
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

OFFICE OF LEGISLATrVE LIAISON 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

REGARDING 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFEN9E'S 

1995 BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

APRIL 11 - 28,1995 

DCN 1326



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE: 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

t OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

May 1,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Commission has requested that the Air Force provide copies of 
correspondence pertaining to the Secretary of :Defense's 1995 Base w Closure and Realignment recommendations. This information is 
provided a t  Tabs 1-10 and is dated April 11 through April 28, 1995. We 
will continue to keep the Commission updated on an incremental basis. 

We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

(-&-A RLES I,,. d& FOX 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Direbetor 
Legislative Liaison 



ARIZONA 

CALIFORNIA 

MONTANA 

NEW MEXICO 

NEW YORK 

NORTH DAKOTA 

OHIO 

PENNSYLVANIA 

OKW~drnfi  
TEXAS 

DEPOTS 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Redirect of Armstrong Laboraltory 
(Williams AFB) 

Moffett Air Guard Station ' 
Onizuka Air Station 

Malmstrom AFB . 

Kirtland AFB 

Rome Laboratory 
REDCAP 

Grand ForksIMinot AFBs ' 

Springfield-Beckley AGS 

Greater Pittsburgh IAP 

Dyess AFB 
Reese AFB 

Additional Information 

TAB 1 

TAB 4 

TAB 5 

TAB 6 

TAB 7 

TAB 8 

TAB 9 

TAB 10 





SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/20 APR 95 

'V moyer/bases95/armstMcC 

APR 201995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Bill McCollum 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-0908 

Dear Mr. McCollum 

This is in response to your letter of April 3, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force regarding the Armstrong Laboratory 
Aircrew Training Facility located at the former Williams Air Force 
Base (AFB), Arizona. Specifically, you askeld for responses to 
questions concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) 1995 BRAC 
recommendation to leave Armstrong Laboratory at the former 
Williams AFB. Responses to your questions are provided in a 

lw question/answer format. 

QUESTION 1: Please furnish my office with a copy of this 
study and all supporting documentation. 

RESPONSE: We have included the BRAC 95 data you requested 
with this package. The Air Force considers the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC) study concerning Armstrong's missions, functions, 
and location to be an internal working document and, therefore, 
not appropriate for release outside the Air Force. The study was 
not used in the Air Force BRAC analysis. 

QUESTION 2: Please provide my office with a copy of the 
questionnaire. If no questionnaire was produced for the 1995 
round of BRAC, please provide the questionnaire used in any 
previous BRAC round. In addition, please provide the installation 
evaluation criteria used in BRAC 1991. 

RESPONSE: The requested questionnaire from 1991 is attached. 
For the requested installation evaluation criteria used in BRAC 
1991, the 1991 detailed analysis of BRAC recommendations is 
attached. Additionally, the Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group 
questionnaire is attached for your information. Armstrong's 
response to this questionnaire is covered under Question 12. 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 

'v 



QUESTION 3: Please provide the most current real property 
inventory for Armstrong. 

RESPONSE: The requested real property :inventory is attached. 

QUESTION 4: Please list the total base operation support 
costs of Armstrong in 1992, 1993, 1994 and 1995. Please estimate 
any one-time unique costs associated with maintaining Armstrong in 
its present location. Please estimate any oine-time unique costs 
associated with relocating Armstrong to Orlando. 

RESPONSE: In 1992 and through September 1993, the Air 
Education and Training Command, which was rersponsible for Williams 
AFB, paid for Armstrong's utilities (electric=, gas, water and 
sewage), trash collection and housekeeping. During this time, 
Armstrong paid for its phone line charges, plus long distance. 
The following costs for maintaining Armstrong at Williams, now 
that the base has closed, would be approximately the same if 
Armstrong were moved to Orlando. In both cases, Armstrong would 
be in a non-base location. However, the tot,al recurring costs at 
Orlando may increase due to the additional rtequirement to lease 
space. 

After September 1993 for Fiscal Year (F'Y) 1994, Armstrong's 
costs were as follows: 

Housekeeping $ 43,000 

Utilities $230,000 

Trash Collection $ 800 

Water and Sewage $ 21,600 

Total (Yearly) $295,000 

Regarding the University of Dayton provided security/communica- 
tions, under contract, the cost of the T-1 lines, various other 
phone lines, materials, supplies and equipment is $312,480 per 
year (including $223,000 per year for labor). This figure also 
includes providing badges, maintaining the card key system, 
maintaining the phone systems, etc. Martin :Marietta Corporation, 
under contract, has expended $96,000 in maintenance, plumbing and 
grounds upkeep from October 1993 through the present. There are 
no one-time unique costs to leave Armstrong in place. The 
estimated one-time cost to relocate Armstrong to Orlando is $17.4 
million which included one-time unique costs of approximately $3 
million. 

QUESTION 5: Please provide my office with any COBRA data 
that was utilized in making the decision to redirect Armstrong. 
In addition, please provide any COBRA data that was utilized 
during BRAC 1991 regarding Williams AFB. 

V RESPONSE: The requested COBRA data used in making the 
decision to redirect Armstrong is attached. 



QUESTION 6: For historical purposes, please explain why the 
Air Force originally recommended that Armstrong be collocated with 
similar training activities in Orlando during the BRAC 91 process. 

RESPONSE: As explained in the 1995 BRAC recommendation for 
Williams AFB, the 1991 recommendation that the Armstrong 
Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility, located at Williams 
AFB, be relocated to Orlando, Florida, was based on assumptions 
regarding Navy training activities and the availability of 
facilities. Subsequent to the Commission's ireport, it was 
discovered that the facilities were not available at the estimated 
cost. In addition, Navy actions in the 1993 BRAC reduced the 
pilot resources necessary for this facility's work. In light of 
these changes, the Air Force has recommended that the activity 
remain at its current location. This is due to several factors. 
First, it is a largely civilian operation that is well-suited to 
remain in a stand-alone configuration, as it has since the closure 
of Williams AFB in September 1993. Second, its proximity to Luke 
AFB provides a ready source of fighter aircraft pilots who can 
support the research activities as consultanlts and subjects. 
Finally, the present facilities are consolidinted and well-suited 
to the research activities, including a large secure facility. 

QUESTION 7: Please explain why the Air Force does not view 
collocation favorably with other like missioins within the 
Department of Defense. 

RESPONSE: The Air Force does view collocation favorably. 
However, such collocation must make mission and economic sense. 
As stated in the Air Force report to the BRAC Commission, 
implementing the BRAC 93 recommendation woultf have been more 
expensive than the (BRAC 95) recommended realignment (due to the 
replacement of government facilities with leinsed quarters). 
Further, the work accomplished by the Aircrew Training Research 
Facility benefits greatly from continual feedback from its 
principal customers -- high performance combat crews. With the 
Navy actions to move their combat crews from the Orlando area, the 
implementation of the BRAC 93 recommendation would have adversely 
impacted the ability of the unit to carry out its mission. 
Finally, it should be noted that the Navy and A m y  operations in 
Orlando are primarily simulation acquisition structures while 
Armstrong's mission is strictly research and development (RtD). 
While a supporting mission of the Orlando organization is R&D, 
those supporting missions have not required the large aircrew 
research subject population that is required by Armstrong. 

QUESTION 8: How does the Air Force view the establishment of 
cantonment areas around tenant activities of a closed military 
facility? Please provide any supporting doclumentation for this 
policy. 

RESPONSE: The Air Force considers leaving Armstrong Lab at 
Mesa, Arizona, as a change from a closure of ~illiams AFB to a 
realignment. As a result, it requires a Commission redirect. 



QUESTION 9: Please explain the term "pilot resourcesw that 
are necessary for the laboratory at Williams AFB to function. In 
responding to this inquiry please provide dalta on the number of 
pilot resources used by Armstrong in each yeinr from 1990 to 
present and please state the source/location of these pilot 
resources, the distances from each location to Armstrong and the 
costs associated with directing these resources to Armstrong from 
each location. 

RESPONSE: The term "pilot resources" irs best put in context 
of Armstrong's mission which is to develop and evaluate new pilot 
training techniques and methods. This requires ready access to 
the appropriate type of pilots. The vast ma:jority of Armstrong's 
R&D has been aimed at high performance pilotrs, because of the 
complexity of their missions and the challenge of developing 
appropriate training technologies for their demanding training. 

Armstrong estimates that their use of high performance pilots 
has ranged from 200-300 per year since 1990. Fully, 75 percent of 
those pilots are from either Luke AFB, which is a one-hour drive 
from Armstrong (55 miles), or the Air Force Reserve and Guard Test 
Center in Tucson, which is a 1.5-hour drive from Armstrong (90 
miles). Luke is the largest fighter base in the world. Each of 
these locations is an easy one-day event for the drive to/from 
Armstrong and the research session. Much of Armstrong's research 
requires the pilots to come back to the Lab for multiple research 
sessions making close proximity a decided cost advantage. This 

w provides a highly cost-effective mechanism to accomplish their R&Dl 
compared to the need to have pilots go on temporary duty (TDY) to 
the training site. 

In many cases, research is conducted with those pilots at 
their home locations of Luke and Tucson. Armstrong researchers go 
to those bases to collect data from pilots who are using their 
home assets of aircraft and simulators. In those cases, the 
Armstrong researchers can also make those trips as a one-day event. 
to drive from/to Armstrong and the research session. 

The remaining pilot resources (less than 25 percent) come 
from Nellis AFB, Nevada, and Kirtland AFB, New Mexico, as well as 
several other locations. The normal TDY costs are incurred for 
using these resources. The detailed cost information you 
requested is not routinely kept and is not available. 

QUESTION 10: Please explain in detail the total number and 
scope of support staff that was once assigned to Williams AFB that 
remains at Armstrong to assist with the mission of the laboratory. 

RESPONSE: There are no support staff from the former 
Williams AFB that remain to support Armstron,g. All security, 
travel, personnel, civil engineering, contracting, medical, 
recreational, etc., staff that were at Williams AFB are now gone. 
Those functions are taken care of from other Air Force bases or 
under contract. Armstrong has been functionling well in this mode 
since Williams AFB closed one and one-half years ago. 



QUESTION 11: Please explain how the Department's decision to 
recommend the cancellation of the BRAC 91 decision to move to 
Orlando follows this directive. Please provide all supporting 
documentation. 

RESPONSE: The attached COBRA run shows the "substantive 
savingsw associated with the recommended redirect. Specifically, 
the Air Force projects to save $18.4 million based on the 
analysis. In addition, it is a fundamental requirement with clear 
military value, as expressed in Question 7, to locating the unit 
near a ready source of high performance combat crews (preferably 
Air Force). The recommended redirect achieves that objective. 

QUESTION 12: Please provide a copy of these questions and 
the answers Armstrong provided to the questions. 

RESPONSE: We have located the 27 propo:;ed questions to be 
added to the BRAC 95 base questionnaire, dated November 1993, 
developed by AFMC. This briefing is attached. Armstrong was not 
a respondent to the base questionnaire as part of the BRAC 95 
process; however, a copy of Armstrong's response to the 
Laboratories Joint Cross-Service Group Data Call is attached. 

QUESTION 13: Please provide the Department's complete 
functional capacity analysis, all data colleczted, and the 
development of closure or realignment alternatives offered 
regarding Armstrong. 

w RESPONSE: In response to this request, we have attached Base 
Closure Executive Group (BCEG) minutes which covers the type of 
information requested. 

QUESTION 14: Does the Air Force disagrlee with the UCSG1s 
assessment of the benefits of collocation? If so, please explain 
why. 

RESPONSE: The Air Force does not disagree with the benefits 
of collocation of similar functions. However, collocation is only 
one factor that an individual service must consider. Other 
factors considered were covered in Question 7. While the Air 
Force considered the LJCSG alternative, the recommendation, 
capturing the current situation, appears the most operationally 
and cost-effective solution. 

QUESTION 15: Did the Air Force examine, review, or consider 
any alternatives which would have included obtaining facilities at. 
the closing Naval Training Center Orlando? If so, please provide 
the results of this review. If not, please explain why. 

RESPONSE: The Air Force did not ask the Navy to set aside 
facilities at the closing Naval Training Center Orlando. 



QUESTION 16: Did the Department consider collocation with 
I1similarW activities performed by the Navy and Army at NAWC-TSD 
and STRICOM in Orlando? Did the Air Force consider the close 
proximity of Patrick Air Force Base and NASA to Orlando as a 
source of pilot resources for Armstrongls mission? If so, please 
provide the results of the Department's review. If not, why not? 

RESPONSE: As described in the responses to previous 
questions, the Air Force looked for a location with ready access 
to high performance combat crews for mission purposes. Patrick 
AFB and NASA are not a suitable source of such combat crews (i.e., 
aircrews of C-130s, helicopters etc., are not an acceptable 
alternative for F-16 pilots). 

We trust the information provided is useful. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and  egisl la ti on 
Divisio:n 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



BILL McCOLLUM 
atn DmTllmcs. C~onlO" 

COMMIREE ON 
BANRING AND FIFMNClAL 5ERVICVi 

BILL McCOLLL: 

Oqjre~s of the llinited states 

April 3, 1995 

The Honorable Shelia E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Department of the Air Force 
1670 Air Force Pen on 2 Washington, D.C. 2 330-1670 

RE: BRAC 95 Actions - Williams Air Force Base's Armstrong Laboratory Training 
Research Facility, Mesa, Arizona 

V I A  FAX TRANSMISSION TO (703) 695-88B 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

After reviewing the materials made available to my office regardin~g the decision to change the 
recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding thc relocation of Williams AFB's 
Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility (hereinafter rcferred to as 
Ar~nstrong) to Orlando and to have the facility remain at its present location as a stand-alone 
aclivity, there remain a number of questions which I need answered in order to adequately 
review this recon~rnendation and make necessary comments and ;presentations to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Therefore, I am writing to request your assistance 
in providing answers to the questions contained in this letter. Furthermore, due to the short 
time frame of the base closure process, I respectfully request your assistance in furnishing the 
answers and information to my inquiries no later than April 21, 1995. 

Please provide the answers to the following queslions: 

1. In a response dated March 7, 1994 to a letter I foxwarded to the Department on 
February 7, 1994, I was informed that the "Chief of Slaff of the Air Force 
directed the Air Force Materiel Command to conduct study to determine 
whether the mission if the Aircrew Training Research :Division i s  essential, 
whether the laboratory's functions should be merged with another laboratory or 
remain separate, and what location best supports the Air Force Mission." 

According to the correspondence, this study was completed in July 1993. Please 
furnish my office with a copy of this study and all supporting documentation. 

2. During my review of materials found in' the "BRAC Library" located in the 
Rayburn building, 1 noticed that the "Installation Questionnaire" for Armstrong 
was missing. Please provide my office with a copy of the questionnaire. If no 
questionnaire was produced for the 1995 round of BRA(% please provide the 
uestionnaire used in any previous BRAC round. In addition, please provide 

k e  installation evaluation criteria used in BRAC 1991. 
APR 3 k - - 
,A F/O,<P?-* 



B I L L  McCOLLUM 

w The Honorable Shelia E. Widnall 
April 3, 1995 
Page Two 

3. Please provide the most current real property inventory for Armstrong. 

4. Please List the total base operation support costs of Armstxong in 1992, 1993, 
1994 and 1995. Please esttmate the BOS costs if Armstrong were to relocate to 
Orlando. Please estimate any one-time unique costs associated with maintaining 
Armstrong in its resent location. Please estimate any one-time unique costs P associated with re ocating Armstrong to Orlando. 

5 .  P l m  provide my office with any COBRA data that was utilized in making the 
decision to redirect Armstrong. In addition, please provide zmy COBRA data that 
was utilized during BRAC 1991 regarding Williams AFB. 

6. For historical purposes, please explain why the Au Force originally 
recommended that Armstrong be collocated with similar training activities in 
Orlando during the BRAC 91 process. 

7. It is my understanding that the Department of the Navy has designated Orlando 
as the center for simulation training. The Army's STRlCOM is also located in 
Orlando. Please explain wh the Air Force does not view collocation favorably 
with othu Wre missions wi& the Department of Defense. 

8. I have been told that the Navy considers establishin "contonement areas" around % tenant activities of former military installations to e tantamount to "reopening' 
closed military facilities. How does the Air Force view the establishment of 
contonement areas around tenant activities of a closed rnilitaq facility? Please 
provide any supporting documentation for this policy. 

9. Please explain the tenn "pilot resources' that are necessary for the laboratory at 
Williams AFB to function. In responding to this inquiry please provide data on 
the number of pilot resources used by Armstrong in each year from 1990 to 
resent and please state the sourceflocation of these pilot resources, the distances 

Pronl each location to Armstrong and the corn associatecl with directing these 
resources to Armstrong from each location. 

10. Please explain in detail the total number and scope of support staff that was once 
assigned to Williams AFB that remains at Armstrong to a,ssist with the mission 
of the laboratory. 

11. According to the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group directives for BRAC 95, 
the emphasis was to be on cross m i c e  sharing. Furthermore, the group stated 
that "change to previous BRACs must be necessitated :by revisions to force 
structure, mission, or organization, or significant revisions to cost 
effectiveness.. .and show clear military value or substantive savings. " Please 
explain how the Department's decision to recommend t l ~ e  cancellation of the 
BRAC 91 decision to move to Orlando follows this directive. Please provide all 
supporting documentation- . 



BILL IcCOLLlTM 

w 
The Honorable Sheh  E. Widnall 
April 3, 1995 
Page Three 

12. In the BRAC 95 data available to my office, I n o t i d  reference to 27 proposed 
questions offered by the Air Force Materiel Command which focused on 
workload, specialized work force, mission essential capa~biliti~/relationships, 
costs, environmental permiWlicenses, and treaties. Please provide a wpy of 
these questions and the answer Armstrong provided to the questions. 

13. Please provide the Department's complete functional capacity analysis, all data 
collected, and the development of closure or realignment alternatives offered 
regarding Armstrong. 

14. During the October 31, 1994 meeting of the Laboratory Joint Cross Service 
Group (UCSG), the group selected an alternative for military department 
consideration which would collocate the Amy, Navy and Air Force training 
systems S&T work at the Naval Air Warfare Center - Training System Division 
(NAWC-TSD) in Orlando. The rationale used was that " . . .NAWC Orlando 
mission is to be the principal Navy Center for research and development, test and 
evaluation, acquisition and product support of training systems; to provide 
in terse~ce coordination and training systems support for the Army and Air 
Force; and to perform such other functions and tasks as directed by higher 
authority. " 

In addition, the IJCSG stated that "...the collocation of NASA-KSC and 
approximately 150 contractors in the Center for Excellence in Central Florida 
allows concentration of resources to accomplish similar missions and tasks, 
avoids duplication of efforts, promotes technology sharing and produces cost 
avoidances in travel and technical synergism between 
govemment/industry/academia." Does the Air Force disagree with the UCSG's 
assessment of the benefits of collocation? If so, please explain why. 

15. During the Air Force's response to the WCSG selected alternatives, the Air 
Force stated that the Department's overall goals includlxl the exploration of 
alternatives which "(1) r& its Training Systems work in government owned 
facilities and (2) locate its Training Systems work near appropriate subjects 
andlor other activities of a similar nature. " 

Did the Air Force examine, review, or consider any alternatives which would 
have included obtaining facilities at the closing Naval Training Center Orlando? 
If so please provide the results of this review. If not, pltm explain why. 



B I L L  McCOLLUM 

The Honorable Shelia E. Widnall 
April 3, 1995 
P a g e m  

16. In examining alternatives that would "locate [the Air Force's] Training Systems 
work near appropriate subjects and/or other activities of a similar nature," did 
the Department consider collocation with "similar" activities rformed b the 8" 8 Navy and Army at NAWC-TSD and !3T..COM in Orlando? id the Air orce 
consider the close proximity of Patrick Air Force Base and NASA to Orlando 
as a source of pilot resources for Armstrong's mission? If so, please provide the 
results of the Department's review. If not, why not? 

Your prompt response and attention to these questions will be greatly appreciated. 

BILL McCOLLUM 
Member of Congress 





SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/14 APR 95 
moyer/bases95/moffetESH 

April 14, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Anna Eshoo 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Ms. Eshoo 

This is in response to your April 12, ,-995, request for COBRA 
data concerning the 129th Rescue Group (Air National Guard). 

w Attached is the COBRA data for the relocation of the 129th 
Rescue Group (ANG) from Moffett Federal Airfield to McClellan AFB,, 
California, including the standard factor file and the output 
report. 

We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely 
r r= ,- 

I 
c>kY*; J L Z ~  

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, P~rograms and Legislatio~n 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : M o f f e t t  Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 2001 ( 4  Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -50,051 
1-Time Cost($K): 15,160 

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

Mi lGon 761 6,849 
Person 0 151 
Overhd 371 369 
Movi ng 0 5,154 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 975 

TOTAL 1,132 13,498 -4,754 -4,754 -4,754 -4,754 

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

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 13 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 19 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 8 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 74 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 21 7 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 299 0 0 0 0 

w Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
C Lose Mof f e t t  

T o t a l  
- - - - - 
7,610 
-2,611 
,15,515 
5,154 

0 
975 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
-690 

-4,064 
0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : M o f f e t t  Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 
- - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mi [Con 761 6,849 0 
Person 0 852 423 
Overhd 37 1 808 31 7 
Mov i ng 0 5,283 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 0 
Other 0 975 0 

TOTAL 1,132 14,768 740 740 740 740 

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

Mi [Con 0 0 
Person 0 702 
Overhd 0 439 
Movi ng 0 129 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 1,270 5,494 5,494 5,494 5,494 

Tota 1 

T o t a l  
- - - - - 

0 
5,156 
17,963 

129 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
423 
31 7 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : M o f f e t t  Level  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

Year Cost ($) Adjusted Cost($) 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : M o f f e t t  Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

(A11 vaLues i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Const ruc t ion  

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
In format ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

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

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mo thba l l  I Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i  l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP I RSE 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 975,000 

T o t a l  - Other 975,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 15,159,759 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 128,740 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 128,740 -----------------------------------------------------------------------.------ 
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 15,031,019 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Oepar tment : Ai r Force 
Opt ion Package : M o f f e t t  Leve l  Play 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF w PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MOFFETT, CA 

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

8 80 0 230 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: MCCLELLAN, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
E n l i s t e d  0 74 0 0 0 0 74 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 21 7 0 0 0 0 21 7 
TOTAL 0 299 0 0 0 0 299 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 8 
En l i s t e d  0 74 
Students 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 21 7 
TOTAL 0 299 

MOFFETT, 
1998 

CA): 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 -6 0 0 0 0 - 6 
C i v i l i a n s  0 - 13 0 0 0 0 -13 
TOTAL 0 - 19 0 0 0 0 -19 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MCCLELLAN, CA 

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

454 2,324 0 9,404 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: MOFFETT, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ----. 

O f f i c e r s  0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
En l i s t e d  0 7 4 0 0 0 0 74 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 21 7 0 0 0 0 21 7 
TOTAL 0 299 0 0 0 0 299 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  MCCLELLAN. 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 8 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 74 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 21 7 0 
TOTAL 0 299 0 

CA): 
1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - 
0 0 0 8 
0 0 0 74 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 21 7 
0 0 0 299 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : M o f f e t t  Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOFO3402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

v A l ~ c o s t s i n ~ ~  
Tota 1 I MA Land Cost Tota 1 

Base Name M i  lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cosl: 
- - - - - - - - - 
MOFFETT 
MCCLELLAN 

Tota 1s: 7,610 0 0 0 7,610 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : M o f f e t t  Level  Play 
Scenario F i  l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL..SFF 

(I11 BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

462 

En l i s t e d  
- - - - - - - - - -  

2,398 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

9,621 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : M o f f e t t  Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOFO3402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regu l a r  Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  Lians Avai tab le  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 2 1 7  0 0 0 0 217 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 1 3 8  0 0 0 0 138 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  0 7 9 0 0 0 0 7 9  
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 2 3  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 4  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 7 9 0 0 0 0 7 9  

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

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l t i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) va r i es  from 
base t o  base. 

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



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pa,ge 1 /3  
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department 
Opt ion Package 
Scenario F i  l e  

: A i r  Force 
: M o f f e t t  Leve l  P lay  
: S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
: S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF Std F c t r s  F i l e  

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

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

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/113/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : M o f f e t t  Level  Play 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOFO3402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

w RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota 1 - - - - - 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

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

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 1,132 14,768 740 740 740 740 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota 1 
- - - - - - - -. - ($K)  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 0 129 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental  0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 129 0 0 0 0 

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

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Sa lary  
En 1 Salary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ---.- 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 1,270 5,494 5,494 5,494 5,494 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pa,ge 313 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : M o f f e t t  Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 Tota l 
- - - - -  - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fan Housing 

O&M 
Civ Re t i r IR IF  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

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

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 

Tota l 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

Procurement (II Mission 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 -401 -4,754 -4,754 -4,754 -4,754 

TOTAL NET COST 1,132 13,498 -4,754 -4,754 -4,754 -4,754 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  14:48 02/02/1995. Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department 
Optian Package 
Scenario F i  l e  
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  

Base - - - - 
MOFFETT 
MCCLELLAN 

Base 

: A i r  Force 
: Mof fe t t  Leve l  Play 
: S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOFO3402.CBR 
: S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

Personne 1 SF 
Change %Change Change %Change ChglPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  " - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-318 -100% -170,000 -100% 534 
299 2% 0 0% 0 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer Change %Change ChgIPer 

- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
MOFFETT -669,000 -100% 2,104 -3,712,000 -100% 11,673 
MCCLELLAN 0 0% 0 317,309 1% 1,061 

Base 
RPMABOS($) 

Change XChange ChgIPer - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -----.- 
MOFFETT -4,381,000 -100% 13,777 
MCCLELLAN 31 7,309 1% 1,061 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : M o f f e t t  Level  Play 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOFO3402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Mof fet t  Level Play 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOFO3402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL,SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Mode 1 Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
MOFFETT, CA 
MCCLELLAN, CA 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Realignment 

Summary: - - - - - - - - 
Close Mof fet t  

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
MOFFETT. CA 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
MCCLELLAN, CA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from MOFFETT. CA t o  MCCLELLAN, CA 

1996 
- - - -  

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 
En l i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 (I Heavy/SpeciaL Vehicles: 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MOFFETT, CA 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 8 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 80 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 230 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 170 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 0 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 116 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
141 m i  

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

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : M o f f e t t  Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOFO3402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MCCLELLAN. CA 

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

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

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

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

Name: MOFFETT, CA 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (8K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (8K): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Mi sc Recurr ing Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedu le(X) : 100% 1 Shutdown Schedule (X): OX 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  0 
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF): 170 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
975 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX 0% 0% 

100% OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
I -T ime Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi sc Recurr ing Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les)  ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 OX 90% OX OX OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% OX OX OX OX 
MilGon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t i en t s /Y r :  0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  0 0 0 0 0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Mof fet t  Level Play 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOFO3402.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

((I11 INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: MOFFETT, CA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 Scenario Change: 0 -6 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 -13 0 0 0 0 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: MCCLELLAN. CA 

Descript ion 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
Pavement 
Maint 
Ops and Training 
Other 
00s 
Dsgn 

Categ - - - - - 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New Mi [Con 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s t e d  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing M i  [Con: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($) : 7.073.00 
Enl istedSalary($/Year):  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C iv i l i anSa la ry ($ /Year ) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i t i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
80s Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

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

Rehab Mi lCon To ta l  Cost ($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 500 
0 3,410 
0 600 
0 2,140 
0 330 
0 630 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .DO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MiLCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MiLCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  14:48 02/02/1995, Report Created 10:26 04/13/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Mof fet t  Level Play 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\MOF03402.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\RECOMM95\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MaterialIAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9.000.00 
H H G P e r M i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i  l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi le ) :  0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehic le($lMi le )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($IPers/Tour) : 6,437 .OO 
One-TimeOff PCSCost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761 .OO 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Hor izonta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci li t i e s  
Communications Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E Faci l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Faci li t i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM 
- - - - - - - -  - - 
other (SF) 
Optional Category 8 ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category D ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryN ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



V CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO MOFFETT AIR 
GUARD STATION, CALIFORIVIA 



CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY 

FROM: CW Anna G. Eshoo (D-CA) 

POC: Mr. Scott Lance (202) 225-8104 

TO: AF/RT 

SUBJECT: Request for Additional Info~mation 

RECEIVED: 12 April 1995 

ACTION OFFICER: Major Cynthia Snyder, SAF/LLP, 71623 

SUSPENSE: 13 April 1995 

CW Eshoo has requested all the COBRA data for the 129th. 
specifically she wants all the COBRA runs for Moffett Field, the 
standard factor file and the output report from that file. 

