 
June 4, 1993 letter. They supplement the information provided you on June 14, 1993. 

We have provided COBRA files for your requested "level run" on Robins, Tinker and 
Kelly, both for the complete installation and for the ALC only closing. 

We have not included a COBRA run on Bergstrom/Carswell (Option 1) since 
Carswell was not included as a potential closure candidate in the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission press release. 

We h o p  th3 i;.fcxmation will help you with your analysis. 

JAMES F, BOATRIGHT 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 

Attachments 
1. COBRA disk 
2. COBRA output 
3. Summary 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) 
, Data As Of 14:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:46 06/16/1993 

Group : DEPOT 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : Kelly closure 

Starting Year : 1994 
Break Even Year: 2094+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2100+ (loo+ Years) 

Option NPV in 2013 ($K) : 352,044 
Total One-Time Cost ($K) :1,203,747 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0 0 42 127 -9,139 -23,575 
Ovhd -4,571 -47,175 -47,306 -45,412 -40,384 -31,364 -36,413 
Cons 45,129 147,065 75,007 86,301 -8,352 0 0 
Movg 11,020 99,999 55,110 75,096 73,076 64,471 0 
Othr 7,500 15,010 37,630 88,755 125,083 104,841 0 

TOT 59,078 214,899 120,441 204,782 149,551 128,809 -59,989 

1994 1995 1996 1997 
----- ----- ----- ----- 

p/v l \Ci  &,"2*1 ;,Ad:JZ; TC,;SY 

Officers 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 

Civilian 0 0 0 0 
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 0 0 0 33 
Enlisted 0 0 0 126 
Students 0 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 0 0 0 159 
Civilian 0 0 0 2,282 
TOTAL 0 0 0 2,441 

TOTAL 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Kelly: F-16, C-5, IAFFA, and AFIC remain 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4 .04)  - Page 2 
Data A s  O f  14:13 06/13/1993,  Report Created 06:46 06 /16 /1993  

Costs  ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1994 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0 0 42 127  1,148 1,148 

Ovhd -4 ,571  -47,175 -47,306 -45,412 -40,384 -31,364 -36,413 
Cons 73,310 168,815 84,407 92,081 4,588 0 0 
Movg 11,020 99,999 55,110 75,410 73,706 65,539 0 
Othr 7,500 15,010 37,630 88,755 125,083 104,841 0 

TOT 87,259 236,649 129,841 210,876 163,121 140,164 -35,264 

Savings ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1994 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0 0 0 0 10,287 24,724 

ovhd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cons 28,181 21,750 9,400 5,780 12,940 0 0 

Movg 0 0 0 314 630 1,068 0 

Othr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOT 28,181  21,750 9,400 6,094 13,570 11,355 24,724 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 14:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:46 06/16/1993 

Kelly, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 .  0 0 

3.996: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,441 -2,441 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 4,883 -4,883 

1999: Civilians 0 7,184 -7,184 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 3,126 -3,126 
+ Officers 0 647 -647 
.................................................. 

Total 0 10,957 -10,957 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 14,030 -14,030 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 3,503 -3,503 
+ officers 0 748 -748 
.................................................. 
Total 0 18,281 -18,281 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data As Of 14:13 06/13/1993, Report Cxeated 06:46 06/16/1993 

Tinker, OK Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 1,620 0 1,620 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 89 0 89 
.+ ;;,~~iceXa 24 0 24  
.................................................. 
Total 1,733 0 1,733 

1998: Civilians 3,240 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 178 
+ Officers 48 
.................................................. 
Total 3,466 0 3,466 

1999: Civilians 3,240 0 3,240 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 177 0 177 
+ Officers 49 0 49 
.................................................. 

Total 3,466 0 3,466 

TOTAL : Civilians 8,100 0 8,100 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 444 0 444 
+ Officers 121 0 121 
.................................................. 
Total 8,665 0 8,665 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3 
Data As Of 14:13 06/13/1993, Report created 06:46 06/16/1993 

Hill, UT Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 160 0 160 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 9 0 9 
+ O f l ' l d t ~ S  2 G 2 
.................................................. 
Total 171 0 171 

1998: Civilians 320 0 320 

+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 18 0 18 
+ Officers 5 0 5 
.................................................. 
Total 343 0 343 

1999: Civilians 319 0 3 19 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 17 0 17 

+ Officers 5 0 5 
.................................................. 
Total 341 0 341 

TOTAL : Civilians 799 0 799 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 44 0 44 
+ Officers 12 0 12 
.................................................. 
Total 855 0 855 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4 .04 )  - Page 4 
Data As Of 14:13 06/13/1993,  Report Created 06:46 06 /16 /1993  

Robins, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994:  Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ criZPbLLL, 
.................................................. 
Total 537 0 537 

1998:  Civilians 1,004 
+ students 0 
+ Enlisted 55 
+ Officers 15  
.................................................. 
Total 1,074 0 1,074 

1999:  Civilians 1,004 0 1,004 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 55 0 55 
+ Officers 15  0 1 5  
.................................................. 
Total 1,074 0 1,074 

TOTAL : Civilians 2,510 0 2,510 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted . 

1 3 8  0 1 3 8  
+ Officers 37 0 37 
.................................................. 
Total 2,685 0 2,685 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 5 
Data As Of 14:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:46 06/16/1993 

Lackland, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
t students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
.+ o;l-iG&i-s 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1 9 9 8 :  C i v i l i a n s  
t Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 2,363 0 2,363 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 2,708 0 2,708 
+ Officers 524 0 524 
.................................................. 
Total 5,595 0 5,595 

TOTAL : Civilians 2,363 0 2,363 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 2,708 0 2,708 
+ Officers 524 0 524 
.................................................. 

Total 5,595 0 5,595 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 6 
Data A s  O f  14:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:46 06/16/1993 

Base X Gains Losses N e t  Gains 
----- ------ - - - - - - - - - 

1994: c i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 
+ S t u d e n t s  0  0  0  
+ E n l i s t e d  0  0  0  
+ O f f i c e r s  0  0  0  
.................................................. 

T o t a l  0  0  0  

1995: C i v i l i a n s  0 0  0  
+ Studen t s  0 0 0 
+ E n l i s t e d  0 0 0  
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

T o t a l  0 0  0  

C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 
+ Studen t s  0  0  0  
+ E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 
+ O f f i c e r s  0  0  0  
.................................................. 

T o t a l  0  0 0  

C i v i l i a n s  
+ Studen t s  
+ E n l i s t e d  
4- O f  3icen.s 
.................................................. 

T o t a l  0  0  0  

1998: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Studen t s  0 0 0 
+ E n l i s t e d  0 0  0  
+ O f f i c e r s  0  0 0 
.................................................. 

T o t a l  0  0  0 

1999: C i v i l i a n s  
+ Studen t s  
+ E n l i s t e d  
+ O f f i c e r s  

T o t a l  481 0 481 

TOTAL : C i v i l i a n s  
+ Studen t s  
+ E n l i s t e d  
+ O f f i c e r s  
.................................................. 

T o t a l  481 0  481 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 7 
Data As Of 14:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:46 06/16/1993 

Kelly, TX 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 828 0 -828 
Enlisted 3,771 0 -3,771 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 4,599 0 -4,599 
Civilians 14,251 0 -14,251 
TOTAL 18,850 0 -18,850 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 582 594 +12 
Enlisted 3,558 3,602 +44 

Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 4,140 4,196 +56 
Civilians 9,045 9,844 +799 
TOTAL 13,185 14,040 +855 

1 

Tinker, OK 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,413 1,534 +121 
Enlisted 5,576 6,020 +444 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 6,989 7,554 +565 
Civilians 11,476 19,576 +8,100 
TOTAL 18,465 27,130 +8,665 
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Data As Of 14:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:46 06/16/1993 

Robins, GA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 725 762 +37 
Enlisted 3,025 3,163 +138 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,750 3,925 +I75 
Civilians 11,313 13,823 +2,510 
TOTAL 15,063 17,748 +2,685 

Lackland, TX 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,716 2,240 +524 
Enlisted 4,093 6,801 +2,708 
Students 3,000 3,000 0 
TOTAL MIL 8,809 12,041 +3,232 
Civilians 2,740 5,103 +2,363 
TOTAL 11,549 17,144 +5,595 

Ldu- X 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 569 623 +54 
Enlisted 2 , 4 7 5  2 , 6 4 4  +169  

Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 3,044 3,267 +223 
Civilians 7,843 8,101 +258 
TOTAL 10,887 11,368 +481 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Group : DEPOT 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : Close Robins AFB 

Starting Year : 1994 
Break Even Year: 2094+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2100+ (loo+ Years) 

Option NPV in 2013 ($K) : 589,340 
Total One-Time Cost ($K) :1,232,701 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0' 4,765 4,888 5,140 -5,588 -26,757 
Ovhd 690 617 5,833 1,226 -5,648 -14,855 -20,945 
Cons 32,111 294,136 65,532 42,232 0 -3,987 0 
Movg 10,700 21,410 62,678 73,504 72,144 34,492 0 
Othr 7,420 14,840 50,643 83,298 114,658 90,552 0 

TOT 50,921 331,003 189,451 205,150 186,294 100,614 -47,703 

Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 0 0 395 
Enlisted 0 0 2,004 
Students 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 0 0 2,399 
Civilian 0 0 561 
TOTAL 0 0 2,960 

Summary : 
-------- 
Close Robins. 

1999 TOTAL 
----- ----- 

Robins moves: 
KC-135 --> Eglin, JSTARS --> Tinker, Pave Paws remains, 
HQ AFRES --> Dobbins Combat Comm --> Base X 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data A s  O f  13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/.16/1993 

C o s t s  ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P e r s  0 0 4,765 4,888 5,140 6,285 6,285 
Ovhd 690 617 5,833 1,226 -5,648 -14,855 -20,945 
Cons 84,471 319,945 81,440 88,844 0 0 0 
Movg 10,700 21,410 67,414 73,579 72,298 35,446 0 
Othr 7,420 14,840 50,643 83,298 114,658 90,552 0 

TOT 103,281 356,812 210,095 251,837 186,448 117,428 -14,660 

Sav ings  ($K) 
1994 

----- 
Misn 0 
P e r s  0 
Ovhd 0 
Cons 52,360 
Movg 0 
Othr 0 

Constant D o l l a r s  
1995 1996 1997 1998 

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

25,809 15,908 46,612 0 
0 4,736 75 154 
0 0 0 0 

1999 Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 
11,874 33,043 

0 0 
3,987 0 

953 0 
0 0 

TOT 52,360 25,809 20,644 46,687 154 16,814 33,043 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

McClellan, CA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 1,033 0 1,033 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 8 0 8 
-+ Gificers 11 0 11 
.................................................. 
Total 1,052 0 1,052 

1998: Civilians 2,066 0 2,066 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 17 0 17 

+ Officers 22 0 22 
.................................................. 
Total 2,105 0 2,105 

1999: Civilians 2,065 0 2,065 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 17 0 17 
+ Officers 21 0 21 
.................................................. 
Total 2,103 0 2,103 

TOTAL : Civi-Uans 5,164 0 5,164 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 42 0 42 
+ Officers 54 0 54 
.................................................. 
Total 5,260 0 5,260 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Tinker, OK Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 10 0 10 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 110 0 110 
+ Officers 30 0 30 
.................................................. 
Total 150 0 150 

Civilians 21 0 21 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 G 8 
.................................................. 
Total 21 0 21 

1998: C i v i l i a n s  4 2  0 4 2  

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 42 0 42 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 44 0 44 

TOTAL : Civilians 115 0 115 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 111 0 11 1 
+ Officers 3 1 0 3 1 
.................................................. 
Total 257 0 257 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Hill, UT Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 .  0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 42 0 42 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ GCfic~irs 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 42 0 42 

1998: C i v i l i a n s  84 0 84 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 1 0 1 
+ Officers 1 0 1 
.................................................. 
Total 86 0 86 

1999: Civilians 85 0 85 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 1 0 1 
+ Officers 1 0 1 
.................................................. 
Total 87 0 87 

TOTAL : Civilians 211 0 2 11 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 2 0 2 
+ Officers 2 0 2 
.................................................. 
Total 215 0 215 
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Kelly, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997: Civilians 1,012 0 1,012 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 8 0 8 
+ i f 2 i c ~ i s  11 0 11 
.................................................. 
Total 1,031 0 1,031 

1998: Civilians 2,023 0 2,023 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 16 0 16 
+ Officers 21 0 21 
.................................................. 
Total 2,060 0 2,060 

1999: Civilians 2,023 0 2,023 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 17 0 17 
+ Officers 2 1 0 21 
.................................................. 
Total 2,061 0 2,061 

TOTAL : Civilians 5,058 0 5,058 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 4 1 0 41 
+ Officers 5 3 0 53 
.................................................. 
Total 5,152 0 5,152 
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Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Robins, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,960 -2,960 

Civilians 0 2,108 -2,108 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 16 -16 
+ OfCieei; i) 22 -22 
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,146 -2,146 

Civilians 0 4,215 -4,215 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 34 -34 
+ Officers 0 44 -44 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,293 -4,293 

1999: Civilians 0 4,428 -4,428 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 331 -331 
+ Officers 0 152 -152 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,911 -4,911 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 11,312 -11,312 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 2,385 -2,385 
+ Officers 0 613 -613 
-------------------------------------------------- 
Total 0 14,310 -14,310 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 6 
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Base X Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ - - - - - - - - - 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 

- - 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 40 0 40 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 830 0 830 
+ Officers 28 0 28 
.................................................. 
Total 898 0 898 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ OfTicei-s 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 213 0 213 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 295 0 295 
+ Officers 108 0 108 
.................................................. 

Total 616 0 616 

TOTAL : Civilians 253 0 253 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 1,125 0 1,125 
+ Officers 136 0 136 
.................................................. 

Total 1,514 0 1,514 
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Eglin, FL Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 932 0 932 . 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officsrs 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 35 0 35 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 708 0 708 
+ Officers 189 0 189 
.................................................. 
Total 932 0 932 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 8 
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Dobbins AFRB, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 476 0 476 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 356 0 356 
+ Officers 148 0 148 
.................................................. 
Total 980 0 980 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ C Z f i ~ e ~ s  0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 476 0 476 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 356 0 356 
+ Officers 148 0 148 
.................................................. 
Total 980 0 980 
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McClellan, CA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 536 590 +54 
Enlisted 2,680 2,722 +42 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,216 3,312 +96 
Civilians 8,423 13,587 +5,164 
TOTAL 11,639 16,899 +5,260 

Tinker, OK 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,413 1,444 +31 
Enlisted 5,576 5,687 +111 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 6,989 7,131 +142 
Civilians 11,476 11,591 +115 
TOTAL 18,465 18,722 +257 

iiill, ubr 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 582 584 +2 
Enlisted 3,558 3,560 +2 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 4,140 4,144 +4 
Civilians 9,045 9,256 +211 
TOTAL 13,185 13,400 +215 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 10 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Kelly, TX 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 828 881 +53 
Enlisted 3,771 3,812 +4 1 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 4,599 4,693 +94 
Civilians 14,251 19,309 +5,058 
TOTAL 18,850 24,002 +5,152 

Robins, GA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 755 14 -741 
Enlisted 3,135 66 -3,069 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 3,890 80 -3,810 
Civilians 11,323 11 -11,312 
TOTAL 15,213 91 -15,122 

END CHANGE 

2,475 3,600 +1,125 

TOTAL MIL 3,044 4,305 +1,261 
Civilians 7,843 8,096 

10,887 12,401 +1,514 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 11 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Eglin, FL 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,529 1,718 +189 
Enlisted 6,641 7,349 +708 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 8,170 9,067 +897 
Civilians 4,106 4,141 +35 
TOTAL 12,276 13,208 +932 

Dobbins AFRB, GA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 189 337 +148 
Enlisted 756 1,112 +356 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 945 1,449 +504 
Civilians 577 1,053 +476 
TOTAL 1,522 2,502 +980 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Group : DEPOT 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : Close Robins AFB 

Starting Year : 1994 
Break Even Year: 2094+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2100+ (loo+ Years) 

Option NPV in 2013 ($K) : 589,340 
Total One-Time Cost ($K) :1,232,701 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0 4,765 4,888 5,140 -5,588 -26,757 
Ovhd 690 617 5,833 1,226 -5,648 -14,855 -20,945 
Cons 32,111 294,136 65,532 42,232 0 -3,987 0 
Movg 10,700 21,410 62,678 73,504 72,144 34,492 0 
Othr 7,420 14,840 50,643 83,298 114,658 90,552 0 

TOT 50,921 331,003 189,451 205,150 186,294 100,614 -47,703 

1994 1995 1996 
----- ----- ----- 

FORCE STRUCTURE CEDUCTIONS 
Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 0 0 395 
Enlisted 0 0 2,004 
Students 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 0 0 2,399 
Civilian 0 0 561 
TOTAL 0 0 2,960 

Summary : 
-------- 
Close Sobins. 

1997 1998 1999 TOTAL 

Robins moves: 
KC-135 - -> Eglin, JSTARS --> Tinker, Pave Paws remains, 
NQ AFRES --> Dobbins Combat Comm - -> Base X 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - P a g e  2  
Data As Of 13 :30  06 /13 /1993 ,  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  06:49 06 /16 /1993  

C o s t s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  Dol la rs  
1994  1 9 9 5  1996  1997  1998  1999  Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
P e r s  0  0  4 , 7 6 5  4 , 8 8 8  5 ,140  6 , 2 8 5  6 , 2 8 5  
Ovhd 690 617 5 , 8 3 3  1 , 2 2 6  -5 ,648  -14 ,855  -20 ,945  
Cons 8 4 , 4 7 1  319 ,945  8 1 , 4 4 0  8 8 , 8 4 4  0  0  0  
Movg 10 ,700  21 ,410  67 ,414  73 ,579  72 ,298  35 ,446  0  
O t h r  7 , 420  1 4 , 8 4 0  5 0 , 6 4 3  8 3 , 2 9 8  114 ,658  90 ,552  0  

TOT 1 0 3 , 2 8 1  356 ,812  210 ,095  251 ,837  186 ,448  117 ,428  -14 ,660  

S a v i n g s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1994  1995  1996  1997  1 9 9 8  1999  Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
P e r s  0  0  0  0  0  11 ,874  3 3 , 0 4 3  
Ovhd 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Cons  52 ,360  25 ,809  1 5 , 9 0 8  46 ,612  0  3 ,987  0 
Movg 0  0  4 ,736  7 5  154  953  0  - 

O t h r  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

TOT 52 ,360  25 ,809  20 ,644  46 ,687  154  16 ,814  3 3 , 0 4 3  



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

McClellan, CA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 1,033 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 8 
t ~Eficit~a 11 
.................................................. 

Total 1,052 0 1,052 

1998: Civilians 2,066 0 2,066 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 17 0 17 
+ Officers 22 0 22 
.................................................. 

Total 2,105 0 2,105 

1999: Civilians 2,065 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 17 
+ Officers 21 
.................................................. 
Total 2,103 0 2,103 

TOTAL : Civilians 5,164 0 5,164 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 42 0 42 
+ Officers 54 0 54 
.................................................. 

Total 5,260 0 5,260 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Tinker, OK Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 .  0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 150 0 150 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 0 6 0 
.................................................. 
Total 21 0 21 

1998: Civilians 4 2  0 4 2  

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 42 0 42 

1999: Civilians 42 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 1 
+ Officers 1 
.................................................. 

Total 44 0 44 

TOTAL : Civilians 115 0 115 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 111 0 111 
+ Officers 31 0 31 
.................................................. 

Total 257 0 257 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Hill, UT Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
4- Orfitcixs 
.................................................. 
Total 42 0 42 

1998: Civilians 84 0 84 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 1 0 1 

+ Officers 1 0 1 
.................................................. 
Total 86 0 86 

1999: Civilians 85 0 85 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 1 0 1 
+ Officers 1 0 1 
.................................................. 
Total 87 0 87 

TOTAL : Civilians 211 0 211 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 2 0 2 
+ Officers 2 0 2 
.................................................. 
Total 215 0 215 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 4 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Kelly, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 1,012 0 1,012 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 8 0 8 
+ Gfficess 11 0 11 
.................................................. 
Total 1,031 0 1,031 

1998: Civilians 2,023 

+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 16 
+ Officers 21 
.................................................. 
Total 2,060 0 2,060 

1999: Civilians 2,023 0 2,023 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 17 0 17 
+ Officers 21 0 21 
.................................................. 
Total 2,061 0 2,061 

TOTAL : Civilians 5,058 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 41 
+ Officers 5 3 
.................................................. 
Total 5,152 0 5,152 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 5 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Robins, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,960 -2,960 

Civilians 0 2,108 -2,108 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 16 -16 
4- Officeis 0 22 -22 
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,146 -2,146 

Civilians 0 4,215 -4,215 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 34 -34 
+ Officers 0 44 -44 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,293 -4,293 

1999: Civilians 0 4,428 -4,428 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 331 -331 
+ Officers 0 152 -152 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,911 -4,911 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 11,312 -11,312 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 2,385 -2,385 
+ Officers 0 613 -613 
.................................................. 
Total 0 14,310 -14,310 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 6 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Base X Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 40 0 40 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 830 0 830 
+ Officers 28 0 28 
.................................................. 
Total 898 0 898 

1997: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ ;.zLicazs 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1 9 9 8 :  Civilians 0 0 0 

t Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 616 0 616 

TOTAL : Civilians 253 0 253 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 1,125 0 1,125 
+ Officers 136 0 136 
.................................................. 
Total 1,514 0 1,514 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 7 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Eglin, FL Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
-------------------------------------------------- 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 932 0 932 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ OfZickrs 0 0 3 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 35 0 35 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 708 0 708 
+ Officers 189 0 189 
.................................................. 

Total 932 0 932 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 8 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Dobbins AFRB, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ -----em-- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 .  0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 980 0 980 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
4- OJfiC.Girb 0 0 6 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 

+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 476 0 476 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 356 0 356 
+ Officers 148 0 148 
.................................................. 
Total 980 0 980 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 9 
Data As O f  13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

McClellan,  CA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 536 590 +54 
E n l i s t e d  2,680 2,722 +42 
s t u d e n t s  0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,216 3,312 +96 
C i v i l i a n s  8,423 13,587 +5,164 
TOTAL 11,639 16,899 +5,260 

Tinker,  OK 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,413 1,444 +31 
E n l i s t e d  5,576 5,687 +111 
Students  0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 6,989 7,131 +142 
C i v i l i a n s  11,476 11,591 +115 
TOTAL 18,465 18,722 +257 

i l i l l ,  u p  

START END CHANGE 
Officers 582 584 +2 
Enlisted 3,558 3,560 +2 

Students  0 0 0 
TOTAL M I L  4 ,140  4 ,144  +4 
C i v i l i a n s  9 , 0 4 5  9,256 +211 
TOTAL 13 ,185  13,400 +215 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) - Page 10 
Data As Of 13:30 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:49 06/16/1993 

Kelly, TX 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 828 881 +53 
Enlisted 3,771 3,812 +4 1 
students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 4,599 4,693 +94 
Civilians 14,251 19,309 +5,058 
TOTAL 18,850 24,002 +5,152 

Robins, GA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 755 14 -741 
Enlisted 3,135 66 -3,069 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 3,890 80 -3,810 
Civilians 11,323 11 -11,312 
TOTAL 15,213 91 -15,122 

/Base X 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 569 705 +136 
Enlisted 2,475 3,600 +1,125 

Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 3,044 4,305 +1,261 
Civilians 7,843 8,096 +253 
TOTAL 10,887 12,401 +1,514 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - Page  1 1  
Data As O f  1 3 : 3 0  06 /13 /1993 ,  Report  C r e a t e d  0 6 : 4 9  06 /16 /1993  

E g l i n ,  FL 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1 , 5 2 9  1 , 7 1 8  +189 
~ n l i s t e d  6 , 6 4 1  7 , 3 4 9  +708 
S t u d e n t s  0  0  0  
TOTAL MIL 8 , 1 7 0  9 , 0 6 7  +897 
C i v i l i a n s  4 , 1 0 6  4 , 1 4 1  +35 
TOTAL 1 2 , 2 7 6  1 3 , 2 0 8  +932 

Dobbins  AFRB, GA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 189  337 +148 
E n l i s t e d  756  1 , 1 1 2  +356 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0  
TOTAL MIL 945 1 , 4 4 9  +SO4 
C i v i l i a n s  577 1 , 0 5 3  +476 
TOTAL 1 , 5 2 2  2 , 5 0 2  +980 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Group : DEPOT 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : Tinker 

Starting Year : 1994 
Break Even Year: 2094+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2100+ (loo+ Years) 

Option NPV in 2013 ($K) :1,021,436 
Total One-Time Cost ($K) :1,768,095 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0 5,756 5,850 6,037 -7,841 -31,061 
Ovhd 910 682 4,612 1,184 -3,141 -16,044 -26,978 
Cons 99,606 710,470 61,162 78,236 -17,420 -26,026 0 
Movg 12,020 24,060 78,294 80,560 76,990 31,635 0 
Othr 8,560 17,120 70,909 89,511 119,118 94,718 0 

TOT 121,096 752,333 220,734 255,341 181,584 76,442 -58,038 

1994 1995 1996 
----- ----- ----- 

T;'OMCE SZ ,,JC3;icc; i;LL'Jt'!I Iriri3 
Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 

Civilian 0 0 0 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 0 0 1,018 
Enlisted 0 0 4,237 
Students 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 0 0 5,255 
Civilian 0 0 991 
TOTAL 0 0 6,246 

TOTAL 
----- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data A s  O f  13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

C o s t s  ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1994 1995 1996 

----- ----- ----- 
Misn 0 0 0 
P e r s  0 0 5,756 
Ovhd 910 682 4,612 
Cons 126,031 743,820 81,662 
Movg 12,020 24,060 88,663 
Othr 8,560 17,120 70,909 

1997 1998 1999 Beyond 
----- ----- ----- ------ 

0 0 0 0 
5,850 6,037 6,494 6,494 
1,184 -3,141 -16,044 -26,978 

89,086 0 0 0 
80,748 77,369 32,914 0 
89,511 119,118 94,718 0 

TOT 147,521 785,683 251,604 266,379 199,383 118,081 -20,484 

Sav ings  ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1994 1995 1996 

----- ----- ----- 
Misn 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0 0 

' Ovhd 0 0 0 
Cons 26,425 33,350 20,500 
Movg 0 0 10,369 
Othr 0 0 0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
37,554 

0 
0 
0 
0 

TOT 26,425 33,350 30,869 11,037 17,799 41,639 37,554 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

McClellan, CA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 .  0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 822 0 822 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 26 0 26 
+ Officers 14 0 I4 
.................................................. 
Total 862 0 862 

1998: Civilians 1,643 0 1,643 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 51 0 51 
+ Officers 28 0 28 
.................................................. 
Total 1,722 0 1,722 

1999: Civilians 1,643 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 5 1 
+ Officers 27 
.................................................. 
Total 1,721 0 1,721 

TOTAL : Civilians 4,108 0 4,108 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 128 0 128 
+ Officers 6 9 0 6 9 
.................................................. 
Total 4,305 0 4,305 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Tinker, OK Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 991 -991 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 4,237 -4,237 
+ Officers 0 1,018 -1,018 
.................................................. 
Total 0 6,246 -6,246 

Civilians 0 2,004 -2,004 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 62 -62 
; o ~ f ~ c ~ r s  0 33 -33 
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,099 -2,099 

1998: Civilians 0 4,007 -4,007 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 124 -124 
+ Officers 0 68 -68 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,199 -4,199 

1999: Civilians 0 4,221 -4,221 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 446 -446 
+ Officers 0 202 -202 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,869 -4,869 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 11,223 -11,223 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 4,869 -4,869 
+ Officers 0 1,321 -1,321 
.................................................. 
Total 0 17,413 -17,413 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3 
Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Hill, UT Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 

Total 0 0 0 

1997: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ b f r " P ~ a ~ 3  0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 4 
Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Kelly, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 1,102 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 34 
.,L G.i--ieui-& 16 
.................................................. 
Total 1,154 0 1,154 

1998: Civilians 2,204 0 2,204 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 68 0 68 
+ Officers 37 0 37 
.................................................. 
Total 2,309 0 2,309 

1999: Civilians 2,204 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 69 
+ Officers 37 
.................................................. 
Total 2,310 0 2,310 

TOTAL : Civilians 5,510 0 5,510 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 171 0 171 
+ Officers 92 0 92 
.................................................. 
Total 5,773 0 5,773 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 5 
Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Robins, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997: . Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ 0ZLCSi~exs 
.................................................. 
Total 83 0 83 

1.998 : Civilians 160 0 160 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 5 0 5 

+ Officers 3 0 3 
.................................................. 
Total 168 0 168 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 169 0 169 

TOTAL : Civilians 401 0 401 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 12 0 12 
+ Officers 7 0 7 
.................................................. 
Total 420 0 420 
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Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Base X Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 25 0 25 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 533 0 533 
+ Officers 29 0 29 
.................................................. 

Total 587 0 587 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 213 0 213 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 321 0 321 

. + Officers 135 0 135 
.................................................. 

Total 669 0 669 

TOTAL : Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 1,256 0 1,256 
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Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Beale, CA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
4- Gfflceus 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 
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Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Offutt, NB Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 681 0 681 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 3,702 0 3,702 
+ Officers 989 0 989 
.................................................. 
Total 5,372 0 5,372 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ O ~ C ~ L L A S  
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 681 0 681 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 3,702 0 3,702 
+ Officers 989 0 989 
.................................................. 
Total 5,372 0 5,372 
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Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Langley, VA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ OfPPcers 3 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 
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Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Oklahoma City Airpt, OK Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1996: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 287 0 287 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ OfPics~, 6 i2 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

C i v i l i a n s  
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 285 0 285 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 2 0 2 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 287 0 287 
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Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

McClellan, CA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 536 605 +6 9 
Enlisted 2,680 2,808 +128 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,216 3,413 +I97 
Civilians 8,423 12,531 +4,108 
TOTAL 11,639 15,944 +4,305 

Tinker, OK 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,413 1 -1,412 
Enlisted 5,576 2 -5,574 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 6,989 3 -6,986 
Civilians 11,476 99 -11,377 
TOTAL 18,465 102 -18,363 

Hill, UT 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 582 582 0 
Enlisted 3,558 3,558 0 

Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 4,140 4,140 0 
Civilians 9,045 9,045 0 
TOTAL 13,185 13,185 0 
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Kelly, TX 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 828 920 +92 
Enlisted 3,771 3,942 +171 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 4,599 4,862 +263 
Civilians 14,251 19,761 +5,510 
TOTAL 18,850 24,623 +5,773 

Robins, GA 

START END CHANGE 1 Officers 755 762 +7 
Enlisted 3,135 3,147 +12 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,890 3,909 +19 
Civilians 11,323 11,724 +401 
TOTAL 15,213 15,633 +420 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 569 733 +I64 
Enlisted 2,475 3,329 +854 

Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 3,044 4,062 +1,018 
Civilians 7,843 8,081 +238 
TOTAL 10,887 12,143 +1,256 
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Data As Of 13:43 06/13/1993, Report Created 06:52 06/16/1993 

Beale, CA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 450 450 0 
Enlisted 2,693 2,693 0 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,143 3,143 0 
Civilians 435 435 0 
TOTAL 3,578 3,578 0 

Offutt, NB 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,975 2,964 +989 
Enlisted 6,900 10,602 +3,702 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 8,875 13,566 +4,691 
Civilians 1,276 1,957 +681 
TOTAL 10,151 15,523 +5,372 

Lak~yley, VEr 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 2,185 2,185 0 
Enlisted 6,612 6,612 0 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 8,797 8,797 0 
Civilians 1,863 1,863 0 
TOTAL 10,660 10,660 0 
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Oklahoma City Airpt ,  OK 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 2 +2 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 0 2 +2 
Civilians 0 285 +285 
TOTAL 0 287 +287 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  
Data As Of 14:20 06/13/1993,  Report created 14:37 06/15/1993 

Group : DEPOT 
Service : USAF 
Option package : Kelly ALC Closure 

Starting Year : 1994 
Break Even Year: 2094+ (Year 1 0 1 + )  
ROI Year : 2100+ ( l o o +  Years) 

Option NPV in 2013 (SK) : 583,803  
Total One-Time Cost (SK) :1 ,138 ,686  

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995  1996 1997 1998  1999  Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0 0 1 3 -6 ,589  -15 ,289  
Ovhd -9 ,759  -27 ,365  -27 ,496  -25 ,602  -22 ,777  -21,184 -23 ,526  
Cons 72 ,896  168 ,813  84 ,406  92 ,080  0 0 0 
ldovg 1 1 , 0 2 0  99 ,999  + 5 5 , 1 1 0  75 ,096  73 ,076  30 ,708  0 
Othr 7 ,500  1 5 , 0 1 0  37 ,630  88 ,755  125 ,083  98 ,124  0 

TOT 81 ,658  256 ,457  149 ,650  230 ,329  175 ,385  101 ,059  -38 ,815  

FORCE ~'l'kUC'l'bn2 Rkt3C'l LOWS 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 0 0 - 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
TOT MIL 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

TOTAL 
----- 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Kelly ALC closure only 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - P a g e  2  
Da ta  As Of 14:20 06/13/1993,  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:37 06/15/1993 

C o s t s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  Dol lars  
1994 1995  1996 

----- ----- ----- 
Misn 0  0  0  
P e r s  0  0 0  
Ovhd -9 ,759  -27 ,365  -27,496 
Cons 72 ,896  1 6 8 , 8 1 3  84 ,406  
Movg 11 ,020  99 ,999  55 ,110  
O t h r  7 ,500  15 ,010  37 ,630  

1999  Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0  
-42 -42 

-21,184 -23 ,526  
0  0  

31,336 0  
98 ,124  0 

TOT 8 1 , 6 5 8  256 ,457  149 ,650  230 ,643  176 ,015  108 ,233  -23 ,568  

S a v i n g s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  
1994  1995  

----- ----- 
ldisn 0 0  
P e r s  0  0  
Qvhd 0  0  
Cons 0  0  
bfovg 0 0 
Othr 0 0 

Dol l a r s  
1996 1997 1998  1999  Beyond 

TOT 0  0  0  314 630 7 ,174  15 ,247  



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) 
Data As Of 14:20 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:37 06/15/1993 

Kelly, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,441 -2,441 

Civilians 0 4,564 -4,564 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 251 -251 
+ Officers 0 68 -68 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,883 -4,883 

Civilians 0 4,563 -4,563 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 249 -249 
+ Officers 0 69 -69 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,881 -4,881 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 11,409 -?.I, 409 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 626 -626 
+ Officers 0 170 -170 
.................................................. 
Total 0 12,205 -12,205 
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Tinker, OK Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1996 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1997: Civilians 1,620 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 89 
+ O f c ' f i c e i l s  24 
.................................................. 
Total 1,733 0 1,733 

1998: Civilians 3,240 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 178 
+ Officers 48 
.................................................. 
Total 3,466 0 3,466 

TOTAL : 

Civilians 3,240 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 177 
+ Officers 49 
.................................................. 
Total 3,466 0 3,466 

Civilians 8,.00 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 444 
+ Officers 121 
.................................................. 

Total 8,665 0 8,665 



Data 

Hill, 

1994: 

TOTAL : 

PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4 .04 )  - Page 3 
As Of 14:20 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:37 06/15/1993 

Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ 

Civilians 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 

. + Enlisted 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 
....................................... 
Total 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 

V ............................... ------------------- 
Total 0 .  0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 ........................ .......................... 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ U ~ C P C ~ L S :  
--- --------- 
Total 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 

3 .................................................. 
Total 343 0 343 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
------------ 
Total 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
------------ 
Total 
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Data As Of 14:20 06/13/1993,  Report Created 14:37 06 /15 /1993  

Robins, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994:  Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1,996 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997:  Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ uiiicers 
.................................................. 
Total 537 0 537 

TOTAL : 

Civilians 1,004 0 1,004 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 55 0 55 
+ Officers 1 5  0 1 5  
.................................................. 