If you have additional questions, please give me a all at 
75&22/1623. Thgnks. 

~r*rams and ~e~islafive- Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 



w CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO ONIZUKA AIR 
STATION, CALIFORNIA 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/1 MAY 95 
moyer/bses95/0nizuk24Apr 

May 1, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein 

The is in response to your telephone request of April 24, 
1995, for additional information regarding the Onizuka Air 
Station, California, realignment. For ease of reference we have 
provided the information in a question/answer format. 

QUESTION: Provide a copy of the briefing slides presented by 
Major Mike Metzger during his tour of Falcon last week. 

RESPONSE: Major Metzger briefed a mernb,er of your staff on 
April 18, 1995. Only one slide was used and it is provided at 
Attachment 1. 

QUESTIONS 2 and 3: Current list of all Air Force Space 
Command primary and backup satellite programis. Is Onizuka 
considered as a backup in the event of inc1e:ment weather? Provide 
future list of primary and backup satellite locations after 
realignment. 

RESPONSE: Air Force Space Command provided the information 
in Attachment 2. This chart identifies primary and backup 
responsibilities for all Air Force Space Cormnand systems. The 
backup applies for all contingencies to include weather. 

We trust the information provided is usclful. 

Sincerely 

Attachments 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 

SCOTT B. IYcLAUTHLIN 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



OAS REALIGNMENT FLOW 

ORGANlZATlON FY96 FY98 WOO FYO? 

DIS-ESTABLISH HQ 750 SG 
. 21 SOPS BECOMES HOST 

PROPORTlONAL LSS, OSS, CS - (FAFB) 
5 SOPS 

SOC 38 (SKYNET, NATO, IUS) - (FAFB) 
SOC 39 (NASA, BU, FLYOUT) . 

21 SOPS 
SCHEDULiNG + (FAFB) 
:a0 b I E A E D l  - \rnrn) 

SMClDET 2 (CWO) (FAFB) 
SMCKE (CUO) - ) (BASE X) 
CLASS OPS (LAUNCH) (FAFB) 
CLASS TENANTS 



PRIMARY & BACKUP 
CAPABILITIES 

SYSTEM 

IDSP 
GPS 
DSCSll l 
DSCSl l 
MILSTAR - 
DMSP 
I FLTSAT -. 
UFO 
NATO .-- 

SKYNET 
IUS 
NASA 

PRIMARY 
TODAY 

FAFB 
FAFB 
FAFB 
OAS 
FAFB 
Offutt -- - - 
FAFB 
FAFB 
UK OC 
UKOG 
OAS 
NASA 

B/U 
TODAY 

PRIMARY 
FUTURE 

BIU 
FUTURE 

BUCKLEY 
VAFB 
'DSCS OCs- 
None - 

Mobile 

OAS 
OAS 
OAS 
FAFB 
Mobile 

FAFB 
FAFB 
FAFB 
None 
FAFB 

Fairchild, 
OAS 

NOAA FAFB 
NAVY NAVY ' 

NAVY 
FAFB 
FAFB 
None 
FAFB i 

FAFB 1 NAVY 
OAS 
OAS 
None 1 - 
OAS 

UK OC 
UK OC 
None 
1- 

NASA 



CONGRE88IONAL INQUIRY 

FROM: Senator Diane Feinstein (D-C!A) 

POC: Mr. Robert Mestman (202) 224-3841 

TO: AF/RT 

SUBJECT: Request for Additional Information 

RECEIVED: 24 April 1995 

ACTION OFFICER: Major ~ynthia Snyder, SAF/LLP, 71623 

SUSPENSE: 26 April 1995 

Mr. Mestman had requested the following additional 
information on Falcon AFB: 

1. Provide a copy of the briefing slidles presented by Maj 
Mike Metzger during his tour of Falcon last week. 

2. Current list of all AF Space Command's primary and backup 
satellite programs. Is Onizuka considered as a backup in the 
event of inclement weather? 

3. Future list primary and backup satellite locations after 
realignment. 

If you have additional questions, please give me a all at 
75322/1623. Thanks. 

CYNTHIA G. SNYDER, Major, USAF 
Programs and Legislative Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/20 APR 95 
moyer/bsaes95/onizuka17A 

April 20, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein 

This is in response to your April 17, 11995, request for 

additional information on Onizuka Air Statioin, California. 

The attached responses are provided to the questions posed. 

We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, TJSAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



ONIZUKA AIR STATION QUESTIONS 
REFERENCE: MR MESTMAN'S MEMO, 17 APR 95 

1. Do COBRA cost estimates for the realignment of Onizuka AS include contractor costs? If so, what is 
the breakdown between DoD and contractor costs? 

ANSWER: Contract cost for base operations are included in COBRA. All cost are considered 
DoD. 

2. If Onizuka AS is only being realigned and the base will continue to operate with Air Force and tenant 
activities(i.e. almost the same overhead), why does the COBRA model show a 100 percent savings in 
RPMA (real property maintenance activities)? 

ANSWER: The COBRA model took 100% of the RPMA at Onlzuka AS as a savings. The 
COBRA model also added $1065 million in base operating support c:ontracts which includes 
RPMA requirements among other cost. These cost/savings have been furthered developed as a 
result of site surveys. New COBRA costfsavings will be Air Force approved and passed to the 
BRAC Commission the first part of May 95. 

3. With regard to the realignment of Onizuka AS, does the COBRA model reflect Air Force cost/savings, 
DoD-wide costlsavings, or federal govenunent-wide cost/savings ? 

ANSWER: The COBRA model reflects the costkvings of both Air Force and tenant agencies 
located on Onizuka AS capturing DoD-wide cost/savings. 

4. Apparently, the Air Force is saving money by downsizing its presence at C h h l c a  AS and consolidating 
. 

activities at Falcon AFB. However, a significant presence(primari1y temit activities) will remain at 
Onizuka AS after realignment. Does the COBRA model reflect the shifting of the cost burden from the 
Air Force to the tenant? 

ANSWER: The Air Force has no plans on shifting the operation or blurden of the cost to the 
tenants at Onizuka AS. Onizuka AS will remain and be operated by Air Force Space Command. 

5. Currently at Onizuka AS, what are the total costs to operate and support tlhe base? What are the costs to 
the Air Force? What are the cost to the tenant? What will be the cost to the tenant of base operations 
and other support after realignment? 

ANSWER: The projected Air Force base operating cost for Onimka AS in FY95 is $52.986 
million. This operating flgure reflects all base operation and maintem~ance cost. Air Force Space 
Command will remain the host and continue to budget for base operations and support. 

6. According to an Air Force answer to a BRAC Question, "it is anticipated that Onizuka AFB will 
eventually close as tenant missions phase out." What are the estimated costs of Onizuka AS'S eventual 
Closure? Isn't the recommendation to realign Onizuka AS really a closure recommendation, only 
drawn out over a longer period of time? 

ANSWER: All BRAC95 actions must be complete by 2001. With this in mind the most cost 
effective plan was realignment of Onizuka AS. The Air Force vision l i  to eventually close 
Onizuka AS as tenant missions phase out. Any action along these lints will require appropriate 
authority at that time, with required review process under applicable laws. No cost analysis was 
performed on the eventual closure of Onizuka AS. 

7. Are tenant costs at Onizuka AS considered Air Force cost, DoD cost, or other costs outside of DoD? 

ANSWER: All costs at Onizuka AS are considered DoD. 
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04-1Tr95 08:28PM FROM SEN DIANNE FEINSTEIN TO 970116973520 

w 
MEMORANDUM DATIE: April 17, 1995 

TO: Major Cynthia Snyder 
Air Force Legislative Liaison 

FR: Robert ~ s s t m a n o  
Office of Senator Feinstein 

RE; Oiiizuka Air Station (AS) Qucstions Regarding Costs 
---------CI-------------------------"---------------------------"--------..---"---------------w------------ 

1. Do COBRA cost estimates for the realignment of Onizuka AS include contractor 
costs? If so, what is the breakdown between DoD and conitractor costs? 

2. If Qnizuka AS is only being realigned and the base will continue to operate with 
Air Force and tenant activities (i.e.: almost the same overhelad), why does the COBRA 
model show a 100 percent savings in RPMA (real property maintenance activities)? 

3. With regard to the realignment of Onizuka AS, does the COBRA model reflect Air 
Force costs/savings, D~D-wide costs/savings, or federal government-wide 
costs/savings? 

4. Apparently, the Air Fcrce is saving money by downsizing its presence at Onizuka 
AS and consolidating activities at Falcon AFB. However, (I significant presence 
(primarily tenant activities) will remain at Onizuka AS after realignment. Does the 
COBRA model reflect the shifiing of the cost burden from the Air Force to the tenant? 

5 .  C~lrrently at Onizuka AS, what are the total costs to operate and support the base? 
What are the costs to the Air Force? What are the costs to the tenant? What will be 
the cost to the tenant of base operations and other support 21fler realignment? 

6. Accordi,ng to an Air Force answer to a BRAC question, "it is anticipated that 
Onizwka AFB will eventually close as tenant missions phase out." What are the 
estimated costs of Onizuka AS'S eventual closure? Isn't the recommendation to 
realign Onizuka AS really a closure recommendation, olily drawn. out ovcr a longer 
period of time? 

7. Are tenant costs at Onizuka AS considered Air Force costs, DaD costs, or other 
costs outside of DoD? 
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Qv 
moyer/bsaes95/onizuka13A 

April 20, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein 

This is in response to your April 13, 1995, request for 

additional information on Onizuka Air Station, California. 

The attached responses are provided to the questions posed. 

We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, YDSAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Divisio~n 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



ONIZUKA AIR STATION QUESTHONS 
REFERENCE: MR MESTMAN'S MEMO, 13 APR 95 

1. What is the current annual cost of leased space which Onizuka AS is leasing in nearby industrialloffice 
parks off-base? How much of this space will be vacated as a result of thi: proposed realignment? 
Notwithstanding BRAC 95, what was the plan for continued use of the leased space? 

ANSWER: The current annual cost for the Air Force of leased space which Onizuka AS is 
leasing in nearby industriaVoffice parks off-base is $1.27 million for FY95. All of this leased 
space will be vacated as a result of the proposed realignment. Notwithstanding BRAC95, there 
are current plans to vacate leased training facilities (FY95 cost of $8'79K). Discussions are 
underway to move occupants of the remaining leased facilities into Bldg 555 at ~ o f f e b e d e r a l  
Air Station (through a lease arrangement with NASA) and into space vacated by the 
programmed move of Det X U  to Kirtland AFB NM 

2. Are there available facilities at co-located Moffen Field or other suitable locations that could 
accommodate an increased mission capacity at Onizuka AS? 

. 

ANSWER: There are non-Air Force facilities at Moffett Federal Air Field and in the commercial 
community that may be suitable for expanded mission operations. Nlo assessment of suitability, 
renovation costs, communications infrastructure upgrades, security issues, etc. has been made to 
determine if these facilities are adequate for mission operations. Eff,orts have been made to t h d  
administrative and warehouse space at Moffeao solve overcrowding and reduce commercial 
lease cost. 

3. As contractor support is required for the 750th Space Group at Onizuka AS, what would be the 
substitute at Falcon AFB for this support now available to the 750th (following realignment)? 

ANSWER: Like contractor support is already in place at Falcon AFEI. This contractor support 
will likely be augmented following realignment by approximately 1701 additional personnel. 

4. Apparently, within the last ten years the Air Force invested approximately $100 million to upgrade 
facilities andlor equipment at Onizuka AS. Given this investment, how could the total one-time cost 
reference in the COBRA model include new construction, equivalent upgrades and moving costs total 
only $125 million? What is the exact breakdown of MILCON costs? 

ANSWER: The Air Force proposal to realign Onizuka AS was a direct result of an operational 
decision to require "Dual Satellite Control Nodes." In carrying out this proposal the Air 
Force plans to move only functions that are required for single node operations to Falcon AFF3. 
The proposed plan requires approximately $32 million in MILCON. 

5. The Falcon AFB response to the base questionnaire on the issue of operational hours lost to exteinal 
factors in the last ten years indicates that only one hour was lost. Apparen.tly, an incident involving a 
backhoe recently knocked out operational capability or otherwise disrupted operations at Falcon AFB 
for at least one hour. Please provide a detailed analysis of this incident and the discrepancy in the base 
questionnaire statement. 

ANSWER:The Backhoe incident was reported in the Installation Worksheet used as part of the 
Air Force certification for the base questionnaire process (attached). :However, there is no 
discrepancy as reported in the Falcon Base Closure Questionnaire. This incident was reported in 
question I.2.K.b. (1 operational hour was lost due to external factors In the last 10 years). A 
similar answer was provided in the Onizuka AS Base Closure Questicannaire question I.2.k.b ( 10 
operational hours were lost due to external factors in the last 10 years). 



6. Apparently, a recent Air Force announcement shtcd that the current operating costs for Onizuka AS is 
$52 million annually. Is this accurate? How much of this amount is spent on local contracts with the 
private sector? Are there any additional amounts that should be includecl to accurately reflect the cost 
of base operations. 

ANSWER:The projected Air Force operating cost for Onizuka AS In FY% is $52.986 milllon. 
Without a contract-by-contract audit, no information is available as; to how many of these 
contracts are local. This operating figure reflects all base operation and rnaintaintence cost. 

7. The COBRA analysis for the Onizuka AS realignment indicates a one-rime unique cost of $26 million. 
What does this cost cover? 

ANSWER: The $26.5 million in the 1 Mar 95 COBRA represents one-time unique cornmun- 
ication requirements. 

8. Despite the continued presence of Air Force and tenant activities and personnel at Onizuka AS 
following any BRAC action, the Air Force cost estimates predict an annual savings of more than $10 
million in RPMA and BOS cost. Are these high savings estimates accur,ate? 

ANSWER: These estimated annual savings are reasonable. However, they are not derived from 
RPMA (Real Property Maintenance Account) and BOS (Base Operating Support) but itom the 
reduction in personnel as a direct result of realigning Air Force satellite control responsibility to 
one node versus two nodes. 

9. The base questionaires state that figures on operational capacities and core requirements for the 
satellite control bases are maintained separately and are classified. Was this classified material given 
appropriate weight in the "green/yellow/red" analysis and the final tiering process? Was this classified 
material taken into consideration in making the determination that there are no unique facilities at 
Onizuka AS? 

ANSWER: All classifled data relating to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) process for 
the Category of Space, Sub-category of Satellite Control was given tlhe appropriate weight in the 
BCEG analysis which includes tlering. All base facilities were taken into account in determining 
that there are no unique facilities at Onizuka AS. 

10. The Onizuka AS base questionnaire states that there are no unique, one-of-a-kind Air Force facilities at 
base. However, a point paper provided by the Air Force and the base lists several unique facilities, 
equipment and missions at Onizuka AS. Can you explain this discrepancy? Were any non-Air Force 
unique facilities at Onizuka AS considered when answering the base Questionnaire? 

ANSWER: The Air Force has certified through the 1995 Base Closure Questionnaire process 
that there are no unique (one-of-a-kind) facilities which must be replaced if the base is clo@ at 
Onizuka AS. This is the omcial Air Force position. We find no discl-epancy with the answer 
which includes facilities occupied by tenants. We are not clear on the point paper or base list to 
which you refer. However, if you will provide these documents to us, we would be happy to 
respond. 
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w 
MEMORANDUM DATE: April 13, 1995 

TO: Major Cynthia Snyder 
Air Force Legislative Liaison 

FR: Robert ~ e s t m a e  
Office of Senator Feinstein 

RE: Onizuka Air Station Questions 
"-""----------------------II-------"--------------------.--------C-UU=--------"-"--*--------------- 

I .  What is the current annual cost of leased space which Onizuka AS is leasing in 
nearby industrial/office parks off-base? How much of this space will be vacated as a 
result of the proposed realignment? Notwithstanding BRAC 95, what was the plan for 
continued use of the leased space? 

2, Are there available facilities at co-located Maffett Field or other suitable locations 
that could accommodate an increased mission capacity at Onizuka AS? 

w 3. As  ont tractor support is required for the 750th Space Group at Onizuka AS, what 
would be the substitute at Falcon AFB for this support now available to the 750th 
(following realignment)? 

4. Apparently, within the last ten years the Air Force invested approximately $ 1  00 
million to upgrade facilities andlor equipment at Onizuka AS. Given this investment, 
how could the total one-time cost referenced in the COBRA, model include new 
construction, equivalent upgrades and moving costs total only $125 million? What is 
the exact breakdown of MILCON costs? 

5. The Falcon AFB response to the base questionnaire on the issue of operational 
hours lost to external factors in the last ten years indicates that only one hour was lost. 
Apparently, an incident involving a backhoe recently knocked out operational 
capability or otherwise disrupted operations at Falcorl AFB for at least one hour. 
Please provide a detailed analysis of this incident and the discrepancy in the base 
questionnaire statement, 

6. Apparently, a recent Air Force announcement stated that the current operating costs 
for Onizuka AS is $52 million annually, Is this accurate? How much of this amount 
is spent on local contracts with the private sector? Are there any additional amounts 
that should be included to accurately reflect the cost of base operations? 

7. The COBRA analysis for the Onimka AS realignment indicates a one-time unique 
cost of $26 million. What does this cost cover? 
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r 8. Despite the continued presence of Air Force and tenant activities and personnel at 
Onizuka AS fallowing any BRAC action, the Air Force cost estimates predict an 
annual savings of more than $10 million in RPMA and BOS costs. Are these high 
savings estimates accurate? 

9. The base questionnaires state that figures on operational capacities and core 
requirements for the satellite control bases are maintained separately and are classified. 
Was this classified material given appropriate weight in the "grcen/yellow/red" analysis 
and the Anal tiering process? Was this classified material taken into consideration in 
making the determination that there are no unique facilities at Onimka AS? 

10. The Onizuka AS base quastionnain states that there are no unique, one-of-a-kind 
Air Force facilities at base. However, a point paper provided by the Air Force and the 
base lists several unique facilities, equipment and missions i3t Onizuka AS. Can you 
oxplain this discrepancy? Were any non-Air Force unique facilities at OninJta AS 
considered when answering the base questionnaire? 
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SAF/ LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Max Baucus 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Baucus 

This is in response to your request of April 10, 1995, for a 
list of all military construction (MILCON) p:rojects associated 
with the transfer of the KC-135 tankers from Malmstrom Air Force 
Base (AFB), Montana, to MacDill AFB, Florida, and a list of MILCON 
projects associated with the KC-135 tanker m.ission at Malmstrom 
since 1985. A list of Malmstrom AFB projects is attached. 

A site survey to determine the MILCON requirement at MacDill 
AFB was recently conducted and the data gathered is being 
reviewed. Air Mobility Command,has been taslked to brief the site 
survey results to the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group on 
May 9, 1995. Shortly thereafter, the MILCON requirements will be 
provided to your office upon approval and certification. However, 
the following is a list of construction requirements used in the 
COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment Actions) model for upgrading the 
existing facilities to support the proposed KC-135 move from 
Malmstrom AFB: 

Runway/taxiway/apron upgrade 
- asphalt overlay to improve payments condition $1.55M 

Corrosion control facility 
- renovation of existing facility 

Fuel system maintenance dock - renovation of existing facility 

Flight simulator facility - current facility is inadequate 

Total $8.68M 

We trust the information provided is useful. 

S 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 

Divisiorl 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

COORD DBCRC 



The following is a list of MILCON projects associated with the tanker mission at Malmstrom AFB: 

PROJECT TITI& 
KC-135R-ALT HYDRANT REFUEL SYS 
KC- 135R-ALT HQTS OPS FACILITY 
KC- 135R-ALT AIRFIELD PAVEMENTS 
KC-135R-CASS PROVISIONS PHI 
KC-135R-ALT FUEL SYS MAINT DOC 
KC- 135R-INSTRUMENT LANDING SYS 
KC- 135R-RUNWAY APPROACH LTG 
KC- 135R-ADAL VEHICLE MAINT SHOP 
KC- 135R-ADAL FIRE STATION 
KC- 135R-APRON LIGHTING 
KC- 135R-ALT SPT EQUIPISTOR FAC 
KC- 135R-ALT AVIONICS MAINT SHOP 
KC- 135R-GENERAL REDUCTION 

FY 87 TOTAL 26,970 

KC- 135R-ALT ALERT CREW READ FA 1,500 
KC- 13 5R-ACFT CORR CONTROL FAC 4,300 
KC- 135R-ALT AIRFIELD PAVEMENTS 4,300 
KC-1 35R-ALT ACFT MAINT DOCK 2.900 

FY 88 TOTAL 13,000 

KC-135R-ALT WPNS SYS MAINT MGT 
KC- 135R-ACFT MAINT SHOPS 
KC-135R VEHCILE READINESS CNTR 
KC- 135R-ADAL ACFT PARTS STOR F 
KC- 135R-ALERT CREW SUPPORT FAC 
KC- 135R-MISSION OPERATIONS FAC 
KC- 135R-ADAL PMEL AND FTD 
KC-1 35R-UPGRADE BASE UTILITIES 
KC-1 35R-RELOCATE BASE ENGR 
KC-1 35R-REL TRANS'T ACFT MAINT 

FY 89 TOTAL 21.020 

KC-135R REBASING-PUB DISTR FAC 
KC- 13 5R-RELOCATE PERS SUPT FAC 
KC-1 35R-THREE BAY MAINT HANGAR 
KC-1 35R-ACFT PRKG APRON LIGHTG 
KC- 135R-ADD TO SUPT EQMTISTOR 
KC- 135R-ADAL ALERT CREW FACIL 
KC- 13 5R-JET FUEL STORIDISPEN 
KC-1 35R-FLIGHT SIMULATOR FAC 

FY 90 TOTAL 27.490 

FIRE TRAINING FACILITY 1,100 

FY 93 TOTAL 1,100 



CONGREBBIONAL II1QUIRY 

FROM: Senator Max S. Baucus (D-MT) 

POC: Mr. Tim Roe (202) 224-4362/2651 (// 
TO: AF/CEPP, AF/RT 

SUBJECT: Request for Additional Inf onnation 

RECEIVED: 10 April 1995 

ACTION OFFICER: Major Cynthia Snyder, SAF/LLP, 71623 

SUSPENSE: 14 April 1995 

Sen Baucus has requested the following information 
concerning Malmstrom AFB, MT: 

1. A list of all the MILCON associated with the tanker 
mission at Malmstrom from 1985 to date. (OPR: AF/CEC). 

2. A list of all MILCON projects associilted with the 
transfer of the tankers from ~almstrom to Mac~ill AFB. (OPR: AF/ 
RT) . 

w If you have additional questions, please give me a all at 
75512211623. TQanks. 

~ro&ams and ~egislative- Division 
Offiae of Legislative Liaison 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 28,, 1995 

SAF/LL 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici 

This is in response to your letter of April 25, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested the refined cost 
data for the realignment of Kirtland AFB, and you included a 
newspaper article addressing the same issue. The Air Force 
process has not changed, and continues to go forward on the same 
schedule as previously described. 

After reviewing the referenced article, there appears to be 
some confusion on when the refined data will. be provided to your 
office. Our previous letters stated that we would provide the 
refined data as soon as possible. We will provide the information 
received from the Major Command during the first week of May and 
any additional refinements will be provided in the future. 
Additionally, our Public Affairs spokesperson has contacted the 
appropriate reporter to clarify this issue. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Bingaman and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

Director, ~e3islative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 28,, 1995 

SAF / LL 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

This is in response to your letter of April 25, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested the refined cost 
data for the realignment of Kirtland AFB, and you included a 
newspaper article addressing the same issue* The Air Force 
process has not changed, and continues to go forward on the same 
schedule as previously described. 

After reviewing the referenced article, there appears to be 
some confusion on when the refined data will. be provided to your 
office. Our previous letters stated that we would provide the 
refined data as soon as possible. We will provide the informatioxl 
received from the Major Command during the first week of May and 
any additional refinements will be provided in the future. 
Additionally, our Public Affairs spokesperson has contacted the 
appropriate reporter to clarify this issue. 

We trust this information is useful. PL similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Domenici and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

Ma j or Gene $!#+ 
~irector, Mgislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 28, 1995 

SAF/LL 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Steven Schiff 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schiff 

This is in response to your letter of April 25, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtla~nd Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested the refined cost 
data for the realignment of Kirtland AFB, and you included a 
newspaper article addressing the same issue. The Air Force 
process has not changed, and continues to go forward on the same 

mlV schedule as previously described. 

After reviewing the referenced article, there appears to be 
some confusion on when the refined data will. be provided to your 
office. Our previous letters stated that we! would provide the 
refined data as soon as possible. We will plrovide the informatior1 
received from the Major Command during the first week of May and 
any additional refinements will be provided in the future. 
Additionally, our Public Affairs spokesperson has contacted the 
appropriate reporter to clarify this issue. 

We trust this information is useful. A. similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Domenici and Bingaman. 

Sincerely 

~irector, ggislative Liaison 



lttnited gitatee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

April 25, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. WidnalI 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Madarn Secretary: 

This weekend the Albuquerque Journal printd the enclosed article ia wllich an Air Force 
spokeswoman is quoted as saying that the validated Air Force cost data on the Kinland realignment 
will not be available until May 10. This directly contradicts General Lrzy's April 14 Ictter to us, in 
which he stated the data would be available the first week in May. It al.so directly cotltrdicts General 
Perez's statement last Tuesday to tile BRAC commissioners visiting Rirf:lmd (General Robles artd 
Admiral Montoyaj that the validated data would be available May 3 &e:r the Base Closure Executive 
Group had reviewed i t  

As you know, we have been asking for this data for at lcast a mo11t.h now. 'Chis whole process 
starred in lare February with Secretary Perry's a s s m c e  that we would be given access to tile 
information we needed to analyze Lhe Air Force proposal. rt is absolutely cIaar now that the new Air 
Force data will differ enormously from the data on which the Air Force proposal was founded. 

We therefore seek your assurance that there will be no delay beyond next Wcdncsday in getting 
the new &fa to US and the Commission. We trust that General Lezy and General Perez sp& far the 
Air Force on this matter and not Caprain Cook, the public affairs spokes~vornan. 

W c  t h d -  you for your attention to &is maner and look forward to your prompt response. 

Sincerely, 

Birtgum Steven Scl~iff 
Unit& States Senator House of Rcprese~ltativcs 

enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Nan Dixon 
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SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77590/24 APR 95 
moyer/bases95/kirtBELL 

w April 24, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

Colonel Roscoe L. Bell 
USAF (Retired) 
1517 Sagebrush Trail, SE 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 81723 

Dear Colonel Bell 

This is in response to your letter of April 8, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning the recommendation to 
realign Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New M,exico. Specifically, 
you questioned the funds that were being spent at Kirtland prior 
to the recommended realignment. 

Your concerns regarding expenditure of funds at Kirtland AFB 
are valid observations. All bases are potential closure 
candidates every year. For each BRAC round, the Air Force is 
required to consider all bases equally for closure. Additionally, 
decisions to withhold construction or other funds from certain 
bases would inevitably be viewed as an effort to ##set up1@ a base 

v for closure selection. This would correctly be viewed as unfair 
by the communities in which those bases are located. As a result, 
normal funding related to mission needs is continued. A related 
problem would occur if a base were not selected for closure after 
funds were withheld. Its facilities would have deteriorated, and 
it would be difficult to catch up given our tight budgets and long 
project lead times. 

For these reasons, it is impossible to target certain bases 
for decreased funding. Although Kirtland AFIB was recommended for 
realignment, not closure, many of these projects will have 
continued benefits for the activities remaining at the base and 
enhance community redevelopment efforts. 

We trust this information is useful. 

sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, lJSAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Divisioll 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

COORD DBCRC 
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1517 Sagebrush Trail, SE 
Albuquerque, NM 87123 
April 8, 1995 

Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Pentagon 
Washington, DC 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

As you know. ~irtland Air Force Base is on the Air Forces's 
recommended base closure list. As a retiree I sorry to see this 
base closed. but I understand the Air force's position. The 
base has a sizeable non-Air force tenant support function but 
little in direct support of Air Force logistics or operational 
units. 

On March 18 1945, 8th Air Force launched 1250 heavy bombers 
against Berlin. Based on future force projections of a 180 
bomber force, it is obvious that as few as 5 bases may be all 
that is needed to support bomber operational units. 

The thing that I question about the base closures is the current 
expenditure of Air Force funds that are being spent at Kirtland 
(and possibly other bases) shortly before closure -- At Kirtland, 
the USAF 11 million dollar USAF Safety office building that was 
completed a year ago, the current and complete rehabilitation of 
all airman's quarters, a large new youth center nearing comple- 
tion, major rehabilitation of the gymnasium, broad landscaping of 
the entire base. I recognize these expenditures were undoutedly 
under contract before Kirtland was placed on the recommended 
closure list, and contract cancellation wasn't much of a choice. 

Not being involved in the planning of base closures I recognize 
that I am not knowlegeable of the details resulting in the Air 
Force's base closure recommendations. However, I do wonder if a 
list of "potential USAF closure bases" is maintained. If such a 
list does exist, it would seem the only money expended on the 
potential bases should be for normal upkeep until the final 
round of closures is completed. Secretary Perry stated recently 
additional military bases will be closed in the future. 

Sincerely, 

&a5 SCOE L. 2%'& BELL 

Col. USAF (Ret) 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 21,, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-0504 

Dear Senator Feinstein 

This is in response to your request of April 17, 1995, for a 
copy of Major General Normand G. Lezyfs letter to the New Mexico 
Congressional Delegation regarding the realignment of Kirtland Aiir 
Force Base, New Mexico. 

A copy of the letter is provided as requested. We trust the 
information is useful. 

ST$ EN D. BULL, I11 
C o l g e l ,  USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF TYE SECQETSR\ 

The Honorable Pete Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici, 

This letter responds to your continuing concerns and requests 
for the refined site survey results for the realignment of Kirtland Air 
Force Base, New Mexico. The present schedule of major command 
validation and Base Closure Executive Group review will not 
provide the information you request until the first week in May. 
While I understand your desire to have this information in time for 
the local Commission hearing, the Air Force colitinues to believe the 
review process is essential to prevent misleadin~g information from 
being released. 

To meet your needs for the hearing, however, it is appropriate 
to state that the Department of Energy has presented significant 
costs associated with the realignment, and that we have encountered 
additional costs associated with conversion of the security force at 
KURlSC due to Office of Safety and Health (OSHL4) regulations that 
did not apply to unique .military operatiom. Ad.ditionally, we 
continue to pursue opportunities to reduce the ccosts associated with 
relocation of the 58th Special Operations Wing, but have 
encountered greater costs associated with the rlecornmended 
beddown at Holloman AFB. We are also concerxied that the number 
of active duty personnel who may be required to remain at Kirtland 
AFB will require certain base support activities. 



While these issues have been clearly identified, the specific 
amounts and the aggregate impact of these elemtents will be the - 

subject of the validation and review process. I assure you that the 
Air Force has no interest in pursuing an action that improperly 
diminishes security, reduces operational effectiveness, or that is not 
cost effective. We are giving careful attention to these issues as we 
complete our internal process, and will make the specific 
information available at the earliest possible tim~e. 

I trust this information is useful. I have sent similar letters to 
Senator Bingaman and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely, 

Mqjor  ene err 
Director, Le lativce Liaison 



‘04-! , jL25 : 1 :  !gPI: FBtX SEN 31ANNE FEIASIZIN TG 370:53?15:r" P d 0 1 / 0 0 2  

- 
w Senator Dianne Feinstein 

of Califiornja - 
FAX COVERSHEET - 

DAm: .';/$hc T m -  / zu 
/ 

TO: I g/#" 
/ / - 

-3 I;Y/7-3J-Zl7 FAX: 7,' - 
PKOM: 

COMMENTS: 

PHONE:. 

ROBERT A. MESTMAN 
Legislative Assistant 
Office of Senator Dianne I7tinsttin 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 0-0504 
(202) 224-2743 d h ~ t >  
(202) 224-3841 main> 
(202) 228-3954 <fax> 

c./- 
TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES (including coversh.eet): 

NmE: Ths inlonnu~on contained in rhis fmimilc is contldcntiaL. If you r o c c i ~ ~  this trmirnittd in inonor. $ e s c  notify r n d a  i m m c d ; q  
-- -- 



" 0'4-17-95 1 1  : 1OPM FROM SEN DIANNE FEINSTEIN TO 97036973520 

KIRTLAND COSTS - LEZY LETTER Mon Apr 17 1995 11:05:54 pm P. 1 
w 

11 AP 04-17-95 18:49 EST 113 Lfnea .  Copyright 1.995. All rights reser 
AM-W--Base Closings-Kirtland, 1st Ld-Writethru,860< 
EDs: UPDATES with fresh hearing quotes from GAO off ic ia l s ,  Air 
Force general admitting additional costs not reported to 
commission, response from congresaional delegation; CORRECTS 
reference to Base Closure and Realignment Commission sted as 
sent; no pickup< 
GAO Questions Analysis That Targeted Kirtlande 
By The Associated Press 

New Mexico's congressional delegation, fighting attempts to 
gut Kirtland Air Force Base, received new armunition Monday 
when a federal official questioned the A i r  'Force analysis used 
to recommend rea l ign ing  the state's largest base. 

Henry L. Hinton Jr., assistant carnptro1le;r general for the 
General Accounting Office, testified at a hearing before the 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission in Washington, D.C., 
that the Department of Defense should have considered costs t o  
other federal agencies in recommending base closures and 
realignments. 

"There are a lot of issues that are unrenolved about the 
whole base," Hinton said. "It is not clear to us yet what the 
total (Kirtland realignment) cost would be. It's an open . 
i ssue .  " 

The Air Force has recommended transferring 6,850 jobs from 
Kirtland. 

''We do t h i n k  t h e r e  should have been better documentation," 
G A O  defense issues director David Warren said Monday. - 

In n related development Monday, members of t h e  New Mexico 
congressional delegation released a copy of a letter they 
received from an Air Force general admitting t h e r e  are 
significant additional costs associated with aevecal aspects o f  
the proposed Kirtland realignment, including that portion 
targeted for transfer  to Holloman A i r  Force Base near 
Alamogordo. 

"It is appropriate to state that t h e  Department of Energy 

I has prosentad significant costs associated with t h e  realignment 
and that  we have encountered additional cost~s associated with 
conversion o f  the security force at KUMSC (Kirtland Underground 
Munitfons Storage Complex) due to Off ice o f  Safety and Health 
(OSHA) regulat ions t h a t  did not apply to unique military 
operations," says the letter from Maj. Gen. Nomand Lezy. 
"Additionally, w e  continue to pursue oppart.unities to reduce 
the  costa associated with relocation of the 50th Special 
Operations Wing but have ancountered greater costs associated 
with the recommended beddown at Holloman AFB. 

"We are a l so  concegned that the number o f  active duty 
personnel who may be required to remain at Kirtland AFB will 
require certain base support activities," Lezy says .  

The letter says precise dollar amounts will be determined 
during the continuing review procgss. 

"1 assure you that the Air Force has no intereat in pursuing 
an action that improperly diminishes security, reduces 
operational effectiveness or that is not cost-effective,'' Lezy 

', 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

The Honorable Pete Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici, 

This letter responds to your continuing concerns and requests 
for the refined site survey results for the realignment of Kirtland Air 
Force Base, New Mexico. The present schedule of mqjor command 
validation and Base Closure Executive Group review will not 
provide the information you request until the first week in May. 
While I understand your desire to have this information in time for 
the local Commission hearing, the Air Force continues to believe the 
review process is essential to prevent misleading information from 
being released. 

To meet your needs for the hearing, however, it is appropriate 
to state that the Department of Energy has preseinted significant 
costs associated with the realignment, and that we have encountered 
additional costs associated with conversion of the security force at 
KUMSC due to Office of Safety and Health (OSHAS regulations that 
did not apply to unique military operations. Additionally, we 
continue to pursue opportunities to reduce the costs associated with 
relocation of the 58th Special Operations Wing, but have 
encountered greater costs associated with the recommended 
beddown at Holloman AFB. We are also concerne!d that the number 
of active duty personnel who may be required to remain at Kirtland 
AFB will require certain base support activities. 



While these issues have been clearly identifiied, the specific 
amounts and the aggregate impact of these eleme~nts will be the - 

subject of the validation and review process. I asslure you that the 
Air Force has no interest in pursuing an action that improperly 
diminishes security, reduces operational effectiveness, or that is not 
cost effective. We are giving careful attention to these issues as we 
complete our internal process, and will make the specific 
information available at the earliest possible time!. 

I trust this information is useful. I have sent similar letters to 
Senator Bingaman and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

APR 1 4 1998 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman, 

This letter responds to your continuing concerns and requests 
for the refined site survey results for the realignment of Kirtland Air 
Force Base, New Mexico. The present schedule of' major command 
validation and Base Closure Executive Group review will not 
provide the information you request until the first week in May. 
While I understand your desire to have this informnation in time for 
the local Commission hearing, the Air Force continues to believe the 
review process is essential to prevent misleading .information from 
being released. 

To meet your needs for the hearing, however, it is appropriate 
to state that the Department of Energy has presen~ted significant 
costs associated with the realignment, and that wce have encountered 
additional costs associated with conversion of the security force at 
KUMSC due to Office of Safety and Health (OSHA:) regulations that 
did not apply to unique military operations. Additionally, we 
continue to pursue opportunities to reduce the costs associated with 
relocation of the 58th Special Operations Wing, but have 
encountered greater costs associated with the recommended 
beddown at Holloman AFB. We are also concerne~d that the number 
of active duty personnel who may be required to remain at Kirtland 
AFB will require certain base support activities. 



While these issues have been clearly identi:Eied, the specific 
amounts and the aggregate impact of these elements will be the 
subject of the validation and review process. I assure you that the 
Air Force has no interest in pursuing an action that improperly 
diminishes security, reduces operational effectiveness, or that is not 
cost effective. We are giving careful attention to these issues as we 
complete our internal process, and will make the specific 
information available at the earliest possible time 

I trust this information is useful. I have sent similar letters to 
Senator Domenici and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely, 



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

The Honorable Steven H. Schiff 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Schiff, 

This letter responds to your continuing concerns and requests 
for the refined site survey results for the rea1ignm.ent of Kirtland Air 
Force Base, New Mexico. The present schedule of major command 
validation and Base Closure Executive Group review will not 
provide the information you request until the first; week in May. 
While I understand your desire to have this infornration in time for 
the local Commission hearing, the Air Force continues to believe the - review process is essential to prevent misleading information from 
being released. 

To meet your needs for the hearing, however., it is appropriate 
to state that the Department of Energy has presented significant 
costs associated with the realignment, and that we have encountered 
additional costs associated with conversion of the security force at 
KURlSC due to Office of Safety and Health (OSHA) regulations that 
did not apply to unique military operations. Additionally, we 
continue to pursue opportunities to reduce the costs associated with 
relocation of the 58th Special Operations Wing, buit have 
encountered greater costs associated with the recolmmended 
beddown at Holloman AFB. We are also concerned that the number 
of active duty personnel who may be required to =!main at Kirtland 
AFB will require certain base support activities. - 



While these issues have been clearly identified, the specific 
amounts and the aggregate impact of these elements will be the - 

subject of the validation and review process. I assure you that the 
Air Force has no interest in pursuing an action that improperly 
diminishes security, reduces operational effectiveness, or that is not 
cost effective. We are giving careful attention to these issues as we 
complete our internal process, and will make the specific 
information available at the earliest possible timta. 

I trust this information is useful. I have sent similar letters to 
Senator Domenici and Senator Bingaman. 

Sincerely, 

Major ~enera@SAF 
Director, Legislative Liaison 
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April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Robert Wallach 
House Minority Leader 
New Mexico State Legislature 
State Capitol 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503 

Dear Mr. Wallach 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 10, 1995, 
to the Secretary of Defense concerning the recommended realignment, 
of Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

As you know, changes in world events and a declining defense 
budget mandate that we close or realign bases as we decrease the 
size of the military. The law governing base closures is designed 
to make the process as fair as possible whille retaining a military 
force that can best respond to future threats to national 
security. The Air Force and Department of Dlefense (DoD) used 
guidance established by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, in making 
recommendations. This public Law mandates tlhat the DoD use its 
force structure plan and approved criteria to evaluate bases. 

During the Air Force and DoD evaluation process, the Phillips 
Laboratory was noted for its high functional value. We realize 
that the Phillips Laboratory activities are critical and highly 
capable, and it was because of the high value of the lab activity 
that we developed a recommendation that retained those facilities 
and the other valuable activities while reducing support 
infrastructure significantly. The DoD recommended the realignment 
of Kirtland AFB as an opportunity to achieve considerable savings 
without impacting the important missions located at the base. We 
are committed to supporting the remaining agencies and 
accommodating their needs and are sensitive to the impact base 
closures and realignments will have on the national security and 
the surrounding communities. 

COORD AF/RT ASD(LA) OSD FILE CY #U30146 



Concerning your comment on past investments at Kirtland, you 
implied that there was a form of contract with the citizens of 
Albuquerque to continue full operation of KPrtland and support 
from the DoD. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 is very explicit in requiring that all military installations 
be considered for closure. We understand that military retirees 
at each base closed or realigned by the DoD were hopeful and 
expectant that "their base" would always be there. Unfortunately, 
the need to close bases results in a loss of these support 
activities for retirees. While the Air Forc:e understands the 
impact caused by closures and realignments, it also recognizes its 
responsibility to adequately fund needed modlernization, readiness 
and quality of life programs in an era of declining resources. 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland is baseid on reducing support 
infrastructure to provide maximum funds for the important missions 
performed by activities such as Phillips Lab~oratory. 

We appreciate your comments in support of retaining Kirtland 
AFB and trust the information provided is useful. Similar 
information is being provided to those who joined you in your 
letter. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation. 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Billy McKibben 
Senate Minority Leader 
New Mexico State Legislature 
State Capitol 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503 

Dear Senator McKibben 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 10, 1995, 
to the Secretary of Defense concerning the recommended realignment 
of Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

As you know, changes in world events ant3 a declining defense 
budget mandate that we close or realign bases as we decrease the 
size of the military. The law governing base closures is designed 
to make the process as fair as possible while retaining a military 
force that can best respond to future threats to national 
security. The Air Force and Department of Defense (DoD) used 
guidance established by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amendedt in making 
recommendations. This Public Law mandates that the DoD use its 
force structure plan and approved criteria to evaluate bases. 

During the Air Force and DoD evaluation process, the Phillips 
Laboratory was noted for its high functional value. We realize 
that the Phillips Laboratory activities are czritical and highly 
capable, and it was because of the high value of the lab activity 
that we developed a recommendation that retained those facilities 
and the other valuable activities while reducing support 
infrastructure significantly. The DoD recommended the realignment 
of Kirtland AFB as an opportunity to achieve considerable savings 
without impacting the important missions located at the base. We 
are committed to supporting the remaining agencies and 
accommodating their needs and are sensitive to the impact base 
closures and realignments will have on the national security and 
the surrounding communities. 



Concerning your comment on past investments at Kirtland, you 

V implied that there was a form of contract with the citizens of 
Albuquerque to continue full operation of Kirtland and support 
from the DoD. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 is very explicit in requiring that all military installations 
be considered for closure. We understand that military retirees 
at each base closed or realigned by the DoD were hopeful and 
expectant that "their base1@ would always be there. Unfortunately,, 
the need to close bases results in a loss of these support 
activities for retirees. While the Air Force understands the 
impact caused by closures and realignments, it also recognizes its 
responsibility to adequately fund needed mod.ernization, readiness 
and quality of life programs in an era of declining resources. 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland is based on reducing support 
infrastructure to provide maximum funds for the important missions 
performed by activities such as Phillips Laboratory. 

We appreciate your comments in support of retaining Kirtland 
AFB and trust the information provided is useful. Similar 
information is being provided to those who joined you in your 
letter. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, W A F  
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Divisio:n 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Manny Aragon 
Senate Pro Tem 
New Mexico State Legislature 
State Capitol 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503 

Dear Senator Aragon 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 10, 1995, 
to the Secretary of Defense concerning the recommended realignment 
of Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

As you know, changes in world events and a declining defense 
budget mandate that we close or realign basems as we decrease the 
size of the military. The law governing baste closures is designed 
to make the process as fair as possible whilte retaining a military 
force that can best respond to future threats to national 
security. The Air Force and Department of Defense (DoD) used 
guidance established by the Defense Base C1o:sure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, in making 
recommendations. This Public Law mandates tlnat the DoD use its 
force structure plan and approved criteria to evaluate bases. 

During the Air Force and DoD evaluation process, the Phillips 
Laboratory was noted for its high functional value. We realize 
that the Phillips Laboratory activities are critical and highly 
capable, and it was because of the high value of the lab activity 
that we developed a recommendation that retained those facilities 
and the other valuable activities while reducing support 
infrastructure significantly. The DoD recommended the realignment 
of ~irtland AFB as an opportunity to achieve considerable savings 
without impacting the important missions located at the base. We 
are committed to supporting the remaining agencies and 
accommodating their needs and are sensitive t:o the impact base 
closures and realignments will have on the national security and 
the surrounding communities. 

w 



Concerning your comment on past investments at Kirtland, you 
implied that there was a form of contract with the citizens of 
Albuquerque to continue full operation of Ki.rtland and support 
from the DoD. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 is very explicit in requiring that all military installations 
be considered for closure. We understand thiat military retirees 
at each base closed or realigned by the DoD were hopeful and 
expectant that "their baseM would always be there. Unfortunately, 
the need to close bases results in a loss of' these support 
activities for retirees. While the Air Forc:e understands the 
impact caused by closures and realignments, it also recognizes its 
responsibility to adequately fund needed modernization, readiness 
and quality of life programs in an era of declining resources. 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland is based on reducing support 
infrastructure to provide maximum funds for the important missions 
performed by activities such as Phillips Laboratory. 

We appreciate your comments in support of retaining Kirtland 
AFB and trust the information provided is useful. Similar 
information is being provided to those who joined you in your 
letter. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Divisioin 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Raymond Sanchez 
Speaker of the House 
New Mexico State Legislature 
State Capitol 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503 

Dear Mr. Speaker 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 10, 1995, 
to the Secretary of Defense concerning the recommended realignment, 
of Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

As you know, changes in world events and a declining defense 
budget mandate that we close or realign bases as we decrease the 
size of the military. The law governing base closures is designed 
to make the process as fair as possible while retaining a military 
force that can best respond to future threats to national 
security. The Air Force and Department of Defense (DoD) used 
guidance established by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, in making 
recommendations. This Public Law mandates tlhat the DoD use its 
force structure plan and approved criteria to evaluate bases. 

During the Air Force and DoD evaluation process, the Phillips 
Laboratory was noted for its high functional value. We realize 
that the Phillips Laboratory activities are critical and highly 
capable, and it was because of the high value of the lab activity 
that we developed a recommendation that retained those facilities 
and the other valuable activities while reducing support 
infrastructure significantly. The DoD recommended the realignment 
of Kirtland AFB as an opportunity to achieve considerable savings 
without impacting the important missions located at the base. We 
are committed to supporting the remaining agencies and 
accommodating their needs and are sensitive Lo the impact base 
closures and realignments will have on the national security and 
the surrounding communities. 

Ir 



Concerning your comment on past investments at Kirtland, you 
implied that there was a form of contract with the citizens of 
Albuquerque to continue full operation of Kirtland and support 
from the DoD. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 is very explicit in requiring that all military installations 
be considered for closure. We understand that military retirees 
at each base closed or realigned by the DoD were hopeful and 
expectant that "their base" would always be there. Unfortunately,, 
the need to close bases results in a loss of these support 
activities for retirees. While the Air Force understands the 
impact caused by closures and realignments, it also recognizes its 
responsibility to adequately fund needed modlernization, readiness 
and quality of life programs in an era of declining resources. 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland is based on reducing support 
infrastructure to provide maximum funds for the important missions 
performed by activities such as Phillips Labloratory. 

We appreciate your comments in support of retaining Kirtland 
AFB and trust the information provided is useful. Similar 
information is being provided to those who joined you in your 
letter. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 

Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Michael Olguin 
Majority Leader 
New Mexico State Legislature 
State Capitol 
Santa Fe, New ~exico 87503 

Dear Mr. Olguin 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 10, 1995, 
to the Secretary of Defense concerning the recommended realignment 
of Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

As you know, changes in world events and a declining defense 
budget mandate that we close or realign bases as we decrease the 
size of the military. The law governing base closures is designed. 
to make the process as fair as possible while retaining a military 
force that can best respond to future threats to national 
security. The Air Force and Department of Defense (DoD) used 
guidance established by the Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, in making 
recommendations. This Public Law mandates that the DoD use its 
force structure plan and approved criteria to evaluate bases. 

During the Air Force and DoD evaluation process, the Phillips 
Laboratory was noted for its high functional value. We realize 
that the Phillips Laboratory activities are critical and highly 
capable, and it was because of the high value of the lab activity 
that we developed a recommendation that retained those facilities 
and the other valuable activities while reducing support 
infrastructure significantly. The DoD recommended the realignment 
of Kirtland AFB as an opportunity to achieve considerable savings 
without impacting the important missions located at the base. We 
are committed to supporting the remaining agizncies and 
accommodating their needs and are sensitive to the impact base 
closures and realignments will have on the national security and 
the surrounding communities. 



Concerning your comment on past investments at Kirtland, you 
implied that there was a form of contract with the citizens of 
Albuquerque to continue full operation of Kirtland and support 
from the DoD. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 is very explicit in requiring that all military installations 
be considered for closure. We understand that military retirees 
at each base closed or realigned by the DoD were hopeful and 
expectant that @@their basew would always be there. Unfortunately, 
the need to close bases results in a loss of these support 
activities for retirees. While the Air Foroe understands the 
impact caused by closures and realignments, it also recognizes its 
responsibility to adequately fund needed moclernization, readiness 
and quality of life programs in an era of declining resources. 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland is based on reducing support 
infrastructure to provide maximum funds for the important missions 
performed by activities such as Phillips Laboratory. 

We appreciate your comments in support of retaining Kirtland 
AFB and trust the information provided is us'eful. Similar 
information is being provided to those who joined you in your 
letter. 

Sincerely 

I 
STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



STATE CAPITOL 

5ul t t l l  3-I2 

March 10, 1995 

The Honorable William Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

The New Mexico State legislative leadership is concerned by the proposal to close 
Kirtland Air Force Base here in New Mexico. We are alarnned and perplexed as to 
the rationale behind the move and urge you to take the following points into 
consideration. 

This proposal sacrifices economies of scale and proximity for the volume of operations 
Kirtland offers the Air Force. Since Kirtland will not be closed altogether, the 
remaining operations become comparatively more expensive. Due to the sensitive 
nature of Kirtland's nuclear responsibilities, other uses for the facility will be limited, 
at best. 

Additionally, the previous federal expenditures toward Kirtland indicated growth of a 
"sunrise" base, slated for expansion of duties. Not only doesl this action waste fixed 
costs of investment in the base, it penalizes individual citizens, military retirees in 
particular, who settled nearby for base facilities and services. In a courtroom, this 
would be something akin to "promissory estoppel." It was implied, by past actions, 
that there was a form of contract with citizens of Albuquerque, and New Mexico, to 
continue the full operation on Kirtland and support from the Ilepartment of Defense. 