Total 1,074 0 1,074 

Civilians 1,004 0 1,004 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 55 0 55 
+ Officers 15 0 15  
.................................................. 
Total 1,074 0 1,074 

Civilians 2,510 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 138  
+ Officers 37 

Total 2,685 0 2,685 
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Data As Of 14:20 06/13/1993, Report created 14:37 06/15/1993 

Lackland, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ uificers 0 u 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 
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Data As Of 14:20 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:37 06/15/1993 

Base X Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Sffice~s 0 G u 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 
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Kelly, TX 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 828 625 -203 
Enlisted 3,771 2,992 -779 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMXG 4,599 3,617 -982 
Civilians 14,251 2,667 -11,584 
TOTAL 18,850 6,284 -12,566 

Tinker, OK 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,413 1,534 +I21 
Enlisted 5,576 6,020 +444 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 6,989 7,554 +565 
Civilians 11,476 19,576 +8,100 
TOTAL 18,465 27,130 +8,665 

I 
h i l l  p Dl* 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 582 5 94 +12 
E n l i s t e d  3 , 5 5 8  3,602 +44 

I Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 4,140 4,196 +56 
Civilians 9,045 9,844 +799 
TOTAL 13,185 14,040 +855 
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Robins, GA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 725 762 +37 
Enlisted 3,025 3,163 +138 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,750 3,925 +175 
Civilians 11,313 13,823 +2,510 
TOTAL 15,063 17,748 +2,685 

Lackland, TX 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,716 1,716 0 
Enlisted 4,093 4,093 0 
Students 3,000 3,000 0 
TOTALMIL 8,809 8,809 0 
Civilians 2,740 2,740 0 
TOTAL 11,549 11,549 0 

aase X 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 569 569 0 
E n l i s t e d  2 , 4 7 5  2 , 4 7 5  0 

Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 3,044 3,044 0 
Civilians 7,843 7,843 0 
TOTAL 10,887 10,887 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 13:12 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:41 06/15/1993 

Group : DEPOT 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : Robins ALC Closure 

Starting Year : 1994 
Break Even Year: 2094+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2100+ (loo+ Years) 

Option NPV in 2013 ($K) : 457,078 
Total One-Time Cost ($K) : 944,352 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 
Misn 0 0 0 0 .  0 0 
Pers 0 0 0 32 - 98 -6,040 
Ovhd 690 83 -1,421 -2,386 -4,484 -7,790 
Cons 5,721 108,694 51,343 26,753 0 -3,987 
Movg 10,700 21,410 53,510 73,504 72,144 32,631 
Othr 7,420 14,840 37,090 83,298 114,658 85,504 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
-15,896 
-11,144 

0 
0 
0 

TOT 24,531 145,027 140,522 181,202 182,416 100,318 -27,040 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 TOTAL 
----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 

FORCE s T L ~ u ~ ~ ~ U X E  bE;uUCZ'iGNs 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Officers 0 0 .  
Enlisted 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
TOT MIL 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

Summary : 
-------- 
Close Robins A.1.C Only 
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Data A s  O f  13:12 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:41 06/15/1993 

C o s t s  ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1994 1995 1996 

----- ----- ----- 
Misn 0 0 0 
P e r s  0 0 ' 0 
Ovhd 690 83 -1,421 
Cons 58,081 134,503 67,251 
Movg 10,700 21,410 53,510 
Othr 7,420 14,840 37,090 

1997 1998 1999 Beyond 
----- ----- ----- ------ 

0 0 0 0 
32 98 -529 -529 

-2,386 -4,484 -7,790 -11,144 
73,365 0 0 0 
73,579 72,298 32,789 0 
83,298 114,658 85,504 0 

TOT 76,891 170,836 156,430 227,889 182,570 109,974 -11,674 

Sav ings  ($K) Constant 
1994 1995 

----- ----- 
Misn 0 0 
P e r s  0 0 
Ovhd 0 0 
Cons 52,360 25,809 
Movg 0 0 
Othr 0 0 

D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 5,511 15,367 
0 0 0 0 0 

15,908 46,612 0 3,987 0 
0 75 154 158 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

TOT 52,360 25,809 15,908 46,687 154 9,655 15,367 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 13:12 06/13/1993, Report created 14:41 06/15/1993 

McClellan, CA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 1,033 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 8 
+ Oificers 11 
.................................................. 

Total 1,052 0 1,052 

1998: Civilians 2,066 0 2,066 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 17 0 17 
+ Officers 22 0 22 
.................................................. 

Total 2,105 0 2,105 

1999: Civilians 2,065 0 2,065 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 17 0 17 
+ Officers 21 0 21 
.................................................. 

Total 2,103 0 2,103 

TOTAL : Civilians 5,164 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 42 
+ Officers 54 
.................................................. 

Total 5,260 0 5,260 
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Data As Of 13:12 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:41 06/15/1993 

Tinker, OK Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1 9 9 4 :  Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 21 0 21 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ crliicexs 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 21 0 2 1 

1998:  Civilians 4 2  0 4 2  

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 

+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 4 2  0 4 2  

1999: Civilians 4 2  0 4 2  

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 1 0 1 
+ Officers 1 0 1 
.................................................. 

Total 44 0 44  

TOTAL : Civilians 1.05 0 105 

+ Students 0 O .  0 
+ Enlisted 1 0 1 
+ Officers 1 0 1 
.................................................. 

Total 107 0 107 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3 
. Data As Of 13:12 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:41 06/15/1993 

Hill, UT Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
-------------------------------------------------- 

\ 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 42 0 42 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Ofricers t~ 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 42 0 42 

1998: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 86 0 86 

1999: Civilians 85 0 85 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 1 0 1 
+ Officers 1 0 1 
.................................................. 
Total 87 0 87 

TOTAL : Civilians 211 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 2 
+ Officers 2 
.................................................. 
Total 215 0 215 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 4 
Data As Of 13:12 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:41 06/15/1993 

Kelly, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 1,012 0 1,012 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 8 0 8 
+ Officers 11 0 11 
.................................................. 

Total 1,031 0 1,031 

.L998: Civilians 2,023 0 2,023 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 16 0 16 
+ Officers 2 1 0 2 1 
.................................................. 

Total 2,060 0 2,060 

1999: Civilians 2,023 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 17 
+ Officers 2 1 
.................................................. 

Total 2,061 0 2,061 

TOTAL : Civilians 5,058 0 5,058 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 41 0 41 
+ Officers 53 0 5 3 
.................................................. 

Total 5,152 0 5,152 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 5 
Data As Of 13:12 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:41 06/15/1993 

Robins, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ - - - - - - - - - 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 2,108 -2,108 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 16 -16 
+ OZficers 0 2.2 - i i2  
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,146 -2,146 

1998: Civilians 0 4,215 - 4 , 2 1 5  

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 34 -34 
+ Officers 0 44 -44 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,293 -4,293 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,295 -4,295 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 10,538 -10,538 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 86 -86 
+ Officers 0 110 -110 
.................................................. 
Total 0 10,734 -10,734 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) - Page 6 
Data As Of 13:12 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:41 06/15/1993 

Base X Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Cj.vilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
-------------------------------------------------- 
Total 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 7 
Data As Of 13:12 06/13/1993, Report ~ r e a ~ e d  14:41 06/15/1993 

McClellan, CA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 536 590 +54 
Enlisted 2,680 2,722 +42 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,216 3,312 +96 
Civilians 8,423 13,587 +5,164 
TOTAL 11,639 16,899 +5,260 

Tinker, OK 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,413 1,414 +1 
Enlisted 5,576 5,577 +1 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 6,989 6,991 +2 
Civilians 11,476 11,581 +lo5 
TOTAL 18,465 18,572 +lo7 

hill, U-I' 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 582 584 +2 
Enlisted 3,558 3,560 +2 

Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 4,140 4,144 +4 
Civilians 9,045 9,256 t211 
TOTAL 13,185 13,400 +215 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - P a g e  8 
D a t a  A s  O f  13:12 06/13/1993, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:41 06/1.5/1993 

K e l l y ,  TX 

START END CHANGE 
O f f i c e r s  828 881 +53 
E n l i s t e d  3,771 3,812 +4 1 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 
T O T A L M I L  4,599 4,693 +94 
C i v i l i a n s  14,251 19,309 +5,058 
TOTAL 18,850 24,002 +5,152 

R o b i n s ,  GA 

START END CHANGE 
O f f i c e r s  755 589 -166 
E n l i s t e d  3,135 2,723 -412 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 
T O T A L M I L  3,890 3,312 -578 
C i v i l i a n s  11,323 785 -10,538 
TOTAL 15,213 4,097 -11,116 

I 

i j a s e  X 

START END CHANGE 
O f f i c e r s  569 569 0 
Enlisted 2,475 2,475 0 

students  0 0 0 
T O T A L M I L  3,044 3,044 0 
C i v i l i a n s  7,843 7,843 0 
TOTAL 10,887 10,887 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Group : DEPOT 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : Tinker ALC closure 

Starting Year : 1994 
Break Even Year: 2094+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2100+ (loo+ Years) 

Option NPV in 2013 ($K) : 668,724 
Total One-qime Cost ($K) :1,055,506 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 . O  0 0 0 0 
Pers 0 0 0 55 164 -5,376 -15,232 
Ovhd 910 682 512 655 -2,504 -9,560 -13,234 
Cons 70,527 155,370 81,662 89,086 0 0 0 
Movg 12,020 24,060 60,120 80,560 76,990 28,933 0 
3thr 8,560 17,120 42,810 89,511 119,118 85,938 0 

TOT 92,017 197,232 185,104 259,868 193,767 99,935 -28,466 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 TOTAL 
----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 

'?OR~& S*I~WUC.I'U~E HEDUC?'1ONS 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
TOT MIL 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 
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Data As O f  12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

C o s t s  ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1994 1995 1996 

----- ----- ----- 
Misn 0 0 0 
P e r s  0 0 0 
0vhd 910 682 512 
Cons 70,527 163,325 81,662 
Movg 12,020 24,060 60,120 
Othr 8,560 17,120 42,810 

1997 1998 1999 Beyond 
----- ----- ----- ------ 

0 0 0 0 
55 164 135 135 

655 -2,504 -9,560 -13,234 
89,086 0 0 0 
80,748 77,369 29,312 0 
89,511 119,118 85,938 0 

TOT 92,017 205,187 185,104 260,055 194,146 105,824 -13,099 

Sav ings  ($K) Constant 
1994 1995 

----- ----- 
Misn 0 0 
P e r s  0 0 
ovhd 0 0 
Cons 0 7,955 
Movg 0 0 
iothr 0 0 

D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

TOT 0 7,955 0 187 379 5,890 15,367 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Cr.eated 14:44 06/15/1993 

McClellan, CA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 822 0 822 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 26 0 26 
+ Officers 14 0 14 
.................................................. 
Total 862 0 862 

1998: Civilians 1,643 0 1,643 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 5 1 0 51 
+ Officers 28 0 28 
.................................................. 

Total 1,722 0 1,722 

1999: Civilians 1,643 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 51 
+ Officers 27 
.................................................. 
Total 1,721 0 1,721 

TOTAL : Civilians 4,108 0 4,108 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 128 0 128 
+ Officers 69 0 69 
.................................................. 
Total 4,305 0 4,305 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Tinker, OK Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
-------------------------------------------------- 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 2,004 -2,004 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 62 -62 
+ Officers 0 33 -33 
.................................................. 
Total 0 2,099 -2,099 

1998: Civilians 0 4,007 -4,007 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 124 -124 
+ Officers 0 68 -68 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,199 -4,199 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 4,200 -4,200 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 10,019 -10,019 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 311 -311 
+ Officers 0 168 -168 
.................................................. 
Total 0 10,498 -10,498 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Hill, UT Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 

Civilians 
+ students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ OTficerb 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 

+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4 .04 )  - Page 4 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993,  Report Created 14:44 06 /15 /1993  

Kelly, TX Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994:  civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995:  Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 1,102 0 1,102 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 34 0 34 
+ Officers 1 8  0 1 8  
.................................................. 
Total 1,154 0 1,154 

C i v i l i a n s  2,204 0 2,204 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 68 0 68 
+ Officers 37 0 37 
.................................................. 
Total 2,309 0 2,309 

1999 :  Civilians 2,204 
+ Students 0 
+ Enlisted 6 9 
+ Officers 37 
.................................................. 
Total 2,310 0 2,310 

TOTAL : Civilians 5,510 0 5,510 
+ Students 0 O .  0 
+ Enlisted 1 7 1  0 1 7 1  
+ Officers 92 0 92 
.................................................. 
Total 5,773 0 5,773 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 5 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Robins, GA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997: Civilians 80 0 80 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 2 0 2 
+ Officers 1 0 1 
.................................................. 
Total 83 0 83 

Civilians 160 0 160 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 5 0 5 
+ Officers 3 0 3 
.................................................. 
Total 168 0 168 

1999: Civilians 161 0 161 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 5 0 5 

+ Officers 3 0 3 
.................................................. 
Total 169 0 169 

TOTAL : Civilians 401 0 401 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 12 0 12 
+ Officers 7 0 7 
.................................................. 
Total 420 0 420 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 6 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Base X Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
-------------------------------------------------- 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1998: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1999: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 7 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Beale, CA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1996: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : 

Civilians 0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilia~s 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 8 
'Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Offutt, NB Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers ' 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1996: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1997 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Ol'ficers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 

+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : C.ivilj.ans 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 9 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Langley, VA Gains Losses Net Gains 
----- ------ --------- 

1994 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1995: Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

1996 : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ cjific-ei-s 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

Civilians 
+ Students 
+ Enlisted 
+ Officers 
.................................................. 

Total 0 0 0 

TOTAL : Civilians 0 0 0 
+ Students 0 0 0 
+ Enlisted 0 0 0 
+ Officers 0 0 0 
.................................................. 
Total 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - P a g e  1 0  
D a t a  As O f  12 :13  06 /13 /1993 ,  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:44 06/1.5/1993 

M c C l e l l a n ,  CA 

START END CHANGE 
O f f i c e r s  536  605  +69 
E n l i s t e d  2 ,680  2 ,808  + I 2 8  
S t u d e n t s  0  0  0  
TOTALMIL 3 ,216  3 , 4 1 3  + I 9 7  
C i v i l i a n s  8 , 4 2 3  1 2 , 5 3 1  +4 ,108  
TOTAL 1 1 , 6 3 9  1 5 , 9 4 4  +4 ,305  

. 

T i n k e r ,  OK 

START END CHANGE 
O f f i c e r s  1 , 4 1 3  1 , 1 8 9  -224 
E n l i s t e d  5 , 5 7 6  4 , 9 3 9  -637 
S t u d e n t s  0  0  0 
TOTAL MIL 6 , 9 8 9  6 , 1 2 8  -861  
C i v i l i a n s  1 1 , 4 7 6  1 , 4 5 7  -10 ,019  
TOTAL 1 8 , 4 6 5  7 , 5 8 5  -10 ,880  

I 

H i l l ,  UT 

START END CHANGE 
O f f i c e r s  582 582 0  
E n l i s t e d  3 ,558 3 , 5 5 8  0 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 4 , 1 4 0  4 , 1 4 0  0  
C i v i l i a n s  9 , 0 4 5  9 ,045  0  
TOTAL 1 3 , 1 8 5  1 3 , 1 8 5  0  
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Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Kelly, TX 

START END CHANGE 
I officers 828 920 +92 
Enlisted 3,771 3,942 +I71 
students 0 0 o 
TOTAL MIL 4,599 4,862 +263 
ICivilians 14,251 19,761 +5,510 
TOTAL 18,850 24,623 +5,773 

Robins, GA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 755 762 +7 
Enlisted 3,135 3,147 +12 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTALMIL 3,890 3,909 +19 
Civilians 11,323 11,724 +401 
TOTAL 15,213 15,633 +420 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 569 569 0 
Enlisted 2,475 2,475 0 
Students 0 0 0 
TCTAL MIL 3,044 3,044 0 
Civilians 7,843 7,843 0 
TOTAL 10,887 10,887 0 



PERSONNEL MOVEMENT REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 12 
Data As Of 12:13 06/13/1993, Report Created 14:44 06/15/1993 

Beale, CA 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 450 450 0 
Enlisted 2,693 2,693 0 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 3,143 3,143 0 
Civilians 435 435 0 
TOTAL 3,578 3,578 0 

affutt, NB 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 1,975 1,975 0 
Pnlisted 6,900 6,900 0 
Students 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 8,875 8,875 0 
Civilians 1,276 1,276 0 
TOTAL 10,151 10,151 0 

L a ~ ~ g i e y ,  Vk 

START END CHANGE 
Officers 2,185 2,185 0 
Enlisted 6,612 6,612 0 
Slrudent s 0 0 0 
TOTAL MIL 8,797 8,797 0 
Civilians 1,863 1,863 0 
TOTAL 10,660 10,660 0 



CLOSE ALC ONLY (ASSUMES MCCLELLAN IS OPEN 
AND CLOSE ONE 3F THE ALCs LISTED BELOW) 

I 

SAN ANTONIO 

1 - 7;ME COSTS NET RECURRING 

WARNER ROBINS 
L 

OKLAHOMA CITY 

ROI 

100+ YRS 

100+ YRS 

1 OO+ YRS 

TOTAL 1055.5 

THE AIR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT TKE CLOSURE OF ANY OF THESE AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS. 

ALL SUPPORT ENDURING WEAPON SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS AND WARTIME SURGE CAPABILIW 
CANNOT BE RELOCATED COST EFFECTIVELY. 

COST OF CLOSURE FOR EACH AND REALIGNMENT OF WORKLOAD IS PROHIBITIVE. 

MOVING DLA, DISA, AND DRMO FUNCTlClNS AND BUILDING NEW FACILITIES HAVE NOT BEEN COSTED. 
FORCE STRUCTURE MOVES ALIGNED WTH AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION WHEN FEASIBLE. 



CLOSE TOTAL BASE (ASSUMES MCCLELLAN IS OPEN 
AND CLOSE ONE OF BASES LISTED BELOW) 

1-TIME COSTS 

MILCON 423.2 
OTHER 780.5 

MET RECURRING 

ROINS MILCON 574.7 -47.7 
OTHER 658.0 - - - 

'Ic TOTAL 1232.7 

TKXER MILCON 1040.4 -23.0 
OTHER 727.7 
TOTAL 1768.1 

100+ YRS 

1(30+ YRS 

fOO+ YRS 

TUE AlR FORCE DOES NOT SUPPORT :HE CLOSURE OF ANY OF THESE BASES 

ALL ALC'S SUPPORT ENDURING WEBAFON SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS AND WARTIME 
8LJi1GE CAPABILITY CANNOT BE RELCCATED COST EFFECTIVELY. 

MOVING DLA, DISA, AND DRMO FUNCVONS AND BUILDING NEW FACILITIES HAVE NOT 
BEEN COSTED. FORCE STRUCTURE COVES ALIGNED WITH AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION 
WhEN FEASIBLE 





DEFENSE 

rc 

, 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

M h R r  
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

June 4, 1993 

CAPT PETER 8.-BOWMAN, USN (RET) 
BEVERLY 8. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (Flm 
ARTHUR LEVllT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. W A R T .  JR. 

Mr. David Berteau 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of Defense (Production and Logistics) 
office of the Secretary of Defense 
Room 3E-808, The pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20310 

Dear Mr. Berteau: 

The differential cost to deliver and store aviation fuel to 
customers at various bases could well be a key factor in 
determining which bases to close or realign. The Air Force 
requirement to establish an East Coast mobility base has 
highlighted the importance of an in-depth review of these costs. 
The delivered fuel costs may be a significant factor in our 
analysis in decisions on other competing bases. 

Please provide to the Commission by June 15, 1993 the 
projected annual fuel requirements in cost per gallon delivered to 
the base for the following locations: K. I. Sawyer AFB, Grand Forks 
AFB, Fairchild AFB, Homestead AFB, MacDill AFB, Tinker AFB, ~elly 
AFB, Robins AFB, McClellan AFB, Carswell AFB, OtHare IAP AFRS, MCAS 
El Toro, MCAS Tustin, NAS Cecil Field, NAS Oceana, NAS Miramar, NAS 
~emphis, NAS Corpus Christi, NAS Alameda, NAS Barbers point, NAS 
Glenview, NAS South Weymouth, NAS Dallas, NAS Meridian, NAF 
Martinsburg, NAF Johnstown, and NAF Detroit. 

The importance of meeting our suspense, and the accuracy of 
the data, cannot be overemphasized. If you have any questions, 
please contact Ben Borden at (703) 696-0504. Thank you for your 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 

j a.c : borden 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-896-0804 

- 
June 11, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

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

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

plage refer ~a thh number 
w t m  reqmjin&3061k!6 

In a Hay 7, 1993 letter, the Commission asked the Air Force to 
provide us with a breakdown for redirect recommendations to include 
Bergstrom and Carswell. We asked that this breakdown be in the 
same format as the cost breakdown you provided for the Rickenbacker 
redirect ( Attachment 1). We inadvertently omitted the alternative 
of leaving the 924th at Bergstrom and moving the Navy units from 
Detroit, Dallas and Memphis to cars well*^ cantonment area with the 
3Olet Fighter Wing. 

Since the Commissioners wish to weigh this option prior to 
final deliberations, we respectfully request that you provide the 
Commission with this information no later than June 14, 1993. 

Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation. I 
appreciate your attention to this urgent request. 

Sincerely, 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT t( 
1700 NORTH hlOORE STREET SUITE 1 L29 

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703.G960502 

May 7, 1993 

Hr. James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

for Installations 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940,  The Pentagon p b a  rder t~ I* ~ d f  
Washington, D.C. 20301 t,+sn ~ d ! 4 3 0 5 * ~  

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

As part of our on-poing analysis of the DoD recomendations, 
the Commission has been compiling cost sfialyses for each of the 
redirect installations. Our 5021 is to find c conp:ehcnsive, 
oseful format to poztray t h i s  infornation. 

Attachment 1 is a copy of a cost breakdovn for 
Rj ckenbacker redirect thrt cas provide& to the Connission by 
Air Force. This format has been very helpful and as a resclt 
could like the Air Force to provide us vith a similar breakdoi'n 
the Lollovin~ redirect recommendations: Rzther AFB, HacDill A 
Bcrgstrom AFB and Carsvell He cocld also uelcome zny upda 
information on Rickenbacker. 

the 
the 
we 

f 0:: 

,FB , 
, t e6 

Attachment 2 is a copy of an o~erating costs brezkdovn on 
Rickenbacker thzt the Air Force has provi2ed -to the- Connission 
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 68/91 action, 
aqd similarly the annual operating costs that would be borne as a 
result of the 1993 redirect for the installations listed above. 

. - .  . -. .. . . . . . - . - 0 . .  . 

We ask that all the information requested by this l e t l e i b e  
provided to us no later than Hay 18, 1993. As always, YOU' 
continued cooperation and assistance is appreciated. 

-. . . . -  0 . .  . .  ....... . : . Sincerely., - .. .... - 
. . 

jac: jra 

Ch irman 
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Rtlocaic S?ring:lelO .x.'G 10 P2:krna~cs:r 
Avfgidtd 21 Sprir._~field (FY 9') 

Tot z l s 

OTHER OSE-TI3.E COSTS 
Rickenbzckci -?-KG to \VPhrT 
For Rickenbacker .A% cmtonnrent 
Onc-time cost 10 rtlocz1c -970 ARC-to-\lr.P 
To  re locr~c Springfield AYG 10 \\:P.CB 

Tot 2 l s 
1993 Redirect Recommcnd~tion one-time cost saleings 
Tot3l:estim2ted one-time ss\tings .of. 1993 Redirect. Rccommend~~ 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

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 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

The responds to your June 1 1, 1993 (9306 1 1- 16) request that asked for a breakdown 
of cost for the following option: "Leave the 924th at Bergstrom and move the Navy units 
from Detroit, Dallas and Memphis to Carswell's cantonment area with the 301st Fighter 
Wing." The Air Force is not aware of all the Navy requirements; therefore, we can not 
provide you the exact cost you requested. However, we can provide a professional analysis 
0.F projected Carswell DoD cost and how they may be affected by your request. 

As you might recall, the total estimated cost for DoD's recommendation as related to 
Carswell was $126 million in MILCON. Of this total, $82 million was earmarked for the 
NavyMarineIAir Force Reserve beddown (Air Force portion of this was less than $6 million). 
A key point that affects the solution of your request is the fact that, the 924th relocation from 
Bergstrom to Carswell would collocate into the 301st area and facilities with only minor 
addlalters. Therefore, the Air Force does not believe that the overall Carswell MILCON 
requirement would be reduced for the Navy--the Navy will not be able to take advantage of 
any 301st facilities to offset MILCON requirements, because the 301st will still be there. 

Hopefully this information is helpful. I suggest you contact the Navy for specific 
information on Navy MILCON requirements at Carswell. 

Sincerely 
/7 

w e p u t y  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 COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

June 12, 1993 

The Honorable Leon Panetta 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
17th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN (RE77 
BEVERLY 8.  BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON, JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. aR. 

when responding;' - 9 >(=- ,k:i 2-[ 

/ 
Dear M r y a : w  

As you may know, Secretary of Commerce Ronald Brown has 
written a letter to Secretary of Defense Les Aspin requesting a no- 
cost transfer of the airfield at MacDill AFB, Florida, to 
Department of Commerce (DOC) control. In his letter (attachment 1) 
Secretary Brown states that in order to complete a no-cost 
transfer, DOC would need to obtain your approval. 

In order to completely review the Department of Defense's 
recommendation regarding MacDill AFB, we request your comment on 
DOCfs proposal. Specifically, is the proposal valid and would it 
require budget realignments in order to implement it? 

The Commissionfs deliberation hearing begin on June 17, 1993. 
Therefore, your response to the Commission by June 16, 1993 would 
be greatly appreciated. 

JAC: jra 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

FAX COVER SHEET > - - !  :. . -L -+ . - + - 0 ,- . \ - ' - ' f '  - 
, , : ,: *\ .3?7 .- -2 : .;2!91- - 

DATE: June 12, 1993 

TO: Diana 

FROM: Jennifer Atkin 

NUMBER OF PAGES (including cover): 2 

COMMENTS: Per our telephone conversation on June I l th,  here is an advance 
copy of the letter I spoke of. A hard copy will follow in the mail. I can be reached 
at the number below if you have any questions. We need a response as soon as 
passible. Thanks. 

4 

IF YOU HAVE TRO 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS. 
CAP1 m E R  B. BOWMAN, USN (R€l7 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

June 12, 1993 

The Honorable Leon Panetta 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
17th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Please rder to this number 
when rasgonding?3-~0 

/ 
Dear M y H ? ' & a : ~  

As you may know, Secretary of Commerce Ronald Brown has 
written a letter to Secretary of Defense Les Aspin requesting a no- 
cost transfer of the airfield at MacDill AFB, Florida, to 
Department of Commerce (DOC) control. In his letter (attachment 1) 
Secretary Brown states that in order to complete a no-cost 
transfer, DOC would need to obtain your approval. 

In order to completely review the Department of Defense's 
recommendation regarding MacDill AFB, we request your comment on 
DOC'S proposal. Specifically, is the proposal valid and would it 
require budget realignments in order to implement it? 

The Commission's deliberation hearing begin on June 17, 1993. 
Therefore, your response to the Commission by June 16, 1993 would 
be greatly appreciated. 

.- JI# COURTER 
Chairman 

1 / 
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THE DIRECTOR 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

June 1 6 ,  1993 

Honorable Jim Courter, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment v- a.5? 79:t3- 9.: pa ~I;~~T+:<~~ 

Commission , , : - ,..-- . , .- ,. - -  di 3ch - 2~.-3 - --. 
3.700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Pear Mr. Courter: 

Thank you for your June 12, 1993, letter concerning the 
Commission's review of the proposal to transfer the airfield at 
MacDill Air Force Base, Florida, to control of the Department of 
Commerce. You have asked the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) to comment on the validity of the proposal and its cost 
implications. 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
of the Department of Commerce has transferred its Aircraft 
Operations Center from Miami and currently is functioning out of 
MacDill. As the final disposition of the airfield is yet 
undetermined, it is apparent that Commerce wishes to assume 
control of the airfield in order to ensure continued access to 
the facility. 

The Office of Management and Budget has not had sufficient 
time to evaluate the transfer proposal fully. However, we have 
discussed the proposal with the staff of the Department of 
Commerce. NOAA staff have assured the Department that there are 
no costs associated with the transfer to Commerce, nor would 
there be net additional costs associated with continued 
operation, by Commerce, of the airfield. Our preliminary 
assessment of the proposed transfer is favorable. Please note, 
however, that as the Base Closure and Realignment Commission has 
yet to finalize its recommendations for MacDill, no formal 
request for a no-cost transfer has been made to OMB. 

c: Honorable Ronald Brown 
Secretary of Commerce 





June 20, 1993 

MEMORANDUM TO: RtA Director 
Staff Director ##fV 
commissioners (IN TURN), 

FROM: Air Force Team (Frank Cirillo @ 
SUBJECT: Independent Staff Analysis of Bases 

The attached letter from Mr. Boatright is provided for your 
information. The Commission was given the copy at the Fairchild 
AFB base visit. Communities and the Air Force have challenged the 
independent analysis that we used for Staff operational Scores 
under criteria 1, 2, and 3. Some arguments are valid-- such as the 
scores are quantitative and don't show the subjective (qualitative) 
differences that the Air Force's Base Closure ~xecutive Group 
(BCEG) did using color codes and vast experience. We agree, and 
knew that when we started, however we were faced with the 
requirement to develop an independent review given the lack of 
specific decision related Air Force documentation. The intent of 
our numerical analysis was for more detailed data comparisons using 
the same certified questionnaire data the BCEG used. The staff 
also graded more data points than those graded by the Air Force. 
Again, these scores only reflected an independent view of the first 
three selection criteria. Where the certified data used in the 
scores was found to be in error the staff corrected the appropriate 
rating accordingly. 

As staff noted during the course of the May 21st and June 18th 
hearings, the scores were intended to be but one factor in the 
decision process of the Commission. Commissioners will get the 
subjective comparisons of various base attributes within the base 
ffissueff slides. For instance, although a base rated "Greenff for 
POL storage and got 10 points in our analysis, the cost may be 
excessive because of distribution problems. Another example is 
where the number of Air Traffic Control delays might not reflect a 
problem but the number per sortie (aircraft operation) could 
indicate an air encroachment issue. In the latter case the 
encroachment could be discussed as an issue. 

Shown at attachment 2 are copies of the questionnaire 
responses we graded in our independent analysis and the score 
sheets reflecting the scores as presented. The independent scores 
derived served the intended purpose by allowing focus on the issues 
that cannot be objectively scored and to an extent validated the 
Air Force BCEG approach for final selections but reiterated the 
need for a data driven model to sort objective certified data. 



The independent staff analysis scoring procedure allowed the 
Commission to be able to focus on the relative attributes of a 
larger population of bases as the analysis progressed from general 
to specific compliance. During the final deliberations the scores 
are less a factor than the requirement to focus on the true 
discriminators relative to specific mission areas. The general 
rankings and scores of the independent data analysis could divert 
attention from those specific issues that truly separate the base 
military values. In that regard, staff recommends that the scores 
should not be formally presented from this point on as their 
purpose was served in numerically rating and displaying data and in 
identifying the pros and cons of objective analysis versus 
subjective assessment. This format could well be used by the Air 
Force in the 1995 round as an objective indicator to the Base 
Closure Executive Group prior to their actual recommendations to 
the Secretary of the Air Force. Staff is available to discuss any 
specific questions that commissioners might have in this area. 

Arch: 1. SA/MI ltr. June 3, 1993 
2. Analysis Plan 
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Dear Mr. Speaker 
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- hro cor~sidcrz[iorl to PCN (wcighr  t~ca-irlg capclbi l i~y)  o f  ~ l i c  ramp. 
- Nu cons idc rn~ ion  l o  ~? , i .~ i i i \ g  co t l l l i~ iu t~  of ranlp. 

- Poilli va lue  biases analysis ~ o ~ \ a r d  airIifl/mobility bas ts  (10 poinrs) vcrsus  
bombcr/fighicr b?-~es ( 5  p o i n ~ c ) .  

- -  V d u e  s l ~ o u l d  be const,mt Ulrouphou~ analysis. silnilar lo encroachmerl[ 
argurnen t pvesen~ed carlier. 

- Disregards con!igu~-3~iord1~you[ o l  h y d r a n ~ ~  for ref l~el i~ig operations (c~~i-on/[ruti-0f.f 
11s l o ~ ~ ~ i n g  oper3lions). 
- No nien tion of  [lie rium ber of s i r~~ul [aneous  I-efueli r ~ g  opr'.ra!ions. 

Faci I i r ics 
iliries Lverc assigned a [o[al of  25 poi 
f u r  any si./r..n base ctinnged by type. 

- -  T z ~ i f c r  b . s e  laiili[ies accotinred 
i f  - i 2 . ;  I !  - 12.27~: a n d  

- -  72ic.~c *;.t'iies \l:cigilr tile analysis 
2i : r 'n i lon on bdsc fctcilitj",. 

ing. [ilc percsntagc of [he lo 

[he ro[al: burnbcr  - 16, I %; 
! -97~. 
per3 tio:!s a n d  focusc.~ more 
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(J/,~IEs F. B0,4TRJGkf l  
Dep i~ ty  Assisr~nt Sccrctzry of h e  A j r  Force 
(1ns:zll~tions) 



AIR FORCE TEAM LARGE AIRCRAFT MISSION ANALYSIS 

Airlift Mission 

Runway length (8,000 feet minimum) 
Total usable ramp space 

a Does the base have a hot pad (for loading and unloading 
munitions) 

C-141 maximum on ground (includes ramp space and equipment for 
loading aircraft for deployments above normal airlift ops) 
@ POL storage 

Number of fuel hydrants (for refueling large aircraft) 
Weather above 300' and [visibility greater than] 1 mile (large 

aircraft can take-off in worse weather than this, but indicates 
poor weather conditions) 
@ Weather above 3000' and 5 miles (weather for low-level flying) 

Distance to weather alternate (affects fuel loads-- have to 
carry extra fuel to fly to "alternate", therefore train less) 

Number of Air Traffic Control delays 
compliance with ground encroachment policies for accident 

potential zones (this does not account for percent of encroachment- 
- we will cover that in the hearings) 

Number of noise complaints 
Distance to Drop zone (for dropping parachutists or practice) 
Army base within 150 miles (co-location better for Global Reach) 
Distance to rail (for equipment/ cargo movement) 
Distance to airborne units (parachutists for training and real) 
Distance to airlift customer (normal ops to fly to customer) 
Distance to Air Refueling Track (for training) 
Distance to large scale airdrop (for dropping cargo/ practice) 
Number of low level routes within 200 nautical miles (training) 
Base facilities 
Housing facilities 

Tanker Mission - 

Runway length (10,000' minimum) 
Total usable ramp space 

* POL storage store 
Number of fuel hydrants 
Weather above 300' and 1 mile 
Distance to weather alternate 
Number of ~ i r  ~raffic Control delays 
Compliance with ground encroachment policies for accident 

potential zones 
Number of noise complaints 
Distance to Air Refueling Track 
Distance to high density air refueling track (determines how 

close receivers are for training) 
Tanker saturation (determines other tankers are nearby competing 

for users) 
Base facilities 
Housing facilities 



Mobility Mission 
Note: combines airlift and tanker attributes, except the base 

does not need ability to process cargo (rail) or many airlift and 
services all customer, so distance to airlift customer is 
irrelevant. 