Further, it makes no sense in light of the nuclear uncertainty of the times or with an 
eye toward America's future in space. A reversal such as thin is both wrong from a 

Y 



fiscal standpoint, and inferior policy from a human consequences perspective. 

Given the congressional sway of states such as California, ure understand that concerns 
besides readiness and efficiency may be influential. But we feel this issue is just too 
important to leave to politics. 

We therefore respectfully request that you reconsider the true costs and benefits of 
Kirtland Air Force Base. 

Sincerely, 

House Minority Leader ~#eaker of the House Senate Pro Tern 

a/-- 
Michael O l g u i r  
Majority Leader Senate Minority Leader 

jbb 
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April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 3, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested clarification on 
the methodology used to determine support requirements for 
receiver locations. The following responses are provided per your 
request. 

QUESTION: Does the Air Force use standard BRAC relocation 
support guidelines or is each potential receiver site given its 
own guidelines? If guideline documents exist, please provide us 
copies. 

RESPONSE: As a general rule, each potelltial receiver is 
evaluated individually for relocation suppori:. However, the Base 
Closure Executive Group (BCEG) specifically established a deficit 
of 500 units as the build threshold for military family housing. 

QUESTION: Does DoD have basic guidelines or policy 
memorandum guidance on BRAC relocation support requirements? If 
guideline documents exist, please provide us copies. 

RESPONSE: Yes. A copy of DoD Policy Memorandums One and 
Three are attached. 

QUESTION: Were the DoD and White House quality of life 
concerns and priorities (especially with respect to housing and 
dormitory requirements) factored into the BRPLC 95 process? 

RESPONSE: The DoD quality of life conce!rns and priorities 
were factored into the BRAC 95 process. The Air Force has 
prioritized its top quality of life concerns and initiatives. 
They are: 

(I COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



(1) Pursue fair and equitable compensation/benefits 

(2) Provide access to safe, affordable housing 

( 3 )  Provide access to quality health c:are for active duty 
and family members 

(4) Decrease family separation/persona~l hardships 

(5) Enhance base/community programs 

(6) Preserve retirement system and benefits 

(7) Expand education tuition opportuni.ties and access 

Family housing and dormitories, as well as c!ommunity support 
facilities such as child care, commissary an,d exchange, gymnasium, 
education, place to worship, recreation opportunities, etc., are 
all considered and factored into a closure or realignment 
recommendation. 

QUESTION: Why did the Air Force's BRAC 95 Kirtland AFB 
realignment recommendation analysis treat the major tenants that 
were identified to relocate to Kelly AFB as separate units with 
regard to housing and dormitory requirements at Kelly? 

RESPONSE: The AFIA, AFSA, and DNA were considered separately 
and jointly with regard to dorms and housing at Kelly AFB. 
Individually, the housing requirement was 119 units for AFIA/AFSA 
and 95 units for DNA. With a projected deficit of 151 units in 
the 4th quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 1997, thle combined requirement 
of 214 units created a total projected defic.it of 365 units. The 
BCEG established a deficit of 500 units as the build threshold for 
military family housing. Because the inbound units only created a 
total projected deficit of 365, no family housing units were 
programmed. Concerning dorms, the AFIA/AFSA requirement was 7 
spaces and the DNA requirement was 12 spaces,, for a combined 
requirement of 19 spaces. This requirement was determined to be 
too small to warrant construction and it was assumed the local 
community could absorb the requirement. 

Concerning your example that both the AFIA/AFSA and DNA were 
treated individually as if they were the only unit being relocated 
to Kelly AFB, AFIA, AFSA, and DNA were treated as relocating to 
Kelly AFB as a group; not on an individual basis. 



We trust the information provided is useful. A similar 
letter is being provided to Senator Bingaman and Representative 
Schif f. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislatior1 

Divisian 
Office of' Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 
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April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 3, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the ~ i r  Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested clarification on 
the methodology used to determine support requirements for 
receiver locations. The following responses are provided per your 
request. 

QUESTION: Does the Air Force use standard BRAC relocation 
support guidelines or is each potential receiver site given its 
own guidelines? If guideline documents exist, please provide us 
copies. 

RESPONSE: As a general rule, each poteintial receiver is 
evaluated individually for relocation support. However, the Base 
Closure Executive Group (BCEG) specifically established a deficit 
of 500 units as the build threshold for military family housing. 

QUESTION: Does DoD have basic guidelines or policy 
memorandum guidance on BRAC relocation support requirements? If 
guideline documents exist, please provide us copies. 

RESPONSE: Yes. A copy of DoD Policy Mc~morandums One and 
Three are attached. 

QUESTION: Were the DoD and White House quality of life 
concerns and priorities (especially with respect to housing and 
dormitory requirements) factored into the BWLC 95 process? 

RESPONSE: The DoD quality of life conce!rns and priorities 
were factored into the BRAC 95 process. The Air Force has 
prioritized its top quality of life concerns and initiatives. 
They are: 

'I) COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



(1) Pursue fair and equitable compensation/benefits 

(2) Provide access to safe, affordable housing 

(3) Provide access to quality health c:are for active duty 
and family members 

(4) Decrease family separation/persona~l hardships 

(5) Enhance base/community programs 

(6) Preserve retirement system and benefits 

(7) Expand education tuition opportunities and access 

Family housing and dormitories, as well as community support 
facilities such as child care, commissary and exchange, gymnasium, 
education, place to worship, recreation opportunities, etc., are 
all considered and factored into a closure or realignment 
recommendation. 

QUESTION: Why did the Air Force's BRAC 95 Kirtland AFB 
realignment recommendation analysis treat the major tenants that 
were identified to relocate to Kelly AFB as separate units with 
regard to housing and dormitory requirements at Kelly? 

RESPONSE: The AFIA, AFSA, and DNA were considered separately 
and jointly with regard to dorms and housing at Kelly AFB. 
Individually, the housing requirement was 1119 units for AFIA/AFSA 
and 95 units for DNA. With a projected deficit of 151 units in 
the 4th quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 1997, the combined requirement 
of 214 units created a total projected deficit of 365 units. The 
BCEG established a deficit of 500 units as the build threshold for 
military family housing. Because the inbound units only created a 
total projected deficit of 365, no family housing units were 
programmed. Concerning dorms, the AFIA/AFSA requirement was 7 
spaces and the DNA requirement was 12 spaces,, for a combined 
requirement of 19 spaces. This requirement was determined to be 
too small to warrant construction and it was assumed the local 
community could absorb the requirement. 

Concerning your example that both the AFIA/AFSA and DNA were 
treated individually as if they were the only unit being relocated 
to Kelly AFB, AFIA, AFSA, and DNA were treated as relocating to 
Kelly AFB as a group; not on an individual ba~sis. 



We trust the information provided is useful. A similar 
letter is being provided to Senator ~omenici and ~epresentative 
Schif f. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 

Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Steven Schiff 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schiff 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 3, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested clarification on 
the methodology used to determine support requirements for 
receiver locations. The following responses are provided per your 
request. 

QUESTION: Does the Air Force use standard BRAC relocation 
support guidelines or is each potential receiver site given its 
own guidelines? If guideline documents exist, please provide us 
copies. 

RESPONSE: As a general rule, each potential receiver is 
evaluated individually for relocation support. However, the Base 
Closure Executive Group (BCEG) specifically established a deficit 
of 500 units as the build threshold for military family housing. 

QUESTION: Does DoD have basic guidelines or policy 
memorandum guidance on BRAC relocation support requirements? If 
guideline documents exist, please provide us copies. 

RESPONSE: Yes. A copy of DoD Policy Memorandums One and 
Three are attached. 

QUESTION: Were the DoD and White House quality of life 
concerns and priorities (especially with respect to housing and 
dormitory requirements) factored into the BRAC 95 process? 

RESPONSE: The DoD quality of life conc€!rns and priorities 
were factored into the BRAC 95 process. The Air Force has 
prioritized its top quality of life concerns and initiatives. 
They are: 



(1) Pursue fair and equitable compensation/benefits 

(2) Provide access to safe, affordable housing 

(3) Provide access to quality health care for active duty 
and family members 

(4) Decrease family separation/personal hardships 

(5) Enhance base/community programs 

(6) Preserve retirement system and benefits 

(7) Expand education tuition opportuni.ties and access 

Family housing and dormitories, as well as c!ommunity support 
facilities such as child care, commissary and exchange, gymnasium, 
education, place to worship, recreation opportunities, etc., are 
all considered and factored into a closure or realignment 
recommendation. 

QUESTION: Why did the Air Force's BRAC 95 Kirtland AFB 
realignment recommendation analysis treat the major tenants that 
were identified to relocate to Kelly AFB as separate units with 
regard to housing and dormitory requirements at Kelly? 

RESPONSE: The AFIA, AFSA, and DNA were considered separately 
and jointly with regard to dorms and housing at Kelly AFB. 
Individually, the housing requirement was 11'9 units for AFIA/AFSA 
and 95 units for DNA. With a projected deficit of 151 units in 
the 4th quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 1997, the combined requirement 
of 214 units created a total projected deficit of 365 units. The 
BCEG established a deficit of 500 units as the build threshold for 
military family housing. Because the inbound units only created a 
total projected deficit of 365, no family housing units were 
programmed. Concerning dorms, the AFIA/AFSA requirement was 7 
spaces and the DNA requirement was 12 spaces,, for a combined 
requirement of 19 spaces. This requirement was determined to be 
too small to warrant construction and it was assumed the local 
community could absorb the requirement. 

Concerning your example that both the AFIA/AFSA and DNA were 
treated individually as if they were the only unit being relocated 
to Kelly AFB, AFIA, AFSA, and DNA were treated as relocating to 
Kelly AFB as a group; not on an individual ba~sis. 



W e  t r u s t  the information provided is useful .  A s imi lar  
letter is being provided t o  Senators Domenic:i and Bingaman. 

Sincerely 

Q 1- \.> d - . - -> 

STEPHEN D.  BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislati011 

Division 
O f f i c e  of' Legis lat ive  Liaison 

Attachments 
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MmORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF ST!AFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROUER 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENCXNEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVI4LUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BIRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum One 

Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of J,anuary 7, 1994, 
(attached) established policy, procedures, authorities, and 
responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment or closure 

s w u n d e r  Public Law (P.L.) 101-510, as amended, for the 3995 base 
closure process (BRAC 95). This memorandum is the first in a 
series of Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology (USD(A&T)) policy memoranda implementing the Deputy 
Secretary's BRAC 95 guidance. 

fipplication of P.L. 101-510 Thresholds 

This guidline amplifies the DepSecDef January 7, 1994, 
policy guidance on P.L. 101-510 numerical thresh~olds. 

In determining whether the Act's numerical closure or 
realignment thresholds are met, independent actions that result 
in closures or realignments shall be considered separately. In 
other words, independent actions affecting an individual 
installation need not be aggregated to apply the numerical 
thresholds of the Act. However, closure or real-ignment actions 
shall not be broken into smaller increments for the purpose of 
avoiding application of the Act. subject to the foregoing, 
independent closure or realignment actions that do not exceed the 
numerical thresholds set forth in the Act may proceed outside the 
established BRAC 95 process. Questions regarding whether or not 
proposed actions are independent should be referred to DoD 
Components' General Counsel. 

Qv 



w' Conversely, as the DoD Components review their base 
structure or conduct functional studies with base closure or 
realignment impacts, a determination must be made as to whether a 
comprehensive review or study impacting more than one 
installation should be considered a single action under POL, 101- 
510, To:be considered a single action, the review or study must: 

(1) Result in the closure or realignment of at least one 
installation which would trigger the numerical 
thresholds of P.L. 101-510; and 

(2) Involve inextricably linked elements, in that failure 
to proceed with any one element of the action would 
require reevaluation of the entire ac.tion, 

~apacitvIMilitarv Value Analvses 

An early step in BRAC 95 evaluations is determining whether 
a category/subcategory has potential excess capacity for the end 
state force levels-contained in the Force Structure Plan. should 
no excess capacity be found in a category/subcategory, there is 
no need to continue analyzing that portion of the base structure, 
unless there is a military value or other reason to continue the 
analysis (such as a cross-category-opportunity to look at 
installations with similar capabilities, but in different e--.* categories). Bases in such categories/subcategories shall remain 
subject to joint cross-service review and remain available as 
potential receivers of missions or functions, 

Conversely, if a DoD Component recommends a base for closure 
or realignment, the supporting analysis must have consihered all 
bases within that category/subcategory, as well as cross-category 
opportunities, If, in applying the military value criteria, you 
find-bases that are militarily/geographically unique or mission- 
essential (such that no other base could substitute for them) you 
may justify that fact and exclude these bases from further 
analysis. Bases so excluded shall remain subject to joint cross- 
service review and remain available as potential receivers of . 
missions or functions, 

Return on Investment (ROIL 

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and 
reported with DoD Components' justifications for each recommended 
installation closure or realignment package. All costs and 
savings attributable over time to a closure or realignment 
package, subject to the below guidance, should be calculated, 
including costs or savings at receiving locations. Costs or 
savings elements that are identified, but determined to be 
insignificant, need not be calculated. However, DoD Component 
records should indicate that determination. 



'V The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model 
calculates return on investment. DepSecDef8s January 7, 1994, 
policy memorandum requires the DoD Components to use the most 
current COBRA version, in order to ensure consi:stency in 
methodology. Although the model does not produce budget quality 
data, it uses standard cost factors and algoritlvns to estimate 
costs and savings over time which pennit a consistent comparison 
of bases in a functional or installation category. 

We recognize that DoD Component planning and accounting 
mechanisms are sufficiently different to warrant some 
Department/Agency specific standard cost factors in the COBRA 
model. DoD Component documentation must justify the use of such 
cost factors, particularly when performing cross-service 
analysis. . 

Specific instructions follow for the calculLation of discount 
and inflation rates, health care costs, Homeowners Assistance 
Program, and savings for input to the COBRA model. 

o piscount and Inflation .Rates OMB Circ:ular A-94 
specifies the discount and inflation rates to be used in ROI 
calculations. 

o Health Care Costs 

00 CHAMPUS Costs Base closures and realignments can 
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts 
must be included in analysis of closures or realignments 
involving Military Treatment Facilities. 

o Homeowners Assistance Prosram (HAPI The secretary of 
the Army will provide each DoD Component with a list of 
installations that have a reasonable probability of having a HAP 
program approved, should the installations be selected for 
closure or realignment. HAP costs will be inclu~ded for each of 
the installations so identified by the Secretary of the Army. 

o Land Value ~ i v e n  existing law and pra.ctice regarding 
the disposal of real property, especially public: benefit and 
economic development transfers, proceeds from the sale of land 
and facilities generally may not be realized. In cases where 
some proceeds can be expected, DoD Components must estimate the 
amount to be received for such real property. E:stimated land and 
facility proceeds will generally be based on the anticipated 
reuse of the land and facilities, assuming appropriate zoning. 
Also, where an installation has unique contamination problems, a 
portion of the installation may have to be segregated from 
disposal so that community reuse may proceed on the balance. 
Estimated proceeds should be adjusted: for any such parceling, 
including discounting proceeds when sale of contaminated property 
is possible only after the cleanup remedy has been installed and 



approved; for reduced prices where property is likely to be sold w for restricted uses; or, when significant public benefit or 
economic development transfers are anticipated., 

o Force Structure Savinas The savings associated with 
force structure drawdowns shall not be included in the return on 
investment calculations. While declining force structure, as 
depicted in the required Force Structure Plan, will often be the 
underlying reason for recommending base  closure!^ or realignments, 
the savings associated with closing bases shou1.d generally be 
founded on the elimination of base operating su.pport (BOS), 
infrastructure and related costs, 

o flilitarv Construction DoD Components will describe 
anticipated construction requirements (barracks square feet, 
etc.) to implement a BRAC recommendation and not actual projects. 
These requirements only become projects during the implementation 
phase after the 1995 Commission reports to the President and 
after installation site surveys are conducted and formal droject 
documents (DD 1391s) are prepared. 

Construction Cost Avoidances Closing and realigning 0 .  
bases can result in construction cost  avoidance:^. Cost 
avoidances should include FY96-01 programmed mi.litary and family 
housing construction that can be avoided at the closing or 
realigning bases, other than new-mission constn~ction. 

COBRA Model Assumptions 

The following statements clarify certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA model: 

o Local Moves Moves of less than 50 miles will not incur 
PCS moving costs. 

o Prioritv Placement Svstem Costs. Sixty percent of all 
employees will be placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Program. Fifty percent of all employees placed in 
other jobs through the Program will be relocated1 at government 
expense. These percentages are based on historical data. 

o Employee ~ttrition and Turnover. Fifteen Percent of 
all employees will not need to be placed or severed due to normal 
attrition and turnover. 

o ~etirement Factors. Fifteen percent of all employees 
are eligible for retirement. Five percent of those are eligible 
for normal retirement and ten percent are eligible for early 
retirement. 



0 Homeowner's Assistance Prosram (HAP), The HAP home 
value rate is 22.9 percent, The HAP receiving rate is 5 percent, 

o Students For the purposes of return c~n investment 
calculations, relocation of students will only impact the COBRA 
model's calculation of overhead costs, and as appropriate, 
estimates of military construction requirements. 

peceivina Bases 

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units 
or activities, including tenants, which are to be relocated from 
closing or realigning bases. Such relocations must be included 
in DoD Component's recommendations to the Secret-ary of Defense. 
The COBRA model will calculate the costs for rel.ocating such 
units or activities. DoD Components do not need to identify 
specific receiving bases for units or tenants with less than 100 
civilian/military employees. Finding homes for these activities 
can be left to execution. However, DoD Componerlts should 
establish a generic Ifbase xn within the COBRA model to act as the 
surrogate receiving base for the aggregation of these smaller 
units or activities, in order to ensure completeness of cost and 
savings calculations, 

peserve Enclaves 
. .., 

This expands on the DepSecDef January 7, 1994, policy 
guidance on Reserve Component impacts. 

On each base designated for closure or rea:lignment,, the 
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments 
residing on or receiving support from that base must be 
considered. Once a decision has been made to include an enclave 
or to-relocate guard and reserve units, the affected unit 
identifications must be included in the DoD Com]?onentsq 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Military 
construction and repair costs of fitting out an enclave for 
reserve component or guard use will be estimated and included as 
part of the return on investment calculations. 

ernare 'R. Noel to&- 
Principal Dcpcty Undzr Secretary of 

Defen:o (kcquisiiion 8 Techr~ology) 
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SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three 

Backsround 

This memorandum is the third in a series of ,additional 
policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Lgw 101-510)' as amended, and the 

%!Deputy Secretary's 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRA= 95) - 

guidance of January 7, 1994. 

Final Selection Criteria 

The 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 95) Selection 
Criteria at attachment one, required by Section 2903(b) of Public 
Law 101-520, form the basis, along with the force structure plan, 
of the base closure and realignment process. These criteria were 
provided by the Deputy Secretary's November 2, 1994, memoraqium. 
DoD components shall use these criteria in the base structure 
analysis to nominate BRAC 95 c1osure:sr realignment candidates. :- +,., 
The eriteg$a will also be used by the 1995 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission in their review of the ..Department of . -., . 

Defense final recommendations. 

Activities in Leased Svace 

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the 
DepSecDef January 7, 1994, BRAC 95 memorandum. 

DoD Component organizations located in leased space are 
subject to Public Law 101-510. Civilian personnel authorizations 
of organizations in leased space, which are part of an 
organization located on a nearby military installlation or one 
within the same metropolitan statistical area (MSA), shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel authorization of that 



'nstallation. Certain military activities perfornned in leased 
cilities constitute an installation because of c:omon mission, 
rmanently authorized personnel, and separate support structure. 

Each DoD component should aggregate the remaining civilian 
personnel authorizations of their organizations in leased space 
within a MSA and consider the aggregate to be a single 
installation for applying the numerical thresholds of Public 
Law 101-510. In aggregating leased space activities in the 
National Capital Region (NCR), the NCR, as defined by the 
National Capital Planning Act (40 USC 71), will be! used as the 
XSA. 0.. .- - 

peturn on Investment (ROI) 

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) memorandum of 
May 31, 1994 (Policy Memorandum One). 

o Medicare Costs Medicare Costs will not be included in DOD 
Component cost analyses, The Medicare progreun consists of 
part A (hosp.ita1 and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes, The 
only appropriated funds used to support Medicxire are those 
portions of the Part B costs that exceed the monthly 
premiums paid by the members/beneficiaries. Therefore, 
total Medicare appropriations will not significantly change 
return on investment calculations. . - .  - - - . 

o Unem~lovment Costs The Military Mpartments and Defense 
Agencies annually budget unemployment contrikwtions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for Dc)D military and 
civilian employees. DoD Components should irrclude the 
contributions to this account attributable to closures and 
realignments in their cost calculations. However, state 
unemployment costs will not be included in DoD component 
cost analyses since such costs result only indirectly from 
BRAC actions and would not be borne by DoD. 

o '.~o;ts to otH&-Vederal Auencies and State and Local -=*-- 

a.6 
Governments In general, DoD components need not consider 
costs or savings to other federal agencies and state-bd- 
local governments in their calculations of BFlAC 95 costs and 
savings. 

There are, however, a limited number of circ~unstances when 
DoD components should include the costs of BRAC 95 actions to 
other Federal Agencies in their cost calculations. Costs to 
other Federal Agencies should be included only when they are 
measurable, identifiable costs that DoD would incur as a direct 
result of BRAC-related actions. The key distinguishing features 
of costs to other federal agencies that should be included is (1) 
DoD is unambiguously responsible for paying such costs and (2) 
such costs would be incurred as a direct, rather than indirect, 

(V result of BRAC actions. 



For example, if a BRAC-related action would result in early 
-termination of a lease agreement with the General. Services 

Administration, and the lease agreement contains a provision that 
requires DoD to pay a penalty for breaking the lease, then the 
amount of the penalty should be included in cost calculations. 
Similarly, DoD components should include unemployment insurance 
costs for which they are liable. Both of these are costs to DoD 
that result directly from BRAC actions. In contrast, DoD 
components need not consider cost impacts that BEWC actions could 
have on Federal programs such as Medicare because (1) such costs 
would not be borne by DoD and (2) they result onlly indirectly- 
from BRAC actions, or (3 )  result from base reuse activities, 
which cannot be known during BRAC decision-making processes. 

COBRA Analvses of Cross-Service/Aqencv Scenarios 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies will use the 
following procedure for developing COBRA runs fox closure and 
realignment scenarios involving more than one Mi:Litary Department 
or Defense Agency: 

o Military Departments or Defense Agencies having cognizance 
over a losing base in a cross-service scenario will identify 
the Departments or Agencies which have cognizance for the 
gaining bases in the scenario. The losing lbase Military 
Department will then task these Military Delpartments and 

JY Agencies to collect the necessary gaining base COBRA data. 

0 Each losing base Department or Agency will then prepare a 
COBRA analysis. Savings associated with eliminated 
billets/positions, overhead and mission costs should be 
identified under the Losing Base in the scenario. In 
scenarios where more than one Department or Agency has a 
losing base, these separate COBRA runs can then be combined 
by using a new summarization function of the COBRA model, 
the Adder. 

Interactions,.among the Departments and Agencies will be 
necessary to coordinate scenario-specific data elements such as* 
equipment ;-transfers, MILCON -p . requirements, ---- consol idation savings, 
etc. 

, DoD-wide Standard Factors for COBRA Analvses 

As noted in Policy Memorandum One, some standard factors 
used in the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (CC1BR.A) are 
sufficiently different to warrant DoD Component-.specific cost 
factors. However, most of the standard factors used in COBRA 
algorithms reflect standard rates which should be applied 
consistently in all DoD closure/realignment scenarios. 
Attachment two contains the DoD-wide COBRA stantlard factors which 
should be used in all COBRA analyses. w 



Ynvironmental Restoration Costs 

Environmental Restoration costs at closing bases are not to 
be considered in cost of closure calculations. DoD has a legal 
obligation for environmental restoration regardless of whether a 
base is closed or realigned. Where closing or realigning 
installations have known, unique contamination problems requiring 
environmental restoration, these will be considered as a 
potential limitation on near-term co~rm\unity reuse of the 
installation. 

plvironmental Compliance Costs 

Environmental compliance costs can be a factor in a base 
closure or realignment decision. Costs associated with bringing 
existing practices-into compliance with environmental rules and 
regulations can potentially be avoided when the base closes. 
Environmental compliance costs may be incurred at receiving 
locations also, and therefore will be estimated. 

For environmental impact considerations, there is no need to 
undertake new environmental studies. DoD Components may use all 
available environmental information regardless of when, how or 
for what purpose it was collected. If a DoD Component should 
choose to undertake a new environmental study, the study must 

=collect the same information from 'all bases in the DoD ' 

Component's base structure, unless the study is designed to fill 
gaps in information so that all bases can be treated equally. 
Attachment three provides a sample of the reporting format used 
to summarize the environmental consequences of closure or 
realignment of an installation. 

Fconomic Impact Calculations 

DoD Components shall measure the economic impact on . 
communities of BRAC 9s alternatives and recommendations using (1) 
the total potential job change in the economic area and (2) the 
total ~ s y t i a l  job change as a percent of economic area 
employx&nt.. These measures-.highlight the potential impact on 
economic area and also take into account the size of the economic . area. In accomplishing this task, Components will follow the 
detailed guidance at attachment four. 

Base Realiqnment and Closure Definitions 

In order to ensure consistent terminology, DoD Components 
will use the definitions at attachment five to describe their 
recommendations. 



~ewrtinq Formats 

Attachments six and seven describe general reporting formats 
for: (1) the anticipated DoD report to the 1995 C~~mission, and 
(2) Military Department and Defense Agency justification for 
their March 1, 1995, closure and realignment recotmnendations. 

Joshua Gotbaum 

Attachments 



Department  of Defaru .  

Final Solrction C r i t a r i a  

In selecting military installations for closure or 
realignment, the Department of Defense, giving pr,iority 
consideration to military value (the first four miteria below), 
will consider : 

Wlitazy Value - - - -  - - .. 

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

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities 
and associated airspace at both existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

3 .  The ability to accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and future total force requirements 
at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

4 .  The cost and manpower implications;. 