Runway length 
Total usable ramp space 
Does the base have a hot pad 
C-141 maximum on ground 
POL storage store 
Number of fuel hydrants 
Weather above 300' and 1 mile 
Weather above 3000' and 5 miles 
Distance to weather alternate 
Number of Air Traffic Control delays 
Compliance with ground encroachment policies for accident 

potential zones 
Number of noise complaints 
Drop zone 

@ Distance to airborne units 
Distance to Air Refueling Track 

@ Number of low level routes within 200 nautical miles 
Distance to large scale airdrop 
Distance to high density air refueling track 

@ Tanker saturation 
Number of KC-135 equivalents that can be parked on the ramp 

* Base facilities 
* Housing facilities 

Bomber Mission - 

Runway length (10,000 minimum) 
Total usable ramp space 
Does the base have a hot pad 
Number of refueling hydrants 
C-141 maximum on ground 
Weather 300' and 1 mile (bombers also can fly in worse w e a t h e r  

a n d  even do low levels in the weather) 
Distance to weather alternate 
Number of Air Traffic Control delays 
Compliance with ground encroachment policies 
Number of noise complaints 
Distance to Radar Bombing Site scoring facility (train crews 

without dropping a bomb, sites also have electronic warfare) 
Distance to Air Refueling Track 
Distance to bombing range (train crews dropping practice bombs) 
Distance to low altitude military operating area (flying 

training for co-pilots in T-37/T-38s and some training with 
f i-ghters) 

~istance to electronic combat range (training for electronic 
warfare and defensive systems) 

Number of low level routes within 200 nautical miles 
Base facilities 
Housing facilities 
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TANKER BASE ANALYSIS 

2 
a 
ZI 
I- 
V) 
Z - 

LITTLE ROCK AFB 
3YESS AFB 
TRAVIS AFB 
aHITEMAN AFB 
BARKSDALE AFB 
4LTUS AFB 
3EALE AFB 
MINOT AFB 
.MARCH AFB 

8 POOR 1C 
4 BALAN 

ELLSWORTH AFB 
GRIFFISS AFB 

-- - 

PLATTSBURGH AFB 
MCCONNELL AFB 
GRAND FORKS AFB 

- 

K. I. SAWYER AFB 
FAIRCHILD AFB 
MCGUIRE AFB 
CHARLESTON AFB -- - 

MALMSTROM AFB 
DOVER AFB 
MCCHORD AFB 

Ver 1.2 Incorporates Griffiss Ramp Change to 51 5,000 Sq Yds usable 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSI-ON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN ( R m  
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 

t GEN H. 1. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
5 ARTHUR LNm. JR. 

June 14, 1993 HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. . ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy ~ssistant Secretary of the Air F o r c e  

for Installations 
Department of the Air F o r c e  (SAF/MII) 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, DOCo 20330-1660 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

Attached please find questions that are being considered for 
use during the June 17, 1993 hearing-. We ask that responses to all 
of the attached questions that are not asked during the hearing be 
provided for the record no later than noon, June 18, 1993. 

I appreciate your attention to this important matter and thank 
you in advance for your time and cooperation. 

jac: cirillo 



SEC ASPIN: 
- - - -- - - - . 

Do you plan on accepting the proposal by the Secretary of 
Coqnmerce for a no-cost transfer of the operation of the airfield at 
~acDill AFB, FLto the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association 
(NOAA) ? 

Are the demographics available in the Standard Metropolitan 
statistical Area of Dallas FT. Worth to support the recruitment of 
10,000 plus service veterans and/or civilians whose skills are 
directly transferrable to military aviation occupational 
specialties? Please describe your methodology to ascertain. 

AIR FORCE: 

GENERAL 

What is the impact of the Air Force's force-structure 
announcement on the current basing strategy and the 1993 base- 
closure process? Specifically ... 

If Fairchild is to become one of the primary tanker bases, 
what are the plans for the weapons storage area? Will the 
munitions be transferred out, or will they be used in place by - 
units deploying in? 

The force-structure announcement generally reflected several 
1993 DoD closure and realignment recommendations, but did not 
show deactivation of the 31st FW Erom Homestead, closure of 
gewark AFB, or realignment of the Springfield ANG, OH to 

:. . . - ~rKghk-patterson AFB, OH. please elaborate. I 

- .  ; 

Yo& have provided Air Force comments on the majority of 
opposing community comments and concerns. Would you care to 
 laborat ate on any today, other than what you have already provided 
previously or in your testimony thus far? - - '. . - L F - " . " n - . a  . *.. - - - - .  .I-- . - . - _ J , .  . 

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ 
- - 

LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES 

You-liavee seen correspondence from the Commission regarding the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty and its relationship to 
potential closure of Grand Forks AFB, ND. Would the relationship 
of the  site preclude closure of Grand Forks AFB and/or its 
attached ICBM missile field now or during the 1995 round of the 
base closure process? 

The Air Force indicated an excess of between four and five 
large aircraft bases. If the Commission elects to recommend 
closure of the Grand Forks Missile field, should the rest of the 



base be considered as one of four or one of five large-aircraft 
bases to close or realign? 

Please-explain why, in the opinion of -the Secretary-o-f-th-ir - 

Force, it is too early to close one of the four active* missile 
fields and thus bring the number of total ICBM silos to 550. ' 

t 

Given the winter fuel situation and .the Accident Potential 
Zone (APZ) I1 encroachment violations at' Plattsburgh AFB, do you 
feel that this base was the correct choice as the East Coast 
Mobility Base? 

The Commission staff's independent evaluation of Air Force- 
provided data as related to criteria I, I1 and I11 indicate that 
~riffiss AFB is a strong bomber base. Obviously the Base Closure 
Executive Group saw some key detrimental elements that resulted in 
the Secretary's recommendation to realign Griffiss. Can you 
elaborate on those elements or the final:decision? 

If Fairchild AFB were closed instedd of frif f iss AFB, would 
the Air Force make Griffiss AFB a tanker base, or a B-52 base 
instead of Minot AFB as is currently projected? 

If Fairchild AFB were closed instead of K. I. Sawyer AFB, would 
the Air Force make K.I. Sawyer AFB a tanker base, or a B-52 base 
instead of Minot AFB as is currently projected? 

, &  . 
... . - 

The Air Force is currently converting all MM 11-: silos',-at 
Malmstrom to MM 111. Considering the actual number -'o~"i~,31$1 ' 

~nissiles in the inventory, why do you think this is. necessa-ry? 
. . ..; 4 :., . . .., - 

What will happen with the aerial port at McGuire if the base 
is realigned as an AFRES installation? i 

. -  . 
* . .  

During Desert Shield/Desert Storm:. +,;&McGuire AFB processed 
several thousand passengers and tons of chfgo and mail destined for 
IAe middle east. How does the Air ~orce envision meeting these 
requirements if McGuire is realigned as a Reserve installation? 

DEPOTS 
- t . & 

: - ;; 

The -Air Force has recommended the closure of McClellan XFB and 
Newark AFB. What impact would the closure of a second large air 
logistics center have on the Air Force's depot-maintenance 
capability? 

The ~ i r  Force plans to decommissiollf ?the non-destructive 
inspection facility at McClellan if theigase is closed. What 
provisions has the Air Force made to ret3re the small:-nuclear. . **-.s 
reactor at the facility, and has the cost been included~in'the 
COBRA estimate? Also, McClellan has a * dold-proof facility for 
stress testing of the F-111 aircraft. If McClellan is closed, 
and with the F-111 remaining in the inventory, will the stress 
testing still be required; if so, where will it be done? 



SMALL AIRCRAFT BASES 
c 

The 30lst:~escue Squadron realignment to Patrick is in support 
of an active-duty mission to support Space Shuttle launches. Are 
there any cost savings or operational concerns for moving the unit 
back to Homestead AFB? 

AIR FORCE RESERVE BASES 

The City of Chicago group requested relief on the time 
constraints for the Chicago 08Hare Air Reserve Station realignment, 
which was recommended to begin in 1995 and be completed by 1997. 
The public law would allow closure to continue through 1999. Is 
there a specific reason that the move must be completed by 1997? 

The DoD .recommendation for OfHare Air Reserve Station 
specified thati the move had to be made at no expense to the federal 
government, yet the request from the City of Chicago only 
referenced no costs to DoD. Please clarify. 

All the proponents and opposition groups for the O'Hare Air 
Reserve Station desire that the units stay within ~llinois. Would 
either the 928th Airlift Group (AFRES) or the 126 Air Refueling 
[Group (ANG) be placed more in jeopardy during further force 
structure draw downs if in between moves? 

REDIRECTS 

Acting Secretary Donley sent a letter to the Commission 
notifying us of the offer by The ~epartnient of Commerce to operate 
the MacDill VSI, FL runway. Does that,-of f q, ,,if- accepted, provide 
a viable  alte*ative t o  the proposed,!Mac~i~$ ;A3&;redirect and thus 
obviate the lieed to relocate the 482nd'.~~''.(IWi&~) to MacDill to 
operate the *way? 

4 

If the Commission elects to retain the., 482nd FW (AFRES) at 
~omestead as', & .realignment in lieu o f  *:the propoged closure, should 
that unit re*&in its existing- weapon- 'system (F-16) or convert to 
KC-135s as iGethe proposed redirect ---relatGd1 to MacDill AFBI Who 
should pay the additional costs for bedding down KC-135s at 
Homestead? 

- - 

You have provided the Commission new information regarding the 
proposed relocation of the Air National Guard unit at Springfield, 
Ohio to ~rigEt-patterson . , di" AFB and in 'fact did not include that 
realignment ;ln the May 28 announceent . a Should the  omm mission 
regard that particular aspect of the proposed ~ickenbacker ANGB as 
no longer cost or mission effective? 



DoD concluded there is adequate space at the Carswell 
cantonment area to support both the ~ i r  Force and Navy proposals of 
operating 186 aircraft. DoD also concluded t h a t  moving t he  924th 
from-Bergstrom to Carswell will be cost effective and will result 
in operational efficiencies. Please address the Austin community 
position which illustrates that operating 186 aircraft from 
Carswell's cantonment area would degrade operational readiness, 
increase operational costs, and-unnecessarily increase risk. 

The Austin community provided data to show that DoD could save 
about $57 million in MILCON by leaving the 924th FG at Bergstrom 
and moving the 301st FW from Carswell to Bergstrom. If this is 
true, shouldn't consideration be given t o  the Austin community 
suggestion, especially since a commitment was made to leave the 

\ 924th at Bergstrom until at least 1996 if the city committed to 
moving its municipal airport to Bergstrom? 

Since there seems to be many uncertainties surrounding the 
consolidation of 186 reserve aircraft from the Air Force, Navy, 
Army, Marines, Coast Guard, etc., at Carswell AFB, would leaving 
the 924th at Bergstrom give the Air Force some flexibility should 
Carswell prove to be overcrowded once all reserve units are in 
place? 



DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

SAFIMII 
1660 A r  Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 JUN 
Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

This response to your 14 Jun 93 letter answers specific questions for the record 
concerning base closure and realignments. Hopefully, this information will be useful in your 
independent analysis. 

JAMES F. BOATRIGHT 
(/Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 

Attachment: 
Questions and answers 





SECDEF: 

2. QUESTION: Are the demographics available in the Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area of Dallas FT. Worth to support the recruitment of 10.000 plus service veterans and/or 
civilians whose skills are directly transferrable to military aviation occupational specialties? 
Please describe your methodology to ascertain. 

RESPONSE: This question was previously answered by the OSD staff. 



Document S epal-atol* 



3. QUESTION: The COBRA figure for privatizing Newark AFB in place did not 
address any aspect of transitioning the workload to contractor operation. What is the cost of 
transitioning the workload to contractor operation, and will it save money? 

RESPONSE: We estimate the transition cost to be approximately $1.9M (FY94$). 
Based on our analysis the closure of Newark AFB and the privatization of most of its 
workload will save money and will be cost effective. 



4. QUESTION: What is the Air Force plan for transitioning the Minuteman ICBM 
guidance repair workload that is presently done at Newark AFB? Presently, Newark is the 
only facility that can accomplish this work. 

RESPONSE: We are evaluating three options for this workload; a. privatize, b. 
interservice, and c. contract out. We are confident this workload can be satisfactorily 
accomplished by one or more of these options. 



5. QUESTION: It appears that the Air Force did not develop a clear transition plan 
for the privatization of Newark AFB? It appears high risk - what is your operational and 
economic risk assessment? 

RESPONSE: The recommendation to privatize the Newark workload in place was 
based on a cost estimating model. Transition planning is still in its formative stages and 
cannot be completed until final decisions are reached regarding interservicing, contracting out, 
and privatization in place. 

There appears to be adequate capability within the DOD and the commercial sector to 
assume the Newark workload within a reasonably short transition period. In addition, force 
retluctions and improved system and component reliability have put us in a positive support 
posture. Therefore, we assess operational and economic risk to be acceptable. 



6. QUESTION: What is the annual cost to contract for the total Newark workload 
including contract administration? 

RESPONSE: The COBRA estimate for annual contract costs was $68.09M. Program 
management and contract administration is estimated to be $0.43M. 



7. QUESTION: Does the capability to accept the entire Newark workload presently 
exist in the commercial sector? If not, how long will it take to develop such a capability? 

RESPONSE: The commercial sector does have the capability to accept the entire 
Newark workload at this time. A recent meeting to discuss this issue was attended by 
approximately fifty contractors. While only one contractor expressed an interest in assuming 
the entire Newark workload, many individual and teamed contractors expressed interest in 
parts of the workload. The Navy also stated that they could accept much of the workload. 



8. QUESTION: The Newark facility has approximately 1.7M DPAH. What is the 
commercial capacity? What is the commercial cost per labor hour? 

RESPONSE: AFMC does not know the total capacity of the commercial sector to 
perform AGMC workloads. However, we received many favorable responses to our request 
for information from individual and teamed contractors. Based on these responses, we are 
confident that there is sufficient commercial capacity and enough interest in this work to 
achieve the benefits of competition. 

At this time, we cannot state the commercial cost per labor hour. This will become 
kmwn as we progress through the formal competition/contracting process. 



What is the impact of the Air Force's force structure announcement on the current 
basing strategy and the 1993 base-closure process? Specifically. .. 

9. QUESTION: If Fairchild is to become one of the primary tanker bases, what are 
the plans for the weapons storage area? Will the munitions be transferred out, or will they be 
used in place by units deploying in? 

RESPONSE: In a recent force structure public announcement, the Air Force stated 
its intention to create a large KC-135 air refueling wing at Fairchild AFB. The large number 
of KC-135 aircraft would require relocation of the B-52H aircraft. Air Launched Cruise 
Missiles (ALCMs) and Advanced Cruise Missiles (ACMs) will remain in the igloos at 
Fairchild, while gravity nuclear weapons and conventional munitions will most likely be 
moved elsewhere. Storage for nuclear cruise missiles will remain critical through 1998 when 
we can expect some decrease in STRATCOM's cruise missile requirement. Until then, we 
need 42 wide-door cruise missile storage igloos to hold the required missiles and their 
launchers. There are a total of 13 wide door igloos at Fairchild, 16 at Barksdale and 13 at 
Minot. Additionally, since plans call for conventional bombers to conduct missions directly 
from CONUS bases initially, conventional munitions will be co-located with the bombers. If 
necessary, the Air Force would fly aircraft into Fairchild and load cruise missiles. Then we 
would stage from Fairchild or rotate them to other locations for executions. 



10. QUESTION: The force-structure announcement generally reflected several 1993 
DoD closure and realignment recommendations, but did not show deactivation of the 31 st 
FIV from Homestead, closure of Newark AFB, or realignment of the Springfield ANG, OH to 
W right-Patterson AFB , OH. Please elaborate. 

RESPONSE: The 27 May 93 force structure announcement addressed the SECDEF's 
12 Mar 93, Base ClosurelRealignment recommendation only if there was exoanded 
information from that released in the DoD ReporVAir Force News Release. The information 
was included to make the announcement as comprehensive as possible by showing the total 
base impact should the closure/realignment recommendations become final. All previously 
announced information on the DoD recommendations remains valid. Rationale on the specific 
questions follows: 

a. The 12 Mar 93 Air Force News Release contained the recommendation to inactivate 
the 31st Fighter Wing, so it wasn't readdressed in the 27 May 93 announcement. However, 
the actual number of Homestead AFB, FL, aircraft involved in the recommended closure was 
included because the numbers weren't included in the 12 Mar 93 Air Force New Release. 

b. The Newark AFB, OH, closure wasn't readdressed in the 27 May 93, announcement 
because there wasn't any additional information to that released on 12 Mar 93. 

c. The Air Force deleted the Springfield AGS, OH, F-16 unit move to Wright - 
Patterson AFB, OH, from the announcement because it appears that after site surveys, this 
relocation is no longer cost effective. The Commission was notified of this situation. 



11. QUESTION: You have provided Air Force comments on the majority of opposing 
community comments and concerns. Would you care to elaborate on any today, other than 
what you have already provided previously or in your testimony thus far? 

RESPONSE: Yes, I included additional comments in my written statement dated 
June 17, 1993 (Atch 1, pp. 15, 22, 25) 



12. QUESTION: You have seen correspondence from the Commission regarding the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty and its relationship to potential closure of Grand Forks 
AFB, ND. Would the relationship of the ABM site preclude closure of Grand Forks AFB 
and/or its attached ICBM missile field now or during the 1995 round of the base closure 
process? 

RESPONSE: In my 17 Jun 93 testimony to the Commission (Atch 1, pg 14), I 
commented on the effect of this proposed closure and the ABM treaty. I would like to 
expand on that answer. The ABM treaty would not preclude closure of Grand Forks AFB. A 
major provision of the treaty limits deployment of ABM systems to one site located either 
around the nation's capital or centered within a group of ICBM silo launchers. If the base is 
closed and all silo launchers are eliminated, the US would have the right to relocate the US 
ABM system to the nation's capital, not to another ICBM base or some other location. If we 
eliminate all the ICBM silo-launchers in the deployment area and chose not to relocate the 
AEiM system, the ABM treaty is unclear whether the US may leave the ABM system in 
place without dismantling it or reactivate it someday. The existence of the ICBM launchers 
was a sine qua non for the initial deployment of the ABM system there pursuant to Article 
111. But, a review of the negotiating record would be required to determine whether the US 
would still have a right to an ABM system there. In any case, the US could seek explicit 
agreement of the Treaty Parties to have an ABM system there. 



13. QUESTION: The Air Force indicated an excess of between four and five 
large aircraft bases. If the Commission elects to recommend closure of the Grand Forks 
Missile field, should the rest of the base be considered as one of four or one of five large- 
aircraft bases to close or realign? 

RESPONSE: It should be considered one of five large aircraft bases to close or 
redign. 



14. QUESTION: Congressman Boehlert forwarded an Air Mobility Command 
MILCON estimate for Griffiss AFB that totalled over $SOOM. This seems an excessive cost 
to bring an operational base up to a new mission. Would you address this high cost estimate, 
in particular the $66.OM for approximately 600,000 square yards of aircraft parking ramp and 
$137.OM for about 1,270 military family housing units? Could you explain the "drag costs", 
rationale? 

RESPONSE: The MILCON cost estimates for Griffiss AFB were addressed in my 
Jun 18, 1993 letter to the Commission (Atch 2). 



15. QUESTION: Please explain why, in the opinion of the Secretary of the Air 
Force, it is too early to close one of four active missile fields and thus bring the number of 
total ICBM silos to 550? 

RESPONSE: The response to this question was provided in a SAFIMII 20 May 93 
response to the DBCRC (Atch 3). 



16. QUESTION: Given the winter fuel situation and the Accident Potential Zone 
(APZ) II encroachment violations at Plattsburgh AFB, do you feel that this base was the 
correct choice as the East Coastal Mobility Base? 

RESPONSE: Yes, the Air Force remains firmly convinced that Plattsburgh AFB is 
the best base for the east coast Air Mobility Wing. Please refer to the SAFlMII letters dated 
June 11, 1993, and June 12, 1993, to DBCRC (Atch 4) for additional details in regard to their 
operation. 



17. QUESTION: The Commission staffs independent evaluation of &r Force- 
provided data as related to criteria I, 11, and I11 indicate that Griffiss AFT3 is a strong bomber 
base. Obviously the Base Closure Executive Group saw some key detrimental elements that 
resulted in the Secretary's recommendation to realign Griffiss. Can you elaborate on those 
elements or the final decision? 

RESPONSE: Gnffiss has capably served as an effective bomber base for a number 
of years. When we compared Griffiss with all of the other bases in its category using all of 
the subelements of the eight DoD criteria, it ranked in the lowest grouping of bases and, thus, 
became a candidate for closure/realignment. Given we had 4 to 5 more large aircraft bases 
than we needed to support the approved Defense Force Structure Plan, Griffiss AFB was 
remmmended for realignment. Griffiss is not a bad bomber base but it isn't as good as the 
bomber bases we have retained. 



18. QUESTION: If Fairchild AFB were closed instead of Griffiss AFB, would the 
Air Force make Griffiss AFB a tanker base, or a B-52 base instead of Minot as is currently 
projected? 

RESPONSE: The Air Force does not support the closure of Fairchild AFB. If forced 
to accept the loss of Fairchild, the &r Force would have to reevaluate the beddown of the 
force structure. Griffiss would most likely retain its bombers and tankers until final force 
structure decisions are made. Minot would still retain the intended bomber mission since 
bomber-ICBM bases are more cost effective than bomber-only bases. The Air Force intends 
to develop Plattsburgh as the Northeast Air Mobility wing with both tanker and airlift assets. 
Therefore, there would be no compelling need to develop a tanker operation at Griffiss. The 
hypothetical loss of Fairchild would not alter mobility wing plans. 



19. QUESTION: If Fairchild AFB were to close instead of KI Sawyer AFB, would 
the Air Force make KI Sawyer AFB a tanker base, or a B-52 base instead of Minot as is 
currently projected? 

RESPONSE: The Air Force does not support the closure of Fairchild AFB. Fairchild 
is ideally situated to support peacetime and contingency deployments to the Pacific. The base 
infrastructure (ramp, hydrants and facilities) are well suited to accommodating a large air 
refueling wing. KI Sawyer would be a much less desirable location for tanker assets since it 
is not as near the major deployment corridors as is Fairchild. If forced to retain KI Sawyer, 
the decision on what force structure to base there would be worked by the Air Staff and the 
MkJCOMs. However, retaining KI Sawyer would not alter the h r  Force intention of basing 
bombers at Minot. 



20. QUESTION: The Air Force is currently converting all MM 11 silos at Malrnstrom 
to MM 111. Considering the actual number of MM 111 missiles in the inventory, why do you 
think this is necessary? 

RESPONSE: The underlying question is: how many ICBM bases and corresponding 
silos should we maintain--four bases for a total of 650 silos or three bases for a 500 silo 
total? In the spirit of the START I and II treaties we've been drawing down our 1000 missile 
Minuteman ICBM fleet since October 1992. Initially, we planned to consolidate our 
remaining land based, single warhead, Minuteman 111 ICBMs into three bases (500 silos). 
Given the world situation as it then existed, we felt this was the right number of ICBMs to 
maintain deterrence. Today, given the planned deactivation of Peacekeeper (FY2000-2003) 
coupled with the continuing uncertainty in the former Soviet Union, the proliferation of 
weilpons of mass destruction to other countries and fiscal realities, we believe it is prudent to 
consider preserving some additional silos for land based ICBMs. Preserving these national 
assets--silos--instead of destroying them will allow us to relook the mix of our nuclear Triad 
forces and settle upon the most cost effective and militarily sound force structure for the 
future while we await the final outcome of the CIS drawdown. Preserving these silos also 
allcws us time to examine another use for them. Perhaps a defensive, not offensive mission. 
Again, we need this time to assess and examine the world situation to insure we do the right 
thing. Given all the changes, both to the world and our own nuclear force structure, we 
should strive to maintain the best possible nuclear deterrence in today's fiscally constrained 
environment. 



21. QUESTION: What will happen with the aerial port at McGuire if the base is 
realigned as an AFRES installation? 

RESPONSE: The existing aerial port facility at McGuire AFB will be retained 
although operated at a reduced posture by ARC personnel. The ARC personnel which will 
remain at McGuire AFB will include two oversized aerial port squadrons which, upon 
i~ctivation, will operate either the McGuire AFB aerial port facility or deploy to some other 
operating location. 



22. QUESTION: During Desert Shield/Desert Storm, McGuire AFB processed 
several thousand passengers and tons of cargo and mail destined for the Middle East. How 
does the Air Force envision meeting these requirements if McGuire is realigned as a Reserve 
inst;allation? 

RESPONSE: While the remaining Reserve aerial port facility will be able to process 
some cargo upon activation, much of the peacetime and wartime cargo previously handled at 
McGuire will be shifted to Dover AFB, Delaware with the McGuire AFB realignment. 
Westover AFB, Massachusetts will also be activated to accommodate additional wartime 
car;;o. Most northeast U.S. military passenger service is handled through Philadelphia 
International although a portion of this service will also be shifted to Dover AFB and 
Westover AFB. Upon activation, McGuire reservists will also support limited passenger 
operations if tasked in place 



23. QUESTION: The Air Force has recommended the closure of McClellan AFB and 
Newark AFB. What impact would the closure of a second large air logistics center have on 
the Air Force's depot-maintenance capability? 

RESPONSE: The most devastating impact would be on the Air Force budget because 
of the extremely high cost of closing a second Air Logistics Center. Second would be the 
:xtensive disruption to the Air Force's depot maintenance capability by closing two large &r 
Logistic Centers simultaneously. It would likely take up to 10 years to return to a normal 
operation. Moving the individual work loads would be phased over a six year period; 
however, not all moves could be accomplished concurrently and there would be a period of 
time where the equipment being moved would be unusable. Since approximately 85% of the 
engineers, item managers, maintenance workers, and management personnel would not 
transfer to the new location (based upon previous experience), new workers would have to go 
through extensive retraining in order to function efficiently at their new position. This 
reduction in capability would result in increased interim production support costs to stockpile 
spares necessary to maintain operational capability. Learning curve effects plus the loss of 
c3rporat.e management knowledge of the weapon system and repair process would adversely 
aTfect production and quality for an interim period until it could be reacquired. Since planning 
is seldom perfect, there undoubtedly would be weapon system readiness impacts. 



24. QUESTION: The Air Force plans to decommission the non-destructive inspection 
facility at McClellan if the base is closed. What provisions has the Air Force made to retire 
the small nuclear reactor at the facility, and has the costs been included in the COBRA 
estimate? Also, McClellan has a cold-proof facility for stress testing of the F-111 aircraft. If 
McClellan is closed, and with the E l  11 remaining in the inventory, will the stress testing still 
be required; if so, where will it be done? 

RESPONSE: 

a. The Air Force has reviewed the requirements for the non-destructive inspection 
fac~lity (including the nuclear reactor) at McClellan and has determined that the testing can be 
accomplished using other methods at the remaining ALCs. It would not be cost effective to 
reconstruct this facility at a new location or to maintain it at McClellan as an enclave. The 
facility can not be decommissioned until a disposal source for high level radioactive materials 
is identified by DOE. Until that time, a $900K per year maintenance cost will be incurred. 
This cost was included in the AFMC data submission to Air Staff for the COBRA model. 
When a DOE disposal source is identified, the estimated cost for total decommissioning will 
be ;tpproximately $50 million (includes environmental cleanup costs). 

b. The cold-proof facility is required to support the F-111 aircraft. It is the only test 
capable of detecting specific types of stress fractures in the airframe. Presently the F-111 is 
subjected to structural testing during every second Program Depot Maintenance (PDM) cycle 
(approximately every 2500 flying hours). If McClellan is closed and the F-111 aircraft 
remains in the active inventory beyond 1999, then the cold-proof facility will have to be 
duplicated at the location selected to perform the PDMs on the F-111. The cost to replace the 
cold-proof facility is approximately $15 million. 



25. QUESTION: The 301st Rescue Squadron realignment to Patrick is in support of 
an active-duty mission to support Space Shuttle launches. Are there any cost savings or 
operational concerns for moving the unit back to Homestead AFB? 

RESPONSE: The 301st Rescue Squadron's current mission is combat search and 
rescue with a secondary mission of shuttle support. Currently the 41st and 71st Rescue 
Squadrons, both active-duty squadrons stationed at Patrick AFB, have primary responsibility 
for shuttle support missions. Prior to Hurricane Andrew, the Reserve aircraft from the 301st 
would deploy temporarily from Homestead to Patrick to augment the shuttle support forces. 
The 30lst will maintain a shuttle support role in either location. 

The significant DoD costs associated with the 301st Rescue Squadron beddown are 
military construction and recurring base operating costs at Patrick versus Homestead. Below 
is a cost summary of various scenarios: 

A.CTION: MILCON RECURRING BOS 

30lst remains at Patrick $14.8M $4M 

301st at Homestead $62.93M 
(no other unit) 



26. QUESTION: The DoD recommendation for O'Hare Air Reserve Station 
specified that the move had to be made at no expense to the federal government, yet the 
request from the City of Chicago only referenced no costs to DoD. Please clarify. 

RESPONSE: This question was answered in the Department of the Air Force 
Analysis and Recommendations (Volume V), March 1993 (Excerpt, Atch 5). Also, please 
refer to pages 22 and 23 of the Air Force Statement dated June 17, 1993 (Atch I). 



27. QUESTION: All the proponents and opposition groups for the O'Hare Air 
Reserve Station desire that the units stay within Illinois. Would either the 928th Airlift Group 
(AFRES) or the 126 Air Refueling Group (ANG) be placed more in jeopardy during further 
force structure draw downs if in between moves? 

RESPONSE: At this time neither of these units are scheduled for reductions. 
However, we cannot insure that future reductions will not affect these units. 



28. QUESTION: Acting Secretary Donley sent a letter to the Commission notifying 
us of the offer by The Department of Commerce to operate the MacDill AFB, FL runway. 
Does that offer, if accepted, provide a viable alternative to the proposed MacDill AFB 
redirect and thus obviate the need to relocate the 482nd FW (AFRES) to MacDill to operate 
the runway? 

RESPONSE: The 482nd is not moving from Homestead to MacDill just to operate 
the airport. Homestead is recommended for closure, in no small part because of the awesome 
cost of rebuilding. All units previously assigned to Homestead will be relocated, including 
AFRES units. When we decided to convert the 482nd to tankers, MacDill became an 
optimum location. It is a much more cost-effective location, especially with the Department 
of Commerce operation of the airfield, than Homestead is, or is likely to be for many years. 



29. QUESTION: If the Commission elects to retain the 482nd FW (AFRES) at 
Homestead a s  a realignment in lieu of the proposed closure, should that unit retain its existing 
weapon system (F-16) or convert to KC-135s as in the proposed redirect related to MacDill 
,W3? Who should pay the additional costs for bedding down KC-135s at Homestead? 

RESPONSE: 

a. The Air Force position is to convert the 482nd FW to tankers and move this unit to 
EdacDill AFB as a BRAC realignment proposal. For many years the Air Force has tried to 
locate additional tanker assets in the Southeast US in order to fix a chronic tanker shortfall in 
that region. After the devastation of Homestead and subsequent re-examination of MacDill, 
the Air Force saw an opportunity to help the regional tanker problem at a significantly 
reduced cost over rebuilding Homestead AFB for fighters. If the Commission should elect to 
retain the 482 FW (AFRES) at Homestead, it would need to convert the unit to KC-135s. 
This would not be a good location for KC-135s. 

b. Since new facilities would be required to beddown either mission at Homestead, 
we would recommend that BRAC funds pay for the total beddown costs. 



30. QUESTION: You have provided the Commission new information regarding the 
proposed relocation of the Air National Guard unit at Springfield, Ohio to Wright-Patterson 
AFB and in fact did not include that realignment in the May 28 announcement. Should the 
Commission regard that particular aspect of the proposed Rickenbacker ANGB as no longer 
cotst or mission effective? 

RESPONSE: The Air Force provided information on the increased cost of moving the 
175th Fighter Group from Springfield, Ohio, to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. this 
information was based on our site surveys, done after March 15, and shows that the move is 
no[ cost effective. the estimates on which our recommendation was made were in error. While 
we can make no recommendations to the Commission after March 15, we would expect the 
Commission would also find this move no longer justified. 



31. QUESTION: DoD concluded there is adequate space at the Carswell cantonment 
area to support both the Air Force and Navy proposals of operating 186 aircraft. DoD also 
concluded that moving the 924th from Bergstrom to Carswell will be cost effective and will 
result in operational efficiencies. Please address the Austin community position which 
illi~strates that operating 186 aircraft from Carswell's cantonment would degrade operational 
readiness, increase operational costs and unnecessarily increase risk." 

RESPONSE: In a SAFIMII, 16 Jun 1993, response to the DBCRC (Atch 6), the Air 
Force responded to the Austin community position as put forth in their May 25, 1993 report. 



32. QUESTION: The Austin community provided data to show that DoD could save 
about $57 million in MILCON by leaving the 924th FG at Bergstrom. If this is true, 
shouldn't consideration be given to the Austin community suggestion, especially since a 
commitment was made to leave the 924th at Bergstrom until at least 1996 if the city 
committed to moving its municipal airport to Bergstrom? 

RESPONSE: In a SAFIMII, 16 Jun 1993, response to the DBCRC, the Air Force 
provided the answer to this question (Atch 5). 



33. QUESTION: Since there seems to be many uncertainties surrounding the 
consolidation of 186 reserve aircraft from the Air Force, Navy, Army, Marines, Coast Guard, 
etc., at Carswell AFB, would leaving the 924th at Bergstrom give the Air Force some 
flexibility should Carswell prove to be overcrowded once all reserve units are in place?" 

RESPONSE: In a SAF/MII, 16 Jun 1993, 
prgvided the answer to this question (Atch 6). 

response to the DBCRC, the Air Force 



34. QUESTION: The City of Chicago group requested relief on the time 
c~~nstraints for the Chicago 0' Hare Air Reserve Station realignment, which was 
recommended to begin in 1995 and be completed by 1997. The public law would allow 
closure to continue through 1999. Is there a specific reason that the move must be completed 
by 1997? 

RESPONSE: Public law mandates a no later than summer 1995 begin date, but we 
could be flexible on the completion date. However, we would like to keep to begin to end 
dates as close as possible. By law, the action must be completed by the summer of 1999. 





SECDEF: 

1. QUESTION: Do you plan on accepting the proposal by the Secretary of Commerce 
for a no-cost transfer of the operation of the airfield at MacDill AFB, FL, to the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Association (NOAA)? 

RESPONSE: I would support that. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the invitation to give the Commission a last 

overview of Air Force efforts in selecting bases to close, and to respond to some of the issues 

that have been raised. I suppose I should say I'm pleased to be here, but I'm really not. It's 

not your Commission, a hard-working and effective group for whom I have the greatest 

respect. It's the subject. 

Closing the bases that I have personally spent most of my career building up is a 

painful matter. The Air Force has a base structure second to none, with good, even excellent, 

facilities, in good shape. We are not selecting the "worst" bases for closure, because there 

aren't any. We are choosing those which, under. today's radically changed circumstances, 

have the least military value. - 

The Air Force base structure exists to support its force structure. We cannot afford to 

thin out our units to keep bases occupied and open. In fact, one of the steps we took in 

preparation for our deliberations in 1993 was a searching, hands-on study of base capacity, 

conducted by a team from headquarters with a great many on-site visits. 

I want to emphasize that the Air Force strongly supports the Secretary of Defense's 

recommendations. These recommendations are the result of a very comprehensive analysis. 

It was based on the eight DOD Criteria, with emphasis on military value, and was carefully 

coordinated within the DoD. Now, after going through an extensive review process with the 

Commission and the public, which has brought out a variety of different views, we remain 



convinced that the Secretary of Defense's recommendations represent the best way to reduce 

our base structure consistent with the declining forces provided for in the Defense Force 

S~mcture Plan. 

Let me briefly review the Air Force process, which is formally embodied in the 

Internal Control Plan (ICP). The heart of this process was the Base Closure Executive Group 

(BCEG), consisting of 13 General Officers and Senior Executive Service civilians. They 

came from a number of functional areas and had a wide range of expertise. The BCEG 

oversaw the whole data collection and analysis process, and worked closely with the Secretary 

in developing his recommendations. 

- 

As required by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, OSD established eight 

criteria for evaluating bases for the FY 93 Commission. The Air Force developed over 160 

subelements, or data points, to be used in its analysis of bases. In addition, an additional 11 

subelements were identified specific to depot operations. Data for each subelement were 

collected from bases, verified by major commands, and re-checked at headquarters. At each 

step, each item was personally certified by the responsible officer. Air Force auditors looked 

at this process and concluded that it was highly accurate - less than 1% error rate. Of course, 

we recognize that this means that there were some errors, but we corrected them promptly 

upon discovery. 

The BCEG placed bases in categories according to primary function (flying, depot, 



etc.). Sixteen were excluded from further consideration because they had unique capabilities 

or were in geographically essential locations. Twenty were in categories excluded due to 

lack of excess capacity. The capacity study I referred to previously, combined with the DoD 

Force Structure Plan, led us to conclude that we did have excess capacity in the flying 

category, operations subcategory. This excess was primarily driven by force structure 

changes, i.e., bomber reductions and the 1991 Commission's rejection of our 

recommendation to close Moody AFB. Therefore, we identified an excess capacity of four to 

five large aircraft bases and one small aircraft base. 