Return on InVestauIt 

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

6. The economic impact on conmrunitie:~. 

7 .  The ability of both the existing imd potential 
. .. .- : receiving communities' infrastructure to support 

forces, missions and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 



COBRA Standard Coat Factor T a b l e  

w 
The attached table is a listing of standard cost factors for 

use in COBRA analyses. These factors, defined beilow, are 
categorized as Joint Factors, Joint Methods and Chique Factors, 
further identified as applicable to gaining or losing bases. 
Those factors not identified as a gaining or losing factor should 
be applied consistently in all closure and realigpent scenarios. 

goint Factors: Joint F~ctots are a reflection of standard DoD- 
wide rates which should be applied consistently in all DoD 
closure and realignment scenarios. The value for: each joint 
factor is provided in the table. 

goint Methods: These are cost factors that are arrived at in a 
similar manner by all DoD Components, but the actual value may 
differ by Component. 

Unicrue Factors: Unique Factors are the result of differing 
policies and methodologies between the Components;, 

Gaininq: Factors applicable to a gaining (receiving) base in a 
closure or realignment scenario. 

Wsinq: Factors applicable to a losing base in el closure or 

.Yw realignment scenario, - - - -  - . - 

a 

ATTACHMENT 2 



1 Offi-rs lIarried JOINT UImioD 

2 Enlisted Married JOINT METHOD 

Officer Salary JOIHT METHOD W I N G  
I I I I I 

5 1 Of ficu. Bw w / ~ e n t a  JOmT )&MOD 

misted Salary JOINT METHOD 
I 

7 1 Enlisted Bw w / ~ U  JOINT lami00 LQSING I 
I 9  ( Vnsployrmt ~ligible JOINT FACTOR lal I 

civilian salary I JOINT MEmiOD USING I 
I JOINT FACTOR 1 15% I I 

1 1 2  I civilian Early Retiranent I JOINT F m R  1CN I 
( 13 1 Civilians Reg Retirement 1 JOINT FACTOR 5% I 
I 14 f Civilian RXF pay Factor 1 JOINTFACTOR 139% I I 
1s Civilian Retirement Pay Factor JOINT F A m  9% I 1 16 1 Priority Placement JOINT FACrOR 60% 1 

1 20 1 mtictnal Median H- Rice JOINT F m R  S l l 4 . 6 k  

w .- 

I I 21 ( H a m ?  Sale Reimburse Rate JOINT FACTOR 10% 

22 ( Max U- Sale Reimbursement JOINT FACPOR 

23 Ham? Purchase Reimburse Rate JOINT FACTOR 

24 ( Max H- Purc Reimkuoc Rate I 

$;!a, 800 

17 1 PPS -1- PCS I JOINT FACPOR 

( 25 ( Civili* Haowning &ate JOINT F m R  641% 1 I 

. 

18 I Civilian PCS Cost 
19 ! New Hire Cost 

1 26 ( M P  U u n e  Value Rate 22.9% I I 

JOINT FACTOR 

tJtWWE 

1 27 1 H19 Hane-er Rec Rate I JOINT FACrOR Slt I I 
RSE Hane Value Reimbures I =m I Losm I 

LOSING 

30 ) RRU Buildings Index JOINT FACTOR 

31 1 EOS Index (Population) JOINT FACrOR 

1 32 ( Program Management 1 JOINT F A m R  

1 33 ! Caretaker Admin Space I 
-- 

I 

34 i Mothball Cost JOINT F A m R  S1.25/SF 
1 1 35 1 Avg Bach Qtrs Size 1 UNIQUE 



ICY 36 I A v g  Pam Qtrs Size ma- 
37 REHAB vs NEW UNXQaE 

Info l%wagewnt Account I mm I GAINING 

. - . . - - .  ... 
=aQE I . . GAINING I 

--- - - -- - - - 1 1 3  ( Discount Rate 
- 

J O I N T  FWmR 2.751 
1 1 1 

44 ( ~nflation Rate J O ~  F')LCTOR ! L 
I 45 1 APPaET Report Rates I 
1 46 1 Mterial Per Assigned Person JOINT FACrOR 7 1 CILBS 1 I I 47 officer HHG Weight JOINT FACTOR 14.500 1 I 
I 48 ! -listed HHG Weight J O m  FAClQR 9.000 1 I I 49 I l~lituy HHG weight JOINT FACTOR 6,4100 I 1 
SO ( Civilian HHG Weight 

sl I m~ packing cost 

/ 54 / Heavy/Spccial Vehicle Cost I I 

JOINT FACPOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

52 1 mi-f packing crating - =.- 

53 Military Lt Vehicle Cost 

- - 

JOINT FXlQR 

raJrQvE 

58 I Average Military  our Length W Q V E  

59 Routine PCS Costs mm 

- 

i 

SS ( #Iv Reimbursement Cost 

56 1 Air Transport Cost 

1 60 1 One-tir PCS Costs- Off 
- 

I tEIIQtlE I w'1CKi I 
61 One-time PCS Costs- Enl UNIQaE - 

1 CONSTRUCTION FACTORS: UNIUUE 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOIKT FACPOR 

.1 I3 S /MILE 

.2OSMILE 



1 Civilians Not Willing to )love JOINT FhCrOR 

2 Frieght Cost Per Ton-Mile JOINT FACTOR 



Environmental Impact Coneideratfong 

m Y  OF ZNVIRONMKNTAL CONSEQUENC!SS 

RESULTING FRON CLOSURE/REALI- ACTI:ON AT: 

- 
Installation Hame frocation 

(Provide a summary statement and status for the following 
environmental attributes at each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes are not meant to be all 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

o Threatened/Endangered Species 

o Sensitive Habitats and Wetlands 

0 Cultural/Historic Resources 

o Land and Air Space Use 

o Pollution Control (Air Emissions, Compliance Issues) 

o Hazardous Materials/Waste (Clean-up 
Implications/Asbestos, LBPs, PCBs, US'Ts, Radon) 

. . .- : 
o Programmed Environmental costs/cost Av.oidances 

ATTACHMENT 3 



GUIDANCE FOR APPLYING THE ECONOMIC IMPACT CRITERION 
IN THE 1995 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC 95) PROCESS 

w 

The purpose of this attachment is to provide guidance for applying the ccoclomic impact 
aiterion in decision making processes for the Dtparunent of Defense's 1995 r t c o ~ o a s  to 
the Defense Base a m  and Realignment Commission. The goal of this guidance is to apply the 
eoocwnnic impact criterion in a reasonable, fair, consistent, and auditable manner that compliks 
with statutory and regulatoe requirements. This guid;ancc supascdts the guidmccissutd on - . - - . -- . -- --  - - 
April 4,1994, by the Chairman of the Joint Cross-Service Group on Ecotmnic Impact. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (PL 101-510, as amended) states that the 
.nxommendations of the Secretary of Defense for closure or realignment ,of instanations must be 
baxd on a force-structurr plan and final selection criteria. ''The economic impact on 
communities" is the sixth final selection criterion. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact, which was established by the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense (January 7,1994, memorandum on 1995 Base Realignments and 
Closures (BRqC 95)), was tasked to provide guidance to DoD Comporr(cnts on how to calculate 

. economic impact. The Deputy Saxtary  of Defense directed the Joint Uoss-Service Group on 3 
Economic Impact: 

"to establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact and, if practicable, 
cumulative economic impact; to analyze DoD Component ctconlrnendations 
under those guidelines: and to develop a process far analyzing dlternative closures 
or ralignments necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if 
necessary." 

In developing ncomrnendations for BRAC 95 closures and reali,gnrnents, DoD 
Components shall consider the economic impact, to include the cumulative economic impact, on 
communities. The final selection criteria, however, state that priority consideration will be given 
to military value--the first four final selection criteria. 

ATTACHMENT 4 



DoD Components shall measure the economic irnpaa on communities of BRAC 95 
alternatives and rtcomrnendations using (1) the total potential job change {in the ccoMnnic arcs 
and (2) total potential job change as a percent of taal-military and civilian-jobs in the economic 
area. These measures highlight the potential aconomic impact on economic artas and also take 
into account the size of each cconomic area. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall review ~ind approye DoD 
Component assignments of each military installation to a particular cconoinic area. For 
installations located in metropolitan statistical artas (MS As), as defined by the Office of 
Management and Budget, the economic a m  is gemrally the MSA. For inrstallations located in 
nonnltuopolitan areas, the economic area is generally the county in which the installation is 
located. In some cases. the economic area is defined as a multi-county, nw-MSA area. The 
criteria listed at Annex A to this attachment shall be used to guide the as~i~gnment of installations 
to economic areas. These definitions of economic a m  take into account the area where most of 
the instalhtion's employees live and most of the labor-rnarka impacts and economic adjustment 
will occur. (This guidance uses the term "economic area." In earlier BWIC rounds, this concept 
was also r e f e d  to as "region of influence.") 

DoD Components will have the opponunity to identify, based on cmificd data, changes in 
he  assignment of installrtions to emnomic areas Such changes will be r~viewed and approved - 

S by the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. 

For each economic area where a BRAC 95 closun or realignment is considered, DoD 
Components shall identify the total potential job change in the economic luea and calculate the 
total potential job change percentage by dividing total potential job changes by total--military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area. .I 

Total potential job change shall be defined as the sum of d i m  and indirect potential job 
changes for each BRAC 95 closure or realignment alternative or mmcndation.  

? Direct job changes shall be defined as the sum of the net addition or loss of jobs for each 
of the following categories of personnel: 

Military Personnel. Permanent authorizations for officer and enlisted personnel. 
Trainees shall be included on an annual average basis. For example, m e m b  of 
the Guard and Reserve who serve full time (i.e., AGRs, T.ARs, etc.) should be 
included. Menhers of the Guard and Reserve who serve ]pan time (during 
weekends, during two-weeks a year for active duty training, etc.) should not be 
included. 



DoD civilian employees. h a n e n t  authorizations for appropriated fund DoD 
civilian employees arc to be included as direct jobs. Dinxi, jobs do wx include 
non-appropriated fund activities, which an: treated under ir~dircct jobs. 

On-Base Contractors. Contracton that work on the installlation in direct support 
of the installation's key military missions. These estimates W d  d e c t  an annual 
estimate on a full-time equivalency basis. 

As desaibed in the saction entitled "Responsibilities" below, the hdilitary D e p m t s  and 
the Defense Agencies will be tespcdble f a  providing direct job changes. Only job changes 
directly associated with base closures and dignmeats arc to be inclidld aj'dircajob dungs 

- - - 

Dim job changes shall not reflect job changes that result from planned force structun changes. 

Indirect job changes shall be defined as the net additian or loss of .jobs in each affected 
economic area that could potentidly occur as a result of direct job change& As &scribed in the 
section en titled "Responsibilities" below, the Office of the Deputy Assisteurt Stattary of Defense 
for Installations shall provide factors (multipliers) that, when multiplied by the dinct job changes, 
uill provide potential indirect job changes. 

Authoritative sources shall be used co deternine total--miliury..ud civiliant-jobs in 
economic mas.  

. - . -. During BRAC 95, DoD components shall consider the cumulati~c tconornic impact on 
communities for recornnxnded installatim closures and realignments as ]pan of the economic 
impact on communities criterion. Cumulative economic impact shall be tmsidend only as part of 
the econon~ic impact criterion. which is om of the eight selection criteria. 

Cumulative economic impact on a community shall be defined in two different ways: 

First. the cumulative economic impact on an n n o m i c  area of a DoD Co~pncnt ' s  
BRAC 95 recommendations, plus the future ecortornic im~pacts (i.e, cammic 

- .. .. : impacts that have not yet been rea l id)  of decisions of all DoD Compomnts from 
' DoD-wide BRAC 88, BRAC91, and BRA% 93 rounds ( I h d t e r  "prior BRAC 
rounds"); and 

• Second. the cumulative economic impact on economic areas when more than one 
DoD component recommends a BRAC 95 closure or real~ignrnent in that economic 
area, plus the future economic impacts of decisions fmm prior BRAC rounds. 

These calculations will account for circumstances in which basing decisions in one BRAC 
round have been changed in a subsequent BRAC round. 



The cumulative econonlic impact of actions that have already taken place as a result of 
prior BRAC rounds (i.e., have alrtady affected tconornic area employmer~t) will be considered 

-under "Historic Economic Damw discussed below. 

Dol) Components shall include in their consideration of xeumma&tiOns the cumulative 
future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. 

When BRAC 95 alternatives occur in the same economic arcas ttuu have BRAC-r&cd 
d o n s  from the prior BRAC rounds, DoD Components shall review h e i r  rcummdatio(~s by 
taldng into account the cumulative future economic impact of prior BRA42 rounds. The 
cumulative economic impact of actions that have already o c c d  from prior BRAC rounds (i.c., 
have already affected economic area employment) wiil be considered in ttle "Historic Economic 
Dataw section below. 

DoD Components shall consider the cumulative economic impacts of prior BRAC rounds 
that have not yet taken place by ensuring that the rneasures.for cconomic impact (total potential 
job changein the economic area and total potential job change as a puccntof total-military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area) include total potential job changes that have not yet taken 
place from prior BRAC rounds DoD-wide. 

Cumulative economic impact will be considered within the weral l umtext of the a p p m d  
-&: dl selection criteria. Such a review shall k conducted so that the cumulative tconomic impaa of 

prior BRAC rounds will be considercd only as part of the economic impact criterion, which shall 
in turn be considered as pan of the eight selection criteria. 

The fact that prior BRAC rounds affect an economic area shall nalt, by itself, cause a 
recommendation to be changed. 

BRAC 95 

The h in t  Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact will review the BRAC 95 
recommendations submitted by the Secretaries of the Militaxy Departments and the D i m  of 

' the Defense Agencies to the Secretary of Defense. During this review, the Joint Cross-Servia 
Group shall identify economic areas with multiple proposed BRAC 95 actions. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall direct rhe appropriate DoD 
Comknents to review their recommendations submitted to the Secretary of Defense when there 
are multiple BRAC 95 recommendations in the same economic a m  that were not considered in 
the developmenr of their recommendations. 



DoD Components will then reassess their BRAC 95 rtcommendations by taking into 
lccount the cumulative economic impact of these multiple BRAC 95 recomrncndations and by 

(Wnsuring that the measures for economic impact for the economic area (the total potend job 
change in the economic area and the total potential job change as a percent of total-military and 
civilian-jobs in the economic area) include the cumulative ccoMwnic impaclt of multiple BRAC 95 
maxnmendations, as well as the cumulative futun economic impact of prica BRAC rounds. 

Such a review shall be conducted so that the cumdative amcmic irmpact of multiple 
BRAC 95 nxommdations will be considawl as part of the ecaroenic impact aitaiocl, which 
dull in tum be considered as part of the eight stlaction aitaia DoD h n p m n t s  will complete 
rudr reviews expeditiously in order to facilitate compliance with ftatutary dieadlines for BRAC 
actions. 

DoD Components may consider alternative closures and realignments, or mitigating 
d o n s ,  during this review. After the nview is complete. DoD Componen~s will report back to 
the Joint Crws-Service Group on Economic Impact, with a recommendation as to whetha or not 
to change theu initial recomndations. 

The existence of multiple BRAC 95 recommendations in an ccononlic arta shall not, by 
itself, cause a rccomnlendation to be changed. 

C ~ e  'cLI' 
w- 

DoD Components shall consider the measures described above, viewed in the context of 
historic economic data, in applying the economic impact aitaioa. Historic, data will, among 
other things, allow for consideration of the cumulative economic impacts that have alrcady 
occurred (i.e., have already affected economic a .  employmat) as a result of prim BRAC 
actions. Because communities' economies arc so complex, it is difficult to separate the effects of 
prior BRAC actions from the effects of other economic factors. To address this analytical 
difficulty, DoD Components shall use historic data to consider the general conditions of 
m m u n i  ties' economies. Considering the gened conditions of ammunid~es* cumxnies will take 
into account the cumulstive economic impacts that have already occumd due to prior B ~ C  
actions, as well as the economic impact of other factors unrelated to BRA(: actions. 

- .. 

~istai; '  economic data shall be defined to include the following: 

Economic area civilian employment (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area civilian employment, absd utc and percent (1984 
to 1993), 
Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 
Annualized change in economic area per capita personal income, absolute and percent 
(1984 to 1992). and 
Economic area unemployment rates (1984 to 1993). 



The Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installadons will provide historic 

u" ta. from authoritative sources, to the Military Depammnts and Defense .Agencies. 

This guidance does not establish threshold values for measures and historic economic data. 
Rather, DoD components will use the measures and historic economic daub for relative 
ccxnpasi~ms of the economic impacts and cumulative economic impacts 01: ttcommendations. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall analyze DoD Component 
rccomrnendations and preliminary candidates to ensure that they are develloped in accordance with 
this guidance, and shall monitor implementation of this and any additional guidance on economic 
impact that may be issued. The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall also cany 
out other analyses requested by the BRAC 95 Review Group or Steering Gmup. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group will work closely with DoD Components to resolve issues. 
lssues that the Joint Cross-Service Group and DoD components cannot resolve will be r c f d  to 

Qffice of the DASD (Installatims) 

The office of the DASD (Installations) shall provide to the Military Depanments and 
Defense Agencies a BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database tool that will clontain the following: 

* 
A listing of DoD installations 
The economic area to which each installation has been assigned 

- - Facton (mu1 tiplien) to estimate potential indirect job changes 
Historiceconomicdatatoinclude: 

Economic area civilian employment (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in &nomic area civilian employment, absolute and percent 
( 1984 to 1993) 
Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 
Annualized change in economic area per capita personal irrcome, absolute and 
percent (1984 to 1992), and 
Economic area unemployment rates (1 984 to 1993) 



The capability to calculate the measures for cconomic impact and cumulative 
economic impact described in this guidance based on the infonnation provided by the 

wb" M i l i t q  Dcparunents and Defense Agencies 

The Military Departments and the Defense Agencies shall provide and enter into the DoD 
BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database: 

Current Base Ptnonnel: As discussed above on page 3, this d i a ~  will reflect projected - - - -  

bilks and positions as of the stan of FY 19% f a  Offkas, Enllisted, Military 
Students, Civilians, and Contracton, n a  of planned force struc:ture changes. 

lob Changes (Out): the number of authorizations for DoD civilian, military (in 
mining status), military (not in training status), and on-base ccmuactorjobs to be 
relocated and/or disestablished under each alumativc and mcommendation, by 
installation, as a result of BRAC actions, both for JhD Compcment proposed 
BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to be realized (i.c, future:) from prior BRAC 
rounds. by fiscal year, from 1994 through 2001; 

Job Changes (In): the number of authorizations for civilian, military (in training status), 
military (not in mining status) and on-base contractor jobs being gained under each --* alternative and recommendation. by insdla.h,  as a result of BRAC actions, both for 

- all proposed BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to be rcaliud (i.e., future) from 
prior BRAC rounds, by fiscal year, fiom 1994 through 2001. 

Because of the difficulty of obtaining accurate estimates, contractor job outs and ins may be 
aggregated into a single year. 

DoD Components will provide the projected job changes from prior BRAC rounds and 
current personnel data to the Office of the Deputy Assistant Sccrttary of IDefcnst for Installations. 
In identifying projected job changes associated with prior BRAC actions, the DoD ComGnents 
shall use plans that are consistent with the President's Fiscal Year 1995 Budget 

. .. 

The ~ ~ i l i t a r ~  Depamnents and the Defense Agencies shall collect i~nformation as nee- 
for the computer-based tool. Such data shall be collected and handled in accordance with the 

9 Internal Control Plan of the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact and the respective 
Internal Control Plans of each Military Depmment and the Defense Agerlcies. 

Shonly after submitting recommendations and preliminary candid.ates to the Secretary of 
Defense, the Military Departments and Defense Agencies shall provide to the Joint Cross-Service 
Group on Economic Impact computer files from the Economic Impact D'atabase for their 
BRAC 95 reconimendarions and preliminary candidates. 



Annex A 

DETERMINATION OF ECONOMIC AREAS 

In response to changes by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in 
metropolitan area def~tions dad -@the l.%?Qm~, ,@w $ cadia 
BRAC economic area definitions, tht Joint Cross-Service Group on Ecnnodc 
Impact has established the following ruks to guide the asrigmcnt of insdla!ions 
to economic areas for BRAC 95: 

1. The economic arca should include residences of the majority of the military 
and civilian employees at the activity. 

2. An economic arca is generally defined as a meb~politarr statistical arca 
(MSA) or a non-MSA county(s) unless there is evidence to support some other 
definition. . - 

3. In those cases where OMB's 1993 definition of an MiSA added counties 
which increased the MS A populaam by 10 p e n t  or more, ttren continue to we 
the old MSA definition unless certified residency d a . ~  shows l)lat.t)le new M S A  
definition is more appropriate. 

4. An economic area should only be expanded to include rm additional county 
if the resulting percentage increase in the number of employee :nsidencts included 
in the expanded economic area is greater than the resulting percentage increase in 
the total employment of the expanded economic a m .  

5. Installations in the same county should be in the same txonomic area. , 

6. If the economic area was previously defined (in prior EIRAC rounds) as a 
non-MSA county(s), it should continue to be that county, ever1 if that county has 
now been incorporated into an MSA. 



Same Reall-ant and C l o m r m  D o f i n i t i a ~  

Qwiose 
All missions of the base will cease or be relocated. All 

personnel (military, civilian and contractor) will either be 
eliminated or relocated. The entire base will be excessed and the 
property disposed. Note: A caretaker workforce is possible to 
bridge between closure (missions ceasing or relocating) and 
property disposal w h i c h  are separate actions under Public Law 101- 
510. 

Sloar, kc-t - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - . - . - 
The vast majority of the missions will cease or: be relocated. 

Over 95 percent of the military, civilian and contra.ctor personnel 
will either be eliminated or relocated. All but a simall portion of 
the base will be excessed and the property disposed. The small 
portion retained will often be facilities in an enclave for use by 
the reserve component. Generally, active component management of 
the base will cease. Outlying, unmanned ranges or txaining areas 
retained for reserve component use do not count against the osmall 
portion retainedm. Again, closure (missions ceasing or relocating) 
and property disposal are separate actions under Public Law 101- 

- 510. 

Jkealicm 
Same missions of the base will cease or be relocated, but 

others will remain. The active component will still. be host of the 
teamining portion of the base. Only a portion of ere base will be 

cessed and the property disposed, with realignment: (missions 
asing or relocating) and property disposal being separate actions = =  under Public Law 101-510. In cases where the base Jis both gaining 

and losing missions, the base is being realicmed if it will 
experience a net reduction of DoD civilian personnel. In such 
situations, it is possible that no property will be excessed. 

Jtelocate 
The term used to describe the movement of missions, units or 

activities fram a closing or realigning base to another base, 
M t s  do not realign from a closing or-a realigning base to sneer 
base, they relocate. 

Pmceivinrr. Bama 
A base.which receives missions, units or activities relocating 

from a closing or realigning base. In cases where the base is both 
gaining and losing missions, the base is a receiving base if it 
will experience a net increase of DoD civilian perslonnel. 

Mothball, Layaway . Terms used when retention of facilities and real estate at a 
closing or realigning base are necessary to meet the mobilization 
or contingency needs of Defense. Bases or portions of bases 
mmothb&lled' will not be..excessed and disposed. It is possible 
they could be leased for interim economic uses. 

Inactivate, Disestablish 
Terms used to describe planned actions which directly affect 

missions, units or activities. Fighter wings are inactivated, 
bases are closed. 
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NAME OF R E C O ~ T I O N  

w ( (beger Name of ActivLty/racility/In8tallatioxa, C8tat.f) 

Racannnendations Describe what is to be closed andl/or realigned; 
functions, activities, units, or organizations tha.t will be 
eliminated or relocated; identify the receiving ia~stallations, if 
applicable; and describe functions, activities, un~its, or 
organizations that will remain on the  installation^, if 
applicable. - - - - 

amtif  ication: Explain the reasons for the recornrendation: i . e . , 
force structure reductions; mission transfer, cons;olidation, 
collocation, or elimination; excess capacity; cross-servicing; 

- etc., as applicable. 

Rat- on Xnvastment: Include the total estimatedl one-time costs 
of implementing the recomendation, expected total one-time 
savings during the implementation period, expected annual 
recurring savings after implementation with return on investment 
years, and the net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period. Express costs and savings in N 1996 
constant dollars. 

Impact: Describe the impact the recomendation could have on the 
local community's economy in terms of total potential job change 
irect and iridirect) in absolute tenas and as a percentage of- - 
loyrnent in the economic area. Describe the impact the 

recommendation could have on the environment. 

ATTACHMENT 7 



3Caiteb dfafes d e n a f e  
WASHINGTON. D.C ZlUIO 

April 3, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
3 a ~ 1  e1al.y of the Air r r z r ~ t  
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

During the Air Force's BRAC 95 development activities, deliberative minutes of 
the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) meetings indicate that you 
approved and directed the support requirements a t  BRAC 95 receiver locations. It 
appears that some support requirements varied depending on the receiver location. 
For example, both the Air Force Inspection AgencyIAir Force Safety Center and DNA 
were treated individually as if they were the only unit being relocated to  Kelly AFB. 
Therefore, the combined BRAC 95 enlisted dormitory requirements a t  Kelly AFB could 
be understated andlor questionable. 

So that w e  can better understand your rationale a~nd requirements, please 
answer the following questions: 

1. Does the Air Force use standard BRAC relocation support guidelines 
or is each potential receiver site given its own guidelines? If guideline 
documents exist, please provide us copies. 

2. Does DoD have basic guidelines or policy memorandum guidance on 
BRAC relocation support requirements? If guideline documents exist, 
please provide us copies. 

3. Were the DoD and White House qualily of life conckerns and priorities 
(especially with respect to  housing and dormitory requirements) factored 
into the BRAC 95 process? 

4. Why did the Air Force's BRAC 95 Kirtland AFB realignment 
recommendation analysis treat the major tenants that were identified to  
relocate to Kelly AFB as separate units with regard t o  housing and 
dormitory requirements at Kelly? 



We would appreciate an immediate response to this request. A reply by April 
7th is essential so that our constituents may review the information prior to the base 
visits and regional hearings by the BRAC. We look forward to your response, which . 
should be directed to Charles Gentry, Administrative Assistant to Senator Domenici. 

Steven Schiff 
United States Senator of Representatives 

cc: BRAC Commission (Attn: Air Force Team) 
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April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici 

This is in response to your joint letter of ~ p r i l  3, 1995, to1 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested additional 
information concerning the methodology used ,to determine whether 
tenants are relocated to other installations. The following 
responses are provided per your request. 

w QUESTION: Does the ~ i r  Force use below 100 active duty 
personnel as a guideline for reducing active duty support 
functions? Is there written policy or guidelines? If so, please 
provide us copies of relevant documents. 