One of the excluded categories, bases whose primary mission is hosting Air Force 

Material Command product divisions and laboratories, has drawn some questions. There are 

three reasons why no product division bases are recommended for closure. First, there is no 

significant change in the budget, employment, or organization planned in this area, so 

consolidations would produce few savings. Second, since virtually everyone would have to 

be transferred and re-housed elsewhere, the current bases would be so costly to close that 

none would pay off within 20 years. Finally, we cannot relocate the product centers without 

also moving the Federally Funded Research and Development Centers (FFRDC's) which 

support them. Alternatively, the corporate Air Force would have to figure out another means 

of acquiring the technical contractor support that the FFRDCs now provide. We will be 

looking at the product division bases again in 1995. In the meantime, we plan to do 

considerable preparatory work. 



We should point out that Air Reserve Component (ARC) bases were evaluated 

differently from active duty bases. ARC bases do not readily compete against each other, as 

these units enjoy a special relationship with their respective states and local communities. In 

fact, relocating Guard units across state boundaries is not a practical alternative. Careful 

consideration must be given to the recruiting needs of these units. Moreover, the DoD Force 

Structure Plan used during BRAC 93 did not significantly reduce ARC force structure. Thus, 

there was little apparent excess capacity in the ARC base structure. Because of these 

considerations, ARC units were evaluated only to see if there might be cost effective 

realignments onto active installations, or onto other ARC bases. 

The data for each subelement were analyzed by the BCEG. They questioned data, 

called for additional research when not satisfied with it, and in some cases made their own 

judgements about it. Then they color-coded the subelements for six of the eight DoD criteria 

red, yellow or green. Green was for "keep," red for "close," and yellow in between. For 

criteria IV and V we used actual numbers instead of colors. After analyzing all the data and 

the subelement codings, the BCEG color coded the same six DOD criteria for each base 

under consideration. Then they assigned the bases in the large and small aircraft categories to 

one of three groups, in increasing order of desirability for retention. In the categories with 

few bases, they simply provided the Secretary with a chart showing the color coding for each 

criterion for each base, with actual numbers for criteria IV and V. Installations with Air 

Mobility Wing basing potential were further analyzed with a set of subelements reflecting 



both specific suitability for that mission and for geographic location - one each in the East 

and the West. Mobility requirements precluded making this an open competition regardless 

of geographic location. 

Acting Secretary Donley met a number of times with the BCEG before he finally 

completed his recommendations for bases to close or realign. His recommendations are based 

on the force structure plan, the Air Force capacity analysis, the base groupings and color 

coding of the eight criteria by the BCEG, and his own best judgement. The bases selected 

for closure came from the lowest group in the category, or the lowest bases based on color 

codings of the eight criteria, as applicable. The Secretary of Defense approved all of those 

recommendations except the closure of McClellq AFB, California. 

I'd like to comment at this point on some objections that have been raised to this 

process. The General Accounting Office generally agreed with the process, but has observed 

that the decisions could not always be reconstructed. We acknowledge that their comment 

may be correct in some instances, but we have no reservations about the process. We 

designed a process that allows professional judgement to have a bearing on the outcome. In 

coding subelements, aggregating them for each of the eight criteria, and finally in grouping 

the bases by relative value, the BCEG members necessarily used some judgement. For 

example, all factors are not equal in value, and bases are not sufficiently similar that a point 

scale will compare them adequately. Assignment of numerical weights is in itself an exercise 

in judgement, despite the appearance of mathematical exactness. 



Someone in the process has to be responsible for assuring that a point scale doesn't 

produce bizarre results. A flying base with atrocious weather, for example, could be at the 

top of the "flying-small aircraft" list based on its twin runways, excellent facilities, and 

proximity to a Navy range that is actually available only occasionally. There is no such base; 

this is just an example of the real problems that point systems can produce. 

A great deal of experience and seasoned judgment are needed to assure that the values 

are proper, and nuances are given adequate consideration. The BCEG supplied this judgment, 

and on a clearly accountable basis. It included a wide range of expertise, at a very senior 

level. The Secretary knew exactly who color coded items and grouped bases. He could, and 

did, question the responsible parties, the BCEG members, directly. He didn't have to send 

someone to research "who did that, and what does it mean." 

We have some concerns about the point systems devised by the Commission Staff. 

The version of the depot base system they showed us, for example, gave flying, an important 

but secondary activity, twice as many points as depot operations. In any point system, 

assumptions and subjective judgements underlie the numbers. We didn't agree with some of 

them in the depot system, and couldn't figure out where some others come from. Even 

though the numbers are only a numerical expression of a series of judgements, they convey a 

false sense of precision that can overwhelm wise decision-making. We hope that the 

Commission will not put too much emphasis on point systems, but will rely on its best 

judgement after considering all the evidence that has been placed before it. 



The communities near bases being considered by the Commission, as well as your 

staff, have raised many issues about the color coding of specific data subelements at 

individual bases. We have responded to them in writing, and it would serve no purpose for 

me to repeat our reasoning and conclusions for each one. I welcome your questions, 

however, and will do my best to answer them. 

Where we corrected errors as a result of community and Commission staff input, we 

rechecked to see if any of the base groupings changed as a result. None did. This illustrates 

a key point, not always well understood: An errar in one of 160 data points is not decisive. 

Ft is unlikely to change the overall result. The data points aren't like 160 traffic lights in a 

row, any one of which can stop traffic. They are more like the lights on a parallel-wired 

Christmas tree. A few can change color or wink out without changing the appearance of the 

tree. 

Now let me turn to some of the more significant concerns that have been raised about 

our recommendations. The subelement ratings, numbers, and analysis underlying our 

recommendations is contained in Volume V of the Secretary of Defense's report to the 

Commission. They have been amplified, and on occasion corrected, in numerous discussions 

and exchanges with you and your staff. In many cases, we have provided formal written 

inputs to the Commission. Rather than go over our reasoning process and recommendations 

agin, I'd like to respond just to the major points that have been raised. These fall into four 



proups: basing an East Coast Air Mobility Wing, and closing or realigning two other large 43 

aircraft bases in the Northeast; issues involving the two large aircraft bases recommended for 

closure by the Secretary of Defense, and two others added by the Commission for study; 

analysis of the depot structure and methods of reducing excess capacity; and Reserve basing 

issues. I'll take them up in that order. 

EAST COAST AIR MOBILlTY WING BASING 

The issues arise from the Air Force selection of Plattsburgh AFB as the East Coast 

base for an Air Mobility Wing. The Secretary of Defense approved our recommendations to 

realign Grmss AFB, New York, by removing the active flying mission and to realign 

McGuire AFB, New Jersey, to the Reserve forces. The Commission added Plattsburgh to the 

list of bases for study, so all three are candidates either for the mobility base or for 

There have been some heated allegations that the Air Force has not been objective in 

selecting Plattsburgh for the Air Mobility Wing and the other two bases for realignment. 

That just isn't so. I want to reassure the Commission that the Air Force dealt with these 

three bases equitably and on a level playing field. We did not start with a prejudgment in 

favor a particular base, or skew the data to show Plattsburgh was best or one of the others 

worse. We did make some mistakes, but we corrected them as quickly as they were 

discovered and the correct data ascertained. 



Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York. Many of the issues raised concerning the relative 

merits of Plattsburgh and Griffiss rest on misunderstandings, selective quotation, discovery of 

old but corrected errors, and a few valid points. None of them change the fact that 

Plattsburgh is the best location for the East Coast Air Mobility Wing, and Griffiss and 

EvlcGuire are not. At the outset, I acknowledge that intuitively Griffis would seem to have 

an edge - the necessity to keep the Rome Laboratory open, and to provide for contingency 

transportation of troops from the 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum. In our 

recommendations we have provided least-cost solutions for both of these matters. At the 

snme time, Plattsburgh is much richer in airfield infrastructure specific to an Air Mobility 

Vling, including an extraordinarily large parking ramp. The bottom line is that the 

construction cost to bed down a Mobility Wing is $200 million greater at Griffiss than at 

PI attsburgh. 

We did discover that our data for community encroachment on the approach/departure 

areas at Plattsburgh AFB needed correction. Based on a careful review of the situation, the 

BCEG concluded that commercial development in Accident Potential Zone I1 north of the 

base required a change in rating for that two data points, relating to present and future 

community encroachment, from Green to Yellow. There is more development there than we 

would like to see, but it will not adversely affect flying operations for the Air Mobility Wing. 

The overall rating was reviewed in light of these corrections, and it did not change. 

We have had considerable difficulty working through the welter of charges to establish 



the aircraft parking capacity and fuel storage capabilities of the two bases. Our certified data 

for aircraft parking is 156 KC 135-equivalent spaces for Plattsburgh and 63 for Griffiss. A 

"use al l  the concrete" plan tendered by the Griffiss community is unworkable. It puts planes 

everywhere there is concrete in an effort to reach 83 spaces, the approximate number needed 

for the Air Mobility Wing. Some of the concrete is so deteriorated, however, that heavy 

aircraft cannot be parked on it. Some of the "parking spots" were on taxiways, in front of 

hangars, or so close to other aircraft that operations would be both inefficient and expensive. 

There has been a great deal of controversy over fuel storage and resupply at 

Plattsburgh. I'll skip the numbers and point out -the significance: none. None of the bases 

have fuel storage for more than a few weeks in a major contingency. All can be resupplied 

with ample fuel to respond to one. Plattsburgh is normally supplied by pipeline from a large 

tank farm at Port Douglas, 18 miles away, that receives its supplies by barge up the 

Champlain Canal. The canal is closed five to six months a year. At present, Port Douglas 

can supply most of the fuel Plattsburgh would normally need during that time, and normal 

resupply by rail and road would make up for any actual shortfall. There are existing unused 

tanks at Port Douglas available for lease at reasonable cost that would bring winter storage 

capacity near to requirements. If emergency requirements develop, as in a contingency, the 

base could be supplied directly by rail or truck. 

Griffiss Air Force Base. The Griffiss community has not made a serious challenge to the 



4ir Force's analysis which placed Griffiss in Group 3, or least desirable for retention, among 

the large aircraft bases. Instead, the community has focused on questioning the superiority 

of Plattsburgh over Griffiss as the location for the East Coast Air Mobility Wing. As I stated 

above, none of the reevaluations that the Air Force has conducted since March 15 change the 

fact that Plattsburgh is better suited to support this wing. To recap the key points, Plattsburgh 

has  a much larger usable ramp. Its multiple pump system and the configuration of its 

hydrants allows for refueling more aircraft in a given period of time than Griffiss. The flying 

time from Griffiss to the European theater is approximately 42 minutes greater than from 

Plattsburgh. Finally, the construction cost to beddown this wing at Griffiss is $200 million 

greater. 

Despite the excess of large aircraft bases and Griffiss' nonselection for the East Coast 

Air Mobility Wing, the Air Force recognizes the value of certain features of this base. We 

plan to continue utilizing them. Accordingly, we have recommended that the Rome 

Laboratory remain at Griffiss, and that the airfield be maintained on a low cost standby basis 

to support deployments of the 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum. The Air National Guard 

will assume responsibility for the Air Defense Sector, in a cantonment area. 

McGuire Air Force Base. The McGuire community has argued that the base has too much 

military value to close. This overlooks the fact that by converting McGuire AFB to a 

Reserve base, McGuire will remain available to support contingency mobilizations. However, 



the lower operations tempo associated with a Reserve base will relieve the problems 

associated with operating in the midst of New YorkMew JerseyIPhiladelphia air traffic 

congestion. The community questioned the extent of that congestion. In response, the Air 

Force reevaluated its data and confirmed that McGuire operations are constrained by air 

traffic delays. In addition, the Federal Aviation Administration reports that McGuire trafi5c 

adversely affects civil aviation. It underlies the principal approach route to Philadelphia 

International Aqort,  often delaying commercial aircraft in holding patterns or requiring 

circuitous routing. As air traffic in the Northeast continues to grow, congestion problems will 

increase for both civil and military traffic. It is impossible to overlook the fact that adding a 

large number of heavy aircraft to McGuire will only add to the problem. It may even make . 

efficient operation of an Air Mobility Wing impossible. 

The concern has been expressed that splitting the 438th and 514th Wings will lead to 

a less capable airlift system. At present, the 514th, a Reserve Associate Wing, supplies 

ground and air crews to fly and maintain aircraft assigned to the 438th, an active duty wing. 

As part of the realignment, the 514th is to receive its own aircraft. This, in conjunction with 

the Plattsburgh wing, will enhance the surge capability on the East Coast. 

The McGuire area is an outstanding recruiting base for all Guard and Reserve units, 

and conversion of the runway to a civil airport should provide jobs. It will also help meet a 

long-stated FAA requirement for joint use of McGuire as a reliever for the congested airports 

in the Philadelphia region. 



LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES 

The Secretary of Defense recommended closure of K.I. Sawyer AFB, Michigan, and 

realignment of March AFB, California, to the Air Reserve Component Grand Forks Air 

Force Base, in North Dakota, and Fairchild Am, Washington, were added by the 

Commission as bases that might be closed instead. In addition, we recommended transferring 

tke Combat Crew Training Schools for the B-52 and KC-135 from Castle AFB, California to 

Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana, and Altus Air Force Base, Oklahoma, respectively. The 

1991 Commission recommended that these missions be transferred to Fairchild. Under the 

Air Force force structure changes, Fairchild would become a major tanker base. It was a 

potential location for the West Coast Air Mobility Wing Base, but we found that Travis Air 

Force Base, California was a superior location for that mission. 

Grand Forks. There were seven large aircraft bases ranked in Group 3, the lowest group, for 

the bomber mission. The same bases, except Malmstrom, also ranked in Group 3 for the 

tanker mission. We decided not to recommend Grand Forks AFB, Minot AFB, and 

Mdmstrom AFB for closure, for the reasons given by the Acting Secretary of the Air Force 

in his statement to the Commission in March: 

The Air Force must maintain Minuteman III basing flexibility due to uncertainty with 

respect to START 11. Under the START I1 treaty, the United States and Russia 

committed to significantly reduce nuclear warheads. While the treaty is a tremendous 



achievement in reducing nuclear force levels, its entry into force requires START I to 

be in effec~ Under the Lisbon Protocol to START I, Ula;iine, Belarus, and 

Kazakhstan must individually accede to START I and to the Nonproliferation Treaty 

as non-nuclear states. Because of the national decision-making processes necessary 

before all accede to the required treaties, it is possible that START II will not become 

binding on the US for some time. Therefore it is appropriate for the US to move 

purposefully to implement the treaty, but not for it to prematurely foreclose militarily 

effective options in the event that reform in the former Soviet Union is set back. This 

places a premium on maintaining US options, within prudent treaty planning, for 

missile launch facilities. This requires the -retention of four missile bases, one of 

which is Grand Forks AFB. - 

It is not clear when these uncertainties will be resolved, but it is obviously better to defer 

the issue of closing missile bases to 1995. Moreover, under the ABM Treaty Grand Forks is 

the only place where the United States is permitted to deploy an anti-ballistic missile system. 

Again, in the current state of uncertainty about US relations with the other nuclear powers 

and successor powers, it would not be wise just yet to abandon the possibility of an ABM 

system by closing Grand Forks. In the meantime, it is more economical to retain an 

aircraft/missile base that must remain open for missiles than to maintain an aircraft-only base. 

As you know, our excess capacity is "four to five" large aircraft bases. If we had not 



decided to retain all three aircraft/missile bases, one of them would have been recommended 

for closure, based on large aircraft force structure. Accordingly, if the Commission should 

decide to close Grand Forks, it should be in addition to the four large aircraft bases whose 

closure we have atready proposed. If we must lose an aircraftmissile base, we would find 

other means of basing its aircraft force structure. 

The K.I. Sawyer community has questioned the wisdom of collocating two legs of the 

nuclear triad on one base, such as Grand Forks. Bombers and ICBMs have been collocated 

I'or decades. Collocation does not simcantly raise the potential payoff of an enemy fist 

strike. Survivability of the ICBM forces is accomplished by widely dispersed, hardened silos 

and control centers. Bombers are not fmed in place like ICBMs. Their survivability is based 

on varying levels of alert readiness and dispersal. Since collocation does not increase the 

benefit to an enemy from a fust strike, its cost effectiveness and operational efficiency 

become dominant considerations. 

K.I. Sawyer. The K.I. Sawyer community has argued that K.I. Sawyer was not considered for 

other missions. On the contrary, K.I. Sawyer was evaluated for its capability to support a 

mobility mission, and for a small aircraft mission. It did not meet the geographical 

requirements for an East Coast mobility mission, and did not compare favorably against the 

current small aircraft bases for capability to support a fighter mission. Specifically, the 

weather conditions are detrimental to year-round fighter operations; there are inadequate 

ranges within flying distance for fighter training; and there are too few low level training 



routes to support a fighter mission. For example, the community expressed an interest in the 

F-111 mission. The F-111's are based at Cannon AFB, New Mexico. In addition to 

excellent flying weather, Cannon has a newly-expanded 70,000 acre range only 20 miles 

away. Clearly there would be no basis to close Cannon in favor of K.I. Sawyer. In fact, all 

of the current fighter bases, except perhaps Homestead with its temble hurricane damage, are 

better suited to the fighter mission than K.I. Sawyer. 

Fairchild. Fairchild is essential to the U.S. warfighting posture in the Pacific. It has 

significantly greater military value than the bases recommended by DoD for closure. Without 

extremely compelling reasons, a Group 2 base should not be selected for closure over a 

Group 3 base. As a tanker base, it supports ourmajor Pacific contingency response (e.g., 

OPLAN 5027 - Defense of Korea) and it also has a unique weapon storage area (WSA). The 

WSA will continue to be used, with aircraft coming from other bases to pick up munitions 

when needed. Beyond these direct contributions for contingency operations, it has significant 

value for peacetime training. These operations depend heavily on a Northwest tanker base to 

satisfy regional tanker requirements. Major deployment refueling routes pass very close to 

Fairchild. The base infrastructure (ramp, hydrants, facilities, large conventional munitions 

storage area) is excellent for large tanker and bomber beddowns. Some have advocated K.I. 

Sawyer to fill this role. However, it would not be an attractive location, since it is much 

farther from the major west coast deployment corridors than Fairchild and would not satisfy 

Northwest regional tankerlreceiver requirements. 



In a recent public announcement, the Air Force stated its intention to create a large 

KC-135 air refueling wing at Fairchild AFB. This requires relocation of the B-52H aircraft. 

Air Launched Cruise Missiles (ALCMs) and Advanced Cruise Missiles (ACMs) will remain 

in igloos at Fairchild uniquely configured for them, while the gravity nuclear weapons and 

conventional munitions will most likely be moved elsewhere. Storage for nuclear cruise 

missiles will remain critical through 1998, when we can expect some decrease in 

STRATCOM's cruise missile requirement. Conventional munitions will be co-located with 

the bombers. If necessary, the aircraft would fly into Fairchild and load cruise missiles. 

Then they would stage from Fairchild or rotate them to other locations for operations. 

March Air Force Base. March AFB, near Riveyside, California, was recommended for 

realignment to the Air Reserve Component. Like McGuire AFB, it is located in an area of 

heavy air traffic congestion, and its future operational use is significantly constrained. 

However, also like McGuire, its proximity to an extremely large population center (the Los 

Angeles basin) makes it an ideal location for Reserve recruiting. Keeping the airfield 

operating allows the Air Force to continue to accommodate airlift operations for Army and 

Marine forces responding to natural disasters or contingencies. 

Concern has been expressed by our mobilization customers that a Reserve base cannot 

respond swiftly to short-notice deployments. All the ramp space, facilities, and trained 

personnel will be in place to meet all deployment requirements. An active-duty mobile aerial 

port squadron from Travis Air Force Base, California, has been tasked to deploy units from 



March. It will train and exercise with the Marines to assure deployment capability is ready at 

all times. 

We are aware of Commission studies on relocating Marine Corps helicopter units, with 

over 3700 active duty personnel, on to March AFB. The Air Force plans to close down the 

h4arch AFB hospital, commissary, BX, and other functions associated with supporting active 

duty personnel once the base converts to Reserve status. Should the Marine units relocate to 

hiarch, these support functions would be required. The Marine unit would be the largest 

active duty organization on base, and should become the host service. This would mean 

transferring March AFB from the Department of the Air Force to the Department of the 

Navy. The Air Reserve Component units would-remain at March in a cantonment area. 

AIR FORCE DEPOT STRUCTURE 

A number of questions have arisen about the Air Force depot structure. The Secretary 

of Defense did not adopt the Air Force recommendation to close McClellan AFB, California. 

HE: did approve the closure of Newark Air Force Base, Ohio. We expect to privatize the 

majority of its operations and relocate the remainder to other locations. The Commission 

elected to place four of the five major depot bases, Kelly AFB, Texas; Robins AFB, Georgia; 

Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, and McClellan on the list of bases for study (Only the tactical 

missile workload at Hill Air Force Base, Utah was included on the study list). 



As stated in my June 14, 1993 letter, the Air Force disagrees with 1987 baseline used 

by the Commission's staff to compute excess depot capacity. Using this baseline significantly 

overestimates excess capacity, since it does not account for personnel and facility reductions 

accomplished between 1987 and 1991. We agree with the Secretary of Defense that none of 

our major depots should be selected for closure at this time. 

The Air Force had to consider its depots primarily in the context of Air Force 

requirements, and to rate them only in comparison with each other. The major obstacle to 

closing depots is cost to close, Criterion IV. Four of our five major depots (Air Logistics 

Cznters) cannot be closed without transferring the workload, at a cost in the vicinity of $1 

billion at each one. There is not enough saving in base operating support (BOS) to pay back 

this cost in, literally, a hundred years. It is more cost effective, at least until long tern 

requirements are better defined, to continue reducing depot excess capacity by downsizing in 

place. This involves personnel reductions and mothballing or disposing of excess facilities 

and equipment. This may involve accepting some inefficiency in facility use, but the cost is 

negligible compared to the cost of transferring workload. 

Our initial analysis indicated one major depot, McClellan, could be closed and 

pa!rback achieved in 19 years. Further analysis showed that McClellan7s workload will be 

declining over the next six years. Some of the weapon systems it supports are declining in 

numbers to the extent that contracting out or relocation will become cost effective. Since 

substantially less workload will have to be transferred if closure occurs in 1999, the cost to 



close McClellan is around $428 million, not the $1 billion anticipated for the other four. The 

payback period after 1999 is only two years. Based on these results, the Secretary of the Air 

Force determined McClellan was the only major Air Force depot that was reasonable to 

consider for closure or realignment. 

As you can see, this decision could be deferred until 1995 and still achieve closure by 

1999. That would allow McClellan to compete with other depots in the DOD system to 

determine which ones are the most effective. McClellan could well win the right to stay open 

in that competition, based on workloads transferred from other Service depots. It wouldn't be 

eligible if it were slated for closing, even though the closing would still be years away. 

Therefore, we hope you will put closing McClell-an, or any of the major depot bases, on hold 

On the other hand, if you believe that one major Air Force depot must be closed, it 

should be McClellan. Based on our analysis, the others are cost-prohibitive to close at this 

time. As you know, Criterion IV is part of the "military value" to which the Secretary of 

Defense directed us to give priority. The staggering cost to close conhibutes to a high 

military value rating for the other four depots compared to McClellan, though there are a 

number of other factors as well. For example, the others all have active or Reserve flying 

missions and the capacity to increase those missions. 

More to the point, a list must be capable of implementation. A billion dollar closure 



cost would extremely difficult to deal with in the severely strained defense budget. 

Therefore, if the Commission chooses to recommend closure of a major Air Force depot this 

year, it should be McCleUan. Not only can closure be accommodated within DOD cost and 

payback guidelines, but it was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases. 

Newark Air Force Base. As stated earlier, the Secretary of Defense approved the Air Force's 

recommendation to close Newark AFB. While Newark is not an Air Logistics Center, the Air 

Force considers it a depot since its primary workload is depot level maintenance 

(overhaul/repair). Newark, like McCleUan, ranked low in the Air Force's initial depot 

analysis and was identified by the Secretary of the Air Force as a closure/realignrnent 

candidate. Newark does not have an airfield and- is not a traditional Air Force Base. Its 

capability to handle other major Air Force missions is almost nonexistent. ' Instead, it is a 

stand-alone, highly technical, industrial plant that is operated predominantly by a civilian 

w ~ r k  force, and is conducive to conversion to the private sector. 

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 those facilities. The privatization 

of the Newark facility 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 Newark. This 

would increase its capacity utilization and lead to lower costs. Additionally, military 

personnel support costs are eliminated under the privatized concept. 



Newark remain open and become a DoD center, relocating other DoD work there. This 

proposal has been discussed at various times, including during the BCEGTs discussions on 

how to reduce excess depot capacity. The proposal appears to have merit even though there 

is no data proving it would be more cost effective. The 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 contractors, and are 

quite satisfied with this arrangement. Moving workload from a private contractor into a DoD 

operation would be exuemely difficult without strong evidence that the contractor is not 

m13eting the requirement and/or DoD can accomplish it at less cost. It also would be 

inconsistent with the current administration's initiative to privatize DoD workload wherever 

AIR RESERVE FORCE BASE ISSUES 

O'Hare Reserve Base, Illinois. The City of Chicago proposed closure of the Reserve base at 

O'Hare International Airport and transfer of the two Air Force units to Rockford, Illinois at 

the sole expense of the City of Chicago. This action was recommended to the Commission 

on the condition that the entire expense be borne by non-Federal funds. 

The Air Force has no military requirement to move out of O'Hare Reserve Base, nor 

is there any economic benefit from doing so. The recruiting base for the units will be at least 



somewhat diminished by a move to a smaller city, and the payback period would be infinity. 

This move is a City of Chicago initiative, serving very little military or Federal purpose. 

Thus, the move can be justified under the eight DOD criteria only if the City of Chicago, or 

other non-Federal government sources, pay the entire cost 

I want to emphasize how important it is that other non-DoD sources of Federal funds, 

such as those programmed by the Federal Aviation Administration, not be tapped to pay for 

any part of this transfer. In addition, it is our position that the City must also pay any added 

cost of environmental remediation arising out of their acquisition of the property. DoD will 

pay for cleanup as required by Federai and state law, on its priority schedule. If the City 

needs to have remediation accomplished sooner @an DoD priorities will permit, or to higher 

standards than otherwise required by law, it will have to bear the cost. It cannot be 

reimbursed later on for this work by the Air Force. 

The Air Force fully supports the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense, and is 

przpared to work with the City of Chicago to achieve its implementation under the conditions 

the Secretary has specified, should the Commission approve the recommendation. 

Springfield Municipal Airport, Ohio. We provided you with information on the increased 

cost of moving the 178th Fighter Group from Springfield, Ohio, to Wright-Patterson Air 

Force Base. This information was based on our site surveys, done after March 15, and shows 

that the move is not cost effective. The estimates on which our recommendation was based 



were in error. While we can make no recommendations to the Commission after March 15, 

we would expect the Commission would also find this move no longer justified. 

hfacDill Air Force Base, Florida. Under the DoD recommendations, the Air Force Reserve 

unit formerly at Homestead would move to MacDill and be converted to KC-135s, more of 

which are needed in the Southeastern U.S. The Department of Commerce (National 

Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration) has already relocated some aircraft from 

Miami International A q o n  to MacDill. Commerce would like to remain at MacDill and has 

forwarded a request to SECDEF requesting transfer of the from DoD to Commerce. 

Since there appears to be no current interest in local operation of MacDill as a civil 

airfield, we warmly endorse the Commerce initiative. It will minimize the cost of operating 

thz Reserve KC-135 wing and the Joint Communications Support Element (JCSE), which we 

recommended stay in place at MacDill as a redirect request from the 1991 Commission 

recommendation. We will, of course, pay our fair share of the operating cost to Commerce. 

We will also endorse its request for an OMB waiver of the requirement to pay fair market 

value for the property. Should any hitch develop in Commerce's plans, the Air Force 

Reserve would temporarily operate the airfield on a limited basis for its requirements and the 

JCSE. However, we would still seek another potential ownerloperator. The Air Force does 

not wish to readdress the 1991 Commission recommendation that the airfield close as a 

military airfield; we simply want to ensure a smooth transition of ownership. 



The 482nd is not moving from Homestead to MacDiIl just to operate the airport. 

Homestead is recommended for closure in no small part because of the overwhelming cost of 

rebuilding. MacDill was clearly the best location in the area to beddown the 482nd, and we 

needed more tankers in the Southeast. It is a much more cost-effective location, especially 

with the Department of Commerce operating the than Homestead is, or is likely to be 

for many years. 

Homestead Air Force Base. The Air Force reviewed Team Miami's presentation to the 

Commission. Team Miami is an advocacy group with the god of rehlrning Reserve units to 

Homestead AFB. Its presentation includes several errors, and is based on a number of faulty 

assumptions. Errors range from misidentifying bpmbing ranges to claiming inaccurate cost 

savings/operating expenses at Homestead and MacDill Air Force Bases. As a result, Team 

Miami's position on AFRES operating costs is wrong. It will cost the Air Force much more 

to operate from Homestead than MacDill. Their argument does not withstand scrutiny when 

compared to the Air Force closure process analysis. 

Bergstrom AFB, Texas. The Secretary of Defense recommended transfer of the 924th Fighter 

Group (AFRES) from Bergstrorn AFB, Texas, to Carswell AFB, Texas. The Austin 

community has forwarded a report to the Commission espousing the consolidation of the Air 

Force Reserve's 301st Fighter Wing, currently located at Carswell, with the 924th Fighter 

Group at Bergstrom. This community plan would be in place of the DoD's proposal to 

consolidate the 924th Fighter Group with other Reserve and Guard units at Carswell. The 



community's proposal to relocate the 301st Fighter Wing cannot be considered under current 

law, since the Secretary of Defense did not recommend Carswell for realignment and the 

C~mmission did not include it on the list of additional bases to be studied. Retaining the 

924th Fighter Group alone at Bergstrom would require greater MILCON expenditures than 

the entire cost of consolidating both units at Carswell. It would also forego millions in annual 

recurring savings from consolidation at Carswell. 

The proposed consolidation at Carswell AFB has full DoD, Carswell community, and 

FAA support. It will provide unique opportunities for training and efficiencies and is cost 

and operationally effective. We are satisfied that there is room at Carswell for both units and 

for activities proposed by other services to be relocated there. 

CONCLUSION 

Since March 15th, we have been inundated by the Commission, Congress, and the 

public with an overwhelming number of requests for data and further clarification of the 

rationale for our closure and realignment recommendations. Although this has kept many of 

us extremely busy, I firmly believe that this scrutiny is important and that the process should 

be as open and public as possible. 

I would not suggest that the process of arriving at recommendations is totally 

quantifiable, because it isn't. The Secretary chartered the BCEG, a group of experienced 



individuals drawn from many different functional areas, to apply their knowledge and 

judgement in a structured analytxal process to assist him in arriving at his closure and 

realignment recommendations. Because the job they did can't be reduced to simple numbers, 

public review and questioning is vital to ensuring the credibility and larger public support of 

the eventual Commission recommendations. 

I stated at the outset that closing bases is a painful experience. Unfortunately, as our I 
budget and manpower continue to decline, further closures and realignments will be required. 

I am fully aware of the economic impacts to individuals and communities at large when bases 

close. Economic impacts, though highly visible, were only one of the eight DoD criteria that 

we were required to consider in developing our ~ecommendations. Our primary responsibility 

was to base our recommendations on the Force Structure Plan and the DoD criteria, with 

emphasis on military value. 

In finalizing its recommendations, we trust that the Commission will remember that 

we did a very comprehensive analysis and, after withstanding intense scrutiny, the Secretary 

of Defense's recommendations still make sense and achieve the downsizing mandated by the 

Force Structure Plan in a cost effective manner. 
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F Tonor.nl~lc .litn Clourter 
Cliair111;111. 1)efense Base Closure 

aritl Renliprlrnerlt Cotnttiissinn 
1700 ~ o t  1 1 1 - ~ o o r e  Street. Strite 1425 
A r l i ~ i p ~ o n .  V A  22209 

-1'llis i s  a fo l low- t~p  to my Jrrrre 12. 1993 response to your letter dn~etl Apri l  7. 1993, 
wl~ i r l l  we received b y  fax on  M a y  6. 1993. In t11y response I infort~iet l  yoti i l la t  I hncl 
initinled n review of the A i r  Staff nnd A i r  Mohi l i t  y Cotnt~lntict (AMC) Mll.(:ON estitrintes f ( ~ r  
t l e v e l o p i r ~ ~  (3riffiss A17R as the east coast ~ t iob i l i ty  l~ase. 

011r tn l~le-top review indicates that the previorls Air Staff esti l~inle c1f'$241.3M 
MI1,I :ON f.fi.39 1.6M t o t a l  one-lime cost) t l i c l  not Trtlly cover tlie rncilities reclriirecl Tor a 
r n o l ~ i l i ~ y  11;rse at GI-iffiss AFR. 7'11e eslitliale d id  riot inclrrcle the I>eclclo\vrl facilities 
r e q u ~ r o ~ ~ r f i l s  for the atltlitional 14 KC- 135 ai rcra i~ (ahove tlie n n ~ n l ~ r r  nlrently nssigtietl) tlinl 
wolrltl nmve to Griff iss AFR from Plattshurgli AFR. The AMC esl illlate cot-t.ectly iticlrlclecl 
these aircraft it1 their MII,CON est irtiate o f  $440.SM. 

I lowever our review which useti {l ie same force structure as that useti by  AMC (28 
KC:- 1.15, 19 K C -  10, anti 36 C- 14 1 aircraff), procincecl a C O B R A  col~iparison rstiti iate of 
b3h2.2M ill M l L C O N  ($498.6 total one-lime cost) to estahlisfl a tnclbility w i ~ i g  at Griff iss 
AFD. l>ifferetlces frotn the AMC estittiate inclutle: the apron pro-ject was tlecreased to S48M 
fro111 $(l6:1M. tlie t lor~ni lor ies were priceti at $17.5M instead of $ 1  RM, anti [l ie MFIl was 
docvnsco~~ctl to $84M f ro in $137M. I t  appears AMC llighlighteti sofile areas il lat our earlier 
tal, l~-lop rstitnntes olnittetl. especially tlie facilities l o  support the atiditioiial KC- 135s. 

111 a11 effort to sliow tliere u~ou l t i  be one-tiilie costs other than h4ILCON to establish a 
tno l~ i l i t y  tvitig at Griff iss AFB, AMC ntltletl l ine iletns pertaining to ORtM expenses. sltcll as 
p roc r~rc t t~ r r i t  and acitlitiotlal c iv i l ian pay tiue to the tnovenlent of force strrlctrire f rom McGrrirr 
anti Plnltshtlrgli to  Griffiss. AMC estinialed those ORtM clos~~relrealignmetlt costs at $63.5M. 
Sirlcr r l ~ c  AM(: esfirnntc was not a COBRA es t i~~ in te  (the COBRA ~riot ie l  has provisiolis for 
SIICII otic-firl ie 111f1ve C O S ~ S  and o n e - l i t ~ ~ e  11tiiqcie cosfs) they watltetl to enstcrc fliose costs were 
at l t l rcsrt l .  A sile sttrvey wonlcl he reclrlireti to refine tlie costs it1 l l le AMC: or Air Slnrf 
esliti~atcs. 



W e  tl-r~st ~llis info~.ciiation is useft11 irl contluctit~g your iridel~entle~lt analysis. 