RESPONSE: No known policy exists, either formally or 
informally. The specific requirement was thist the remaining 
active duty personnel were to be capable of operating with minimal 
support. The Base Closure Executive Group's (BCEG) collective 
judgment was that if remaining active duty personnel were around 
100, this would be compatible with the strategy. 

QUESTION: Does DoD have guidelines on the number of active 
duty personnel that are required on an installation or in a 
facility to justify normal active duty support functions? If so, 
please provide us copies of relevant documenl:~. 

RESPONSE: No known policy exists, formally or informally. 

QUESTION: Explain the Air Force's use of baseline 
populations and adjusted populations. Given the Air Force's 
projected end-strength numbers for future years, has the Air Force 
applied a standard population reduction across the board (all 
bases, tenants, mission, etc.)? If so, why? Are the reductions 
the same for officers, enlisted, and civilians? If so, why? 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



'rJ RESPONSE: The Air Force used the Fiscal1 Year (FY) 1994 
position of the August 1994 base manpower file to set a baseline 
population for each installation meeting the! BRAC threshold. 
However, there invariably are manning changes programmed to occur 
at any base over time. The Air Force reviewred each individual 
installation and adjusted the "baselinew officer, enlisted, and 
civilian populations based on specific program changes 
incorporated in the Future Year Defense Program but not yet 
reflected in the base manpower files. The adjustments made were 
unique to each base; there was no across the board judgment 
factor. This resulting "adjustedN population was used as the 
basis for determining manpower moves and savings in the COBRA 
analysis. The result was the best available projection Yor fourth1 
quarter, FY 1997. 

QUESTION: What space and facilities were identified at Kelly 
AFB to be used to beddown the Air Force Inspection Agency and Air 
Force Safety Center (AFSC) and DNA? Are these facilities and 
space currently occupied by depot functions? Will these 
facilities be made available by "depot downsizing in-place? 

RESPONSE: The Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) and Air 
Force Safety Agency (AFSA) military construction (MILCON) 
estimates in the recommendation COBRA along with Defense Nuclear 
Agency Field Command (DNAFC) were placed in ]multiple available 

w facilities. Originally, Kelly AFB identified 70,000 square feet 
of administrative space available for DNAFC after completion of 
the Weapon Systems Support Center in December 1996. Kelly AFB 
also identified Buildings 43, 323, 1500 and 1562 with a total of 
109,076 square feet of administrative space i3s being available for 
inbound activities, such as AFIA and AFSA. !Phe 40,905 square feet 
space requirements for AFIA and AFSC were applied against the 
available administrative space at Kelly AFB. Facilities were to 
be made available after completion of the Weapon Systems Support 
Center in December 1996 rather than "depot downsizing". 

QUESTION: What was the Air Force's beddown plan for these 
Kirtland tenants when Kelly AFB was a closure candidate? Will you 
suggest to the Commission that they use your alternate Kirtland 
plans if Kelly's depot is added to the Commission's list and 
endorsed for closure? 

RESPONSE: No set alternative Air Force beddown plan exists. 
If Kelly AFB was a closure candidate, we wou1.d have revisited the 
Air Force's beddown plan for the Kirtland AFH realignment. 

QUESTION: Since the cost savings that tihe USAF is claiming 
are due to personnel eliminations, should we expect the USAF 
active duty end-strength to show a reduction from 381,900 
personnel to 277,100 in FY 2001 to reflect the actualization of 
the BRAC reported cost savings? 



V RESPONSE: We are unable to track to the specific end- 
strength numbers raised in the question. However, the basic 
premise of the question is valid. Air Force active duty strength 
will be reduced as a result of implementing BRAC actions. 
~pecifically, with regard to Kirtland AFB, the Air Force proposal 
identified an active duty manpower savings of 922 active duty 
positions which will be reduced from overall Air Force end- 
strength. Other active duty positions move within their missions 
to their new locations. On the civilian side, the BRAC savings 
will be used to programmatically define the National Performance 
Review civilian reductions already levied against the Air Force. 

QUESTION: Would you agree that the USAF can follow only one 
of two options: Claim the recurring savings and reduce the end- 
strength by 4800; or do not reduce the end-strength by 4800 and do 
not claim the recurring savings. 

RESPONSE: We are unable to track to the specific 4800 end- 
strength number raised in the question. However, the basic 
premise of the question is valid; Air Force active duty strength 
will be reduced as a result of implementing BRAC actions. On the 
civilian side, the BRAC savings will be used to programmatically 
define the National Performance Review civilian reductions already 
levied against the Air Force. Recurring savings are linked to 
personnel eliminations in the COBRA. The Kirtland AFB realignment 
recommendation COBRA had 1375 personnel eliminations with a 
recurring savings of $52.1 million. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Bingaman and Representative Schiff. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, lJSAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 3, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested additional 
information concerning the methodology used to determine whether 
tenants are relocated to other installations. The following 
responses are provided per your request. 

QUESTION: Does the Air Force use below 100 active duty 
personnel as a guideline for reducing active duty support 
functions? Is there written policy or guidelines? If so, please 
provide us copies of relevant documents. 

RESPONSE: No known policy exists, eithler formally or 
informally. The specific requirement was thtat the remaining 
active duty personnel were to be capable of operating with minimal 
support. The Base Closure Executive Group's (BCEG) collective 
judgment was that if remaining active duty personnel were around 
100, this would be compatible with the strategy. 

QUESTION: Does DoD have guidelines on the number of active 
duty personnel that are required on an installation or in a 
facility to justify normal active duty support functions? If so, 
please provide us copies of relevant documen-ts. 

RESPONSE: No known policy exists, formi3lly or informally. 

QUESTION: Explain the Air Force's use of baseline 
populations and adjusted populations. Given the Air Force's 
projected end-strength numbers for future years, has the Air Force 
applied a standard population reduction across the board (all 
bases, tenants, mission, etc.)? If so, why? Are the reductions 
the same for officers, enlisted, and civilians? If so, why? 



RESPONSE: The Air Force used the Fiscal Year (FY) 1994 
position of the August 1994 base manpower file to set a baseline 
population for each installation meeting the BRAC threshold. 
However, there invariably are manning changes programmed to occur 
at any base over time. The Air Force reviewed each individual 
installation and adjusted the "baselineg1 officer, enlisted, and 
civilian populations based on specific program changes 
incorporated in the Future Year Defense Program but not yet 
reflected in the base manpower files. The adjustments made were 
unique to each base; there was no across the board judgment 
factor. This resulting "adjustedw population was used as the 
basis for determining manpower moves and savings in the COBRA 
analysis. The result was the best available projection for fourth. 
quarter, FY 1997. 

QUESTION: What space and facilities were identified at Kelly 
AFB to be used to beddown the Air Force Inspection Agency and Air 
Force Safety Center (AFSC) and DNA? Are these facilities and 
space currently occupied by depot functions? Will these 
facilities be made available by "depot downsizing in-place? 

RESPONSE: The Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) and Air 
Force Safety Agency (AFSA) military construction (MILCON) 
estimates in the recommendation COBRA along with Defense Nuclear 
Agency Field Command (DNAFC) were placed in imultiple available 

I facilities. Originally, Kelly AFB identified 70,000 square feet 
of administrative space available for DNAFC isfter completion of 
the Weapon Systems Support Center in December 1996. Kelly AFB 
also identified Buildings 43, 323, 1500 and 1562 with a total of 
109,076 square feet of administrative space i3S being available for 
inbound activities, such as AFIA and AFSA. The 40,905 square feet 
space requirements for AFIA and AFSC were applied against the 
available administrative space at Kelly AFB. Facilities were to 
be made available after completion of the Weapon Systems Support 
Center in December 1996 rather than Hdepot downsizingn. 

QUESTION: What was the Air Force's beddown plan for these 
Kirtland tenants when Kelly AFB was a closure candidate? Will you 
suggest to the Commission that they use your alternate Kirtland 
plans if Kelly's depot is added to the Commission's list and 
endorsed for closure? 

RESPONSE: No set alternative Air Force beddown plan exists. 
If Kelly AFB was a closure candidate, we would have revisited the 
Air Force's beddown plan for the Kirtland AFB realignment. 

QUESTION: Since the cost savings that the USAF is claiming 
are due to personnel eliminations, should we expect the USAF 
active duty end-strength to show a reduction from 381,900 
personnel to 277,100 in FY 2001 to reflect the actualization of 
the BRAC reported cost savings? 

'(r 



w RESPONSE: We are unable to track to the specific end- 
strength numbers raised in the question. However, the basic 
premise of the question is valid. Air Force active duty strength 
will be reduced as a result of implementing BRAC actions. 
Specifically, with regard to Kirtland AFB, the Air Force proposal 
identified an active duty manpower savings of 922 active duty 
positions which will be reduced from overall Air Force end- 
strength. Other active duty positions move within their missions 
to their new locations. On the civilian side, the BRAC savings 
will be used to programmatically define the National Performance 
Review civilian reductions already levied against the Air Force. 

QUESTION: Would you agree that the USAF can follow only one 
of two options: Claim the recurring savings and reduce the end- 
strength by 4800; or do not reduce the end-strength by 4800 and do1 
not claim the recurring savings. 

RESPONSE: We are unable to track to the specific 4800 end- 
strength number raised in the question. However, the basic 
premise of the question is valid; Air Force active duty strength 
will be reduced as a result of implementing BRAC actions. On the 
civilian side, the BRAC savings will be used to programmatically 
define the National Performance Review civilian reductions already 
levied against the Air Force. Recurring savings are linked to 
personnel eliminations in the COBRA. The Kirtland AFB realignment 
recommendation COBRA had 1375 personnel eliminations with a 

w recurring savings of $52.1 million. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Domenici and Representative Schiff. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Steven ~chiff 
House of ~epresentatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schiff 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 3, 1995, to) 
the Secretary of the ~ i r  Force concerning ~irtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico. Specifically, you requested additional 
information concerning the methodology used to determine whether 
tenants are relocated to other installations. The following 
responses are provided per your request. 

QUESTION: Does the Air Force use below 100 active duty 
personnel as a guideline for reducing active duty support 
functions? Is there written policy or guidelines? If so, please 
provide us copies of relevant documents. 

RESPONSE: No known policy exists, either formally or 
informally. The specific requirement was thist the remaining 
active duty personnel were to be capable of operating with minimal 
support. The Base Closure Executive Group's (BCEG) collective 
judgment was that if remaining active duty personnel were around 
100, this would be compatible with the strategy. 

QUESTION: Does DoD have guidelines on the number of active 
duty personnel that are required on an installation or in a 
facility to justify normal active duty support functions? If so, 
please provide us copies of relevant documents. 

RESPONSE: No known policy exists, formally or informally. 

QUESTION: Explain the Air Force's use of baseline 
populations and adjusted populations. Given the Air Force's 
projected end-strength numbers for future years, has the Air Force 
applied a standard population reduction across the board (all 
bases, tenants, mission, etc.)? If so, why? Are the reductions 
the same for officers, enlisted, and civilians? If so, why? 



RESPONSE: The Air Force used the Fisca.1 Year (FY) 1994 
position of the August 1994 base manpower fi.le to set a baseline 
population for each installation meeting the! BRAC threshold. 
However, there invariably are manning changes programmed to occur 
at any base over time. The Air Force reviewed each individual 
installation and adjusted the "baselinew officer, enlisted, and 
civilian populations based on specific program changes 
incorporated in the Future Year Defense Program but not yet 
reflected in the base manpower files. The adjustments made were 
unique to each base; there was no across the board judgment 
factor. This resulting "adjustedw population was used as the 
basis for determining manpower moves and savings in the COBRA 
analysis. The result was the best available projection for fourth1 
quarter, FY 1997. 

QUESTION: What space and facilities were identified at Kelly 
AFB to be used to beddown the Air Force Inspection Agency and Air 
Force Safety Center (AFSC) and DNA? Are these facilities and 
space currently occupied by depot functions? Will these 
facilities be made available by "depot downsizing in-place? 

RESPONSE: The Air Force Inspection Ageincy (AFIA) and Air 
Force Safety Agency (AFSA) military construction (MILCON) 
estimates in the recommendation COBRA along with Defense Nuclear 
Agency Field Command (DNAFC) were placed in ~nultiple available 
facilities. Originally, Kelly AFB identified 70,000 square feet 
of administrative space available for DNAFC after completion of 
the Weapon Systems Support Center in December 1996. Kelly AFB 
also identified Buildings 43, 323, 1500 and 1562 with a total of 
109,076 square feet of administrative space as being available for 
inbound activities, such as AFIA and AFSA. The 40,905 square feet 
space requirements for AFIA and AFSC were applied against the 
available administrative space at Kelly AFB. Facilities were to 
be made available after completion of the Weapon Systems Support 
Center in December 1996 rather than "depot downsizingM. 

QUESTION: What was the Air Force's bedclown plan for these 
Kirtland tenants when Kelly AFB was a closure candidate? Will you 
suggest to the Commission that they use your alternate Kirtland 
plans if Kelly's depot is added to the Commis;sionls list and 
endorsed for closure? 

RESPONSE: No set alternative Air Force beddown plan exists. 
If Kelly AFB was a closure candidate, we would have revisited the 
Air Force's beddown plan for the Kirtland AFR realignment. 

QUESTION: Since the cost savings that the USAF is claiming 
are due to personnel eliminations, should we expect the USAF 
active duty end-strength to show a reduction from 381,900 
personnel to 277,100 in FY 2001 to reflect tbe actualization of 
the BRAC reported cost savings? 

mlf 



RESPONSE: We are unable to track to the specific end- 
strength numbers raised in the question. Holwever, the basic 
premise of the question is valid. Air Force active duty strength 
will be reduced as a result of implementing BRAC actions. 
Specifically, with regard to Kirtland AFB, the Air Force proposal 
identified an active duty manpower savings of 922 active duty 
positions which will be reduced from overall Air Force end- 
strength. Other active duty positions move within their missions 
to their new locations. On the civilian side, the BRAC savings 
will be used to programmatically define the National Performance 
Review civilian reductions already levied against the Air Force. 

QUESTION: Would you agree that the USAF can follow only one 
of two options: Claim the recurring savings and reduce the end- 
strength by 4800; or do not reduce the end-strength by 4800 and do 
not claim the recurring savings. 

RESPONSE: We are unable to track to the specific 4800 end- 
strength number raised in the question. However, the basic 
premise of the question is valid; Air Force active duty strength 
will be reduced as a result of implementing BRAC actions. On the 
civilian side, the BRAC savings will be used to programmatically 
define the National Performance Review civilian reductions already 
levied against the Air Force. Recurring savings are linked to 
personnel eliminations in the COBRA. The Kirtland AFB realignment 
recommendation COBRA had 1375 personnel eliminations with a 

'mv' recurring savings of $52.1 million. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Domenici and Bingaman. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, lJSAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



QCrtifeb S t a b  b e n a f e  
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2051 0 

April 3, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

During the Air Force's BRAC 95 development activities, deliberative minutes of  
the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) meetings indicate that you 
approved and directed the relocation of several Kirtland AFZB tenants to Kelly AFB. It 
appears that these relocations were driven solely by the Air Force's desire to  reduce 
Kirtland's active-duty population to below 100 personnel. Apparently, this "below 
100" is a magic number that the Air Force uses to justify closing all remaining active- 
duty support functions and turning a base into a stand-alone facility. Additionally, a t  
designated receiver locations, your staff developed a baseline population for the 
installation below realignment actions. Your staff them reduced this baseline 
population and renamed it "adjusted population". 

So that we can better understand your rationale and requirements, please 
answer the following questions: 

I .  Does the Air Force use below 100 active-duty personnel as a 
guideline for reducing active-duty support functions:? Is there written 
policy or guidelines? If so, provide us copies of relevant documents. 

2. Does DoD have guidelines on the number of active-duty personnel 
that are required on an installation or in a facility to justify normal active- 
duty support functions? If so, please provided us copies of relevant 
documents 

3. Explain the Air Force's use of base line populations and adjusted 
populations. Given the Air Force's projected end-strength numbers for 
future years, has the Air Force applied a standard population reduction 
across the board (all bases, tenants, missions, etc.) I f  so, why? Are the 
reductions the same for officers, enlisted and civilians? If so, why? 

4. What space and facilities were identified a t  Kelly AFB to  be used to  
beddown the Air Force Inspection Agency and Air Force Safety Center 



and DNA? Are these facilities and space available today? Are these 
faoilitiea and opaao aurrontly occupiod by Dcpot functiotia? Will ;I-rtoc 

facilities by made available by "depot downsizing in-place"? 

6. What was thc Air rorce's bcddown plan f o r  these I<i~.tla~lJ 1e1 talila 

when Kelly AFB was a closure candidate? Will you suggest to the 
commission that they use your alternate Kirtland plans if Kelly's Depot 
is added to the Commmission's lisr and endorsed for closure? 

6. Since the cost savings that the USAF is claiming are due t o  personnel 
eliminations, should we expect the USAF active duty end-strength to 
show a reduction from 381,900 personnel to 277,100 in FYOl to reflect 
the actualization of the BRAC reported cost savings? 

7 .  Would you agree that the USAF can follow only one of two  options: 
Cfaim the recurring savings and reduce the end-strength by 4800; or do 
not  reduce the end strength by 4800 and do not c:laim the recurring 
savings. 

We would appreciate an immediate response to  this request. A reply by April 
7th is essential so that our  constituents may review the information prior to the base 
visits anrl reginnal hearinoc hy t h m  RRAC. We look forward to your response, which 
should be directed to Charles Gentry, Administrative Assistant to Senator Domenici. 

Steven Schiff 
United States Senator ator House of Representatives 

cc: BRAC Commission (Attn: Air Force Team) 
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APR 1- 3 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 4, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico, and Holloman AFB, New Mexico. Specifically, 
you expressed concern about the Air Force proposal to move the 
58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) from Kirtland to Holloman. 

An Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) team recently conducted 
site surveys at both locations to help us refine the COBRA costs 
previously approved by the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). 
The team is integrating the results of both of these surveys with 
information from all interested agencies invlolved to ensure that 
concerns of all affected units are properly addressed and the 
requirement of an Economic Analysis (EA) on regular military 
construction projects is fulfilled. When coimpleted, the results 
will be provided to your office immediately upon certification and 
approval by the BCEG. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Bingaman and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

b 
k D D .  BULL, TI1 

Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Divisioxl 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



APR 131 IS 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 4, 1995, to1 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico, and Holloman AFB, New Mexico. Specifically, 
you expressed concern about the Air Force proposal to move the 
58th special Operations Wing (SOW) from Kirtland to Holloman. 

An Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) te.am recently conducted 
site surveys at both locations to help us refine the COBRA costs 
previously approved by the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). 
The team is integrating the results of both of these surveys with 
information from all interested agencies invlolved to ensure that 
concerns of all affected units are properly addressed and the 
requirement of an Economic Analysis (EA) on regular military 
construction projects is fulfilled. When coimpleted, the results 
will be provided to your office immediately upon certification and 
approval by the BCEG. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Domenici and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



APR 11 3 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Steven Schiff 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schiff 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 4, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland Air Force Base 
(AFB), New Mexico, and Holloman AFB, New Mexico. Specifically, 
you expressed concern about the Air Force proposal to move the 
58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) from Kirtland to Holloman. 

An Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) team recently conducted 
site surveys at both locations to help us refine the COBRA costs 
previously approved by the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). 
The team is integrating the results of both of these surveys with 
information from all interested agencies involved to ensure that 
concerns of all affected units are properly addressed and the 
requirement of an Economic Analysis (EA) on regular military 
construction projects is fulfilled. When campleted, the results 
will be provided to your office immediately upon certification and 
approval by the BCEG. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Domenici and Bing.aman. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Divisioin 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



Bated States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

April 4, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washing~on DC 20330-1670 

Dear Madmi Secretary: 

We havc lcarned the Air Force is sending a team to conduct a site survey at Holloman 
AFR ApnI 3-7 to better understand the cost and operational impacts of relocating the 58th 
Special Operarions Wing. We have serious concerns about your pian !nave the 58th SOW out of 
KirtIand ,@B. We feel the costs of this move were not adequately reviewed nor were other 
aspecrs of rhe specialized training and operational capability maintained by the 58th SOW 
considered. 

Because Kirtland AFB was srouped for purposes of B U C  analysis in only the 
Lab/Product Center category, we are convinced that problems in moving this vital military 
training mission were nut fully considcred. We understand, based o n  the wing's prior n~oving 
experiences, that relocation will be protracted (at least a year) and down time will be extensive. 
This will likely result in degadcd training capability and an ultimate: nezative ixnpact on the 
readiness of US Special Operations Forces. 

As you arc aware, the 58th SOW has a unique training mission requiring customized 
facilities and a physical environment which .Kinland AFB amply provides. The naru~-c of flight 
training demands spccific types of terrain and low level training rouites which are ideally 
provided for in the Kirtland area. We expect the site survey scheduled for next week will takc 
d l  cost and operational aspects into account. We appreciate you providing t.hese results with a 
response to the following questions: 

1. Please providc a detailed cost analysis of the move which itemizes cost elements into specific 
categories (such as infiastnrcture costs at Holioman, milcon, special equipment, O&M, costs 
associated with moving simulators) 
2. Will there be increased training time resulting from simulator downtime? 
3. Will cxtra personnel bc required to mainrain two separate ~rai~ling loc~tions during the 
transition? 

4. Will there be probIenls associated with exrended travel time do to unavailabrlity of local 
housing to Air Force personnel? 
5 .  What will be the impact on the Special Operations training pipeline if a reduced [raining load 
is anticipated'? 
6 .  Wi11 the 58th SOW be able to accomplish the same mission within six rriorlths of the planned 

1 move? one par? two ycars? 

APR 4 I995 
SA F/O~J ,d 



w 7. Was the inpur of ihe Commander in Chief of US Special Operations Forces sought and, if so, 
did it weigh heavily in you decision? Was the input of the Commander of Air Education 
and Training Command sought and, if so, did ir weigh heavily in your decision7 

Thank you for your prompt response to his request. 

Sincerely, 

Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senator 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1670 

The Honorable Pete Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Domenici 

This letter responds to your letter of April 11, 1995, regarding Kiltland Air Force Base, New 
Mexico, and your request for the refined cost elements resulting from the site survey. I 
understand your concern, and desire to have the latest available data in preparation for the 
Commission hearing. Unfortunately, we remain unable to comply with your request. You have 
expressed concern over a process that would be unreliable because of inaccuracy and the haste of 

w its completion. Our validation and certification process is designed to avoid these problems. 

As you know, we met for the past two days with Kirtland Officials, including agencies such 
as the Department of Energy (DOE) to obtain their detailed cost information. We will continue 
our process, validate the estimates at the Major Command level, and present those refinements to 
the Base Closure Executive Group for approval. We are working as rapidly as we can and will 
provide this information to you as soon as possible. We are comrnitte:d to an open process, but 
are equally committed to a process that properly develops accurate information prior to its 
release. 

A similar letter is being provided to Senator Ringaman and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

/w D. BLUME , Jr. 
ajor General, LEAF 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realigninent and Transition 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1670 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

This letter responds to your letter of April 11, 1995, regarding Kjirtland Air Force Base, New 
Mexico, and your request for the refined cost elements resulting from the site survey. I 
understand your concern, and desire to have the latest available data in preparation for the 
Commission hearing. Unfortunately, we remain unable to comply with your request. You have 
expressed concern over a process that would be unreliable because of inaccuracy and the haste of 
its completion. Our validation and certification process is designed lo avoid these problems. mv 

As you know, we met for the past two days with Kirtland Officials, including agencies such 
as the Department of Energy (DOE) to obtain their detailed cost information. We will continue 
our process, validate the estimates at the Major Command level, and present those refinements to 
the Base Closure Executive Group for approval. We are working as rapidly as we can and will 
provide this information to you as soon as possible. We are committed to an open process, but 
are equally committed to a process that properly develops accurate information prior to its 
release. 

A similar letter is being provided to Senator Domenici and Repreisentathe Schiff. 

Sincerely 

D. BLUMEi, Jr. 
ajor General, USAF / f  

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



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORC:E 

WASHINGTON DC 

I3 3 APR 1 ~ 1  

HQ USAFRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1670 

Mr Steven Schiff 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Mr Schiff 

This letter responds to your letter of April 11, 1995, regarding Kir-tland Air Force Base, New 
Mexico, and your request for the refined cost elements resulting from the site survey. I 
understand your concern, and desire to have the latest available data in preparation for the 
Commission hearing. Unfortunately, we remain unable to comply with your request. You have 
expressed concern over a process that would be unreliable because of inaccuracy and the haste of 
its completion. Our validation and certification process is designed to avoid these problems. 

As you know, we met for the past two days with Kirtland Officials, including agencies such 
as the Department of Energy (DOE) to obtain their detailed cost information. We will continue 
our process, validate the estimates at the Major Command level, and present those refinements to 
the Base Closure Executive Group for approval. We are working as rapidly as we can and will 
provide this information to you as soon as possible. We are committed to an open process, but 
are equally committed to a process that properly develops accurate information prior to its 
release. 

A similar letter is being provided to Senator Domenici and Senator Bingarnan. 

Sincerely 

/ w a j o r  General, USAF 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 



Bm'ted stm senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

April 11, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume 
AP/RT 5D1021 
United States Department of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washingtoa D.C. 20330 

Dear Major General Blume: 

On April 7 ,  1995, we received the Air Force's response to our 
request for revised coat data regarding Kirtland Air Force Base .  
The continuing attempt by the Air Force to conceal vital  
information f r u m  our delegation causes us great concern. The 
Secretary of Defense has committed to providing US with access to 
any and a l l  information we require h preparing our case for the 
Defense Baae Closure and Realignment Cammiasion (BRAC) . 

We are growing tired of having to remind the A i r  Force of the 
Secretary of Defense's cannnitmernt to us- The April 7, 1995, 
response we received is entirely unacceptable. We mist: be prepared 
to present our case to the BRAC on April 20th. Our request for the 
revised cast data is consistent with the Secretary'rr commitment to 
us, regardless of whether Air Force Materiel Comman,d and the Base 
Closure Executive Group have validated the findings. Pleaae have 
the Air Force revised cast data, reviewed and validated or not, 
delivered to us by Thursday, April 13, 1995. 

erely' 

e Domenici 
United States Senator 

Steve Schiff 
M e m b e r  of Congress 

cc: The Honorable William Perry 
The Honorable Alan Dixon 



Bated States Smate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

We have learned that a team of hnctional experts from AFMC recently completed a site 
survey of Kirtland AFB. We understand this team is now examining their findings so that the 
original Air Force cost estimates of the Kirtland AFB realignment can be more realistically 
determined. We're acquiring mounting information that raises serious concerns regarding tliese 
costs, and we request that the cost data gathered by the AFMC team be provided immediately. 