P. ~ O A T R I G I I * ~  
Assistat~t Secrelal-y o f  (lie Air Force 

(Installations) 
3 Attact~ti~etits 
I . COBRA C o ~ ~ ~ l ~ n t - i s o t ~  
2. Cost F<stirllates 
3. C(X3 RA Disk (etlcloseti) 
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I'lie I lorlorable Jitn Cot~rter 
1700 Nortli Moore S~reet, Suite 1425 
Arlir~gtotl. VA 22209 

T)c;~r Mr.  Cfi;lirtii;l~i, 

We appreciate rile oppor~urii~y to ntltlress  lie concerris raised i l l  your letter of April  26. 
199 3. NO. 930428-8, 

*l'he Air Force is aware that tlie GAO clnitns tliat it was unable to intiepentletltly 
tic~ernlirie tlie hssis Tor groclpilig either KI Sawyer or Griffiss into tlie 1e:tsl desirable groclp 
for rctcntioti. 7'he GAO's job woold be easier--tlior~gh tlie outcome woultl tiot tiecessnrily he 
fairer- - i f  t lie process o f  developi tig recoriiriieridat io~is were quantifiable. I lowever. the process 
invol vet1 consideratio11 o f  many factors reqr~iritlg t lie exercise of judgemeti t wliich coclld tioc 
be irtl~lcctl to a series of cnlcnln~iotis. 'Those jrltlgernents were made by tlie Air Force's Rase 
Closltrc Execr~tive G r o ~ ~ p  (BCEG), col~iposed o f  thirteen liighly experienced intlivitlunls drawn 
fro111 ni:lIly tlifferetlt furlctional areas. 

'I'lle eight Dol) criteria, a~id tlie Air Force subelernents, were applieti to all o f  tlie 
bases \\~illiin a partictllnr category or stlhcategory. The BCEG members were thoroc~ghly 
fatiiilinr with tlie stlbelet~lents, anti wlie~i subelements were aggregated in to  composite miings. 
i t  w:ls i~ccot~~plisiied by vote. Jndiviclnnl BCEG members disagreed with each other 
sotiicfir~~cs both in wlietlier empliasis sliot~ld be given to a particular factor and in overall 
. j i~d&e~~~el~ts ,  silch as wl~etfler a base was a green minus, a yellow plus, or perhaps just a 
yellow wilh respect to a given snheleme~it when subjective judgement was itivolved or a n  
over:~ll c:i terion. Differences of opinion were resolved by majority vote or by choosing a 
m t itig \vliicli best reflected the coliselistls of the varying options. 

'I'liese disagree~nents amorig tiiilitnry professionals were tlie result o f  i~iatiy factors: 
the sriin ll distinctions reqrlired to be made arnong niili tary bases gerierally well-snited to their 
pilrlxses: the different career experielices of each of the members; the different vnll~es held 
persorl:~ll y by each i11etiiber; and so fort ti. Tlie ciisngreements were a strengtl~ of the process-- 
encl~ riict~lher broi~ght atid artictllated experie~ice and views not always shared by the otllers. 
T'lie tiis:~greetnents nl\rfnys stirnrllnteti filrtlier disct~ssion, which ultimately led to a conse~isc~s. 
T'lle tlisc~~ssions ntitl ~lle resi~lts of the discr~ssion are tlocu~nented in tlie BCEG's minutes. 

b 
Plensc l~ r  nssi~red tl int  :dl of the isscles were t1io1-o~~glily aired, each BCEG ~nerilber cnrefllliy 



consirierrtl every base nntl  personally assigned i t  to one of the three groups. and the filinl 

b groi~pinp represented a coflsetisils amang all of the BCEG members. I11 the BCEG's view, 
tllis process led to tlle best possible recommendations, with full and detailed cotlsideration o f  
the i>oi cri terin. 

'I'urning next to the specific pn~posals and comments from the representatives of the 
local zorni~iunities from Griffiss AFB and KI Sawyer AFB, my staff has carefully reviewed 
tliese issues and prepared an extensive point-by-point response (attached). To summarize, the 
inputs from the K l  Sawyer community reflect an inadequate understanding of the process of 
evnli~ntit~g bases under the eight DoD criteria. For example, the community mistakenly . 

believes tliat KI Sawyer was penalized for its Installation Restoration Program. In fact, the 
base received a favorable rating in this area. Regarding the community's alternative mission 
proposals. we note that the purpose of the base closure process is to reduce excess basing 
stnlct~tre consistent witti the DoD's planned force reductions, not to reorganize the Air Force 
or create new ernploytilen t concepts. 

'I'lie inputs from tile Central New York Economic Development Couricil do not 
acct~rntcly portray the relative capabilities of Griffiss and Plattsburgh to support a large 
mohili ty wing. For exntnple, the Council overstated parking spaces readily usable by a 
mobility wing, did not give a full picture of relative refileling capabilities of tlie two bases. 
and wro~lgiy implied tli:~t Plattsburgh cannot support deployments from Ft Drum, New York. 
All appropriate details are in the attachment. 

l ' l ~ e  Air Force closure and realig~iment recommendations are the resillt of a fair and 
impartial process which complied wit11 the law. We will be pleased to provide wbatever 
furtfler i 11 fi~rmation that tlie Commission requires. 

Sincerely 
2 

AMES F. BOATRIGFIT 
X e p o t y  Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Instnllntions) 
A tcli 
Air Force Responses to lssl~es 



COMMENT: (C) K1 Sawyer AFB remains open; close Minot AFB; move the B-52s and 
KC-] 35s to KI Sawyer; move the MM 111s to Malmstrom AFB. 

RESPONSE: The proposal to move B-52s and KC-135s to KI Sawyer overlooks that fact - 
that the Air Force has existing excess capacity to close between four and five large aircraft 
bases. The question then becomes which bases should be closed. The Air Force is 
attempting to retain critical base infrastructure and reap the most benefit and operational 
flexibility from remaining bases. The Air Force must maintain Minuteman I11 basing 
flexibility due to uncertainty with respect to START 11. Under the START I1 treaty, the 
United States and Russia committed to significantly reduce nuclear warheads. While the 
treaty is a tremendous achievement in reducing nuclear force levels, its entry into force 
requires START I to be in effect. Under the Lisbon Protocol to START I, Ukraine, Belarus, 
and Kazakhstan must individually accede to START I and to the Nonproliferation Treaty as 
non-nuclear states. Because of the national decision-making processes necessary before all 
accede to the required treaties, it is possible that START II will not become binding on the 
US for some time. Therefore it is appropriate for the US to move purposefully to implement 
the treaty, but not for it to prematurely foreclose militarily effective options in the event that 
reform in the former Soviet Union is set back. This places a premium on maintaining US 
options, within prudent treaty planning, for missile launch facilities. This requires the 
retention of four missile bases, one of which is Minot AFB. It is clearly more economical to 
retain an aircraft/missile base that must remain open for missiles than to maintain a bomber- 
only base. Based on the facts that KI Sawyer does not support ballistic missile operation and 
that it ranks low under the eight DoD criteria, it was recommended for closure. This proposal 

) is inconsistent with sound military considerations as it ignores the missile basing flexibility 
requirements. Furthermore, if we had not decided to retain additional missile basing 
flexibility, we would have recommended closing five large aircraft bases instead of four. As 
indicated earlier, there is enough excess capacity to close five large aircraft bases. However, 
only fl3ur were selected in order to retain missile basing flexibility. 

COMMENT: (D) KI Sawyer AFB remains open; close Grand Forks AFB; move B-Is to 
Ellsworth AFB; move KC-135s to KI Sawyer AFB; move MM 111s to Malmstrom AFB. 

RESPONSE: The proposal to move B-52s and KC-135s to KI Sawyer overlooks that fact 
that the Air Force has existing excess capacity to close between four and five large aircraft 
bases. The question then becomes which bases should be closed. The Air Force must 
maintain Minuteman I11 basing flexibility due to uncertainty with respect to START 11. 
Under the START I1 treaty, the United States and Russia committed to significantly reduce 
nuclear warheads. While the treaty is a tremendous achievement in reducing nuclear force 
levels, its entry into force requires START I to be in effect. Under the Lisbon Protocol to 
START I, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan must individually accede to START 1 and to the 
Nonproliferation Treaty as non-nuclear states. Because of the national decision-making 
processes necessary before all accede to the required treaties, it is possible that START I1 will 
not become binding on the US for some time. Therefore it is appropriate for the US to move 
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WASHINGTON OC - 
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of the Air  Force (Inst:~ll:~tiolis) 
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I lorior:il~le J im Cottrter 
< ~ I ~ : i i r - r i i : i r i ,  l lcfetise R:iw < ~ l o s \ ~ r e  :11i(1 I <~ - :~ l i g t i t i i ~c i~  (70 t i i~ i i i ss io~~ 
1700 North Moore SII-c-et, Suite 1425 
Ar l i t i g to~ i .  Virgi t i i ;~ 22209 

I ' l i i s  is a f o l l o ~ v  itp l o  ciiy May  19. 199 3. 1e1 ter :iddressi~ig yottt- reclltcst fol- itlf-onii:~t i o ~ i  

on f ~ l e l  1-ecluiremerlts :itid stor:ige c:lp:tl>iIity :I( PI: i~tsbi~rgIi A i r  Force R:ISC (AFB) .  NY. Sitice 
niy previous letter, Ai l -  h lob i l i ty  C o t ~ i ~ i i : ~ ~ i d  ( A M C )  II:IS coti(Ii~cted :I 11iore tlcl:liled stittly (Atcl l )  
t o  tletcrtriicie i l ie jet fuel requiretneci~s to suppol-t :III A ir Mobi l i ty  Wir ig : ~ t  I'l:ittshttrgl~ AFll .  
Alqo. I)efc.nse I.ogistics Ageticy (IIIA), l lefetise Fuel Supply C e n ~ c r  (IIFSC) Ii;is cori~1~letrcl its 
review t o  t l e ~ e n n i ~ i e  nti effective nlitl ecotiolii icii l t i i ix o f  tlelivery tliotles :111tl storage t o  tiwe t tlirqe 
fuel reqitirelnetits. vl'liis report was setit directly lo yo11 by  111,A. vl'tie A i f .  I7orce has ev:~l i l :~lcd 
tlie new AMC s~u t l y  ;~nt i  tlie IIFSC review i111d II:IS co~icltt(ied 11i:it i t  dot's tiot c l ~ i l t i g ~  ortr 
recotiiiiielitlat ioti. Pl;~tt s l ~ i ~ r g l i  A F U  sti l l  I-etii;iitis 0111- clioice to base [lie enst co:lst A i r  M o l ~ i l i l  y 
W i fig. 

'I'lie A M C  str~t ly is based 011 consolirlatccl C-141, KC-10, : i t~d KC'-13.5 ol)et-:~tiot~.; at 
I'l:) i t q h i ~ r g l ~  AF13 :IS recoli~tiietitled by DoD. Fr.olii t l i is stctdy, I lie a11 t i c i l ~ : ~ ~ e t l  t i i o t ~ ~ l i l y  fuel 
rec~uiretiietit for tiorlii;\l o l~ern t io~ is  is esti~ii;\tetl to he 6.7 n l i l l i o ~ i  gallons i11ste;itt of the previously 
est i ~ i ~ : ~ t c t l  8.4 ~ n i l l i o t i  g:il lo~is. Froti i  t l ~ e  AM(: s t r t t l  y. the jet fuel rccluit-etiietit for corit it1ge11c.y 
ol~el-:~tiot is for 1'la~tshut.gh Al:D is es~i l i i :~tet l  :IS rollows: 

H.700.000 gal 6,200,000 gal 6,400,000 g:\I 0. 100,000 gill 

*J'l~e :~rt:iclimetit gives ;I tlet;iiletl exl~l :~t i :~t iot i  or tlie tlecre:tse i t1  fuel t~cltt i~-eti iet i ts. 



Froln its review. DFSC tins tletcrmined i t  call support the PI-o.jectetl jet fuel reclr~ii-elne~its 
a I t l r  A 1 .  f lf7SC 1i:ls itletit ifictl tlie lo\vcst cost nl terrin~ivr to S I I ~ I ~ I O I . ~  t lie :I 111111:11 ~ I I C I  
rccluire~nents at Plattshirrgh AFB wtiicll is estilnnted to be $1 1,824.820. Also they tietern~itictl 
tlie lowest cost alterlintive to support the same frlel requirement a t  e:lcli or tlic other bases untler 
colisitler.:i I ion by tlie Co~iimission. I'lle est irnntctl costs are as follows: 

Total 

'I'lie above inhrriiatioti shoulrt dispel nriy doubts about tile ability of Plnttshurgh AFR l o  

rrceive ctiotigli fuel to t~ieet ally fl~lure I-ecluire~nent. With this issue prlt lo rest. the Air Forc.e 
reninins finnly conviliced Plattsburgti AFR is tlie best base for ttie east coast Air Mobility Wilig. 
/rb l thoilpli tlie cost for fuel sc~ppl y is liiglier, tile constri~ction costs are s i p  i licnn t l y less. I t  Iiils 
tlie ramp cnpacity to easily beddowti well over [lie 70-80 large aircraft estit~intetl req~~iretiietit of 
an  Air Mobility Wing. Most importnti~. fro111 :III operational stnr1tlpoilit, i t  is an itlenl stngil~g 
fi~cili ty for tlie large !e~uropenn/SWA nil-ljritlge ;lntl has nlnl~le airspilce for p1-eselit :111(1 f11t we 
trairiirig wi tli t l i i ~ i i r l i i ~ r~ i  e~~cronchliie~it. 

We hope t liis i ti fornia t ion is use fu  I. 

&& JAMES F. BOATRIGII'I' 

Deputy Assistnrlt Secr-etnry o f  tlie Air Force 
(I~ist;~ll:ltio~is) 
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I his letlet- pi-ovides :I col-rection to the tiel~ictiori o f  color-cotletl r:~tir~gq for violetit : ~ r r ( l  

IN olw-t!r crime rates :it K .  I .  Sawyer Air f:orce Base. l'lie r:~titigs i l l  c11leq1 ion ;Ire fc)1111c1 it1 t11(* 
1)r p:\r t r \ l r ~ l t  of tile Air  Force A11;ilyses :lr~ci R C C ~ I I I I I I ~ I ~ ( ~ ; I I  iolis (Voillll~e V) .  p:ye I 30. *l*lie 
o~.ipir~:~I ~ I : I  :111cl r~eco~i~~~trtccl (I:II;I : I IY :is follo\vs: 

'I'liis correction is ~iecess:i~-y bec:iuse K.I. S:i\vyel- s t ~ l ~ ~ ~ i i ~ ~ e t l  I-evisetl t l : i t :~ wliicll they 
st:~~etI W:IS en-or~eoi~sly coiiq~rlted rtsi11g ill1 18-ti~olitli period iris~e:itl of :I 12- 111011111 pet-iotl. 
Furtllrr i~ivestigntio~i hv AF/I>PP iritlic:~tetl ntlt l i t  io11:tl ert-ot-s by the b:~se incllltlir1g rise o f  ;III 
i11cf11 rect geogr:ipliic:il al-eir i111d :III i I ICOI-I .CC~ SI:I t i s~  ic:11 ~~rocedure. l'llese PI-I-ors Iiave heel1 
cor~rctr(l  :ilid revie~verl hy the Air Folce Rose C1osc11-e Execr~tive Group ( R( 'EG ). I.lle W E (  ; 
c l r t r i . t ~ ~ i ~ ~ c c l  rh:~r these el-1-01-s cIicl i i o t  cli:~t~ge (lie over:~ll ri~ri~ig o I  K.I .  Sowycr r~ntier- C'I-iterio11 
VII 

A l ~ o .  :I co~.rect ion o f  color-cotietl r;ltirlgs for (lie Accitlerit l'oteri t i ; ~ l  Zories ( A  I'% 1. 

Exi:;tilip : i ~ i t l  Fr~ttlt-e L,oc:iI/Regioti:~l C'o1illiltll1ity I:tic~.o:~chlilel~t at PI:IIISII~II.~II AFR is 
r i .  'Tile rat i11gs i l l  cltlestio~i : I t r  fot111d it1 [lie 11ep;lrt tilelit of [he Air. I:orce AII;II y s e ~  ; I I I ( ~  

Reco~il~l~c.~it!n t imis (Volrlliie V), ('ri tet-i:i 11 4: :irid 11 ID,  p:~ge 102 CQ 103. liotli gl-;ltles we1.v 
origiti:~lly grntled "Greet~" :111d hot11 were cIi:lnged to "Yellow" bec:lr~se infol-niation pi-ovided 
by the ll;~se was fount1 to Re in  error. I'lie BCEG will] nssistiince of Air S1;1ff experts 
reviewed infon1i:uiotl fro111 ;r tlri~ft Ail. Itist:lll;~~ioti Co~iil~:itihility Use Zot~c ( A  ICUZ) 
tlocl11ne111 prep;~retl by :I contr;~ctor :III(~ clll-re tit ly hei tig reviewed by tile Ai r  Force. I t  IV:IS 
cietc~.l~lirictl tli:it this w;~s the r~~osf ctlr-t.etit ;111cf r1ccrlr:lIe in for-r11:1t iori ;ivai lrtl~le :~nd based or1 rile 
i ~ i c o ~ i i l ~ : ~  I ilde e1icro:1cIi11ie1i t tlepicletl i 11 A PZ I I ,  I lie HCE(i clintigetl [lie rill itigs. -1'fie RVEG 
I e ~ i r i l  I i s  I l o  i i ~ e  I overall ~ i i ~ i g  for I t s~ i~rgl i  I I ~ I  i t e t i o i  I I. (11 

;~tltlitiorl. [lie rat irigs oil page 93 rttitle~. "1'1:ittshi1t-g1i-Co1i11i1111ii1y - -  I 3  ist : I I I ( I  Ft1tt11-e" were 
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TAB 16 
COMMUNITY REQUESTS FOR CLOSUREAZEALIGNMENT 

O'HARE IAP, AIR FORCE RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS 

Community Proposal: The City of Chicago proposes that the O'Hare Air Reserve Station 
(ARS) be closed and the flying units moved to a new facility to be constructed at Rockford, 
Illinois. 

Recommendation: Close O'Hare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and relocate the 
assigned Air Reserve Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or another 
location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force, provided the City can demonstrate that 
it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of replacing facilities, moving and 
environmental cleanup, without any cost whatsoever to the federal budget and that the 
closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 and be completed by July 1997. Chicago would 
also have to fund the full cost of relocating the Army Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If 
these conditions are not met, the units should remain at O'Hare IAP. 

Justification: O'Hare Reserve Base is in the Northwest comer of O'Hare IAP, enjoying 
immediate access to two runways. Two ARC units are based there: the host, the 928th Airlift 
Group (AFR), with C-130s; and the 126th Air Refueling Wing (ANG), with KC-135Es. An 
Army Reserve Center is located adjacent to the base. In addition, a large DLA activity 
~xcupies a government owned, recently renovated office building on the base; however, DLA 
's recommending realignment of this activity to other locations. 

The City of Chlcago has exercised its right under Section 2924 of P.L. 101-510 to 
propose closure of O'Hare ARS (Attachment 1). This provision of law mandates the Air 
Force to consider the proposal. The City desires to acquire the property for aviation-related 
commercial use. However, in a 1991 land exchange agreement intended to resolve all real a 

property issues between the Air Force and the City at O'Hare IAP, the City specifically 
- - agreed that it would seek no more land from the O'Hare ARS (excerpt at Attachment 2). 

The Air Force has repeatedly advised the City that the ARC units are adequately 
housed at O'Hare, and there is no basis for moving them (Attachments 3 & 4). There are no 
savings from moving; only costs. To justify this realignment under the DoD criteria, 
therefore, as a minimum all costs of closure/realignment would have to be funded entirely 
outside the Federal budget (Neither Defense nor FAA funds, for example, could be 
involved.) The relocation site would have to meet all operating requirements, such as runway 
length and freedom from noise-related operating limitations, and be close enough to Chicago 
that the units would not suffer major loss of personnel. The day-to-day operating costs at the 
relocation site would have to compare favorably with those at O'Hare IAP. 
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The City proposes that the ARC units move to Greater Rockford Airport, 55 miles 
northwest of O'Hare IAP. Virtually no facilities for the units exist at Rockford, so an entirely 
new base would have to be constructed. The airfield is constrained on two sides by the Rock 
River and flood plain. At least one runway will have to be extended for 
KC-135E operations. There appear to be noise and other environmental problems to resolve 
before a final determination of siting feasibility can be made. 

The COBRA model estimates that the cost to close is $361 million. This estimate is 
based on the City of Chicago consultant's estimate of construction costs at Rockford, and 
normal COBRA estimating factors for other costs. There are no apparent savings to offset 
this cost. 

The proceeds from disposal of the real property, which might offset some of the cost, 
are difficult to estimate. if the airport property were sold at fair market value, the estimated 
proceeds would be about $33 million. The buildings may or may not be of use to a buyer. 
While some are new and all are usable for their current military use, their value to a 
commercial or civil aviation user are questionable. Demolition and disposal are estimated by 
the City's consultant to cost $25 million, which would be an offset to the land value. 
However, most of the O'Hare ARS qualifies as aviation-related property, which the City 
could obtain in a no-cost public benefit transfer under the Surplus Property Act of 1944, 50 
U.S.C. App. 1622. The DLA building is severable from the Reserve Base and does not 
appear to be aviation property. However, the building is also of questionable value, and 
would not contribute much to the cost of relocating the O'Hare ARS activities. Thus, the net 
cost to close and realign is in a range from $328 million, if the base is sold at fair market 
value and the reusable buildings are worth enough to a buyer to offset demolition costs for 
the others, to $361 million if the base is turned over to the City in a public benefit transfer. 
Since there remain no savings in operational or other costs, in either case the payback period 
is infinity. 

Our analysis of the proposal assuming Chicago or some other non-Federal source Days 
. - the full cost is as follows The facilities at O'Hare ARS are adequate, with many new or 

recently renovated buildings. The recruiting base, the Chicago metropolitan area, is 
outstanding. There are no serious constraints on mission accomplishment, other than some air 
traffic control delays due to the dense commercial traffic. However, alert or other time- 
sensitive missions are not flown from O'Hare ARS. Since the base is adequate for its 
purpose, no savings would accrue from closing it. The aircraft remain in the force structure 
plan and the units are not planned for inactivation. In the case of the ANG, the governor's 
consent would be required to disband. Thus, closure of the base requires that both units be 
realigned. 

- 
The military value of an ARC base at Rockford, fully built up with all the necessary 

facilities, still does not exceed that of O'Hare. For retention of the mostly part-time ARC 
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personnel it is not as good, due to the distance from the homes of currently assigned 
personnel. Some personnel losses and retraining must be anticipated, effecting unit readiness 
and adding to the cost. It is not clear that the Rockford area alone can provide a steady 
stream of volunteers large enough to man two large ARC units. Recruiting from Chicago w2l 
still be required, but will be much harder due to the distance differential between O'Hare and 
Rockford. 

Clearly, acceptance of this proposal must be based on benefits to the City of Chicago. 
The proposed move would make some considerable space available for airport related 
activities at this intensively used air carrier airport. Therefore, as a convenience to the City 
of Chicago, the Air Force could not object to the proposed closure of O'Hare ARS provided 
it  would be done at no cost to the Federal budget. 

Although the City of Chicago had previously stated (Attachment 5) that they did not 
Expect the Air Force to fund relocation and facility replacement costs, the City has been 
unable to guarantee that it will pay the full cost of moving (Attachment 1, page 3). 
However, in its most recent correspondence (Attach 6), the City has made the following 
commitment, "At this time, we wish to commit that all costs associated with our plan will be 
, at no cost to the Department of Defense and that the City of Chicago, together with the host 

airport, will provide suitable replacement facilities on either a square foot for square foot 
basis or with more cost efficient functionally equivalent facilities. This commitment of full 
cost coverage is contingent upon securing necessary financing, which we continue to pursue, 
and the approval of our governing council body." 

Therefore, if the City of Chicago could demonstrate that it has financing in place to 
cover the full cost of replacing facilities, moving and environmental cleanup, without any cost 
whatsoever to the federal budget and that the closure/realignment could begin by July 1995, 
as required by Section 2904 (a) (3) of the Defense Base Closure and realignment Act of 1990, 
and the relocation could be completed by July 1997, the Air Force would not object to the 
proposal. The City would also have to fund the full cost of relocating the Army Reserve 

_ - activity, or leave it in place. .If these conditions are not met, the units should remain at 
0' Hare IAP. 

NOTE: Due to an organizational realignment, as a direct result of the DL4 BRAC 93 
process, the DL4 activities on the O'Hare Reserve Base will be realigned to other locations. 
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February 26, 1993 

Mr. James F. Boatright 
Deputy Ass is tant Secretary 

o f  the Air Force 
SAF/M I T 
Room 4C940 
Washington, DC 20330-1000 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

This letter amends, in part, my letter to you dated January 7, 
1993 (enclosed), wherein the City o f  Chicago, under the 1993 
Base Realignment and Closure process, and in accordance w i t h  
Public Law 101-510, Div. B, T i t l e  XXIX, Sec. 2924, proposed 
the relocation of Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard 
Units f r o m  O'Hare International Airport to the Greater 
Rockford Airport. 

On January 7, 1993, the City of Chicago stated that ws could 
not provide you with a firm commitment that all costs 
associated with our plan would be provided to the Department 
of Defense. A t  this time, we w i s h  to commit that all costs 
associated w i t h  our plan will be at no cost to the Department 
o f  Defense and tha t  the City o f  Chicago, together with the 
host a i r p o r t ,  w i l l  provide suitable replacement facilities on 
either a square foot for square foot basis or w i t h  more cost 
efficient functionally equivalent faci1iti.e~. T h i s  commitment 
of full cost coverage is contingent upon securing necessary 
financing, which we continue to pursue, and the approval of 
our governing council body. 

It is our hope that this commitment will allow the Air Force 
to act favorably upon our request to include the relocat ion of 
O'Hare military units in its list of BRAC recommendations to 
the Department of Defense. We recognize such a recomnendat ion 
must be conditioned upon our demonstrating that we have 
secured the necessary financing . - --I- 

We look forward to working with you throughout this process 
towards achieving this mutually beneficial result. Again, 
thank you for your f a v o r a b l e  considerat ion of this matter and 
please do not hesitate to contact me should you require 
additional information. 

David R .  Mosena 
Commissioner 

Enclosure I 
Copy to: The Honorable Les Aspin 

United States Secretary of Defense 
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January 7, 1992 

Mr. James F. Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force 

SAF/MI T 
Room 4C940 
Washington, DC 20330-1000 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

It was a pleasure meeting you and your staff during my recent 
visit to-Washington, D.C., and I want to thank you again for 
clarifying for us the Air Forcets position regarding the 
relocation and closure of its facilities. 

On behalf of the City of Chicago, and in accordance with our 
status as an adjacent unit o f  general local government under 
Public Law 101-510, Div. B, Title XXIX, Sec. 2924, I am 
pleased to submit for your consideration our prel iminary 
proposal regarding the O'Hare Air Reserve Forces Facility 
(ARFF) and the United States Army Reserve Center Fort Dearborn 
(USARC), located at OtHare International Airport, Chicago, 
Illinois, during the 1993 Base Realignment and Closure 
process. This proposal is in substitution of our proposal to 
you dated November 18, 1992. 

We h a w  endeavored t n  follow the f i n a l  Select inn Crit.eria 
regarding Mi 1 i tary Value, Return on Investment and Impacts as 
pub1 ished i n  the Federal Register. 56 Fed. Reg. 6374 (February 
15, 1991) and believe our conceptual proposal clearly meets 
these criteria. 

This proposal results from our continuing desire to enhance 
the operational efficiency of O'Hare International Airport for 
the benefit of the national air transportation system. I t  is 
also the result of a Conceptual Facilities Replacement Plan 
(copy previously forwarded to you), a jointly funded $270,000 
study prepared for the City of Chicago and the Greater 
Rockford Airport Authority. The United States Department o f  
Defense was also a participant in this study. 



Mr. James R .  Boatright 
January 7, 1992 
Page 2 

The purpose of this study was to provide prel iminary technical 
information regarding the feasibility and costs associated 
with the relocation o f  the O'Hare ARFF/USARC to the Greater 
Rockford Airport. It should be noted that this study 
considered both the replacement and future expansion o f  such 
facilities. We believe that t h i s  study confirms the 
feasibility of the relocation of the existing military 
facilities and operations to the Greater Rockford Airport. 

Our interest is in assisting you as you develop your force 
structure plan so as to achieve a result in the best interests 
of our national security as well as the beneficial impacts to 
civil aviation at O'Hare International Airport and our 
national air transportation system which would result from 
this proposal. 

We bel ieve t h a t  the r e l o c a t i o n  o f  the O'Hare military 
facilities to Rockford represents a unique opportunity forthe  
Air Force for the following reasons: 

The Air Force Reserve and Illinois ANG will be 
relocated to newly constructed functional 
equivalent facilities with the ability to expand 
designed for maximum operational efficiency; 

Existing operational constraints experienced by 
the military at O'Hare International will not 
occur at Rockford since prohibitions relating to 
the number, type and hours o f  operation do not 
exist there; - ...- 
~ i l  i tary personnel w i  1 1  be advantaged by lower 
housing costs and lower cost o f  1 iving expenses 
in the Rockford area. In addition, adequate 
facilities exist and are planned to house 
reservists and visitors; 

The Great Rockford Area, an expanding community, 
wi 11 provide more than an adequate recruitment 
base for the military both in numbers and 
demographics. Existing infrastructure exists 
(highway and ra i 1) between Chicago and Rockford. 
Rockford i s  approximately 55 - miles from O'Hare; 
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The mi l i tary wi 1 1  be the largest tenant/operator 
at Rockf ord. Current and future mission 
requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of the Department of Defense's total 
force will be improved. All at a lower cost of 
doing business in the Rockford area. The Greater 
Rockford Airport Authority will provide the 
military with long-term assurances regarding a 
Joint Use Agreement on a dollar per year lease 
basis; 

Broad based comnunity and political support for 
the relocation of the military to Rockford exists 
(see attached letters of support). 

We had hoped to provide you with a firm comitment that all 
appropriate costs associated with our plan would be provided 
to the Department of Defense for suitable facilities at 
Rockford on a square foot for square foot basis as needed to 
relocate all flying units currently stationed at the O'Hare 
ARFF. We must, however, advise you that we cannot make such 
a conitment at this time, although it is still our desire to 
do so, until we determine the actual cost o f  the plan and 
identify the source of funds to cover the cost of the 
relocation. 

We are compelled to take this position because it i s  the only 
responsible action for us to take at this time. We remain 
extremely interested in acquiring the mil i tary property at 
O'Hare and relocating the facilities to Rockford and will 
cpnti-nue to wprk toward that goal whether within or outside of 
the current BRAC process. The benefits to the mi 1 itary, the 
City of Chicago and the City of Rockford are simply too great 
to pass by. 

We look forward to working with you and the Department o f  
Defense on this important matter and hope that you will 
favorably consider our proposal. We have already begun to 
identify potential sources o f  fund'ing to accomplish the 
relocation of the O'Hare ARFF/USARC. O f  course, we cannot 
comit the City of Chicago to this fundlng until we receive 
approval from our governing body to proceed. 



Mr. James R .  Boatright 
January 7, 1992 
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We want to again emphasize our sincere interest to pursue t h i s  
matter as evidenced by our substantial commitment of time and 
financial resources to date. I ,  as well as my staff, would be 
happy to meet with you or your representatives. should you 
decide to incorporate our proposal in your recommendations to 
the Department of Defense, so t h a t  i t  can be r e f i n e d  toward 
the end o f  developing a closure or realignment/relocation 
plan. We would also be happy to assist, at such time, in your 
financial analysis to determined all appropriate costs 
associated w i t h  the plan. 

Again, thank you for your consideration of this matter and we 
look forward to your favorable response. 

Sincerely, 

Comni ss ioner 
Ci ty  o f  Chicago 
Department of Aviation 

Copy to: The Honorable Richard Cheney 
United States Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E880 

.. .-.- Wash-ington, OC 2030 1 

Mr. Frederick Ford 
Greater Rockford Airport Authority 
3600 Airport Drive 
P. 0. Box 5063 
Rockford, Illinois 61125-0063 

Colonel Jim Casey 
Chairman, Base Closure Working Group 
t h i e f ,  Base Realignment Division 
HQ USAF/XM)R - 
Pentagon 
Room # 50973 - 
Washington, DC 20330 
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CP CHIWC AI;D THZ UNITED ST'-2'  AIR FCRCE 

ectered inco cereer! the Ur.ited States of Merica, reprecenteti by t h ~  k - ~ r t -  

sect cf t h e  X: Fore (bereaf ter generdly ref erred to  as " the Gover~fi~ect"! , 

an6 the City of Ckicaqo, I l l inois  (hereafter refsrred to  as "the C i t y n ) .  ~ n e  

kcremar,= provi2es fcr the ccntrcymce by the Govermtent t o  the Ci ty  *ti l e a 2  

cr trancing of an easemert t o  the Government by the City of ce r t t in  -piicels o t  

iocated at O'Eiare International Airport, Cook County, Illinois (hccear'ter . 

referred ta as "O'Haren), and the palment for or construction of certain 

Coverrnent Re~Lacemen': Facilities a t  O'Hare by the i t .  I n  a ,  the 

C i t y  and the Govermnc  mke a n m k r  of othec c c d L i ~ e c t s  related t o  ~ 5 g  

C.' Hare k r  Reserve Forces Facility (hereinafter referred to cs the "rLLitzzy 

rtsarvation"! uf6 OJHare Airpr t ,  as Further set fo r th  therein. 

It is meerst- and agree6 that this Agresent was initiate6 by the 
-...- 

C i t y  and is kin~ undertaken- for  convorience of and at the expense or' the . . 

. . City:. that tko City k t o  bear all cf the'costs of s~cn Replacenant Facilities 

for  Cavernmen', activities, either by payink the Govermnt  ' therof ore or by 

aCcc~l i sn ing  constructicn of the Replzcement Facilities i tself,  as set f c r t ? ~  

herein; a d  that the C i t y  will rake no claims against the Gavesmnt in any 

way related to oc arising out of the furnishing of the Replacement ~acilities 

t o  be construced by the C i t y ,  other than as provised -for in this Agreement. 

ertain The erimary prpse  cf the Agreement is to p r m i t  the C i t y  to obtain C- 

land contigucus t o  the aiilitaq reservation at OtFare for prpses of 

f a c i l i t a t i v  the ampletion, of g&-v..eIcpaent i)rojeC,a ~ ~ : s  5% 



581. A Manorandm of Understanding w a s  executed between the p t i e s  on .Ppril 

26.  1986. regarding a s-ht different land exchange arrangement involving 

both the Rir Force and the ~ n r y  A draft agreenentwas prepared on July 29, 

1987, to effectuate that earlier version of the t ransa~t io~n.  

The City assures the Governrent that its long-range plans for O'Hare do 

not involve acqviring from the G a v e r m t  any mre  land or causing any mrs 

- - 

boundaq changes beyond those called for in this Agreement and the pssible  

relccation to the north of m a y  27R (paragraph 7.i. herein) . The City w i l l  

continue to s u p c t  a p m e n t  Govermt  pcesence at  its established m i l i -  

tary resemation (as d f  ied as a result of this Agreenent) at OIEare. me 

land to be conveyed or leased un6er this Agreement is ident i f ied  i n  pragraph 

2 bela, and on the map attached as an Exhibit hereto. The Replacemen 

Facilities (hereinafter defined) are identified in paragraph 3. The land ex- 

chanqe and City p a v t  for desigo and constru&ion of Replacement Facilities - 

w i l l  take place i n  two (2) #ass ,  as described herein. 

4 

The Government is entering into this Agreement pursuant to the 

authority contained in T i t l e  10, United States Code, Section 2233, and the 

N a t i o ~ l  Defense Authorization Act ,  1989, Section 2603. The City is entering 

in to  this Agreerent p r s ~ o n t  to its B a n e  Rule authority Both p t i e s  warrant 

that they are authorized to act in the capacities ar@ for the ~ Y S  r q r e  

sented . 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

f?F.#CC DC THC A S S I S T A N T  S C C R C I A R V  

NOV 7 1991 
The Honorable Richard M. Daley 
Mayor of t h e  c i t y  of chicago 
City Hall 
121 North LaSalle S t r e e t  
chicago, Illinois 60602 

D e a r  Mayor Daley: 

Thank you f o r  your letter of August 14, 1991, in which you 
stated that the City of Chicago does  not expect the Department of 
the Air Force to fund any proposed relocation of A i r  Force 
activities from the 08Hare Air Reserve Forces Facility (ARFF) or 
construction of replacement facilities a t  a new location. 

You also have asked for our thoughts as t o  how the City 
should proceed with its proposal. First, our participation in 
discussions wi th  t h e  C i t y  about t h e  possibility of a relocation 
should not be interpreted as acquiescence or agreement in 
principle to such a proposal. The A i r  Force strongly prefers not 
to relocate from OtHare. Instead, we wish to continue our 
operat ions  there undisturbed i n  accordance with terms of the land 
exchange agreement signed by the city on July 14, 1989, which 
included a commitment by the City that its long-range plans did 
not involve acquiring any more land or changes in boundaries, and 
that the City would continue to support a permanent Government 
presence at its established military reservation at OtHare. As I 
stated in my letter of July 1 8 ,  1991, the Air Force relied on 
these commitments in its planning at OtHare, including 

. - -  construction of-costly new facilities. 

Recent Federal legislation governs vir tua l ly  all base 
closures and realignments until 1996. On November 5, 1990, 
Congress enacted the Defense Base Closure and Realignment A c t  of 
1990 (hLblic Law 101-510, 10 USC 2687 note). Section 2909 of the 
A c t ,  "Restriction On Other Base Closure Authority," states that 
the Act "...shall be the exclusive authority ...n for selecting or 
carrying out any closure or realignment of a military installation 
within the United States through December 31, 1995, with the 
exception of a category of very small installations not applicable 
to the 08Hare ARFF. This legislation also established the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission, and directed t h a t  it 
s h a l l  meet only during calendar years 1991, 1993 and 1995. As you, 
know, the Commission has completed its deliberations for 1991. 



The Act also establishes specific procedures to be follow 
by the Secretary of Defense in developing closure and realignmen 
recommendations to make to the Commission. Published criteria 

C 
must be applied to force structure plans, which must be included 
with budget submissions for fiscal Years 1992, 1994 and 1996. By 
no later than April 15, 1993 and 1995, the Secretary may publish 
i n  the Federal Reqistey and transmit to the Commission and 
congressional defense committees a list of installations 
recommended ior closure or realignment. The M i l i t a r y  Departments 
expect t o  be asked to submit proposed recommendations for the 
Secretary's consideration in formulating the final recommendations 
which will be forwarded to the Commission. 

To ensure concerns of nearby communities are fully 
considered, Congress included the following provision in the Act: 

Sec. 2924. Community Preference consideration In Closure 
And Realignment of Military Installations. 

- In any process of selecting any military 
installation inside the United States for closure 
or realignment, the Secretary of Defense shall 
take such steps as are necessary to assure that 
special consideration and emphasis is given to 
any official statement'from a unit of general 
local government adjacent to or within a military 
installation requesting the closure or 
realignment of such installation. 

In light of this, should the City decide to pursue a 
relocation of the ARFF away from OtHaret it would be my suggestion 
that a formal written proposal be prepared f o r  consideration by 
t h e  Air Force and the Office of the Secretary of Defense for 
possible inclusion with t h e  recommendations to be submitted by the 
Secretary of Defense to the ~ommissfon in 1993 or 1995. Since 
Section 2924 seems clearly to provide for special consideration t o  
be given to the views of what are known as the wcollar 
communitfes* adjacent to OtHaret any .ARFF relocation proposal by 
the City should be coordinated with them to assure that  their 
views are included in the proposal as well. 

Any relocation proposal would have to meet the following 
minimum conditions to be acceptable to the A i r  Force. First, the 
relocation must be without cost to the Air Force, including moving 
costs .  In addition, the total costs of long-term operations must 
not exceed the projected costs of continued operations at O'Hare. 
Of course, the relocation proposal must be acceptable to the 
receiving location. There also must be a recruiting base of 
eligible Guard and Reserve personnel availabke i n  the v i c in i ty  of 
the receiving location, which is acceptable to the Air Force 



Reserve and the Illinois Air National Guard and sufficient for 
their needs. Finally, the facilities at the receiving location, 
including runways, navigational aids and related support, must be 
sufficient to handle operational mission requirements of the 
Reserve and Air National Guard units concerned. 

The Air Force will cooperate with  you as you develop your 
proposal and will designate appropriate officials of the Air Force 
Reserve and Illinois Air National Guard to work with you and your 
staff for that purpose, particularly regarding t h e  issues of 
adequacy of the recruiting base and the capability to support 
operational missions at any proposed receiving location. 

If you should decide to go forward with a relocation 
proposal, I would appreciate being advised of the names of the 
appropriate people with the City who will be involved. Please let 
me know if t h e r e ' i s  any further information I can provide. 

- - -  

Deputy ~ssidtant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

O f l K E  O f  THE ASSISTANT SECROARY 

5 O C T  l Y Y Z  
Ms. Ki t ty  Freidheim 
Deputy Commissioner of Aviation 
City of Chicago' 
20 N. Clark S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  2400 
Chicago, I L  60602 

Dear Ms. ~ r e i d h e i m :  

During t h e  meeting on September 17,  1992, with  you and 
r ep re sen t a t i ve s  from Rockford, I L ,  Mr. Ford, Executive Di rec to r ,  
Greater  Rockford Airpor t  Authority, ask us  t o  help you d e f i n e  what 
would c o n s t i t u t e  a comprehensive and a t t r a c t i v e  proposal  t o  
r e l o c a t e  t h e  A i r  National Guard and t h e  A i r  Force Reserre 
a c t i v i t i e s  from Gillare IAP t o  Rockford. I responded by t e l l i n g  
you that w e  would do our best to answer your ques t ions  and he lp  
you with your d e f i n i t i o n s ,  however, I stated that w e  would give 
serious considera t ion  to any responsib le  proposal submit ted 
pursuant t o  t h e  Defense Base Closure and Realignment A c t  of 1990 
( P . L .  101-510). The purpose of this l e t t e r  is to recap  key p o i n t s  
which were discussed. 

An a t t r a c t i v e  proposal would meet a l l  of our  ope ra t i ona l  
requirements,  would be a t  no c o s t  to t h e  A i r  Force, and would 
compare favorably with t h e  cur ren t  day-to-day operating c o s t s  a t  
OIHare. Some of t h e  key points  a r e  as follows: . .. 

- Runway length shoul-d be 10,006 feet based on what is 
r e d r e d  f o r  t h e  present  KC-135E a i r c r a f t .  

a ; . - .  

. - -  - There should-be ramp space t o  provide one parking space f o r  
each of the presen t ly  assigned a i r c r a f t .  

. :7 

- Required Hydrant . . re fue l ing  'dapability . . .. . .  .. . . 
- F a c i l i t y  replacement cos t s . shou ld  be based on replac ing  a l l  

f a c i l i t i e s  ( a t  present  square footage) that e x i s t  a t  O I H a r e .  

- Personnel and Equipment moving c o s t s  should include:  

-- Equipment moving/hook-up cos t s .  -- ~ommunications re locat ion  c o s t s  to i n c l u d e a d d i t i o n a l  
communications required to provide dual opera t ions  during the 
moving phase. -- Operational costs t o  keep the m i l i t a r y  mission i n t a c t  
during. t h e  move. -- Personnel relocation costs to include all app l i cab l e  



-- Temporary storage costs if required. -- Personnel Travel Costs. 
- Proposed ~rnplementation Plan to include phasing that would 

keep units operational at all times during the move. 

- Proposed Land conveyance at new site. 
- operational Comparisons. 
- BOS Costs, - Airport Joint Use Agreement Costs. - Fire/Crash/Rescue Agreement Costs. -- Utility Costs. - Navigational Aids. - Airspace/Air Operations. 

- Proposed Airport Master Plan. 
- community ~oordination/Reactions (from both losing and 

gaining communities) . 
- ~ommitment to fund an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
- Commitment to provide documentation that the new site at 

Greater Rockford Airport is environmentally clean. 

As we discussed, any proposal should be submitted by mid 
November in order to get full and complete consideration in the 
1993 Base Closure/Realignment process. 1 trust this recap will be 
helpful. Should you have any questions please call my 
representative for Reseme Affairs ,  Col Joseph Feather, 703-697-  
4391. A similar letter has been sent to Mr. Fredrick C. Ford, 
Executive Director Greater Rockford Airport Authority. 

Deputy A 1 ant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

CITY OF CEICAOO 

August 14, 1991 

Mr. Jnrnes F. Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Installations 
Department of the Air Force 
The Pentagon - 

Room 4C 940 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000 

Dear Mr. Boatright: (. 
Thank you for your letter of July 18,1991. I understand your concerns about the cost 

to the Air Force of a possible relocation of the O'Hare military facilities to Rockford or 
elsewhere. Of course, the City does not expect the Department of the Air Force to fund 
the proposed relocation born O'Hare or the construction of replacement facilities at a new 
location. 

Now that this matter has been clarified, please give us your thoughts as to how you 
deem it best to proceed further on these issues. 1 Imk forward to huitful discussions. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Secretary of Defense Dick Chcney 
Congressman Dan Rostenkowski / 





D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

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 Mr. Chairman 

I received the enclosed June 4, 1993 letter from Mr. Bruce Todd, Mayor of the City of 
Austin. Attached to the letter was a report which was forwarded to the Commission 
espousing the consolidation of the Air Force Reserve's 301st W ,  currently located at 
Carswell AFB, with the 924th FG at Bergstrom AFB in place of the DoD proposal to 
consolidate at Carswell AFB. However, the Commission did not add Carswell AFB 
to the supplemental list of bases to be considered for closure/realignment, therefore, Mayor 
Todd's proposal to consolidate these units at Bergstrom AFB appears to be a moot point. 

Nevertheless, I believe it is appropriate to address some inaccuracies made in the 
report concerning Carswell AFB and the DoD proposed consolidation. Specifically, the 
following points need to be made or corrected: 

STATEMENT: (BRACC Criterion, Section 2, Availability and Condition of Land anti 
Facilities. subparagraph 3) "The potential for AFRES, the Navy and Air National Guard to 
expand within the existing Carswell fence will be further deteriorated by ... anticipated projects 
such as !.he Federal Bureau of Prisons medical facility, a prison products distribution 
center ... the King's branch Housing Development ... 70 units of housing for handicapped ..." 

COMMENT: The DoD has worked extensively with all services, the local community 
and other affected agencies to develop a land use plan for Carswell. This plan, which has 
been endorsed by all affected organizations, provides the AFRES, Navy, and National Guard 
with an area which has adequate space for all their documented present and future needs and 
provides the Federal Bureau of Prisons with the medical facility and required adjacent 
property while also providing the local community with many diverse reuse options. The 
needs of the DoD organizations at Carswell were carefully integrated into an overall plan 
which is n win-win proposition for all. 



STATEMENT: (BRACC Criterion, Section 4, Cost and Manpower, Military 
Construction (MILCON) Funding, sub paragraph L (Carswell)) "The Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command anticipates the value of new construction will be between 
$1 10,000.OO to $140,000,000 ... The 924th FG estimates it would cost approximately 
$7,500,000 to meet their requirements." 

COMMENT: In our 18 May 1993 joint Air ForceNavy response to questions on the 
DoD's proposed joint use of Carswell AFB, we included revised COBRA estimates for 
Carswell. These figures show total MILCON costs at Carswell (Navy/Marine/Air Force 
ReserveRexas ANG/Texas Army Guard & Reserve) to be $126.OM with construction savings 
at NAS Dallas and Bergstrom of $40.6M. The total one-time cost (Moving and 
Construction) for all units is estimated to be $146.OM. In addition, the construction estimate 
to support the 924th move is incorrect. The refined site survey MILCON cost estimate at 
Carswell AFB for beddown of both the 301st and the 924th is $5.88M. This amount can be 
reduced by $4.59M in MILCON cost avoidance at Bergstrom AFB under the BRAC 91 
proposal, making the total estimated cost S1.29M. 

STATEMENT: (BRACC Criterion, Section 4, Cost and Manpower, Military 
Construction (MILCON) Funding, sub paragraph 2 (Bergstrom)) "Current AFRES 
construction estimates to accommodate both units cat Bergstrom> are approximately 
$2 1,0o,OO ... If the NavylMarine units were able to move into vacated 301st FW facilities at 
Carswell they will be able to avoid significant MILCON requirements. If current 301st 
facilities had to be constructed today it would cost approximately $39,000,000. Assuming the 
Navy's RFP dollars of $1 10,000,000 - $140,000,000 are reasonable, then at least $39,000,000 
of that could be avoided by moving into facilities vacated by the move of the 301st FW to 
Bergstrom. " 

COMMENT: Even assuming the figure of $21M to accommodate both units at 
Bergstrom is accurate (we believe it be closer to $30M), this figure is still greater than our 
estimated cost of locating both units at Carswell. The "savings" of %39M projected by 
moving the 301st out o l  their current facilities at Carswell and allowing other DoD use is 
highly suspect and based upon dubious assumptions. It assumes that both the 301st moving 
out and the other DoD units coming in require exactly the same facilities from the ground 
up. If this were true the DoD could save the MILCON costs by moving into vacated 301st 
facilities. This is generally not the case, although we have tried to use existing facilities as 
much as practical. Though I'm sure some of the DoD units could use the 301st facilities if 
they were vacated, it is highly improbable that no MILCON would be required to 
accommodate new tenants. Some MILCON would be required to match vacated facilities 
with new occupant requirements. Consequently it is doubtful that the total amount of savings 
projected in the City of Austin proposal would be realized. 



STATEMENT: (BRACC Criterion, Section 5, Extent and Timing, sub paragraph 2 
(Bergstrom)) "MILCON requirements of some (621,000,000 for both units will be offset by 
MILCON savings at Carswell of some $46,500,000. A net savings to DoD of $25,500,000 in 
MILCON dollars will be realized upon 30 1st FW relocation to Bergstrom. Additionally, 
BRACC 91 allocated approximately $3 1,000,000 to MILCON for the two units, so BRACC 
total savings are really $56,500,000." 

COMMENT: The report's estimated reduction of $21M in MILCON costs for 
relocating both units to Bergstrom appears low and the suggested "MILCON savings" of 
$46.5M is not supported. First, we expect the actual cost to relocate the 301st from Carswell 
t~ Bergstrom to be closer to $30.OM. Additionally, the new Bergstrom airport plan tends to 
geographically separate the AFRES units in several locations -- a situation that is not cost nor 
operationally effective. The $46.5M in "MILCON savings" the report alluded to appears to 
be derived from undocumented, uncertified estimates. The $7.5M MILCON estimate for the 
924th FG to relocate to Carswell, has been updated to $5.88M. The MILCON cost avoidance 
assumption of $39M if the 301st relocates to Bergstrom appears optimistic. As stated 
previously, these savings are based on an erroneous assumption that if the 301st vacates their 
facilities at Carswell, another DoD unit will be able to move in to the facilities with no 
MILCON costs required and that this projected savings equals the cost to build new 
facilities. The report also takes the $25.5M in "MILCON savings" and adds $31M in BRAC 
91 MILCON cost avoidance to get a total savings of $56.5M. The Air Force does not concur 
with these numbers. The actual BRAC 91 MILCON cost estimate for both Bergstrom and 
Carswell is $22.3M. If we reduce our rough estimate of $30.OM for relocation to Bergstrom 
by the $5.88M relocation costs to Carswell and the $22.3M in BRAC 91 costs, we would still 
incur an actual net cost of approximately $2.OM to move to Bergstrom, not the $56.5 savings 
projected by the report. 

STATEMENT: (BRACC Criterion, Section 8, Environmental Impact, sub section 2, 
subparagraph 1 (Carswell)) "Cleanup efforts may take years to complete and in one instancc 
may require shut down of the runway for an extended period." 

COMMENT: The DoD is unaware of any problems which would cause the closure of 
the runway at Carswell. 

GENERAL COMMENT: Throughout the City of Austin report there were numerous 
rzferences and inferences about the airspace and operational problems at Carswell caused by 
irs location in the Dallas/Ft Worth Metroplex and the number of aircraft to be located there. 
We concur that Carswell operations will have to be coordinated with other users in the area, 
including DlFW Airport, but with the proposed closure of NAS Dallas, airspace problems 
which have existed in the past will be lessened. The Regional Administrator of the FAA's 
Southwest Region, in a April 21, 1993 letter to the Carswell Redevelopment Authority states, 
"Consolidation of military aircraft at Carswell from NAS Dallas is very compatible with our 
existing and future DIFW Metroplex Air Traffic System Plan. The overall effect of closing 
NAS Dallas would be that the FAA would be able to provide a better service to the 



<previous> NAS Dallas users and the closure of the base would improve procedural 
efficiency for all users in the D/FW area." Operational requirements for each of the assigned 
units at Carswell have been reviewed by the DoD and determined to be compatible with the 
proposed consolidation. The Air Force believes that this beddown is compatible with both 
mission requirements and the local airspace environment. In addition, we have already 
secured a letter of agreement between the Air Force and Navy setting up procedures for the 
smooth transition of Air Traffic Services from the Air Force to the Navy should the 
consolidation be approved. 

We believe the DoD has previously addressed all of the points made in the City of 
Austin's report submitted to you by Mayor Todd. As stated to the Commission on numerous 
occasions, the DoD proposal will provide unique opportunities for training and efficiencies. 
The proposal also meets community development plans and results in substantial DoD 
savings. The DoD recommendation to move the 924th to Carswell will cost only $5.88 
million (with $4.59M in MLCON cost avoidance) and allow over $21M in annual recurring 
savings. This action is cost and operationally effective, and we see no mission degradation or 
loss of flexibility by the proposed DoD consolidations at Carswell. If you need any further 
information or clarification on this matter please let me know. -- 

AMES F. B O A ~ G H T  
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 

Attachment: 
Mayor Todd's Ltr, June 4, 1993 wlo atch 



July 13, 1993 

General Ronald W. Yates 
Commander Air Force Materiel Command 
4375 Chidlaw Road, Suite 1 
Wright-Patterson ~ i r  Force Base, OH 45433-5001 

Dear General Yates: 

I just wanted to pass on accolades from Commissioner Peter 
Botrman for the men and women at the San Antonio Air Logistics 
Center, Kelly Air Force Base, Texas. Though the pace of the 
Con~mission was hectic, I heard nothing but great things from 
Commissioner Bowman from his visit to Kelly Air Force Base on June 
5, 1993. Peter was a 30 year naval officer, with command-time at 
a Navy depot and Kelly Air Force Base impressed him. Besides a 
warm welcome by the city of San ~ntonio, commissioner Bowman saw 
t h e  facilities first-hand and heard outstanding briefings from some 
very sharp people. 

Commissioner Bowman particularly wanted to thank Major General 
Lew Curtis for his hospitality and to especially recognize some of 
the people who made the visit so productive: Brigadier General 
William Moore, Mr. Edward Riojas, Colonel Edward McGann, Colonel 
David Rigsbee, Colonel Gary Spence, Colonel Gary Walston, 
Lieutenant Colonel Donna Pastor, Mr. John Stallings and Mr. Steve 
Doneghy. We at the Commission appreciate the effort from everyone 
to make his visit so memorable. 

It is always a pleasure dealing with professionals. Pass on 
my gratitude to all of them. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

j ac : kbd 





DATE LOCATION TRAVEL INFO CONTACT TRAVELERS 

Dec 13 DoCo to 6:25 AA#205 Kelly BOQ Matt, Ben, 
San Antonio,TX Arv 10.29AM Bob, Frank, 

via AA#557 Roger 

Dec 14 Kelly AFB Day tour & Chuck ~uffin Same 
San Ant ALC late drive DSN945-9045 

to Bergstrom 

Dec 15 Return to DC via AA#236 Roger 

Dec 15 Bergstrom AFB Day Tour AM BOQ 
Austin, TX 

Matt, Ben, 
Bob, Frank 

Dec 16 Start Tvl/Lv Drive Bob 

Dec 16 Austin, TX to 8:10 AM flt Will Matt, Ben 
Carswell AFB DL#990 for call in Frank 
DFW, TX base tour 

DFW to DC 5:18 PM flt 
AA#846 arrv 
at 9:02 PM 

Same 



DRAFT 

December 23, 1993 

Brig. Gen. Bill Lawson 
Commander 
301st Fighter Wing 
Carswell Air Force Base 
Fort Worth, TX 76127-6200 

Dear General Lawson: 

Thank you very much for your assistance in facilitating our 
visit to Carswell AFB, TX on December 16th. Your comments were 
extremely helpful, not only in explaining the plans and status of 
the conversion process, but also in giving me and my team a better 
picture of the spinof f s and results of commission recommendations. 
Through your efforts we were able to accomplish one of the major 
goals of trip, to allow us to develop and collect information 
necessary to enable the staff to prepare for the coming 1995 round 
of the Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment commission process. 

We were equally appreciative of your comments and those of 
Colonel Ray Henley during our very successful and fruitful meeting 
with Cmdr. Mark Danielson, Olen Long and Derrick Curtis. The 
openness of that meeting was superb and can only serve to assist 
the tough process of right sizing the Department of Defense 
irn.frastructure to the needs of tomorrow's force structure. 

Thank you again for taking time out of you busy schedule to 
meet with us. Please let me know if their is anything that I can 
help you with in the future 

sincerely, 

Matthew P. Behrmann 
Director of Staff 



DRAFT 

December 23, 1993 

Cmdr. Mark Daniels 
Transikion Officer 
Naval Mir Station Dallas 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Dlear Commander Danielson: 

Thank you very much for your assistance in facilitating our 
visit to Carswell AFB, TX on December 16th. Your personalized 
t ~ u r s  and comments were extremely helpful, not only in explaining 
the plans and status of the conversion process, but also in giving 
me and my team a better picture of the spinoffs and results of 
Commission recommendations. Through your efforts we were able to 
accomplish one of the major goals of trip, to allow us to develop 
and collect information necessary to enable the staff to prepare 
for the coming 1995 round of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission process. 

We were equally appreciative of your efforts in arranging the 
very successful and fruitful meeting with BGen Lawson, Col Henley, 
OLlin Long and Derrick Curtis. The openness of that meeting was 
superb and can only serve to assist the tough process of right 
sizing the Department of Defense infrastructure to the needs of 
tomorrowrs force structure. 

Thank you again for your professionalism and superb effort. 
It is obvious that the transition from Carswell AFB to NAS Ft. 
Worth Joint Reserve Base will one of the more complex and 
sliccessful results of the vvBRACvv process. 

Sincerely, 

Copy: Captain Richard Miller \ 

Matthew P. Behrmann 
D i r e c t o r  of Staff  



DRAFT 

December 23, 1993 

Mr. Ollin Long 
Site Manager 
Carswell AFB, TX 7612796200 

Dear Ollin: 

Thank you very much for your assistance in facilitating our 
visit to Carswell AFB, TX on December 16th. Your comments and 
personal involvement in our meeting were extremely helpful, not 
only in explaining the plans and status of the conversion process, 
but also in giving me and my team a better picture of the spinoffs 
and results of Commission recommendations. Through your efforts we 
ware able to accomplish one of the major goals of trip, to allow us 
to develop and collect information necessary to enable the staff to 
prepare for the coming 1995 round of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission process. 

Thank you again for your professionalism and superb effort. 
It is obvious that the transition from Carswell AFB to NAS Ft. 
Worth Joint Reserve Base will one of the more complex and 
successful results of the "BRAC" process. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew P. Behrmann 
Director of Staff 

Copy: Mr. Alan K. Olsen 
Director, Air Force Base Conversion Agency 



DRAFT g $*.L 

Brig. Gen. Bill Lawson 
Commander 
301st Fighter Wing 
Carswell Air Force Base 
Fort Worth, TX 76127-62 

Dear General Lawson: 

Thank you very much for your assistance in facilitating our 
visit to Carswell AFB, TX on December 16th. Your comments were 
extremely helpful, not only in explaining the plans and status of 
the conversion process, but also in giving me and my team a better 
icture of the spinoffs and results of Commission recommendations. 

 yo^ efforts we were able to accomplish one of the major 
goals of $%rip, to allow us to develop and collect information 
necessary to enable the staff to prepare for the coming 1995 round 
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission process. 

We were equally appreciative of your comments and those of 
Colonel Ray Henley during our very successful and fruitful meeting 
with Cmdr. Mark Danielson, Olen Long and Derrick Curtis. The 
openness of that meeting was superb and can only serve to assist 
the tough process of right sizing the Department of Defense 
infrastructure to the needs of tomorrow's force structure. 

Thank you again for taking time out of you busy schedule to 
meet with us. Please let me know if their is anything that I can 
help you with in the future 

Sincerely, 

Director of Staff 
Matthew P. Behrmann 
Director of Staff 

rJci& r l dQ  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

A 22209 

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN, USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON, USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
HARRY C.  MCPHERSON, JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

December 23, 1993 

Brigadier General Bill Lawson 
Commander 
301st Fighter Wing 
Carswell Air Force Base 
Fort Worth, TX 76127-6200 

Dear General Lawson: 

Thank you very much for your assistance in facilitating our 
visit to Carswell AFB, Texas on December 16th. Your comments were 
extremely helpful, not only in explaining the plans and status of 
the conversion process, but also in giving me and my team a better 
picture of the spinoffs and results of Commission recommendations. 
Through your efforts we were able to accomplish one of the major 
goals of our trip - to allow us to develop and collect information 
necessary to enable the staff to prepare for the coming 1995 round 
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission process. 

We were equally appreciative of your comments and those of 
Colonel Ray Henley during our very successful and fruitful meeting 
with Commander Mark Danielson, Olen Long and Derrick Curtis. The 
openness of that meeting was superb and can only serve to assist 
the tough process of right sizing the Department of Defense 
infrastructure to the needs of tomorrow's force structure. 

Thank you again for taking time out of you busy schedule to 
meet with us. Please let me know if their is anything that I can 
help you with in the future. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew P. Behrmann 
Director of Staff 

mpb: cirillo 



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

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON, USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART, JR. 

December 23, 1993 

Commander Mark Danielson 
Transition Officer 
Naval air Station Dallas 
Dallas, Texas 75211 

Dear co 

Thank you very much for your assistance in facilitating our 
visit to Carswell AFB, Texas on December 16th. Your personalized 
burs and comments were extremely helpful, not only in explaining 
the plans and status of the conversion process, but also in giving 
m2 and my team a better picture of the spinoffs and results of 
commission recommendations. Through your efforts we were able to 
accomplish one of the major goals of our trip - to allow us to 
develop and collect information necessary to enable the staff to 
prepare for the coming 1995 round of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission process. 

We were equally appreciative of your efforts in arranging the 
very successful and fruitful meeting with Brigadier General Lawson, 
Colonel Henley, Olen Long and ~errick curtis. The openness of that 
meeting was superb and can only serve to assist the tough process 
of right sizing the Department of Defense infrastructure to the 
needs of tomorrow's force structure. 

Thank you again for your professionalism and superb efforts. 
It is obvious that the transition from Carswell AFB to NAS Ft. 
Worth Joint Reserve Base will be one of the more complex and 
successful results of the I1BRAC1l process. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew P. Behrmann 
Director of Staff 

Copy: Captain Richard Miller 
Commanding Officer, NAS Dallas 

mpb: cirillo 



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

ARLl,"O~J&~~A&2209 

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN, USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON, JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

December 23, 1993 

Mr. Dick Pautz 
Site Manager 
Operating Location G 
Bergstrom AFB, TX 78743-5000 

Dear Dick : 

Thank you very much for your assistance in facilitating our 
visit to Bergstrom AFB on December 13th. Your comments and 
personal involvement in our meeting were extremely helpful, not 
only in explaining the plans and status of the conversion process, 
but also in giving me and my team a better picture of the spinoffs 
and results of Commission recommendations. Through your efforts we 
were able to accomplish one of the major goals of trip - to allow 
us to develop and collect information necessary to enable the staff 
to prepare for the coming 1995  round of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission process. 

It is obvious that the transition from Bergstrom AFB to 
Austin's next airport will be one of the more complex and 
successful results of the "BRACU process as a direct result of your 
effort and that of Scott Madole. Please pass on our thanks to 
Eldrige Wilson for his professional and informative tour of the 
~egional Corrosion Control Facility. Thank you again for taking 
time out of your busy schedule to make the visit happen. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew P. Behrmann 
Director of Staff 

Copy: Mr. Alan K. Olsen 
Director, Air Force Base Conversion Agency 

mpb: cirillo 



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

JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN, USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON, USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT, JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON, JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

December 23, 1993 

Mr. Olen Long 
Site Manager 
Carswell Air Force Base 
Carswell AFB, TX 76127-6200 

Dear Olen: 

Thank you very much for your assistance in facilitating our 
visit to Carswell AFB, Texas on December 16th. Your comments and 
personal involvement in our meeting were extremely helpful, not 
only in explaining the plans and status of the conversion process, 
but also in giving me and my team a better picture of the spinoffs 
and results of commission recommendations. Through your efforts we 
were able to accomplish one of the major goals of our trip - to 
allow us to develop and collect information necessary to enable the 
staff to prepare for the coming 1995 round of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission process. 

Thank you again for your professionalism and superb effort. 
It is obvious that the transition from Carswell AFB to NAS Ft. 
W~rth Joint Reserve Base will one of the more complex and 
successful results of the "BRAC" process. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew P. Behrmainn 
Director of Staff 

Copy: Mr. Alan K. Olsen 
Director, Air Force Base Conversion Agency 

mpb: cirillo 





ERAC BASE CONSOLIDATION: A COMPLEX TASK 

CDR MARK W. DANIELSON 

PREFACE: With t h e  t u r n  o f  t he  cen tu ry  r a p i d l y  approaching, t h e  " n i n e t i e s "  may 
badel 1  be remembered as t h e  decade 3f Un i t ed  S ta tes  !U.S. { n i l  i t a r y  f o r c e  
recuc t ions .  Whi le m i l i t a r y  reo rgan i za t i ons  have r o u t i n e l y  f o l l owed  t h e  
co rc lus ion  o f  major c o n f l i r t s ,  t h i s  is t h e  f i r s t  t ime  i n  U.S. h i s t o r y  t h a t  
major f o r c e  r e d u c t i o n s  have zccurred p r i m a r i l y  a s a  r e s u l t  o f  f i s c a l  
cm-s idera t ions .  

Fo l low ing  t h e  breakup o f  t h e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  superpower, s i g n i f i c a n t  p o l i t i c a l  
debate con t inues  over what t h e  U.S. m i l i t a r y  f o r c e  " r i g h t  s i z i n g "  should be t o  
c o i n t e r  t o d a y ' s  unp red i c tab le  t h rea ts .  A t  a  t ime  when more g l o b a l  t h e a t e r  
c o r f l i c t s  e x i s t  than  ever before,  c r e a t i n g  a  balance between ma in ta in i ng  a  
s t rong  m i l i t a r y  f o r c e  and apera t ing  w i t h i n  budget c o n s t r a i n t s  has become one 
f t h e  most t ime  consuminy and cha l l eng ing  i ssues  f o r  top  U.S. m i l i t a r y  
leaders.  Fi'edctcing t h e  m i l l t a r y  f o r c e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  has become an abso lu te  
necess i t y  i n  order  t o  operate w i t h i n  t h e  s h r i n k i n g  m i l i t a r y  budget: j o i n t  base 
co rso l  i d a t i o n  i s  one s o l u t i o n  t h e  Department o f  Defense has recommended t o  
Corgress as a means o f  ma in ta in ing  Na t i ona l  s e c u r i t y .  

PURPOSE: The purpose o f  t h i s  a r t i c l e  i s  t o  p rov ide  i n s i g h t  i n t o  some o f  the 
con~plex i ssues  as w e l l  as advantages o f  j o i n t  base c o n s o l i d a t i o n  as i t  a p p l i e s  
ta Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  (NAS) Da l l as  r e l o c a t i n g  t o  Carswel l  A i r  Force Ease (AFB). 
Th i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s  un ique i n  t h a t  t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  i s  a f f e c t e d  by bo th  t h e  1991 
and 1993 Base Real ignment and Closure (BHAC 91, 93 )  laws. 

BaCKGROUND: Since t h e  Navy was r e l u c t a n t  t o  reduce i t s  f o r c e  s t i ruc tu re  d u r i n g  
t h ~  1991 ERAC sess ions,  EfiAC 91 p r i m a r i l y  a f f e c t e d  o n l y  A i r  Forcrl Bases. With 
i nc reas ing  economic pressure t o  reduce i t s  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ,  t h e  Navy was fo r ced  
t o  recommend c l o s u r e  f o r  h a l f  o f  i t s  Reserve Naval A i r  S t a t i o n s  as w e l l  as 
se\,eral  a c t i v e  du ty  Naval A i r  S ta t ions .  However, u n l i k e  t h e i r  o ther  Naval A i r  
Ste. t ions, t h e  Navy recommended " rea l ignment "  r a t h e r  than r l o s t t r e  f o r  NAS 
Da l las .  The 12 Yarch 1?93 DOD recommendation presented t o  t h e  ERAC 93 
Cummission was f o r  t h e  Navy t o  r e l o c a t e  NAS D a l l a s  t h i r t y  m i l e s  west t o  
Carswel l  AFB and conso l i da te  a d d i t i o n a l  tenant  commands from o the r  Naval A i r  
S t a t i o n s  recommended f o r  c losure .  Upon Congressional approval 1a.F t h e  EHAC 93 
recommendation, t h e  p rope r t y  a t  NAS D a l l a s  would e v e n t u a l l y  be tu rned  over t o  
thp community f o r  reuse a f t e r  NAS D a l l a s  and i t s  tenant  commanlds vacated t h e  
premises. 

Before t h e  ERAC 93 commission was a b l e  t o  fo rward  t h i s  recommendation t o  t h e  
Pres iden t  on 1  J u l y  1993, bas ic  ques t ions  i n v o l v i n g  a i r c r a f t  beddown and 
MILCON expenses had t o  be answered. The Naval Reserve sent  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
ft-am t h e  Pentagon, Commander, Naval A i r  Reserve Force and a  team of 
eng~ i - ;zer ing  p lanners  from Southern D i v i s i o n ,  Naval F a c i l i t i e s  Cornman:: 
(SQUTHDIV) t o  a s s i s t  NCIS Da l l as  i n  answering these quest ions du r i ng  a j o i n t  



model, J o i n t  Reserve and Guard base w i t h  t h e  Naval Reserve as hos t  o f  t h e  new 
base. ClSD concilrred w i t h  t h i s  proposal and t h e  reccimrr~endation war; forwarded to 
t h e  BRAC Commi s s i  on. 

COBRA MODEL: The Cost o f  Ease Realignment Act ians (COBRA1 model, a s tandard 
program app l i ed  t o  a l l  U.S. Armed Forces f o r  BRAC cons ide ra t i ons ,  i n d i c a t e d  

t-pturn on investment f o r  t h e  proposed r e a l  iqriinent !paybail::! f a r  t h e  NOS 
DaLlas r e l o c a t i o n  was o n l y  t h r e e  years. id i th  t h e  COBRA model averaging a 
pavback o f  si::.: years f o r  lzther base rea l ignments,  t h i s  r e l o c a t i o n  was no t  o n l y  
cos t  e f f e c t i v e ,  b u t  i t  e l im ina ted  a i rspace  problems assoc ia ted  w i t h  t h e  
Da! . las/For t  Worth !DFW) a i r p o r t ,  r e t a i n e d  a Naval A i r  Reserve base i n  t h e  DFW 
Metroples and o f f e r e d  f u t u r e  expansion c a p a b i l i t i e s .  Consider ing these 
ad\rantages, t h e  Navy was w i l l i n g  t o  accept t h e  one hundred and twenty s i x  
m i l l i o n  d o l l a r  investment i n  MILCON and r e l o c a t i o n  expenses i n  o rder  t u  c rea te  
a node1 j o i n t  reserve  base. 

BRAC COMMISSION VISITS: Fo l l ow ing  v i s i t s  f rom Commissioner Johnson on 1!.3 
Apr- i l  199J and Chairman Courtet- on 6 May 1993, t h e  BRAC commissioners each 
l e i t  w i t h  an a p p r e c i a t i v e  understanding t h a t  NAS D a l l a s  a l ready  served as a  
j o i n t  reserve  base c u r r e n t l y  h o s t i n g  Navy, Marine, Army Guard, Army Reserve 
and f i i r  Na t iona l  Guard a v i a t i o n  tenants.  NAS D a l l a s  t enan ts  a l s o  inc luded 
Reserve Headquarters f o r  t h e  Region 11 Readiness Command, F l e e t  L a g i s t i c s  
Support Wing, Naval Reserve I n t e l l i g e n c e  Command, R e c r u i t i n g  Command 111, as 
w e l l  as l o c a l  o rgan i za t i ons  from t h e  U.S. Coast Guard, C i v i l  A i r  P a t r o l ,  
Se1,ective Serv ice System and sur face  f l e e t  augmentation u n i t s .  With an 
ext remely l a r g e  rese rve  f o r c e  popu la t i on  c u r r e n t l y  r e s i d i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  DFW 
Metroplex,  r e l o c a t i n g  NAS D a l l a s  and i t s  tenant  commands t o  Carswel l  AFB was 
v i t a l  t o  ma in ta in i ng  t h e  Un i ted  S ta tes  m i l i t a r y  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e ,  n o t  j u s t  t h e  
Naval Reserve. 