We feel this request is consistent with the BRAC open process set fonh by the Secretary of 
Defense. Also, given limited time between now and the reyional hearing before Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, we have an urgent need for this new cost clata. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

55.5 5- 
Pete V. Domenici Steven Schiff 

United States Senator House of Representatives 



OFFICE Of THE SECRETARV 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1 000 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 30, 1995, 
to the Secretary of the Air Force requesting the immediate release 
of the revised cost data regarding Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), 
New ~exico. 

Or 
The site survey for Kirtland is not yet complete. When the 

survey is complete, it will require Major Command (Air Force 
Materiel Command) validation, and Base Closure Executive Group 
review. This review is an integral part of the process and we 
understand your desire to get information as early as possible. 
However, these procedures are designed to ensure that the 
information provided by the Air Force is as accurate as possible. 
All refined costs and appropriate data associated with the 
proposed Kirtland AFB realignment will be provided at the very 
earliest opportunity. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is " 

being provided to Senator Bingaman and ~epreslentative Schiff who 
joined you in your letter. 

Legislation 
Division 

Off ice of Legislative Liaison 





w CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO ROME LABORATORY, 
NEW YORK 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/28 APR 95 

April 28, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Moynihan 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 18, 1995, 
to the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the figures used and 
the assumptions made in the analysis of the closure of Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York. For ease of reference, we will 
address each issue separately. 

QUESTION 1: Please provide copies of the documents submitted 
by Rome Laboratory that show the details of the 328,459 square 

r feet, the certification of this information, who at the base and 
each successive level certified the information, and the date the 
data was submitted. 

RESPONSE: Attached is the certified data used in the COBRA 
run dated May 13, 1994. This data reflects the breakout for the 
328,459 square feet and the associated Rome Laboratory and Hanscom 
Air Force Base (AFB) AFMC-21 certification letter of May 13, 1994. 
This documentation was submitted as certified data by AFMC, dated 
September 30, 1994, for BRAC 95 inclusion. 

QUESTION 2: Please provide a more detailed explanation of 
the reduction in administrative space with specific items to be 
reduced and justification for each reduction. Please include the 
certified data and certification sheets that comprise the baseline 
figure of 166,859 square feet. In this explanation also include 
all of the sources (specified people or documents) and assumptions 
upon which the I1double countingl1 reduction was based. Also please 
explain the rationale for the 60/40 percent split and provide 
copies of the certified data, assumptions and sources upon which 
this split was based. 

RESPONSE: The 166,859 square feet certified data and 
certification sheets was covered under Question 1. The 166,859 
square feet was derived from AFMC-21 studies using the 
Aeronautical Systems Center standard of 197 square feet/person and 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



688 projected personnel. Please note the AFIMC-21 study itself was 
an internal document with appropriateportio:ns certified for BRAC 
95 process use. The assumption relating to I1double countingw came 
from ESC/CCB, who assumed that 99 of RL perslonnel worked full time 
or a majority of the time in Laboratory/SCIF space, and would not 
need administrative space or would share space in this category. 
Standards contained within Air Force Manual 86-2 rather than the 
AFMC standards were applied for administrative space. The 
attached AFMC certification letter, December 8, 1994, incorporated 
these assumptions and provided the updated 224,280 square feet 
numbers used in the subsequent COBRA runs. 

In regard to the 60/40 percent split, the manpower split for 
the Rome Lab to Hanscom/Fort Monmouth recommcandation was developed 
as follows: 

a. An overall concept for the option wiss developed: 
Relocate to Fort Monmouth that research whicln was not directed to 
Air Force-only applications. This translated into (1) research 
that was not uniquely Air Force (e.g. , Photomics) and (2) research 
that had applicability to both the Air Force and Army (e.g., 
Tactical Radios) . 

b. A description of the Rome Laboratory research activities 
down to the branch level, as attached, was obtained from the 
Commander, Rome Laboratory. Based upon the overall concept 
described above, the Rome Laboratory activities (Directorate, 
Division, Branch) were allocated to Hanscom or Fort Monmouth. The 
proper location for the Software Technology Division was 
determined in a conference between the Secretary of the Air Force 
(SECAF), Vice Chief of Staff (AF/CV), and the Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG) on February 2, 1995. The SECAF 
recommendation listed the final disposition of the various 
activities. 

c. Since we are using 1997/4 as the manpower baseline, and 
since AF/PE does not keep 1997 manpower projections at the branch 
level, the current distribution of personnel was used as a 
surrogate for the determination of how many personnel would go to 
Hanscom and Fort Monmouth. 

d. The current mission workload was adjusted in accordance 
with the distribution of activities (b above) and the associated 
numbers from the current personnel distribution (c above). The 
revised totals (current manpower numbers) were proportionally 
adjusted to arrive at the AF/PE 1997/4 manpower baseline. 
Additionally, a 4 percent savings due to the consolidation at 
Hanscom of the two geographically separate units, closure savings 
based on Base Operations Support (BOS) equivalent savings for the 
cantoned Rome Laboratory, and planned force structure changes were 
applied to yield the manpower numbers used in the COBRA analysis. 
The attached AF/PE 1997/4 baseline (933 posit:ions) was reduced by 

'II 50 positions (28 BOS savings plus 22 consoliclation savings) to 
883. This figure was split to 374 positions to Fort Monmouth and 
509 positions to Hanscom AFB. 



QUESTION 3: On what date was the determination to eliminate 

w major portions of the Geophysics Directorate made? How many 
~eophysics employees will be affected by this action? Was any 
public announcement ever made? If so, when was it or will it be 
announced, and can you provide copies of the announcement and 
Congressional notifications? 

RESPONSE: As the attached BCEG minutes show, the SECAF 
directed that the move of the Rome Laboratory to Hanscom AFB be 
reexamined to consider space that would be available from 
reduction of the Geophysics Lab at Hanscom, .with the exception of 
the AFSPC support activities. The subsequent COBRA runs complied 
with this assumption. No formal process has yet been initiated to 
close or reduce the Geophysics Directorate. 

QUESTION 4: Finally, please provide written report of the 
findings of the pure site survey results prilor to modification by 
anyone who was not present at the site surve:y. Please include in 
that report the list of all participants, their offices, 
assumptions, and other guidance upon which tlhe survey was 
conducted.  his report should include reports of findings of the 
true space, utility, and lab-peculiar requirements at Rome Lab as 
well as at Hanscom AFB and Fort Monmouth. 

RESPONSE: HQ AFMC will brief the BCEG on the site survey 
results on May 2, 1995. Once the BCEG approves the final 
relocation and closure costs, this information will be available 

w for your review. 

We trust the information provided is useful. A similar 
letter is being provided to Senator DIAmato and Representative 
Boehlert . 

Sincerely 

Attachments 

SCOTT B . EicLAUTHLIN 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 28, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Alfonse M. DtAmato 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DIAmato 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 18, 1995, 
to the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the figures used and 
the assumptions made in the analysis of the closure of Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York. For ease of reference, we will 
address each issue separately. 

QUESTION 1: Please provide copies of tlne documents submitted 
by Rome Laboratory that show the details of the 328,459 square 
feet, the certification of this information, who at the base and 
each successive level certified the informat.ion, and the date the 
data was submitted. 

RESPONSE: Attached is the certified daita used in the COBRA 
run dated May 13, 1994. This data reflects iche breakout for the 
328,459 square feet and the associated Rome ]Laboratory and Hanscom 
Air Force Base (AFB) AFMC-21 certification letter of May 13, 1994. 
This documentation was submitted as certified data by AFMC, dated 
September 30, 1994, for BRAC 95 inclusion. 

QUESTION 2: Please provide a more detailed explanation of 
the reduction in administrative space with specific items to be 
reduced and justification for each reduction, Please include the 
certified data and certification sheets that comprise the baseline 
figure of 166,859 square feet. In this explanation also include 
all of the sources (specified people or docunlents) and assumptions 
upon which the I1double countingt1 reduction was based. Also please 
explain the rationale for the 60/40 percent split and provide 
copies of the certified data, assumptions and sources upon which 
this split was based. 

RESPONSE: The 166,859 square feet certified data and 
certification sheets was covered under Question 1. The 166,859 
square feet was derived from AFMC-21 studies using the 

Qv Aeronautical Systems Center standard of 197 square feet/person and 



688 projected personnel. Please note the AFMC-21 study itself was 
an internal document with appropriate portions certified for BRAC 
95 process use. The assumption relating to "double counting*' came 
from ESC/CCB, who assumed that 99 of RL personnel worked full time 
or a majority of the time in Laboratory/SCIF space, and would not 
need administrative space or would share space in this category. 
Standards contained within Air Force Manual 86-2 rather than the 
AFMC standards were applied for administrative space. The 
attached AFMC certification letter, December 8, 1994, incorporatedl 
these assumptions and provided the updated 224,280 square feet 
numbers used in the subsequent COBRA runs. 

In regard to the 60/40 percent split, the manpower split for 
the Rome Lab to Hanscom/Fort Monmouth recommendation was developed 
as follows: 

a. An overall concept for the option w,as developed: 
Relocate to Fort Monmouth that research whidh was not directed to 
Air Force-only applications. This translated into (1) research 
that was not uniquely Air Force (e.g., Photo:nics) and (2) research 
that had applicability to both the Air Force and Army (e.g., 
Tactical Radios). 

b. A description of the Rome Laboratory research activities 
down to the branch level, as attached, was obtained from the 
Commander, Rome Laboratory. Based upon the overall concept 
described above, the Rome Laboratory activities (Directorate, 
Division, Branch) were allocated to Hanscom or Fort Monmouth. The 
proper location for the Software Technology Division was 
determined in a conference between the Secretary of the Air Force 
(SECAF) , Vice chief of Staff (AF/CV) , and the Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG) on February 2, 1995. The SECAF 
recommendation listed the final disposition of the various 
activities. 

c. Since we are using 1997/4 as the manpower baseline, and 
since AF/PE does not keep 1997 manpower projections at the branch 
level, the current distribution of personnel was used as a 
surrogate for the determination of how many personnel would go to 
Hanscom and Fort Monmouth. 

d. The current mission workload was adjusted in accordance 
with the distribution of activities (b above) and the associated 
numbers from the current personnel distribution (c above). The 
revised totals (current manpower numbers) were proportionally 
adjusted to arrive at the AF/PE 1997/4 manpower baseline. 
Additionally, a 4 percent savings due to the consolidation at 
Hanscom of the two geographically separate urrits, closure savings 
based on Base Operations Support (BOS) equivalent savings for the 
cantoned Rome Laboratory, and planned force structure changes were 
applied to yield the manpower numbers used in the COBRA analysis. 
The attached AF/PE 1997/4 baseline (933 posit:ions) was reduced by 
50 positions (28 BOS savings plus 22 consolidlation savings) to 
883. This figure was split to 374 positions to Fort Monmouth and 
509 positions to Hanscom AFB. 



QUESTION 3: On what date was the determination to eliminate 
major portions of the Geophysics Directorate! made? How many 
Geophysics employees will be affected by thi.s action? Was any 
public announcement ever made? If so, when was it or will it be 
announced, and can you provide copies of the, announcement and 
Congressional notifications? 

RESPONSE: As the attached BCEG minutes show, the SECAF 
directed that the move of the Rome Laboratory to Hanscom AFB be 
reexamined to consider space that would be available from 
reduction of the Geophysics Lab at Hanscom, with the exception of 
the AFSPC support activities. The subsequent COBRA runs complied 
with this assumption. No formal process has yet been initiated to 
close or reduce the Geophysics Directorate. 

QUESTION 4:  ina ally, please provide written report of the 
findings of the pure site survey results prior to modification by 
anyone who was not present at the site survey. Please include in 
that report the list of all participants, their offices, 
assumptions, and other guidance upon which the survey was 
conducted. This report should include reports of findings of the 
true space, utility, and lab-peculiar requirements at Rome Lab as 
well as at Hanscom AFB and Fort Monmouth. 

RESPONSE: HQ AFMC will brief the BCEG on the site survey 
results on May 2, 1995. Once the BCEG approves the final 
relocation and closure costs, this informatilon will be available 

V for your review. 

We trust the information provided is uslaful. A similar 
letter is being provided to Senator Moynihan and Representative 
Boehlert . 

Sincerely 

Attachments 

Colonel, lJSAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 28, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Sherwood L. Boehlert 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Boehlert 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 18, 1995, 
to the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the figures used and 
the assumptions made in the analysis of the closure of Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York. For ease of reference, we will 
address each issue separately. 

QUESTION 1: Please provide copies of the documents submitted 

w by Rome Laboratory that show the details of the 328,459 square 
feet, the certification of this information, who at the base and 
each successive level certified the information, and the date the 
data was submitted. 

RESPONSE: Attached is the certified data used in the COBRA 
run dated May 13, 1994. This data reflects the breakout for the 
328,459 square feet and the associated Rome 1;aboratory and Hanscom 
Air Force Base (AFB) AFMC-21 certification letter of May 13, 1994. 
This documentation was submitted as certified data by AFMC, dated 
September 30, 1994, for BRAC 95 inclusion. 

QUESTION 2: Please provide a more detailed explanation of 
the reduction in administrative space with specific items to be 
reduced and justification for each reduction. Please include the 
certified data and certification sheets that comprise the baseline 
figure of 166,859 square feet. In this explanation also include 
all of the sources (specified people or docunlents) and assumptions 
upon which the "double countingw reduction was based. Also please 
explain the rationale for the 60/40 percent split and provide 
copies of the certified data, assumptions and sources upon which 
this split was based. 

RESPONSE: The 166,859 square feet certified data and 
certification sheets was covered under Questi.on 1. The 166,859 
square feet was derived from AFMC-21 studies using the 
Aeronautical Systems Center standard of 197 square feet/person and 



688 projected personnel. Please note the AFMC-21 study itself was; 
an internal document with appropriate portions certified for BRAC 
95 process use. The assumption relating to I1double counting1@ came 
from ESC/CCB, who assumed that 99 of RL personnel worked full time 
or a majority of the time in Laboratory/SCIF space, and would not 
need administrative space or would share space in this category. 
Standards contained within Air Force Manual 86-2 rather than the 
AFMC standards were applied for administrative space. The 
attached AFMC certification letter, December 8, 1994, incorporated 
these assumptions and provided the updated 224,280 square feet 
numbers used in the subsequent COBRA runs. 

In regard to the 60/40 percent split, tbe manpower split for 
the Rome Lab to Hanscom/Fort Monmouth recommendation was developed 
as follows: 

a. An overall concept for the option w4as developed: 
Relocate to Fort Monmouth that research whiclh was not directed to 
Air Force-only applications. This translated into (1) research 
that was not uniquely Air Force (e.g., ~hoto~nics) and (2) research 
that had applicability to both the Air Force and Army (e.g., 
Tactical Radios). 

b. A description of the Rome Laborator~y research activities 
down to the branch level, as attached, was obtained from the 
Commander, Rome Laboratory. Based upon the overall concept 
described above, the Rome Laboratory activities (Directorate, 

'w Division, Branch) were allocated to Hanscom or Fort Monmouth. The 
proper location for the Software Technology Division was 
determined in a conference between the Secreitary of the Air Force 
(SECAF), Vice Chief of Staff (AF/CV), and the Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG) on February 2, 1995. The SECAF 
recommendation listed the final disposition of the various 
activities. 

c. Since we are using 1997/4 as the manpower baseline, and 
since AF/PE does not keep 1997 manpower projections at the branch 
level, the current distribution of personnel was used as a 
surrogate for the determination of how many personnel would go to 
Hanscom and Fort Monmouth. 

d. The current mission workload was adjusted in accordance 
with the distribution of activities (b above) and the associated 
numbers from the current personnel distribution (c above). The 
revised totals (current manpower numbers) were proportionally 
adjusted to arrive at the AF/PE 1997/4 manpower baseline. 
Additionally, a 4 percent savings due to the consolidation at 
Hanscom of the two geographically separate units, closure savings 
based on Base Operations Support (BOS) equivalent savings for the 
cantoned Rome Laboratory, and planned force structure changes were 
applied to yield the manpower numbers used in the COBRA analysis. 
The attached AF/PE 1997/4 baseline (933 posit-ions) was reduced by 
50 positions (28 BOS savings plus 22 consolidlation savings) to 

w 883. This figure was split to 374 positions to Fort Monmouth and 
509 positions to Hanscom AFB. 



QUESTION 3: On what date was the determination to eliminate 

w major portions of the Geophysics Directorate made? How many 
Geophysics employees will be affected by this action? Was any 
public announcement ever made? If so, when was it or will it be 
announced, and can you provide copies of the announcement and 
Congressional notifications? 

RESPONSE: As the attached BCEG minutes show, the SECAF 
directed that the move of the Rome Laboratory to Hanscom AFB be 
reexamined to consider space that would be available from 
reduction of the Geophysics Lab at Hanscom, with the exception of 
the AFSPC support activities. The subsequent COBRA runs complied 
with this assumption. No formal process has yet been initiated to1 
close or reduce the Geophysics Directorate. 

QUESTION 4: Finally, please provide written report of the 
findings of the pure site survey results prior to modification by 
anyone who was not present at the site survey. Please include in 
that report the list of all participants, thleir offices, 
assumptions, and other guidance upon which the survey was 
conducted. This report should include reports of findings of the 
true space, utility, and lab-peculiar requirements at Rome Lab as 
well as at Hanscom AFB and Fort Monmouth. 

RESPONSE: HQ AFMC will brief the BCEG on the site survey 
results on May 2, 1995. Once the BCEG approves the final 
relocation and closure costs, this information will be available 

w for your review. 

We trust the information provided is useful. A similar 
letter is being provided to Senators Moynihan and DtAmato. . 

Sincerely 
r '  - 

SCOTT B . EIcLAUTHLIN 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
Attachments 
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INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - MILCON BASE (COBIW v4.04)  - Page 9 
Data As Of 12 :54  05/13/1994, Rep0 ated 12:54 05/13/1994 ! 

I 
Name: Hanscom AFB, MA 

Description Category Rehab Cost (QK) ---.--*--.-- r r r - - . * r  - - - - -  ---.**.- 

Engineering Support Administ 0 28 , 156 i 
Light Lab RDT&EFac 0 8,667 
Medium Lab RDT&EFac 0 23,319 
Heavy Lab RDT&EFac 0 2,654 
Light SCfF RDT&EFac 0 6,585 
Heavy SCXF RDTaBFac 0 17,546 , 
Mil Family Housing FamlQtrr 0 

(Other) 0 O 0 I 
(Other1 o o i 
(Other) 0 
(Other) 0 

0 ! 
0 

(Other) 0 0 
( O t h e r )  0 0 
(Ocher 1 0 0 
( O t h e r )  0 0 

a (Other) o o 

I 

I 
! 

I 

I 

! 
I 
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-- - DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H w A R f E R S  AIR FORCE MAT EREL COMMAND 

 PATTERSON SON AIR FORCE BASE OHIO \a0 I& 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAF/RT 

FROM: HQ A F M W  
4375 Chidlaw Rd, Ste 6 . . . ..-.. - 
Wright-Patterson AFB OH 45433-5006 

SUBJEm Certification of COBRA Inputs for BRAC 95 Product Centers, Laboratories and 
T&E Centers Level Playing Field Analysis (Your Letter, 16 Sep 1994) 

1. The input data shown in the attached spreadsheets is provided in response to your request 
and has been uxtified as accurate and complete to the best of our knowledge and belief. 
Military Construction data is based on the AFMC 21 study, and has been updated by our 
MAJCOM Civil E n g k r  using consistent pricing factors and historical experience. Backup 
documentation is included as follows: Military Construction surnrnqr data, transportation 
worksheets, and discussion papers relating to Federally-Funded Research and Development 
Centers and the New Mexico Gross Receipts Tax. 

. - 2 Your request included a quc%tion about the rationale for using "Prc~ductivitjl Loss'! as a cost 
We have attached our response on this cost, as well as an explanation of the "Interim Product 
Center Support'' cost 

3. The Military Family Housing (MFH) requirements in AFMC 21 were based on the one-half 
hour commute criteria The attached spreadsheets show the MFH requirements computed in 
AFMC 2 1. Using the new one hour commute criteria, most of these requirements go to zero. 
The MFH requirements at McClellan (126 units, resulting from Hanscam closure), Edwards 
(677 units, resulting from Eglin closure), and Eglin (877 units, resulting from Edwards closure) 
are still based on the one-half hour criteria 

3. Our point of contact is Mr. Tom Koepnick, HQ AFMClXPX, DSN1787-2622. 

--*- - ~- 4 
AUN B. G,OLDSTAYN 
Deput) Director of Plans d Pr~gfanis 

Attachments: 
1. Product Center and Laboratory Data 
2. T&E Center Data 
3. hiteriln Product Center Support and Productivity Loss Explanations 





w 
ROME LAB (GRIFFISS) CLOSURE -- MILCON PROJECTS AT IHANSCOM AFB 

move RL from 'riffla 
Elect Rsch Eng 

Heavy Electronic Lab 

M d u m  Electronic Rsch Lab 

Recommended Cost FY96 !$ 
($000) 

. Light Electronic Rsch Lab 8,700 

.; Heavy SCIF 17,500 

Light SCIF 6,600 
- 
TOTAL 95,100 

TOTAL MILCON FOR ROME LAB CLOSURE 95,100' 



FOR OFFICIAL USE OILY 
INPUTSCREENSEVEN- MILCONBASE 0 (COBELAv4.04) - Page9 I 
D a t a  As O f  12:54 05/13/1994, Created 12:54 05/13/1994 ! 

Name; HanscomAFB, MA 

Description ----.----.-- 
mgineering Support 
Light Lab 
Medium Lab 
Heavy Lab 
Light SCIF 
Heavy SCIF 
Mil ~ami ly  Housing 

Category 
r - r - r r i r  

Adminis t 
RDTQEFarc 
RDTUFac 
RDTaFac 
RDTbgFac 
RDTaFac 
F a m l Q t r s  

(Other1 
( O t h e r ) .  
(Other) 
( O t h e r )  
( O t h e r )  
( O t h e r )  
( O t h e r )  
( O t h e r )  
( O t h e r )  

~ e h a b  Cost (QK) I 

- 0 - 0 -  ---***a- 

0 28.156 1 



Back-up data 
Programmatic Impacts of SECDEF Rec:ommendatioac 

EIectromagnetics and Reliability (m) 
There an a few arcas open to intaptation, espchlly in the 
Electmmagnetics and Reliability ( W R )  area. 

Fitst, we are assuming that the RUER pcopIc ahady.at 
. Hanscom wiil remain there. I &&d this with A1 Goldstap . 
. who coutkxns that this is c m t - i f  they were to be nrovcd 

thcre would have been a rccommendadan for Ranscorn. 

Second, we are unsure how we should split the RWEIZ people at 
G m - a l l  to Monmouth except contractor sappart for the 
sites mdet a reconstituted RL at Hanscom or some govemmwlf 
piescna in New Yo& to support the sites and test pn)grams at 
the sites The number of government people in New Yo& could 
vaxy anywhere becwccn 0 to 83 dep&dhg on how AIMC 
wants to interpret this. Tba high nmnbv w o a  include the 

. entire Ecmonic Systems Engineaing Division (ERS)-47 
* 

peoplt-as well as the 36 Modeling and Fabricathi people we 
1 ata gaining for site work as part of our standalone activities. 
In our spread sheet we have assumed that 46 people stay in 
New York-10 of our present engineers and the 36 
and Fab people 

b y  jewels within this directorate: 

RH-32-radiation hardened, space qualified 32 bit computer 
: hI) lead for SECDEFs initiative for QualEed A4ku-r~ List 

IhD lead for automatic test and diagnostics technolqgy &tical 
to the ALCs, operational forces and two level maintenance 

. - Reliability physics 
Computational elcctromagnetics (key modehg and simulation 

tool) 
. Upside down Air Fme (csp. F-22 work) 

I've attached a four page document entitled "Rome Laboratolry: 
Eledromagnctics and Reliability-Griffiss (ER-G)" that describes the 
work done within ER-G at the branch levei. Note teat the numbers 
on this sheet are assigned as of 31 Dec 94 and differ slightly from 
authorized as of 28 Feb 95 and do not include the 36 modeling and 
fab autho~tions. 



. b ' . 'j -:&$:- - - . ... .,#&a + %3X4 i--T;lzki 

Rome Laboratory 

ELectromagnedcs and Reliability-GMss (HI-G) 

- 3  ERIC vtont Office 

5 ERI) 131ecuonics Reliability Division 
13 ERDA Reliability and Diagnostics Branch 

DOD's premier tat and analysis facility for analog devices. 
This group pioneered the evaluation of analog devices- 
espedaUy Monolithic M m v e  lntcgrz~~ed Circuits 
(MMICs)-used In advanced AF & DOT) systems. The group 
d-lop and.estabUshes qualie and hlliability procedures . 
for emluadng analog devices. la addition, the group 
indudes one of the worid's experts for the testability and 
fault tolerance concerns of mimproccssors and other . 
cornpiex ddces. This work has led to the design and 
development of the RH-32, a radiadon hardened, fault 
toleran& 32 bit computer far space appllicadons. This 
group is wo&g at the m i m t  level as the Lead for 
the SECDEF's atquisitiaireform inidahre with the goal of 
replacing most MIL SPECS with best commercial pmctices. 
The group lead the W D  QpiWied Mamrfacturas Iist (QML) 
cffom under thfs iofdadve FZaaliy, t b C s  group is Ieading 
tht investigation of the reliability of photonic devices. 