BRnC COPlHISSION REPORT: The 199Z DOD ERAC Commission Report  t o  t h e  Pres iden t  
WaEi very nonspec i f i c  i n  p r o v i d i n g  guidance f o r  t h e  NAS D a l l a s  r e l o c a t i o n .  The 
o f f i c i a l  recommendation was t o  "Close t h e  Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  (NAS) D a l l a s  and 
r e l o c a t e  i t s  a i r c r a f t  and associated personnel,  equipment and suppor t  t o  
Carswe1 1  A i r  Force Ease, F o r t  Worth, Texas. The $01 low ing  Navy and Marine 
Cor-ps Reserve Centers r e l o c a t e  t o  Carswel l  A i r  Force Ease: Naval Reserve 
Center, Da l las ,  Marine Corps Reserve Center !Wing) D a l l a s  and REDCON 11. 
Carswel l  AFI?, Texas, w i l l  become a  Navy-operated j o i n t  r ese rve  cen ter  and 
acr~ommadate t h e  rese rve  u n i t 5  c u r r e n t l y  t he re  and be ing  r e l o c a t e d  t h e r e  by 
t h i s  1?93 Commission." Whi le t h i s  language re fe renced tenan ts  r e l o c a t i n g  from 
o ther  bases i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  c losure ,  f a i l e d  address any of the non-Navy 
tenants  p r e s e n t l y  l oca ted  a& NAS Da l las .  Due t o  t h e  l a c k  o f  more s p e c i f i c  
BRAC language, Navy p lanners  were f o r ced  t o  make an assumption t h a t  these 
tenants  would a l l  r e l o c a t e  s i n c e  they  would no longer  have an a i r f i e l d  t o  
operate f rom once t h e  Navy vacated t h e  Naval FIir S ta t i on .  Whi le opera t inq  
tinder t h i s  assumption, blavy p lanners  were l a t e r  adv ised o f  p roposa ls  by t h e  
Army Guard t o  r e l o c a t e  t h e i r  CH-47s t h r e e  m i l es  away t o  Redbird A i r p o r t  and 
rep lace  t h e i r  h e l i c o p t e r s  w i t h  ground t a c t i c a l  ;.;:,its a t  NAS D a l l a s  w h i l e  t h e  
Army Reserve remained crncommi t t e d  on t h e i r  r e l o c a t i o n .  A1 though a1 1 of  t h e  



Ease Disposal  Agency !AFBDA) , t-esponsi b l e  f o r  a1 1  DOD p rope r t y  l oca ted  o u t s i d e  
t h e  3 l s t  cantonment, was never mentioned i n  t h e  ERAC ?3 recommendation o r  t h e  
MOLJ. Whi le t h e  MOU pe rm i t t ed  t h e  Navy (NAS Da l l as )  t o  assume hos t  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i nc remen ta l l y  f rom t h e  3i31st AFRES a t  a  r a t e  which was 
mutua l l y  acceptable,  t h e  3Cjlst d i d  no t  have hos t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  many base 
func t ions ,  o r  have any a u t h o r i t y  u u t s i d e  o f  t h e i r  cantonment area. On 1  
Zc':sSer, 1993 when ERAC $7 became law, t h e  i ssue  of turnover  responsi  b i  1  i t y  
rertained unresolved. As o f  8 October 1993, Pentagon o f f i c i a l s  have been 
~ ~ r ~ a b l e  t o  d r a f t  MOUs which were acceptable t o  bo th  t h e  Navy and t h e  A i r  Force. 

The Master P lanning Team was l e d  t o  b e l i e v e  t h e  f i n a l  RRAC language 
would c o n t a i n  s p e c i f i c  guidance f o r  t h e  NAS D a l l a s  r e l o c a t i o n .  However, 
n e i t h e r  t h e  MOUs o r  f i n a l  BRAC 33 language i nc luded  any s p e c i f i c  d e t a i l s  on 
base boundaries, tu rnover  issues, c i v i l i a n  RIF c r i t e r i a ,  funding,  commcrnity 
reuse o r  c o n f l i c t s  a r i s i n g  from two opposing ERAC laws. Whi le i t  i s  
cinderstood t h a t  ERAC language cannot adequately address each crnforeseen issue,  
more s p e c i f i c  bR4C language f o r  t h i s  rea l ignment  would have g r e a t l y  a s s i s t e d  
i n  t h e  development o f  a Master F'lan and e l i m i n a t e d  many o f  t h e  c o n f l i c t s  
generated between BRAC 93 and ERAC 91. 

OPERATIONhL ISSUES: 

LIVE BOMBS: As NAS D a l l a s  proceeded t o  develop a  master r e l o c a t i o n  p lan ,  i t  
became apparent t h a t  severa l  key ope ra t i ona l  i ssues  were no t  adequately 
addressed du r i ng  t h e  A p r i l  s i t e  survey. For example, were l i v e  bombs going t o  
be c a r r i e d  a t  Carswel l  AFB WAS F o r t  Worth)? If they  were, t h e  o f f - s i t e  
s to rage f a c i l i t y ,  des ignated f o r  c i v i l  reuse under BRAC 91, would be r e q u i r e d  
by t h e  m i l i t a r y .  L i v e  ordnance a l s o  r e q u i r e d  bomb bui ld-up areas which would 
prevent  occupying much of t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  a t  Carswel l  AFE: a rcs  assoc ia ted  
d i t h  t h e  bomb bu i ld -up  areas c rea ted  severa l  unforeseen problems i n v o l v i n g  
a i r c r a f t  ope ra t i ons  and beddown. Since t h e  bomb bui ld-up areas r e s t r i c t e d  
r o u t i n e  ope ra t i ons  f rom occu r r i ng  w i t h i n  a  1259 f o o t  a rc ,  w i t h  l i m i t e d  space 
avczilable i n  which t o  beddown a l l  of t h e  tenant  commands, t h i s  i s s u e  became 
c r i t i c a l .  

WEAPONS STORAGE: P r i o r  t o  t h e  BRAC 93 proposal ,  t h e  Carswel l  Redevelopment 
Au t ,hor i t y  (CRA), a  committee o f  community l eade rs  who determine t h e  reuse o f  
former DOD p r o p e r t y  a t  Carswel l  AFE, had been n e g o t i a t i n g  w i t h T e x a s  
Inst ruments f o r  reuse o f  t h e  o f f - s i t e  weapons s to rage f a c i l i t y  under t h e  terms 
of ERAC 91. Since these n e g o t i a t i o n s  had a l ready  been i n i t i a t e d ,  SAF d i d  n o t  
i n c l u d e  t h e  o f f - s i t e  s to rage f a c i l i t y  i n  t h e  BRAC 93 "DOD cantonment" 
bocndary. As such, t h i s  f a c i l i t y  was n o t  considered i n  developing t h e  Master 
P1g.n f o r  t h e  NAS D a l l a s  re loca t i on / conso l  i d a t i o n .  I f  t h e  j o i n t  s e r v i c e s  
r e q u i r e d  use of t h i s  f a c i l i t y ,  t h e  Master P lanning Team would f i r s t  have t o  
get approval f rom SAF. Since SAF was a t t emp t i ng  t o  p r o t e c t  agre~sments reached 
~ ~ 1 t . h  t h e  CRA, t h e  A i r  Fcrce f e l t  o b l i g a t e d  t o  d iscuss  any ch,mges w i t h  t h e  
bocndar ies w i t h  t h e  ERA. Th is  process was o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t  and t ime  consuming. 



CH4IN OF CWAND: Ferhaps some o f  t h e  most d i f f i c u l t  r e l o c a t i o n  i ssues  have 
been r e l a t e d  t o  working w i t h  an unc lear  chain of  command. When the  Navy 
!Je'.eloped t h e  proposal t o  r e l o c a t e  NAS Da l l as  t o  Carswel l  AFB, t h e  USAF 7 t h  
Bomb Wing was t h e  hos t  command and t h e  3l l j ls t  t h e i r  tenant .  The AFBDA assumed 
hos t  responsi  b i  1 i t i e s  f o r  a1 l GOD p rope r t y  l oca ted  o u t s i d e  t h e  3Cjlst 
cartonment c r e a t i n g  a  t h i r d  p a r t y  shar ing  i n  base r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  once t h e  7 t h  
Somb Ninq l e f t .  The AFEDA was respons ib le  f o r  t h e  environmental  cleanup f o r  
t h e  base as we l l  as manage t h e  base f a c i l i t i e s  u n t i l  reuse cou ld  be absorbed 
by t h e  c~rnl~luni  t y .  The 3gj lst  was t o  ma in ta in  + a c i l  i t i e s  and environmental  
t-ec.ponsibi1 i t y  w i t h i n  t h e i r  cantonment area.-- The AFEDA worl::ed f o r  Secretary  
B o z t r i  gh t  and dec i s i ons  i n v o l v i n g  reuse were be ing  nego t i a ted  under BRAC 91 
w i t hou t  d i r e c t  Navy involvement.  As f u t u r e  hos t  o f  t h e  base, NAS D a l l a s  was 
a t tempt ing  t o  develop a  Master F lan  f o r  t h e  use o f  e x i s t i n g  ba!se f a c i l i t i e s .  
However, ac tua l  s i t e a p p r o v a l  a u t h o r i t y  f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  theDOD 
f a c i l i t i e s  was r e t a i n e d  by A i r  Force (Secretary  B o a t r i g h t )  s i n c e  BHAC 93 was 
no t  y e t  law. The c o n f l i c t s  i n v o l v i n g  p rope r t y  management and an unresolved 
chc in  of  command c rea ted  many unique and f r u s t r a t i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  Navy, 
GFFES and GFBDA. 

To he lp  reso l ve  t h e  cha in  o f  command issue,  another MOU was s igned on 8 June 
1993 between t h e  Secre ta ry  o f  t h e  A i r  Force and Secre ta ry  o f  t h e  Navy which 
i d ~ n t i f i e d  t h e  3G11st as hos t  o f  t h e  f a c i l i t y  du r i ng  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  pe r i od  
u n t i l  t h e  Navy cou ld  assume hos t  f u n c t i o n s  by 3@ September 1994. Th i s  MOU, 
s igned be fo re  t h e  F res iden t  forwarded t h e  ERAC  recommendation!^ t o  Congress, 
became t h e  f i r s t  o f f i c i a l  document recogn i z i ng  HRAC 93 as something more than 
a recommendation which p rov ided  t h e  Navy w i t h  some necessary c l n u t  t o  develop 
a master p lan.  However, w h i l e  t h i s  MOU recognized t h e  BRAC 93 proposal ,  
f a i l e d  & g i v e  s i t e  approval  a u t h o r i t y  t h e  Navy which r e s u l t @  in t h e  l o s s  
opf- the supply  warehouse. Th i s  l o s s  was subsequent t o  t h e  OSD b r i e f i n g  which 
es tab l  ished t h e  new DOD boundary. Fo l low ing  t h e  Navy's s t rong  o b j e c t i o n s  t o  
t h c  BOP supply warehouse issue ,  a meeting between r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from t h e  
Secretary  o f  t h e  A i r  Force and Secre ta ry  of  t h e  Navy r e s u l t e d  i n  an agreement 
t o  be developed i n t o  an MOU which e f f e c t i v e l y  granted s i t e  approval a u t h o r i t y  
t o  t h e  Navy. Al though t h i s  agreement conta ined r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  Navy 
s i t i n g  a u t h o r i t y ,  t h i s  a c t i o n  a t  l e a s t  prevented any f u r t h e r  changes t o  t h e  
Macter F lan  w i thou t  j o i n t  approval by t h e  A i r  Force and Navy. 

DOD BOUNDARIES: Dur ing  an Environmental  Impact Study (EIS) meeting attended 
by rep resen ta t i ves  from t h e  AFBDA, CRA, s t  NAS D a l l a s  and FOP an 8 
September 1773, t h e  BOP revea led  a  p l a n  t o  annex a d d i t i o n a l  DOD p rope r t y  a t  
Carswel l  AFH. S ince t h e  new b o ~ ~ n d a r y  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  impacted m i l i t a r y  housing 
which t h e  Navy- in tended t o  use, t h e  p l a n  was r e j e c t e d  by t h e  Navy. Since t h e  
s i t e  approval agreement prevented any such boundary i ssues  f rom being changed 
w i t hou t  concurrence f rom t h e  Navy and A i r  Force, t h e  BOF' i s sue  wias dropped and 
t h ~  p rev ious l y  agreed t o  boundaries remained i n t a c t .  

JOINT OPERATIONS: One o f  t h e  more compl icated i ssues  i n v o l v z d  hav inq 
d i f f e r e n t  ope ra t i ona l  o r i e n t a t i o n s  between t h e  m i l i t a r y  serv ices .  As Chairman 
of t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f ' s  o f  S t a f f ,  Seneral Powell es tab l i shed  " j o i n t n e s s "  among 



* Med ica l /den ta l  work arounds have n o t  been funded. 
+ Hangar and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  space a t  Carswel l  AFB i s  i n s u f + i c i e n t  

t o  bed down a l l  a f  t h e  tenant  cnrnmands. 
* Many bui !ding= r e q u i r e  major renovat ion :  occupancy of  such 

spaces would e i t h e r  s i g n i f  i c a n t l v  s law down o r  prevent  cons t ruc t i on .  
* Other base c l osu res  a re  f o r c i n g  some squadrons t o  r e l o c a t e  t o  

F o r t  Worth by September 1934. 
* MILCON design and engineer ing s t u d i e s  r e q u i r e  months t o  f i n a l i z e  

Even us ing  an acce le ra ted  schedule: any de lays  compound t h e  workaround. 
* Necessary ramp improvement p r o j e c t s  and renovat ions  t o  f I. i g h t  

1 i n e  opera t ions  may prevent  o r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e s t r i c t  a i r c r a f t  
npe ra t i ons  should a l l  tenants  be r e l o c a t e d  by J u l y  1994. 

.rt. The Reserve f o r c e  s t r u c t t t r e  has n o t  been f i n a l i z e d :  
COMNAVAIRESFOR has made a  f i n a l  de te rmina t ion  on which u n i t s  w i l l .  
r e l o c a t e  t o  NAS F o r t  Worth. 

Many sf these workaround issues remain unresolved a t  t h i s  t ime. As o f  t h i s  
w r i t i n g ,  NAS D a l l a s  i s  cons ider ing  r e l o c a t i n g  tenants  from o ther  bases and 
Navy and Marine Corps tenants  f rom NAS D a l l a s  du r i ng  t h e  summer o f  1994 and 
h o l d  t h e  Army Guard, Army Reserve and Texas f i i r  Na t i ona l  Guard i n  p lace  a t  NAS 
D a l l a s  c i n t i l  t h e i r  new f a c i l i t i e s  can be cons t ruc ted  o r  renovated. 

MEDICCIL/DENTCIL: Due t o  manpower shor tages and no f a c i l i t i e s  work around f o r  
medical and den ta l ,  i t  i s  imposs ib le  t o  p rov ide  these s e r v i c e s  a t  b o t h  NAS 
F o r t  Worth and NAS Dal las.  The o n l y  e q u i t a b l e  dec i s i on  i s  t o  keep t h e  NAS 
D a l l a s  f a c i l i t y  open and prov ide  emergency s e r v i c e  a t  NAS F o r t  Worth. S ince 
the 31Jlst i s  mod i fy ing  a  b u i l d i n g  f o r  use as a  medical f a c i l i t y ,  t h e  NAS F o r t  
Worth medical  work aroclnd p lan  was t o  ass ign  an emergency medical t e c h n i c i a n  
and ambcilance TAD t o  t h e  3QI ls t  b u i l d i n g  du r i ng  normal working hours. As w i t h  
NAS Da l l as ,  emergency ambulance s e r v i c e s  would t r a n s p o r t  i n j u r e d  personnel t o  
t!-;e loca l  c i v i l i a n  h o s p i t a l .  Once t h e  new medical c l i n i c  i s  czonstructed a t  
NAS F o r t  Worth, t h e  medical and den ta l  s t a f f  w i l l  r e l o c a t e  f rom NAS Da l las .  
U n t i l  t h e  new f a c i l i t y  is completed a t  NAS F o r t  Worth, m i l i t a r y  personnel w i l l  
have t o  d r i v e  t o  t h e  base which p r o v i d e s  medical o r  den ta l  ser-vices. Whi le 
no t  a convenient  s o l u t i o n ,  it appears t o  be t h e  on l y  S i s c a l l y  a c ~ c e p t a b l e  one. 
The new med ica l /den ta l  f a c i l i t y  i s  expected t o  be completed i n  l a t e  1995. 

CObICLUSION: The NCIS Dal ! as re1  oca t  i on has been a  d i  f f i c u l  t p r o p o s i t i o n ,  y e t  
t h e  f u t u r e  b e n e f i t s  o f  c r e a t i n g  a  master r ese rve  base a r e  tremendous f o r  a l l  
o f  t h e  Armed Forces. J o i n t  ope ra t i ons  a r e  expected t o  become t h e  norm f o r  
f u t u r e  base rea l ignments.  S t a t i o n i n g  a  m ix tu re  o f  f i g h t e r s  a t  a  s i n g l e  base 
prov ides  more r e a l i s t i c  and thorough t r a i n i n g  f o r  f i g h t e r  p i l o t s ,  c r i t i c a l  
w i t h  t h e  d ises tab l i shment  o f  most adversary squadrons. The l a r g e  ramps a t  NAS 
F o r t  Worth no t  o n l y  o f f e r  room f o r  f u t u r e  expansion, bu t  p rov ide  space f o r  
: / i s i t i n g  squadron detachments t o  opera te  from du r i ng  f u t u r e  j o i n t  exerc ises.  
Though t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h i s  ERAC 93 r e l o c a t i o n  may no t  be f u l l y  r e a l i z e d  u n t i l  
a new genera t ion  of Reserv is ts  opera te  from t h e  znhanced f a c i l i t i e s  a t  NAS 







MISSION: 
* ESTABLISH MODEL. JOINT RESERVE1 

GUARD BASE. 

* RELOCATE NAS DALLAS, ITS TENANT 
ACTIVITIES, AND TENANTS FROM NAF 
DETROIT, NAS MEMPHIS AND NAS " 
GLENVIEW TO NAS FORT WORTH JRB 
(FORMERLY CARSWELL AFB). 



BASE LOADING: 
* PERSONNEL: 

FULL TIME SUPPORT (MIUCIV) 3,700 
RESERVISTSIGUARDSMEN 8,700 

* DRILL WEEKENDS: 
I 

UNITSIPERSONNEL SPREAD EQUALLY 
OVER 3 WEEKENDS PER MONTH 

* TENANTS: 
APPROXIMATELY 50, REPRESENTING 

I EACH MILITARY SERVICE (BOTH AIR 
I 

I SURFACE AND GROUND UNITS) 



COSTS: 
* $130M IN MILCON (APPROVED) 

* $13M FOR ONE-TIME MOVE COSTS 



TIMEFRAME: 
* RELOCATE NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 

AVIATION ASSETS FROM NAS DALLAS, NAS 
GLENVIEW AND NAS MEMPHIS IN FY-94; 

* RELOCATE REMAINING ACTIVITIES IN FY-96 
AS SPACES ARE RENOVATED OR 
CONSTRUCTED. OPERATIONAL CLOSURE 
FOR NAS DALLAS EXPECTED TO BE LATE 
FY-96 DUE TO REQUIRED MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION AT NAS FORT WORTH. 



* LONG TERM PLAN NOT AFFECTED BY FY-94 
FUNDING. 

* DESIGN DOLLARS ARE DEDICATED FOR 
THE NAS DALLAS RELOCATION FOR FY-94. 

* SLIDING THE INITIAL MOVE OF NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS ASSETS FROM NAS 
DALLAS WILL HAVE MINIMAL AFFECT ON 
OVERALL CONSOLlDATlONIRELOCATDN AT 
NAS FORT WORTH JRB. 



FACTORS AFFECTING MOVE: 
* ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 

- Dl IE I JULY 1994. UNABLE TO RELOCATE 
ANY UNITS UNTIL EIS COMPLETE. 

* MILCON SCHEDULE. FUNDING AVAILABLE 
1994 OR 1995? 



FUNDING: 
* AS OF 7 DECEMBER 1993, NO FUNDS HAVE 

BEEN APPROVED FOR RELOCATING NAS 
DALLAS IN FY-94. (TENANTS FROM NAS 
MEMPHIS AND NAS GLENVIEW MAY 
RELOCATED TO CARSWELL AFB AS 
TENANTS OF THE AFBCA DURING THE 
SUMMER OF FY-94 IF THEY RECEIVE BRAC 
RELOCATION FUNDING.) 





POSITIVE FACTORS FOR 
NAS FORT WORTH JRB: 

I 

I * PROVIDES LONG TERM COST SAVINGS 
FROM BASE CONSOLIDATIONS. 

* GREATLY IMPROVED JOINT T.RAlNlNG 
OPPORTUNITIES. 

I 

I I 

* FORT WORTH COMMUNITY IS EXTREMELY 
RESPONSIVE TO DEVELOPMENT OF NAS 
FORT WORTH JRB. 
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REVISED SUMMARY P L M  FOR BELOCATIOI OF 
IAS DALLAS TO CARSWELL AFB (MAS FORT WRTH JBB) 

1. PLABl: Relocate NAS Dallas and all resident and BRAC 93 identified tenant 
activities to Carswell AFB. Per MOU, the Naval Reserve will assume host 
responsibilities from the 301st Combat Support croup and Air Force Base 
Consolidation Agency (AFBCA) no later than 1 Oct 94. 

PHBSE 1:  Relocates Navy and Marine Corps air operations currently at 
NAS Dallas by 30 Sep 94; some maintenance and supply functions nrtay remain at 
Dallas due to inadequate work around facilities. Designated non-flying 
organizations will remain at Dallas with maximum consolidation of spaces. 
VM3R-234 and VMFA-124 will relocate to NAS Fort Worth and operate from 
unrenovated spaces. Tentatively, the Texas Air National Guard, Army National 
Gunrd and Army Reserve will continue to operate from their existing spaces at 
NA3 Dallas until their facilities become available. MAS Dallas would revert 
to a VFR tower operation with minimum support provided by the Ne~vy. 

PHASE 2: Relocates the Texas Air National Guard, Army Guard and Army 
Reserve to NAS Fort Worth incrementally once their facilities become 
available. NAS Dallas airfield operations cease once these moves are 
covnpleted. 

PHASE 3: Relocates REDCOM 11 ,  NAVRESREDCOM and 14TH Marines to 
Camswell upon completion of the new joint facility. COMNAVRESINT'COM will 
relocate into renovated building. Due to the extensive MILCOM aequired for 
building renovation and new construction at Carswell, it is anticipated Phase 
2 13r 3 will not occur until late FY06. While some satellite funictions (PSD, 
BQ, food service and EAWR) will remain in Dallas to provide suppcbrt for these 
orzanizations, such satellite functions may severely degrade service at both 
sites without additional billets or temporary personnel as~istan~ce. A meeting 
will be convened in early January 1994 to determine specific requirements. 

3. TEHAMTS: At this time, neither the Naval Air Reserve Force or Marine 
Corps Reserve have determined their force structure or which tenants will 
relocate to NAS Fort Worth. All tenants currently at NAS Dallas will relocate 
to MAS Fort Worth. With growth from other relocating units, it is anticipated 
api~roximately fifty tenant organizations will occupy NAS Fort Worth. 

4 ,  MILITARY PBBSOBJMEL: All personnel assigned to NAS Dallas will relocate to 
NAI~ Fort Worth. Personnel loading will increase with subsequent relocations 
of tenants from NAS Detroit, NAS Memphis and NAS Olenview. Military personnel 



from the 301st Fighter Wing presently at Carswell AFB will remain in place. 
Military support personnel will have to increase in some areas due to the size 
of the base increasing. Specific numbers are unknown at this time, but the 
plan is for 2,363 full time military and 8,700 drilling reservists at this 
time. 

5.  C I V I L I A H  PERSOMHEL: Reference item 4 ,  specific numbers undetermined. 
Plan is for 1,240 civilian personnel at this time. 

6 .  PROJECTS: CNARF has a copy of the master plan which lists the specific 
BRAC projects which are too extensive to list. The plan includes 8130M in 
MILCON and C13M in one-time moving costs. 

7 .  EIYVIROHMEHTAL/blEPA: The Air Force Base Consolidation Agency is 
responsible for the environmental cleanup at Carswell AFB. Thelr cleanup is 
expected to take twenty years. NAS Dallas has members of the EPA and an 
environmental contractor currently on board the station making an 
environmental assessment of the base. Environmental and NEPA issues are the 
responsibility of Southern Division, NAVFAC. 

8. COMWHITY IHTERFACE: NAS Dallas has been working directly with the 
Carswell Redevelopment Authority in the development of NAS Fort Worth. NAS 
Dallas is also working directly with the City of Grand Prairie and the City of 
Dallas to develop a reuse plan. The Army Reserve (90th ARC), ctirrently 
located in leased spaces in the DFW Metroplex, has expressed an interest 
to be included in the reuse plan for NAS Dallas once the relocation is 
complete. Many commercial activities/businesses have also expressed interest 
in the facility. 

9 .  PROPERTY DISPOSAL: There is no specific plan for property clisposal at 
this time. Since NAS Dallas is relocating and not closing, it is critical NAS 
Dallas be permitted to transfer all personal property to MAS Fort Worth as 
there is no funding allocated for any replacement property. 

10, HOYEOWlOEBS A S S I S T M C E :  NAS Dallas has requested the VHA ra.tes be 
grandfathered for NAS Dallas personnel due to a significantly lower VHA rate 
in Fort Worth. We have not received a response on this issue. Until 
relocating tenants can be determined, homeowners assistance cannot be provided 
by NAS Dallas. 

11, BASE CLOSURE 0RC)BblIZATIOIr The organization consists of the staff of 
NAS Dallas. CDR Danielson is responsible for the NAS Dallas relocation; LCDR 
McAdame is responsible for the closure of NAS Dallas. 

12. HELP REQUIRED: 

CARSWLL AFB FUM)IM(3: No one has determined who will fund the 
operation at Carswell AFB as of 1 Oct 94. The MOU identifies the Navy but the 
Naw$y is not budgeted for this. THIS IS THE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT ASPECT OF 



THE RELOCATION SINCE IT IS APPARENT THERE IS NO WAY OF GETTING AROUND 
WINTAINING FLIGHT OPERATIONS AT NAS DALLAS AND CARSWELL AFB UNTIL THE END OF 
CY -96. 

S I T E  SURVEY FOB TEMPORARY WRKAROUM): It is imperative this survey be 
completed as soon as possible. Critical requirements must be identified and 
f~nded if NAS Dallas is to relocate any assets to NAS Fort Wort11 in FY-94. 

El iVIROMIB~AL CLEANUP: The 28 October 1993 Air Force Baee Disposal 
Agency (AFBDA) plan for environmental cleanup is inaccurate and undefined. 
The AFBDA is behind in completing an air emissions study for the base. 
Inproper analysis of this emissions study could significantly impact the 
Navy's ability in operating from the new base. 

P C S  FmODIIf i :  Civilian personnel who will have to drive an additional 
ten miles to work are entitled to a PCS move at government expense. These 
figures were included in the one time move costs. The one time costs have 
been cut in half meaning either the personnel or the assets can be moved, but 
not both. NAS Dallas will require full restoration of the one time move costs 
in order to relocate. 

WUPOWEB CONCERMS: It appears there has not been any final resolution 
on the military manpower allocations for NAS Fort Worth or the civilian 
personnel merge between Air Force DOD personnel and NAS Dallas personnel. 
While it appears the civilian issues are getting close to an unclerstanding, 
there are questions on the number of billets which will be funded for civilian 
and military positions, particularly in the area of security, communications 
and public works. These manpower issues directly relate to the unresolved 
issues from the last Joint Services Conference. 

ATC: ATC manpower requirements have been forwarded to CNARF. NAS 
Dallas is expected to receive six new controllers from A school this spring. 

The funding for moving ATC equipment has been cut. If the Marine Corps 
relocates their GCA unit from Memphis to Carswell AFB, ATC shou1.d be able to 
function without any severe impact. 

COMMWICATIOIS:  What were the NCTC results from their visit to 
Carswell AFB3 The 301st is currently providing telephone/ADP/cornmunications 
support to the entire base and has offered to provide this service to the base 
when the Navy relocates. At this time, it appears the Navy is planning on 
assuming this host responsibility but it has a direct impact on DOD civilian 
manpower. If the most economic and efficient solution was for the 301st to 
provide this service, how will it be funded and how will the existing civilian 
personnel merge with Navy personnel? 

BUBEAU OF PRISONS:  NAS Dallas is making a formal request to UNICOR to 
consider a suitable space at NAS Dallas for the UNICOR furniture showroom once 
WAS Dallas relocates to NAS Fort Worth. The Air Force awarded ClNICOR building 



1231 at Carswell AFB for a furniture showroom but the Navy could effectively 
use this space. NAS Dallas may require additional support on this issue. 

HOUSIlOa: NAS Dallas acquired fifty units located just outside the main 
gate from the Carswell Redevelopment Authority (CRDA). Many of these housing 
units are in overall excellent shape with the exception of needing new roofs. 
An environmental assessment can be made to permit personnel to rnove into the 
houses, but there must be funding associated with the housing units before 
occupancy can occur. Since this is available military housing, it would be 
advantageous for it to be funded as soon as possible to provide housing for 
military families regardless of when the relocation to Carswell actually 
occurs. 

BASE EXCWC3E: With the AF Exchange operation undergoing a one year 
test program from 14 Jul 93 - 14 Jul 94, there are several questions which 
concern the Navy Exchange. Who will operate the Carswell AFB Exchange after 
14 Jul 941 Can the Navy Exchange assume this operation if the NAS Dallas 
relocation is delayed? A separate letter will be sent via the Chain of 
Command requesting the Navy assume operation for the purpose of providing 
maximum resources to the MWR program. 

BBLOCATIOY: CDR M. W. Danielson DSN 874-6104/6101 Corn (214) 266-6104 

TBBblSITIOI: (Closure) LCDR D. McAdams (same numbers as above) 

FAX: (214) 266-6207 

14. HISCELLAMEOUS: Four Staffers for the BRAC Commission will visit Carswell 
AFB for a 'how-goes-it' briefing. They will be met by CDR Danielson and 
receive a briefing from CDR Danielson, Col Henley, 301st, Mr. Ol.en Long, 

AFBCA and Mr. Derrick Curtis, Carswell Redevelopment Authority. Emphasis is 
on development of joint base and master plan. BRAC team looking to Carswell 
AFB as a model for future relocations. 



D o c ~ ~ m e ~ l t  Separator- 



MEMORANDUM O F  AGREEMENT 
EXECUTIVE STEERING COMMITTEE 
NAVAL AIR STATION FORT WORTH 

J O I N T  RESERVE BASE 
CARSWELL FIELD 

C 

We, the undersigned,  having convened on November 16-18 ,  1993, i l ~ i v e  
reached consensus on the  following issues concerning the  operation :ind 
occupation of facilities a t  Naval Air Station ( N A S )  Fort Worth: 

1. DRILL WEEKEND SCHEDULE 
2. AIRCRAFT PARKING 
3. VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 
4. MEDICAL/DENTAL 
5. S U P P L Y  
6. POL 
7. DINING 
8. TESTING F A C I L I T I E S  
9. AIRCRAFT WASH RACKS 
lo. P U B L I C  WORKS/BCE 
11. NDI LAB 
12 .  WEAPONS 
13. FLIGHT SIMULATORS 
14 .  PHOTO LAB/AUDIO-VISUAL 

15. COMMUNICAT'IONS/FIBER 
O P T I C  

16. BUNKER ALLOCATION 
17. VAN PADS 
18. COMPASS ROSE 
19 AIR OPERATIONS 
20. NON-BRAC RELATED 

I S S U E S  
21. READINESS CENTER 
22. S E C U R I T Y  
23. BARRACKS 
24. ATC CONTROLLER 

AUGMENTATION 

A s  a binding p a r t  of this document, i ssue  papers  with the  agreed upon 
sclutions a r e  incorporated a s  attachments to this agreement. COMWAVRES FOR will 
i ssue  a message reques t ing higher authori ty to validate A F  301st, Navy, Army a n d  
Marine Corps authorized s q u a r e  footage and other requirements for  all functions. 
B y  attaching my s igna tu re  below, I am indicating consensus on behalf of m y  
respective agency and will agree  to suppor t  the decisions of this document. 

18 NOVEMBER 1993 

Signature  Printed Name Title Agency 

.. . CAPT BRUCE S T .  P E T E R  DCOS CONNAVRESFOR 

bl/'PL&L4@R&& LTC D O N  FAIRLEY STAFF E N G R  TX A R N G  

MR. LARRY HALL FAC S U P V  9 0 T H  ARMY RESERVE 

COL ROWLAND WILSON VICE COM 136 AW, TANG 

COL J.F. GOODMAN CO MAC; 4 1  

CQL RAY HENLEY COMMANDER 301ST S U P P O R T  GROUP 

CAPT R.S. TYLER XO SOUTHNAVFACENGCO 

\ A P T  H.A. TOROK COMMANDER REDCOM 11 

MAJ DON B. DOZIER DIR O F  TRNG CAP-USAF 



18 NOVEMBER 1993 

DRILL WEEKEND SCHEDULE 

PROBLEM/ISSUE 

coint use facilities will not accommodate all services drilling on the same weekend. 

There is no coordinated drill weekend schedule between services a t  NAS For t  
IJorth. 

Basis of current  Matching Plan assumes evenly distributed drill weekends. 

Master plan will examine and recommend solutions, if necessary, to POV parking. 

There will be 3 drill weekends per  month for planning purposes. 

Approximate base loading population will be 4000 per weekend. 

The following is the Personnel Base Loading for NAS Fort Worth: 

ACTIVE DUTY CItr RESERVISTS 
i iFRES (301st) 
NAS DALLAS 
IrlARINE CORPS 
WAVY SQUADRON 
NAVY SURFACE UNITS 
?ERSONNEL SUPPORT (MEDICAL) 
NAVAL RESALE 
OTHERS (NAVY) 
TANG 
ARMY GUARD/ RESERVE 

TOTALS 

TOTAL BASE LOADING 1 2 , 2 1 3  

* Are present  on d r i l l  
** 182 present on drill 

GOAL 

To evenly distribute personnel loading over available drill weekends per month. 

To build facilities to accomplish mission within budget. 

SOLUTION 

Set up a drill weekend schedule system on a yearly basis with quarterly updates. 

NAS Dallas Reserve PGM Director will establish through consensus a preliminary 
drill weekend schedule coordinated with all tenants by 17  Dec 93. 

Joint Services Conference 16-118 November 1993 



18 NOVEYBER 1993 

PHOTO LAB/AUDIO-VISUAL 

joint use  and operation of photo lab and audio-visual facilities !las not been 
q;reed upon. 

-- - 

T A N G  has audio-visual training requirement, not including dark room. 

YlAG41/Navy has operational requirement for photo lab, including a dark  room. 

.AF 301st has a photo studio in Bldg 1710 without a dark room. 

T %NG audio visual needs to be  colocated ~ . ~ * i t h  their  communications. 

TANG audio visual requirement 1s 2100 x S100/SF = $210,000 

GOAL 

To  sat isfy all facility and operational requirements in t h e  most ecclnomical manner. 

SOLUTION 

NAS Dallas and TANG develop :JOA for provision of services and joint use  of 
photo lab/audio visual facilities. 

SODIV invest igate by 1 Dec 93: 
dad - 

Fuiid S F  in TANG headquarters  building ro 3ccomrnodat:e iudio-visual 
requirements. 

Locating TANG, Navy, Sr IvIarine Corps photo-audio-visual requirements in new 
TANG building. 

Locating non-mobility TANG function in Bldg 1445. (By co-locating with TANG C- 
130 simulator the  need for additional communication network lines is  reduced.)  

Locating Navy/MAG 41 photo audio visual in 1445 and TANG audio visual in the i r  
cwn compound. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1993 

BUNKER ALLOCATION 

Requests. exceeding authorized SF.  have been received from some tenants for use  
?f  S l ~ n k e r s  in l.+leapons s torage  area ('N'SA). 

25 bunkers  exist in WSA. 

>4iI.TCS is  authorized 3 bunkers  to meet facility requirements. 

AIYD (400) is authorized 2 bunkers  for suppor t  of test ing facilities. 

3F.4C funds  a r e  budgeted for  renovation of the 5 designated bunkers.  

Other reques ts  for  bunkers  are:  Army Reserve - S, Army Guard - 7. . U M D  (900)  - 
2,  .AIMD ( 7 0 0 )  - 2, YAGA1 - 1. These reques ts  a r e  in addition to their  

authorized SF. 

If  bunkers  a r e  allocated to these  units, they idill be  taken "as is". No BRAC 
funds  may be spent .  

GOAL 

To determine a method to allocate excess bunkers.  

SOLUTION 

NiiS Dal$As (NAS Fort Worth) establishes agreements with users  for bunker  
~~ilocations.  
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18 NOVEMBER 1993 

VAN PADS 

S13UTHDIV has been unable to confirm the  number of vans relocating to NAS Fort 
Worth and the requirements for siting. 

Many of MALS4l vans  can be stacked. 

BRAC guidelines allow for  construction of van pads to suppor t  relocation of 180 
existing MALS vans,  2 weather vans  and 4 communication vans  from NAS Dallas, 
NAS Memphis and NAS Glenview. 

Total of 295 MALS vans, 2 weather vans for CMWSS and 4 comunication vans. O f  
t he  295 MALS vans, 180 vans will be open and operating daily. 115 MALS vans 
.<ill be in storage but  accessible for training and use. 

A r m y  Reserve has a requirement for a pad for 22 vans with a single electrical 
power source. ( 120V, 60HZ). 

GOAL 

T o  satisfy operational requirements in the  most economical manner. 

SOLUTION 

180 operational vans will be located in a single van complex in the  vicinity of 
Eldg 1055. 

2 weather vans and 4 communications vans will be located next r:o Building 1410. 

$ Z O Q I V  IJ b Lq" .-- ill evaluate and recommend an existing location for the  remaining 115 
?.IALS vans ( a t  no BRAC cost) and 22 A r m y  vans ( B R A C  cost) .  
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18 NOVEMBER 1993 

COMPASS ROSE 

SCUTHDIV has not been ab le  t 3  deiine requirements for a compass rnse. 

Existing compass rose a t  NAS Fort Worth will not be usable due  to si t ing of TANG 
facilities. 

GOAL 

To meet operational requirements. 

SOLUTION 

Ccnstruct/install  compass rose tha t  meets all aircraft  requirements. 
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AIR OPERATIONS 

FIROBLEM/ISSUE 

SOC'THDIV has not been able to ccntirrn . A i r  Operations (OPS) recluirements and  
therefore has been unable to  optimaiiy match to existing facilities. 

?lc?ed f ire fighting pit. There is a fire fighting pit in Memphis that  is used b y  
X4G4 1. 

Requirements for  OPS have not been validated. 

C-130 Assault s t r i p  with permanent lighting and helicopter landing pad landing 
as presented in Matching Plan is acceptable. 

Helicopter landing pad location in 27 Oct matching plan not desirable b u t  
acceptable for Army. 

Bldg 1416 is  Condition Code 3. i.e. not acceptable for use. 

M4TCS will be relocated from NAS Memphis to NAS Fort Worth. 

A facility is required  to house AF 301st corrosion control insert .  

Y4G41 needs space  for  ar res t ing  gear, a i r  operations personnel. 

- GOAL 

To optimize matching of OPS requirements to e.uis ting facilities. 

SOLUTION - - -- 

H 2 v e  C O M N A V R E S  F O R  and E F D  validate Air O P S  requirements. 

S3DIV develop optimal plan based on validated requirements. 

Bldg 1402 will b e  used for  301st corrosion control. 

SODIV invest igate locating TANG weather flight personnel in Sldg 1425. 
Requirement is  3700 SF. 

SODIV invest igate providing Bldg LA10 for  >,l.i\GAl Air Ops, Comm, .;Jeather and 
Supply sections. 

SODIV find a l ternate  s i te  for Navy supply. 

iiAS Dallas/SODIV invest igate providing MAG41 one bunker  for 4 c r a s h j f i r e  
protection vehicles and equipment and providing access from bunker  to taxiway. 

SODIV determine if BRAC funds  a r e  available f o r  f i re  fighting pit and if E P A  will 
license a f ire  f ighting pit. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1993  

NON-BRAG RELATED ISSUES 

F.csoiution :: beddown a t  NAS F3rt iv'orth fcr non-BRAC related activities is  
y7 remature. 

Planning for  BRAC facility use  takes precedence over  non-BRAC requests. 

Non-BRAC requests  received include: 2/1Ath Marines, 20 acres for Army 
Reserve, Navy recrui t ing  presently located in  Grand Prairie, 28th Aviation Group 
and Navy Thrift Shop. These units  will be given si t ing consideration af ter  
approval of final beddown for  BRAC related activities. 

BRAC law 7.vill not allow BRAC-CON funding to include any  cost  fo r  renovation o r  
cc~nstruction related to non-BRAC activities. 

%If-help projects  could conflict and impact both design schedules and 
construction completion. 

GOAL 

To achieve beddown of all potential activities a t  NAS Fort Worth within the  
guidelines of BRAC. 

SOLUTION 

SOUTHDIV will continue to provide master planning and  s i te  approval services for  
NAS Fort 'N'orth and  tenants.  

Throughout the  realignment, self-help projects  will b e  coordinatecl with SOUTHDIV 
Core team to eliminate conflicts with design and construction. 

Give priority to relocating units  with high lease costs. 

?-Iajor claimants who des i re  to expand scope of BRAC projects  should initiate 
required project.  
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18 YOVEMBER 1993 

R E A D I N E S S  C E N T E R  NEW C O N S T R U C T I O N  

R ' Z D C E N / R E D C O M  facility construction not resolved. :2 include: 

- Resolution of si te  location 
- Final determination of facility occupants with. 13FR1s 
- Review of cost estimates (planning cas t s )  
- Review of cost estimates (construction costs ! 
- Identification of dedicated funding 

FACTS 

MILCON project i s  the  larges t  of all projects  (dollar l..rise) for  Carswell redirect.  

BFR review of major players yielded separate, exclusive BFRs. Joint usage not 
identified and, with changes received 16 Nov, is a moving target .  

BFR/vehicle suppor t  requirements may exceed rncommendeci si te  location 
cspability: motor pools, associated HAZMAT, MIUW 7.iehicles and compound for 
equipment. 

Confirmed occupants a r e  REDCEN,  REDCOM 11, MIUW, Headquarters 14th Marines, 
Recruiting Det Area 3 Surface, Fleet Hospital 2 1  Headquarters Unit, MAG41 motor 
pool and parking, Marine recrui ters .  

- GOAL 

Frovide final tenant  list/BFR requirements to enable final BFR estimation using 
joint facility guidelines. 

Identify dedicated funding. 

Finalize site location. 

SOLUTION 

('OMNAVRESFOR validate occupant BFR requirements to SOUTHD1:V. 
,& 

Dedicate funding to commence project.  

Claimants/MARRESFOR investigate augmenting B R A C C O N  with M1:LCON to relocate 
!Ion BRAG related activities to this facility such 3s 2?/14th Yarines. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1993  

AIRCRAFT PARKING 

There is insufficient aircraft parking apron adjacent to existing maintenance 
facilities to handle additional units. 

Current aircraft parking layout is based on the following aircraft: 
Navy Reserve Marine Corps Reserve - MAG41 

2 Squadrons of F-14 (24 planes) 2 Squadrons of FA-1.8 (24 planes) 
1 Squadron of C-9 ( 4  planes) 1 Squadrons of KC-1-30 ( 1 2  planes) 
NAS Dallas C-12 ( 2  planes) 

Texas A i r  National Guard (TANG) Air Force 301st 
1 Squadron of C-130 (8 planes) 1 Squadron (26 planes) 

.Army Reserve Army National Guard 
Army Reserve U-21 ( 5  planes) 16 CH-47 helicoptersl 

30 OH-58 helicopters 5 UH-60  helicopter:^ 
18 UH-1 helicopters 1 UH-1 helicopters 

u s y  
~ o r t h a a S f  apron has no designated aircraft. 

Fixed wing and rotary aircraft to utilize separate taxiways to minimize FOD 
danger. 

Navy needs 4 parking spaces on apron for C-9's. 

Army Reserve needs 5 parking spaces on apron for U-21%. 

TANG needs 8 parking spaces on apron for C-130's. 

Marine Corps need 10 parking spaces on apron for KC-130%. 
GOAL 

Ti3 provide adequate parking space for all aircraft. 

SOLUTION 

3MNAVRESFOR AND MARRESFOR finalize NAS Fort Worth aircraft: loading ASAP. 

SODIV reevaluate helicopter parking area with Army input by 1 Dec 93. 

Accommodate helicopter transients in parking area plan. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1 9 9 3  

FLIGHT SIMULATORS 

SOUTHDIV has been unable to cgntirrn what simulators will be  re:located to NAS 
Fort Worth. 

There are  F - 4 ,  F - 1 4  (back seat) .  and TANG C-130 simulators at NAS Dallas. 

Basic requirements are: "one F-1; ( f ront  seat)  simulator, one F-14 (back seat)  
simulators, one FA-18 simulator and one TANG C-130 simulator will be located at  
NA.S Fort Worth." 

F-4 simulator at  NAS Dallas will not relocate. 

.AIRRESFOR and N O 9 5  attempting to acquire a KC-130 simulator 
GOAL 

Tc confirm what simulators will b e  relocated to NAS Fort Worth. 

SOLUTION 

Co-locate all Navy and Marine Corps simulators in Bldg 1752 with appropriate 
utilities upgrade. Locate TANG C - 1 3 0  simulator in Bldg 1445 with appropriate 
utilities up grade. 

S O D I V  design to basic requirements. 

S O D I V  determine if facility can accommodate an additional F-14 f'ront seat non- 
motion and back seat simulator. 

S O D I V  determine where to  accommodate K C - 1 3 0  simulator. 
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18  NOVEMBER 1993 

O I I S D  DMFO (Defense Medical Facilities Office) has not provided sizing criteria for 
consolidated Medical/Dental Facility. 

DI4FO sizing criteria does not include medical training space and reserve medical/ 
Aental treatment requirements. 

K.1 services have Medical training and administration requirements. 

TANG and AF 301st have a training/admin requirement of 4000 SF each. 

TANG can joint use physical and dental exam facilities. 

AF 301st has a project under construction to convert Bldg 1740 into a physical 
exam/ training facility . 
BUMED is considering use of Bldg 1740 and an adjacent building, Bldg 1780, as  
a part of a medical/dental complex. 

Bldg 1780 is fully utilized by AF 301st medical administration, civilian personnel 
and security police. 

DOD I G  has recommended that DOD revisit decision to transfer existing hospital 
to Bureau of Prisons. 

Army needs 375 flight physicals and some medical consults per  year. 

GOAL 

To most economically meet medical/dental service and training requirements. 

SOLUTION 

S O D I V  make Bldg 1780 available for medical use by relocating civilian personnel 
and security police to equivalent facilities using BRAC funding. 

SODIV develop medical/dental complex using Bldg 1740, Bldg 1780 and new 
construction to include training, admin, examination and treatment. 

S O D I V  and NAS Dallas press DMFO for criteria decision. 

SODIV Evaluate cost of consolidated vs  "with unit1' construction for A F  301st, 
REDCEN, MAG41 and TANG admin/training functions. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1993 

WEAPONS 

Small arms range does not meet Navy criteria. 

TI-.ere exists a need to develop base capability for  1.3 ine r t  ordnance. 

Nzvy will host Small Arms Range. 

Upgrading small arms range  to Navy criteria is not in the  budget .  

Bldg 3355 will be a joint ordnance facility shared b y  .AF 301st and Navy. (SF 
r~qu i r emen t s  not verified.) 

- A n  ESQD arc  will be  required around the new rocket assembly building. An ESQD 
a r c  requires siting the  facility in a remote area result ing in longer utility runs .  
AII a r c  also increases the  cost pe r  S F  by requiring blast res is tant  construction. 

AJ.7 301st will s tore  live missiles and work these in rocket assembly facility. 

GOAL 

To satisfy all weapons rc-, iuirernents in most economical manner. Build base 
capability to c a r ry  1.3 ine r t  ordnance. 

SOLUTION 

SC)DIV identify and correct  small arms range deficiencies to meet Navy criteria 
for a pistol range. Fund with BRAC. 

S3DIV identify and correct  deficiencies to meet Navy criteria for a rifle range. 

VARRESFOR determine funding sources to correct rifle range  deficiencies. 

COMNAVAIRRESFOR have NAVAIR validate requirements for  1.3 ine r t  ordnance. 
Develop capability if validated. 
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AIRCRAFT WASHRACKS 

18 NOVEMBER 1993  

Army Reserve desires a separate washrack located adjacent to their hangar. 
(This precludes most economical and flexible solution which is to co-locate all 
washracks. ) 

Based on Navy criteria, there is a requirement for two small (Type A, 803 SY) 
washracks and one large (Type B, 1822 S Y )  washrack to accommodate Navy, 
Marine Corps, Army Reserve, and Army National Guard Aircraft. 

TANG and AF 301st wash aircraft in fuel cell hangars. 

Washrack located adjacent to Army hangar would not be accessible to other units. 

Sl?parate washrack locations will require duplication of support facilities such as 
oj.l/water separators and support  buildings. 

Separate facilities are  not in budget. 

301st has a Type A washrack under design to be constructed FY 95. 

Army Reserve has i ts  own washrack a t  NAS Dallas. 

GOAL 

T o  provide maximum flexibility a t  least expense. 

SOLUTION 

Co-locate one Type A and one Type B aircraft washrack between Navy and A r m y  
aprons with access from both parking aprons. 

Locate one Type A washrack adjacent to northeast corner of Bldg 4210. 
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ATC CONTROLLER AUGMENTATION 

. - .kavv rnannisg is not adequate ~s man lind 1-rn~,-ide controller upgrade training a t  
t-.vo locations. 

:;avy grovided A T C  controilers :o Car-slveil -4FB to prevent  costly hir ing -if D O D  
controllers. Yavy was to move all flight operations to Carswell AFB dur ing the  
summer of 1994 and  cease operarions at  NAS Dallas. Savings t:o D O D  was an  
estimated $600,00O/year. 

Na,vy is  unable to move all functions to Carswell in 1994, bu t  is obligated to 
provide ATC services a t  Carswell under  MOU signed between USAF and Navy. 

Navy has shortage of ATC personnel,  bu t  has planned for six personnel to come 
f r ~ m  A-school to NAS Fort Worth dur ing the  Spring of 1994. 

GOALS 

Clearly identify ATC personnel requirements for manning two towers for a th ree  
year period. 

Maintain Navy personnel a t  NAS Dallas and NAS Fort Worth until Navy can close 
NXS Dallas. 

C N R F  provide manning a t  NAS Dallas to suppor t  ATC functions a t  NAS Dallas and 
N,4S Fort Worth. 

RESOLUTION 

Z.SC concurs with recommendation. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1993 

POL 

Jo.nt use of the existing POL facilities has not been agreed upon. 

FACTS/BACKGROUND 
- - 

Tl-e POL storage capacity is adequate. 

TP.e existing POL operations and lab building (Bldg 1101) is 1600 SF. 

Navy, TANG, MAG41, Army and A F  301st have a training requirement. 

The Navy will maintain and operate the fuel farm to provide POL, to all tenants 
an d transient aircraft. 

Nzvy, TANG, AF 301st, and POL contractor have lab requirements. 

AF 301st cancelled funding of POL lab, 2 jet fuel storage tanks, and 2 LOX 
facilities under BRAC 91. 

M.4G41 and Army need an environmentally safe expeditionary refueling site. 
GOAL 

To establish and operate a joint use POL fuel farm in the most economical 
manner. 

SOLUTION 

7 Higher authority validate AF 301st, MAG41, TANG and Navy POL operational 

p.cq 
d requirements and provide additional facilities as  required, such a s  admin and 

training. 

N.3vy, .iF 301st, TANG, MAG41 and contractor will share  the lab j.n Bldg 1101. 

N4S Dallas develop MOA between services for joint use of POL facilities b y  30 Jun  
9.;. 

S O D I V  develop a project for expeditionary refueling site to be submitted as BRAC 
or as a joint MILCON project. The vicinity of assault str ip should be considered 
for siting. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1993 

COMMUNICATIONS/FIBER OPTIC 

-- - pp - - - 

H o s t  r zr base ~zommunication/phones/ADP requirements has not been established. 

i3cimrnunication components and associated budget  a r e  not .dell defined. 

FACTS/BACKGROUND 

TANG has a switch a t  NAS Dallas that  has expansion capability. 

Existing switch a n d  communication lines a t  NAS Fort Worth a r e  presently being 
leased. 

TANG has  identified a requirement for fiber optic connectivity between their 
facilities. 

T A N G  has stated t h a t  funds  a r e  included in the  A N G R C  BRAC OSrM budget for  
fiber optic connections of adj  acent  facilities. Fiber optic connection to remote 
TANG facilities was not included. 

Funds a re  not included in t h e  BRAC Military Construction budget  to upgrade o r  
rtlplace the  existing communication system a t  NAS Fort Worth. 

AF 301st will maintain existing activities. 

GOAL 

T 3  provide a s t a te  of t h e  a r t  communication system for  NAS Fort Worth and all 
tenants as  budget  allows. 

SOLUTION 

C O M N A V R E S F O R  verify the availability and amount of BRAC O & M  funds  for TANG 
fjber optics. $1.8M BRAC O&M budget  request .  

Reduce cost th rough  u s e  of joint facilities to allow for installation of s ta te  of the  
a r t  communication system. 

ponfJ TAS 3allas develop MOA for  Host designation and responsibilities. 
0 

.4F 30lst. T A N G  a n d  Navy meet to develop concept of operations for ADP, 
sommunications a n d  phone system operations tha t  will meet all user  needs and get  
approval of plan as required.  
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18 NOVEMBER 1993 

SECURITY 

How many secur i ty  forces i.;iil there he a t  S A S  For t  Worth? 

'd'nat will be the  limitations of securi ty forces if more than one exist? 

How can multiple secur i ty  forces be justiiied? 

How could a joint secur i ty  force function with different ruies/requirements? 

AFRES has different secur i ty  requirements for  flightline s e c u r i t : ~ .  

AFRES agrees  Navy can maintain host base securi ty but  requires  io maintain 
their  own flightline securi ty.  

T 4 N G  has  s t a te  employees. 

Base secur i ty  force has not been clearly defined since no agreement has been 
reached on the  type  o r  size of the base secur i ty  organization a t  YAS Fort Worth. 

GOALS 
p-- 

Establish operat ing guidelines for  secur i ty  force(s)  a t  NAS Fort Worth. 

Establish a central  secur i ty  police force for  Base Securi ty to operate outside the  
F.igh tline. 

Establish policy for  flightline securi ty.  

E S C  will provide manpower inputs  to consider consolidating into a single security 
f ~ r c e .  

prr*p Dallas secur i ty  will be  responsible for joint input!; 3nd develop 
d g ~ d p ' y  recommendations. 

Inputs  due  to NAS Dallas b y  1 Dec 93. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1993  

DINING 

The existing Dining Facility has inadequate capacity to feed all reservists 
a~tached  to NAS Fort Worth during one meal period. 

Joint operation of the existing dining hall has not been agreed upon. 

13,000+ reservists attached to NAS Fort Worth. 

Dining Hall will not feed 8000, but will meet training needs. 

Recently constructed dining hall seating capacity is  300. 

Navy criteria: Eating time per  person is 18 minutes. Total serving/eating time 
is 90 minutes to 160 minutes. 

Based on Navy criteria, the dining facility can feed up to 2650 people per meal 
p eriod. 

Co-located fast food take-out line provides additional feeding capability. 

TANG, Army Reserve and AF 301st have training requirement. 

No new dining hall in budget. 

GOALS 

To satisfy demand with existing dining facility. 

SOLUTION 

Establish a schedule to evenly distribute personnel loading over available drill 
weekends. 

p.c.0~~ 0 

p [I=' 
HAS Dallas develop MOA to operate a single dining facility by 30 Jun 94. 

TANG will manage and operate facility to meet TANG training requirements for 
rioon meal on one drill weekend for approximately 10 months per  year. TANG will 
require augmentees to manage and operate. 
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18 NOVEMBER 1993 

TESTING FACILITIES 

.Army Reserve opposes siting of testing facilities in "Matching Plan." 

FACPS/BACKGROUND 

Site location is accessible for in-frame and out-of-frame transport and 
maneuvering. 

Al.1 utilities are  available near the proposed site. 

Noise generation from the test  cell and hush house is less than aircraft take off 
and fly by operations. 

Proposed site imposes minimal impact on air traffic control taxiway visibility. 

A heat plume and high velocity exhaust will be generated by thle test facilities. 

GOAL 

T o  accurately identify the facts and resolve any issues with siting. 

SOLUTION 

SODIV identify and resolve any issues with siting. 

NAS Dallas schedule test  facilities' operations to not interfere with helicopter ?PI'( operations. 
k-6 

SODIV investigate placing test cell, hush house, T-56 check pad, and T-14 check 
pad to north side of field, east of parallel taxiway, move power check jet to 
Lockheed side of runway. Develop cost estimate and shadow plan. 

NAS Dallas place helicopter landing pad just  south of bunkers on taxiway. 
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18 KOVEMBER 1 9 9 3  

NDI LAB 

Jclint operation of N D I  lab has not been agreed upon for non X - r a y  requirements. 

1 301st will cons t ruc t  a new N D I  lab tvithin Bldg 1650 :tor ncn X-ray 
requirements. 

B.~ilding 1A14  has  a completely functional N D I  lab. 

Al.1 X-ray N D I  lab requirements will be performed in a joint use facility, Bldg 
1.i14. 

GOAL 

T 3  satisfy N D I  requirements without additional constructiorl beyond that  
programmed b y  the A F  301st. 

SOLUTION 

Perform all X-ray N D I  lab operations in Bldg 1414. 

F9r non X-ray requirements,  TANG will jointly use  existing NDI lab in Bldg 1414 
or  use A F  301st N D I  lab to be  constructed in  Bldg. 1650, with their  concurrence. 

Validate/include TANG admin/training space in the  TANG maintenance complex b y  
13 November 1993. 

po2 NAS Dallas develop MOA between services for  joint use  of N D I  lab  facility by 30 
p.4' Jun 3A. 

0 
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SUPPLY 

18 NOVEMBER 1993 

Existing square footage has not been optimally utilized due to po~r - iy  defined 
requirements. 

TANG needs 33,000 SF. 

AI' 301st occupies 55,000 SF out of 76,000 S F  of Bldg 1251. 

"Matching Plan" includes use of buildings 1229, 1233, 1237, 1238, and 1241 which 
are listed by the A i r  Force as  Condition Code 3. 

Condition Code 3 buildings will not be used. 

Based on A/EVs  evaluation of these buildings, SOUTHDIV does not agree that Bldg. 
1229 is Condition Code 3; therefore, it  will be used in the "Matching Plan". 

SF requirements for AF  301st, MAG41, and Navy supply have not been validated. 

ANGRC has agreed to provide funding for the difference between the authorized 
SF and the existing SF for all TANG facilities. 

Reserve center has space for 14th Marines supply. 

UNICOR and BOP have been requested verbally to swap out NAS Dallas facility for 
Bldg 1231. 

301st and NAS Dallas have agreed to share  Bldg 1251 south end and north end 
respectively. 

GOAL 

TI:, satisfy all supply requirements in the most efficient and economical manner. 

SOLUTION 

COMNAVRES FOR will issue message requesting higher authority validate AF 301s t,  
Navy, Army and MAG41 authorized SF and other requirements for all functions. 

Determine if all requirements can be satisfied using existing non Condition Code 
3 buildings. 

AFRES headquarters will validate supply requirements for A F  301.st to be passed 
to SOUTHDIV. 

MARRESFOR will validate M?.A.G41 supply requirements. 

COMNAVRESFOR will host early January rtieeting to discuss validation with all 
reservce components. 

NAS Dallas will request, in writing, validation that UNICOR AND BOP will swap out 
~\c* NAS Dallas facility for Bldg 1231. 
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BARRACKS 

.A. r 5 r c e  Reserve requires  reservations blockmir :sr buildings 5 6 5  3nd 1566 
j l r i n g  their  drill weekend period. Any rooms :--or required b y  2 0 1 s ~  .l.FRES will 
' ~ 2  made available for  all personnel.  

. iFRES has agreed to Navy operat ing 3OQs cur ren t ly  cperated by 3Olst (buildings 
l i 6 j ,  1566) if Navy [<ill give reservation priori ty to AFRES personnel in these  two 
buildings dur ing drill  weekend. 

A F R E S  has agreed to let Navy act a s  the  central  billeting custodian for  all 
B3Q/BEQs .  

S R E S  has requirement for lpproximately SO people for (1) drill s e e k e n d  p e r  
xonth .  

GOALS 

Establish policy for  BOQ/BEQ operation a t  NAS Fort Worth. 

SOLUTION 

Yavy operate cent ra l  billeting operation for  joint BQs  and provide reservation 
priority to 301st A F R E S  personnel dur ing thei r  drill weekends in buildings 1565 
and 1566. 

RESOLUTION 
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18 XOVEMBER 1993 

P U B L I C  WORKS/BASE CIVIL ENGINEERING 

--,jint operation of Public Works and  Base 2 v i l  Engineering Shops ( P T d 4 / B C E )  has  
? c t  been agreed upon. 

3esponsibilities for  Public Works and Base Civil Engineering functions have been 
zgreed upon. 

Individual services retain planning and programming responsibilities for  sole use  
facilities. 

Xavy will s e r v e  a s  base host. 

There a r e  adequate  existing P!V'/BCE facilities to maintain base. 

X N G  & AF 301st have  a P r i m e  3eef t raining requirement. 

No new PW/BCE shops  a r e  in budget. 

"Matching Plan" includes the  use of Bldg. 1214 which is  listed b y  the  A i r  Force 
as Condition Code 3. 

Condition Code 3 buildings will not be used.  

AFBDA will relocate from Bldg 1215 to Bldg 210. 

7,irswell Redevelopment Authority ( CRA)  will relocate from Bldg 1330 to Rldg 260. 

TANG.  301st and Navy Public liorks will jointly use  Bldg 1217. 
GOAL 

T :, establish MOA/ISSA on PW/BCE suppor t  requirements. 

SOLUTION 

, A N4S Dallas develop concept of operations for  PW/BCE shops. 
*c$, '\ 

?;AS Dallas formalize concept oi operations with MOA between N.4S Dallas, T A N G  

NGB/CE and  Headquarters  AFRES validate 301st and TANG requirements for  
Disaster Prepardedness  for  possible joint use b y  18 November 1993. 

I i~ves t iga te  joint use  Prime Beef Training colocation for  TANG and ?n! st. 

Cse of 1219 will b e  reevaluated by SODIV.  

Joint Services Conference 16-18 November 1993 
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POINT PAPER 
- ON 

COMMISSION STAFF TRIP TO TEXAS - 
DECEMBER 13 - 16, 1993 

Summary: Five members of the staff will visit Kelly AFB (San 
Antonio) for one day; four staff members will go on to visit 
Bergstrom AFB (Austin) for one-half day; and three members will 
proceed on to Carswell AFB (Dallas/Ft Worth) for one--half day. 

Travelers: Matt Behrmann, Staff Director 
Ben Borden, Director of R&A 
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Bob Cook, Interagency Issues Team Leader 
Roger Houck, Special Assistant for Depot Matters 

Benefits: Kelly AFB - During the Air Force Materiel Commandfs BOS 
Horizons conference at Warner-Robins AFB,  Major General Lewis 
Curtis, the Commander of the San Antonio Air Logistics Center ( S A -  
ALC), invited Matt and staff members to come to Kelly to discuss a 
number of issues in detail. Specifically, General Curtis wanted to 
exchange ideas about capacity, personally show a number of unique 
processes associated with SA-ALC, tour flying operations, and 
present other aspects of the DoD industrial base. General Curtis 
believed that such a meeting without the stress of the BRAC process 
would benefit all concerned. 

Bergstrom AFB: The base has begun the closure process. It is the 
appropriate time for BRAC staff to visit both the base and the 
community to learn the pros and cons of the closure process to 
d3te. Even though the transition subsequent to closure is not a 
part of the BRAC charter, the lessons learned will benefit the 
staff when talking to community leaders during t h e  95 BRAC. 
Throughout the 93 process, communities had many questions about 
life after closures and the staff would like to remain as 
conversant as possible in these areas. This visit will assist to 
that end. Learning now what recommendations simply aren't workable 
in the real world of implementation may help prevent future 
difficulties. An added benefit is that the community has hired the 
ex-wing commander from the base to assist in the transition - he 
should provide a unique perspective from both the military and 
c~mmunity standpoint. 

Carswell AFB: This base is somewhat unique in that it will merge 
operations of guard/reserve units of two services. A one-half day 
visit will give the staff the views of the service elements and the 
community insofar as the proce~c ; c  wncerned. As iiith Berystrom, 
the insights of those undergoing the transition will enable the 
staff to interact with communities in the future more effectively, 
and develop better views on future interservice consolidations. 



Francis A. Cir'io, Jr. is the Air Force Team Leader. Mr. Cirillo retired from the Air Force 
in 1992 as a colonel. His last assignment on active duty was as the Director of Programs for 
Civil Engineering, Headquarters Pacific Air Forces, Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii. 

Mr. Cirillo received a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil Engineering from the University of 
Maryland and a Master of Science degree in Environmental Engineering from San Jose State 
College. He is a registered Professional Engineer in Illinois. His military career included 
numerous assignments in civil and environmental engineering management and in all levels of 
engineering resource, programming and financial allocation to include management of all major 
engineering factors related to mission basing decisions in the Pacific Region. In addition, Mr. 
Cirillo was the installation engineer at two bases and the commander of a combat engineering 
unit. He has been with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission since October, 
1992. 
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Tetra Tech provides comprehensive environ- 

mental engineering and eonsuitimg servicres 

to companies and organizations with complex 

water contamination and other environmental 

prObib~3~.  FouRdbd i n  1966, Tetra Tech ha8 

an exgerianoed term of profe88iona18 who 

Lave established a roven* track record of 
//:jL~k~;~3f\R;4$ll#~{i g# 

award-winning proJects and satisfied ciirents. 

To1ay w8 have a nat ionw -1 

20 offie8s with full-service 

ranfling frem environmental assessment and 

permitting to rnr lneering desirn, construc- 

t ion management and rcm8dial action. 
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S U R F A C E  \II Y A G E M E I  

Actinp under Conpressional mandates and 

the public's demand to preserve and improve the 

quality of our rivers, lakes, and coastal waters, the 

Photo: Tetra Tech is current- 
ly proz~iding technical 
support for implementation 
of the Coastal Nonpoint 
Pollution Control Program, 
including evaluating the 
effectir)eness of nonpoint 
pollution controlpractices. 

EPA is implementing new regulatory programs 

to control pollution 

resulting from sur- 

face water runoff, 

which is estimated to 

contribute nearly 50 percent of the pollutants 

entering our nation's waterways. Tetra Tech is 

assisting the EPA in the development of technically- 



- 
A N D  E N G I N E E R I N G  

sound methods to define the magnitude and 

importance of these environmental risks and to 

develop scientifically-based remedial solutions. 

Tetra Tech has assisted the EPA in developing 

technical guidance to monitor pollution sources 

and their impact, as well as the technologies 

to improve surface water quality. Tetra Tech is 

a leader in computer simulation models, field 

measurement techniques, and information sys- 

tems to evaluate pollutant impacts and implement 

cost-effective remedial solutions. 



According t o  the EPA, groundwater contamination is one of the 

most severe environmental problems in the United States. Tetra Tech's 

activities in the groundwater field include identrfying sources of chemical 

and/or radioactive contamination in groundwater; examining the nature 

G R O U N D W A T E R  I N V E S T I G A T I O  

and extent of contamination; analyzing contaminant migration using 

mathematical models; and designing and implementing remedial 

technologies, including pump and treat systems and other innovative 

technologies. We are nationally recognized for expertise in state-of-the-art 

flow and transport modeling and have developed some of today's most 

sophisticated three-dimensional groundwater models. As a result of our 

experience, we have earned a reputation for providing reliable and legally 

defensible groundwater data and solutions to groundwater problems. 







A N A G E M E N 1  A N D  R E M E D I A T I O N  

Oar highly trained and experienced engi- 

neers, hydrogeologists and environmental scien- 

tists provide the ability to assess all aspects of sites 

and to implement solutions for hazardous and 

radioactive waste sites. Services include industrial 

plant and property audits, remedial investigations, 

feasibility studies, underground storage tank 

removaVreplacement and soil cleanup, and design 

Photo: Tetra Tech completed 
of remedial actions. In 

an innot~ative bioremedia- 

tfon project at a diesel fuel 
addition, cleanup cost 

contaminated site. 

estimates, recommendations, plans and specifica- 

tions, and cleanup services are provided for an 

individual site or for an entire facility. Exposure 

pathways, characterization of risk, quantitative risk 

assessment, and mitigation measures are assessed 

through sophisticated analytical met hods. Our 

staff develops cost-effective solutions for the 

unique problems encountered at each site. 





6LOCO - Global C-'on Cycling Model 
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C E  A N D  E N G I N E E R I N G  

T e t r a  Tech  s p e c i a l i z e s  i n  assessing the 

environmental impacts of large, complex projects 

involving multiple sites and alternatives. We 

are providing nationwide environmental impact 

analysis services to the U.S. Department of 

Energy in preparation for the reconfiguration 

of nuclear weapons production facilities. In 

addition, Tetra Tech has prepared environmental 

and economic impact assessments of proposed 

Photos: Tetra Tech's 
Navy and Air Force base mathematical modek 

are applied to real- 

closures and is a recognized u'Or'dprob'ems such 
as global ulaming. 

leader in the development of computer models 

for environmental applications. We have also 

developed sophisticated environmental data 

management systems with applications including 

permit tracking and mapping of study areas, 

as well as storage, retrieval, and analysis of data. 



Tetra Tech's design and engineering capabilities are applied to 

the construction of new facilities as well as the cleanup and closure of 

older facilities prior to their sale or reuse. Award-winning projects 

include industrial and infrastructure facilities, bioremediation of 

waste sites, waste treatment plants, and commercial developments. 

Services are provided for all phases of a project, from site planning 

and layout to construction management. Services include process 

engineering for waste minimization and plant environmental controls. 

Tetra Tech's services for plant and facility closure and cleanup include 

decontamination and demolition of existing structures and the preparation 

of the property for new construction or land sale. Tetra Tech identifies 

hazardous materials at the site, and manages their cleanup and disposal. 



, C L O S U R E ,  A N D  C L E A N U P  I 



Tetra Tech i s  proud of i t s  record of providing 

high-quality, responsive service to solve 

complex p~oblemm In rnvlronmsntal manaflr- 

mant and remediation. With one of the 

lowest statf turnover rates i n  tha industry. 

yau can be assured that our corporate 

experience i s  translated directly to your 

project throumh the people assigned to work 

wlth you. We prlde ouraelvrra on being cost 

and schedule conscious and on delivering 

cart-atteetlve solutlonr that w i l l  meet regu- 

latory requirements. w e  are committed to 

excslience and client satisfaction i n  every 

project that we undertake, and we offer inte- 

grated services to solve your problem from 



Corporate  

Pasadena, California 

(818) "i-iq 6400 
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