14 ERDB Design d Diagnostics h n c h  

While ERDA lmds Rome Lab's work in analog devices, ERDB 
leads Ln digital devices. T h i s  gmup marlages DOD's most 
sophisticated rester for digital devices the J9S3 Terad-me 
tester. It can test the most complicated and highest speed 
integrated circuits and muld-chip rnodulres built today. It 
is the only facility of its kind in MID. The p u p  also 
designs. tools to help man- "design-in" reliability 
especially to avoid the effects of decmnmigradon and hot 
electron effects in their devices. The gmup leads IX)D 
efforts in the rapid prototyping of signal processing 
a~httecrq-es-crudal to the design to acivanced systems 
for air and space platforms. And the poup provide 
automatic test technology that reduces costs for logistics 
support by an otder of magnitude. The systems avoid lock 
in to contxactor proprietary test equipment and allow test 
vectors to be generated directly from high Ievel 
equipment descriptions. This technologly has proven itself 
at SAAU: and is now being transitioned to WRALC. 
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Rome Laboratory 

EEtD Division Total 

~ectromagnetics and Reliability-Griffiss (ER-G) 

14 ERDR ReUbUty Physics Bnnch 

Basic wearch that investigate the inflluence of materials 
and interfaces on the reifability of silicom-had and 
compound semiconductor devices. Fun~damental work in 
dmmigradon in thin films-an increasing rciiabffl~/ 
problem as device gcopptuics become aslallt?r and d e r .  
Group develops impirwements in Wc~nductor 
processing to desensitize products to Mure 
rnechaubm Area rrlso works on the failirae mechanisms of 
simple test structures which can be used 'tm-chip" for 
cost4fective in-line screening. In addition to 
electromigradon, evaluates hot~eCtrOr1 degradation and 
time dependent d i e l ~ n i c  breakdowr~ Currently 
researching the R#cM impacts of the we of plastic 
encapsulated microdrcuits in defense systems which off= 
me potendat cost savings, but have llittle reliability data 
in defense uses. EEfm dupport all AF trystems especially 
air and space platfotmsFIn addition to AF customerss 
supports ARPA, NAS4.m and the eiec=tronfcs industry 

Develops simulation tools for the Air Fame and DOD to 
evaluate the mechanical, thermal, and t!lecmmic 

ormance of devices and components before they are 9" uilt and to investigate failures after the  devices are 
fielded. Recently. these tools were insnumenral in an 
investigation of problems in Traveling \Nave Tubes (TWTs) 
at WRAiC. The simulation tools pinpointed the problem in 
the thermal design of the tubes and wmr able to definitively 
indicate which tubes should be scrapped and ~vhicfi could 
be saved-returning a sub$tantial investment of 7 W T s  to 
the inventory. Group has dweloped a ~dt i -chfp module 
(MCM) thermal analyzer that allows dudgn evaluation of 
these complex devices in sofnvare before committing to 
hardware produaicm. The analyzer sixx!ulates the full 
electrical and thermal pafbrmance of the devices 
including the interactions between thermal and electrical 
properties. This pionem-ing work will greatly reduce the 

- costs and schedule for advanced systems which use MCMs. 
This work supports dl product centers imd logistic centers 
but has special sigdicance to the space! community. Air 
Force efforts have been greatly leveraged by ARPA 
funding in this area. ' IUs group also manages the M3D 
Reliability Analysis Center which supports the entire . 
Defense cornwry.  
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Electromagnetics and ReUabiiity-Griffiss (ERG) . 

3 ERS Electronic Systems Engineering Division 

This branch develops electromagnetic antenna 
measurement and analysis techniques t o  assess Air Fam 
and joint weapons platforms. Thij graurp is the heart of 
what is known as the aWpside-d~ Afr Forcd-test 
facilities used by all current airfmmcs to measure radv 
signatures and antenna intetrcdons. A J b e s  currendy 
under test include the F22, F-16, B-1, CI-130. The emphasis 
is to support advanced antema design land engineering, 
develop inmumenradon to evaluate ultra low sidelobe 
array technology, and validate modeling and simulation 
effoita. In addition to the ahfiaa mentioned h e ,  this 
work supporn Joint STARS, Special Ops forces, AFMC 
pmduct and logistics c-emen, Navy and Army pladorms, 
the White Howe Communicadons Agency and reseamh 
effom into optically fed phased arrays, acdve and adaptive 
axray technology, and airborne survdJ'!laace arrays. 
These facilities rue unique within the al-service 
community. 

12 ERSX Systems Refiability hgineering Branch 

Develops R&M analytical and experimerltal techniques and 
methods to insure that R&M is an integral part of the chip 
through systems design process. Currclnt activities support 
the SECDEF's Acquisition Worm Inidadlve-developing che 
methodology to effectively allow the use of Cornmerdal Mf 
The Shelf (COTS) devices and equipmalt in DOD systems and 
to all& designs that merge and integrate iitufaces 
between devices and systems. Working on p e r f m c e -  
baed development specificadons in c a  Junction with 
commercial indusay. Current customers include AIA, ESC, 
ASC, SMC, ACC, AMC, WRAK, F22 SO,, Army MICOM, 
OSDMISIG, the Naval Air Systems Comaand and a broad 
selection of Defense industrial companies 

5 ERSs Systems Evaluation Office 

This office manages five off-base sites used for research - throughout Rome iab - Stockbridge, Ntwporc, Forestporr, 
Ava, and Verona. Actual engineering p~rojects at these 
sites are led by engineem from other offices. Stockbridge 
and Newport house the "Upsidedown Pdr force" used to' 

Page 3 



888.d (yJ/3S3 

. . 
Rome Laboratory 

Eiectmmagnetics and Rellability-Criffiss (ERG) 

evaluate and influence the cl-tdc charamrisdcs 
of all Att Force airframes including the F22 

I4 ERS Systems Technology and Integration B;nnch 

lrcada modeling and simulation work in computational 
el-etics 00 support AFMC prodluct centers and 
loglsdcs centers. 'R& worlc is  critical in supporting other 
technology cfforcs throughout the Air Force. Work is 
increasing out abiliry to irerrrw and optimize designs early 
in the development cycle prior to "bald@ metal" and 
allows and SPOs to analyze problerns brought on by 
modifications and life extensions to @lg platfo- 

47 ERS Mvtsfon Total 

5 EM Managpmpnt Support Omce 

112 ER-G Directorate Total 
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Back-up data 
Programmatic Impacts of SECDEF Rec~~mmendations 

Command, Control and Commuaications ( w C 3 )  

This directoraDe will be substantially pulled apart between Ft 
Monmouth and Hanscom under the SECDEFs recommendation. 

Tht catire Software Technology Division win. move to Hanscom 

Tbe C o m d  and Control Systems Division has two branches- 
om wiU move to Hanscom, one to Momcmth. Han~com wiU 
mive the Advanced Concepts Branch - provides #thology 
support to t6e CTAPS propun office at ESC!/AV. It (kvelcped 
APS and FLgC and has a series of other technology programs to 
support Theater Battle Management Monmouth will &ye 
the Compw Sysrsru Branch-technologies for dtmibaad 
computing, federated databases, multi-media managernent, . 
fault tolerance and defensive infaxmation warfare. 

The C o m m u ~ o n s  Division has rbEc branches--one to 
]Efanscom, two to Monmouth, Ebmcm receives the Space 
Comm Branch-supports SMCs MILSATCOM JPO, ;absolutely 
vita. Monmouth receives the Radio Csmm and W r n  Network 
branches, Radio Cornrn already has a heavy Army stqppt  
flavor-Spaakeasy i s  the big project hm-and is the am a m  
$lat most makes sense to send to Monmouth. The Coimm 
Networks area is a jewel-absolutely vital to providing imagery 
and video to the warlighter. This work has aemendsrls tech 
-fcr potentid as we& 

Key jewels within the three branches moving to Monmouth: 

Distributed computing 
Defensive information warfare tcchnoiogies 
Speakeasy (muldband, modular radios) 

' High-speed communication network technologies 

rve attached a four page dacurnent entitled "Rome Laboratcny 
Command, Control and Communications directorate (a)" that 
describes the work done within C3 at the branch level. Note that the 
numbers on this sheet are assigned as of 31 Dec 94 and differ 
slightly from authorized as of 28 Feb 95 and that sinsince tbis 
dkectorate is being split we have apportioned directorate andl 
division management to the branches. 



.- Rome Laboratory 

w 
Cammand, Control and Communications Directorate (C3) 

5 c3 Directorate Front Office 

5 C3A Command and ~on&l Systems Division 

22 . C ~ A A  Advanced Concepts b c h  

Research to enhance the Tactical Air Control System 
(TACS) Mth rapid and fI&ble force planning and 
execution control. Primary technology support to CTAPS 
program at ESC/AV. Programs in various stages of 
development-Advanced Planning System (APS) , Force 
Level Execution (FLEX), Opefadom-Iritellfgence 
Integration (OII), Defmve Planning Decision Aid (DP). 
Programs are under guidance of the TBM General Officer 
Soeeriag Group wiU be incorporated .in the Global 
Command and Control System (GCC!i). 

28 C3AB Computer Systems Branch 

RgtD to support development of dissributed information 
systems to pmvlde immediate, wridl-wide, access to 
Ltlformation in a s d e s s  manner kom sensors to 
planning cells to dedsion makers to execution elements. 
Involves the development of distribu~ted computing 
environments, federated database management, 
distributed multl-media database muzagemem and fault 
tolerance. Funded heavily by ARPA and targeted for 
both the AF and Joint communities (JCS, DISA, CINCs). In 
addition, this bmnch is the'principall technoiogy arm for 
defense information warfare. Works on technologies to 
support informadon security (INFOSJX) and 
communications securiry (COMSEC) with a special 
emphasis on the problems associateci with distributed 
computer systems. Funded heavily 13y Air Force and joint 
intelligence communities 

C3A Division Total 
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Rome Laboratory 

w 
Command, Control and Communications Directorate (C3) 

9 C3B Communications Division 

C3BA Space Communications Branch 

Provides technology to PhWips Lab, :SMC and ESC. Critical 
6.1.6.2 and 6.3 work to support ground and space: 
segments of Milstar, DSCS, and ~~~ilitiary use of commercial 
SATCOM. Work includes research at: SHF and EIIF, on- 
board signal processing to support anti-jamming, low 
probability of intercept, comm on the move, and 
increased udlizadon of allocated hquencies. mote= 
Phillips Lab has no 6.2 line in this area, but depends on 
Rome Lab mhnoIogy which it then  rans sit ions to space 
experiments] Supporp the development of ground and 
airborne terminals and global reach back capabjlities 
using ATM technology. In addition 1:o the Air Force, 
customers include DISA, ARPA, 1NCA;and the JnteUigence 
community. 

C3BB Radio Communicadons Branch 

Research and technology designed U) support multi-band, 
muiti-waveform programnab1e radios for ground, air and 
space use. Strong emphasis on simplifying logistics tail- 
using advanced commerdal signal pirocessors to make a 
modular radio with an open systems architecture that can 
talk to h o s t  everyone Major project in branch is . . 

SPFAKEASY, which originated at Rome Lab, gained 
support fkom Baianc ed Technology Initiative and now is 
funded 5096 by ARP& 25% by Air Fo,rce, and 25% by 
Amy. Development approach will spin out modules that 
can be used in existing radios as welll as new ones for 
both alr and ground, Long term effc~rts support wireless 
comm capabilities that would automadcaUy provide 
service on demand in any signal environment 
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Rome Laboratory 

"rlrs 
Command, Control and Communications Directorate (C:3) 

16 C3BC Communications Network Btaach 

Research in rapidly advancing area of nemfking, 
absolutely vital to passing large amaunts of data such as 
hnagety and video to th&w commanders, wings and 
squadrons. Work is critical for suppordng global 
awareness. Works with industry in advancing 
asynchronous m&er mode (ATM) - a new protocol 
that combines the best features of pi~clrcet switching and 
circuit switching to create virtual circuits wt maximize 
use of adsting and planned commurlication nets. Areas 
of emphasis include network management, . . . 

adaptable/robust protocols, commu~Pications security b d  
advanced switching. C-gstomers su~ported indude 
ESC, ACC, AMC, AfA, USSOCOM, DIM and ARPA, 

1' 59 C3B Division Total 
. - - .  

12 c3c Software Technology ~ivision 

18 C3CA Knowledge Engineering Branch 

Research in ardfidal intelligence, particularly in the area 
of knowledge based planning, scheckuling and resource 
allocation. This research area feeds the programs that 
have been developed at Rome Lab fcr CTAPS-APS and 
FIEX in paraSular use knowledge based planning 
algorithms to generate Air Tasking Orders for theater 
commanders while constantly perfolming c0nsua.int 
checking. In addition to CTAPS work, this group 
developed the DART system-a pianrling system for 
AMC's worldwide operations. Group1 is we4 respected by 
ARPA (won their Agent of the Year award last year) and 
consequently leverages Air Force furlcis with substantial 
M P A  money. Customers include AhlIC, ACC, 
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w 
Command, Control and Communications Directorate (C3) 

USTRANSCOM, USAFE, USPACOM, PACAF, USACOM, 
USEUCOM, and ESC 

18 C3CB Software Engineering Branch 

Technologies to increase ptoductivjlty Ear software 
deyelopment and maintenance-strong initfadtves for Dr 
Feigenbaum, AF/ST, and Mr M o s e m ~ ~ ~ ,  in SAF/AQ, Air . 
Force costs for software development and maintenance 
continue to rise and actually domirmte system life cycle 
cost in many instances. Gmup has developed, 
demonstrated, and transittoned software development 
environments such as ProSfSCE and KBSA thfit . . 
dramadcally improve producdvity, KBSA i s  a Knowledge 
Based Software Asshtznf that enforces standards and 
eliminates errors at the very start of the software cycle. 
Customets.include ESC, the Air bgistics Caters,  AEirC, 
ARPA, and industry (which uses these products on 
defense projects. 

48 C3C Division Total 

C3 Directorate Total 
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Programmatic Impacts of SECDEF Recommendations 

Photonics (RWOCP) 

This division of RL's Surveillance and'photonics directorate 'will move 
to Mcmmouth in toto-the Sunreihce Division, OCS, (whidh includes 
our S i g d  Processing research) will move to Hamocm 

~ a a c  Lab dbcs phowcs research in dnee -s-ER, OC, 
and XR. Our undersading is that the only p u p  moving to . 
Morn& is the group in OG-OCP. the Phottonics Division. Key 
photonics material work and sonm applica!ions for bum 
forming am d m  at Hanscorn in RUER which is not s;lattd to 
move under the SEQ)EF% r t c o m m ~ o n .  And owr mass 
storage work i s  done in our Indigence Dhcmratc (IR) which 
is slated to move to Hanscom-this includes our optid disk 
work and our promising 3-ID optical mcmorics. 

W e  had strongly recommended to Mr Goldstayn that this 
division move to Hamcorn-it workGery closely with Rome 
Lab's Eloctromagnctics Dirtctdaatt (RfJER) at Hansoorn. 

This division and its technologic8 win n=vdurie C3I and 
Avionks4ptical compudng, hybrid optical and elecannic 
computers, optical contral of phased arrays, high speed optical 
commnwnications, optical cornlation arc on the horizon 

The division moving to Modmouth hdudes our ~hotbnics 
Center dedicated with great fanfare in the mid 80s by 'Generai 
Randolph. The Photonics Center houses our in-house 
researchers and numerous visiting industry scientists, faculty 
m e m b e ~  and students' h r n  throughout the country. 

There are two inttresting statc involvemtnts h Photorrics. On 
one hand, we have an MOU between the New Yo* Glovernor 

- and the AFSC Commander-despite the rhetoric that nnay be 
heard, New York has only given this initiative token suppoa. 
On the othm hand, Dr Don Fraser (former Depu* Under 
Secretary for Acquisition) has received over $SOM from 
Massachusem and ARPA to develop a Photonics Center in 
Boston (I think under BU)-if we could. piggyback on this it ' 
would be beneficial for BU, Massachusetts, ESC and ,the AF. 

. If this group remains under the AF at Monmouth, 1 would be 
less alarmed, I would hate to see the A .  out of this promising 
technicat area--this is a jewel in the AFs technology crown. 
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w ROME LAB MANPOWER PROJECTION 
QEE AMN mZ(w 

ROME LAB 83 26 681 790 
BOS TAIL (from BRAC 93) 2 50 34 86 
direct support (fabrication) 36 36 

stand alone security 2.1 
total 85 97 751 933 

direct support: identified by AFMC as manpower in ACC 
providing direct fabrication arid material 
support to Rome Lab that shlauld transfer 
to Rome Lab 

stand alone security: 21 spaces identified by AFMC as cost 
for Rome Lab to provide its awn security 



OFFICIAL USE OhW - SENSITIVE STRUCKIRE ~'FORIKAT~ON 
DEPARTMENT OF 

8 k c  94 
I 

I 
I 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAFfRT 
I I 
FROM: HQ AFMC/XP 

4375 Chidlaw Rd, Stt 6 
Wright-Patterson AFB OH 45433-5006 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Laboratatries (LAB)/Product Centen 
Cost of Bass ReaIignment Actions Inputs Update (Your ltr, 5 Dec 94) 

1. In response to subject tasking, the attached provides ow updad estimate of 
Rome Lab recurring costs at Griffiss AFB '5/94 Ebt'), as well as updated 
fuility mts for relocation of Rome Lab AS nfPrds manpowcf savings 
resulting from consolidation, we have no 

2. The attached information has ban certified ai acc to the best of our 
knowledge and belief, in amrd with the Air Force Questions may be 
ditcd to Mr. Tom Kocpnick, HQ AFMWXPX, Mr. Ron Piatt, 
HQ AFMCICEPX, DSN 787-2410. 

2 Attachments: 
1. RL Recurrin~ Costs 
2. MILCON Data 

E'OR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - SENSITIVE STRUCTURE XNF'ORMATION 



m . 2 5  '95 13:30 HQ AFLC/XRJ bSRIGHT-PFITTERSON OH P.B2 , 

FOR OFTICUL USE ONLY - SENSITIVE STRUC:TURE INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAFIRT I 
FROM: HQ AFMC/XP 

4375 Chidlaw Rd, Sto 6 
Wright-Patterson AFB OH 454335006 

j SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Laboratcries (LAB)/Product Centers 
I Cost of Base Realignment Action9 Inputs Update (Your la, 5 Dec 94) 

i 1. In response to l~ubject tasldng, the attached informa on provides our updated estimate of 
Rome Iab recurring costs at Griffiss AF'B (column la ed "5194 ELtw), as well as updated 
facility costs for relocation of Romo Lab to Hanscom . As regards manpower savings 
resulting from consolidation, we have no update for Ro e Lab. C 
2. The attached information has been certified as atxu te and con~pleto to the best of our 
knowlodge and belief, in accord with the Air Force In a1 Contrc11 Plan. Questions may be 
directed to Mr. Tom Koepnick, HQ AEMCKPX,  DS 787-2622 lor Mr. Ron Piatt, 
HQ AFMC/CEPX, DSN 787-2410. f 
2 Attachments: 
1. RL Recurring Costs 
2. MILCON Data 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - SENSXTNE STRUC'JNRE INFORMATION 



FIPR.25 '95 13:31 HQ AFLWXRJ ERIGHT-PRTTERSON OH P.83 . 
I 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY .- E INFRASTRUCTURE ! 
1 ,  

XNFORMATIO 

PURPOSE: To document updated RL Rccuning u and MILICON dara related to relocation 1 
of Rome Lab-ariffiss to Hanscom AFB i 

I 
SOURCES: RL Recurring Costs Spreadsheet, May 4, from RL/FM, ESUCSB FAX, 5 Dcc I 
94, with MILCON rcquiremcnts and cost estimates. Q AFMCftZEC spreadsheet with 
revised MILCON estimates, 8 Dec 94. F i 
METHOD: 
Recurring costs were taken from the RL olumn labeled "5/94 Est". MILCON 
estimates were computed by HQ cadmates supplied by ESC.' HQ 
AFMC/CEC used a consistent 

CONCLUSION: The attached data accurately refl cost data for use in COBRA. c45 
REVIEWER: I certify that the attached information 's accurate ,and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. . . P 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY -- E 1NFRA;STRUCTURE 
INFORMATIO 
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8 
d 

w - 
RL RECURRING COSTS 
$$ = thousands 

Communications 
Contracting 

SUB-TOTAL 
- 
,Fire Protection 

GRAND TOTAL 

1 

. 

- 
Comptroller - 
Civil Engineering 
Dnernnnnt 
I Guauln:Ge - 

5/94 Est 
$120 
$478 

$229 

a93 Est 
$814 
$623 
$216 

$7,642 
$545 

$18,315 

$1,395 

$1 9.71 0 

$1 72 

2/94 Est 
$955 
$709 

sm- 
$90 
$36 

$970 
$1,135 

$46 

Logistics 
PMEL - 
Safety 
Judge Advocate 

Electric Power 
Heating 
Watersewage 

$1 3,798 

$0 

----- 

I $4,130 
$500 

1 

$1 1,970 

- $0. 

$103 
$94 

$970 
$1,639 

$46 
I 

$6.1 93 
$325 

$2.027 
$500 

$118 1 
$87 1 

$970 
$1,639 

$46 

$13,798 

1 $5,985 
tn vu 

$2,438 
-- .$500 

$11,970 



W C O M  CERTIFIED DATA 
ROME Q4B TO HANSCOM 

1 I 
1 I I I I 1  

70% of new unit costs as shown war wed In crlculatlon (TYPICAL) 
20% Space reduction was arsumedl I I 

I I I 

I 

TOTAL 216K I 

SF 

TOTAL ( 8 6 2 ~  I 1 I I I 
I I 

,FAC 1606 Adrnln 7,000 NJA 1 82 

- - - - -  
Unlt Coat 

1 I I 

OTAL 1 3 1 8 ~  I I 
I 

Iota1 (000) 

I _ 
FAC 1302FA 
,13,30Osf 

I I I I I I 

TOTAL FOR THIS OPTION O m  .**.* $33,658,000 I 
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Admln 
SF 

13,300 
Prewlred workstations 

I 
31 5K 
I 

New 
unit Coat 
N/A 

I 
?otal1000) 
I 0 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNMD~~BTATES%R ~ R C L  

WASHINOTON. 0.C. 20330 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFMC/XP 
0 5 OEC IVY 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Laboratories (LAB)/Product Centers 
Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) Inputs Update 

Request you provide O&M support costs, scope and type of facility by facility code, and 
manpower savings resulting from consolidation for relocation of Rome Lab, Rome NY to 
Hanscom AFB. We must have this additional information to adequately respond to the joint 
alternatives provided to the Base Closure Executive Group by the LAB Joint Cross-Service 
Group. My point of contact for this action is Major Michael Wallace,, AF/RTR, DSN 225-4578. 

D. BLUME:, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
{ g i a l  Assistant to the CSAF for 

Realignment & ??ansition 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEGfBCEG STAFF ONLY 
: OEPARTME~ of: THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

FTKE or IWC ASSSTANT SECAETIRI 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 4 0 FEB 1995 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AI;/BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Maj Gen Blume , AF/RT, at 1100 hours on 
21 December 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in 
attendance: 

8 AFBCEG members: 

Maj Gen Blume, AFRT, Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, S A F M Q  
Mr. Orr, AF/LGM 
Dr. Wolff, AFfCE 
Mr. Durante, SAF/AQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFfGCN 
Brig Gen McCarthy, AF/XOO 
Brig Gen Bradley, AFIRE 

b. Other key attendees: 

Col Mayfield, AFfRTR 
Col Kimmel, NGB 
Mr. 'Kelly, AFDPP 
Lt Col Rodefer, AFIXOFC 
Lt Col Phillips, SAFRMC 

The meeting was called to order by Maj Gen Blume. He asked SAFIMIQ and AF/CE to 
work on refining the analysis of air quality concerns that would prevent beddowns. AFfCE noted 
that a consolidated list of active and reserve moves would be needed s:o that they could be sure 
that the analysis included all options; 

On December 19, 1994, the SECAF was briefed on lab activities. Costs and savings for 
the Rome Lab move were examined, since the JCSG had recommt:nded this closure. The 
reexamination of costs revealed significant reductions in costs and increases in savings from the 
Air Force level playing field COBRA analysis. The SECAF directed that the move of the Rome 
Lab to Hanscom AFB be reexamined considering space that would be available from reduction 
of the Geophysics Lab at Hanscom, with the exception of the AFSPC support activities. Also 
she directed that an alternative consolidation of Rome Lab activities to Ft Monmouth be 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 
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examined. ' For t h e - ~ e &  Lab activity, the SECAF requested a move to Wright-Pattenon and 
Eglin be examined 

The SECAF was then briefed on T&E activities. The UTTR, FEDCAP, AFEWES, and 
EMTE Eglin actions were viewed as favorable intra-Air Force options. Other proposed moves 
were then examined but were withheld for the time being. 

The ANG then briefed potential actions. When considering thc: Moffett move to Beale, 
an option of leaving the McClellan AFRES unit of KC-135s was discussed. These are scheduled 
to move to Beale, but could remain at McClellan. Closure of Kings1c:y Field was not favored 
by the ANG, but kept as an option. Movement of Roslyn GSU, Clntario GSU, and North 
Highlands were viewed as favorable options for further consideration. PL redirect of the 21 Space 
Systems Squadron was also examined, moving the unit from the former Lowry AFB to Peterson 
Am. It was noted that this reflected a change in operational requi~rements from the earlier 
Commission, and was a cheaper option. 

On December 20, 1994, the SECAF was briefed on AFRES issues. Redirecting the 301st 
RQS to remain at Patrick AFB was deemed to be practical. The closur~e of Pittsburgh ARB was 
also attractive, but the base fared well in Criterion I. However, costs and the ability of other 
units to absorb the personnel make it an attractive closure candidate. 

After comparing various aspects to the Grissom and Bergstrom closures, the best option 
seemed to be to move the unit out of Bergstrom, move the Bergstrom F-16s to NAS Ft Worth 
(former Carswell AFB), move the KC-135 aircraft which had been designated to replace the NAS 
Ft Worth F-16s, from NAS Ft Worth to MacDill AFB, and retain Grissom. The SECAF 
indicated the following actions seemed best at this point: 

Close Bergstrom, move aircraft to NAS Ft Worth, move KC-135 aircraft to MacDill 
Redirect 301 RQS to remain at Patrick 
Close Pittsburgh ARB 

The SECAF also noted that retaining the AFRES unit at McClellan vicc: moving to Beale would 
bear more study on costs and savings. 

The SECAF was then briefed on Depots from an Air Force only :perspective. The airfield 
was proposed to be retained at Kelly, either to be controlled by Lackland or, preferably, by the 
AFRES with eventual conversion to a civil airport with the ARC uni.ts remaining as tenants. 
Kelly housing units were proposed to be transferred to Lackland and retained for use by military 
personnel in the San Antonio area. AFRES C-5s and ANG F-16s would remain, as would MIA. 
This was agreed to be the best option should Kelly be recommended for closure. A dual closure 
of Kelly and McClellan, as one of the recommended alternatives of the JCSG, remains to be 
costed and evaluated. 

Options for Onimka AFB were considered. It appears that moving the Air Force and 
national missions that can be relocated, and retaining support for the national assets that must 
remain, is the best option. COBRA analysis has not yet been completed. 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 
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i- Financial aspects of closures from previous commissions were then discussed with 
implications for financial requirements in 1995. A legislative change to allow DERA funding 
of environmental restoration at closure and realignment bases was discussed. 

w Following the summary of the meetings with the SECAF, Lt Col Rodefer, AF/XOFC, 
briefed changes to force structure since the interim force structure was issued, using the slides 
at Atch 1. The BCEG noted that some force structure changes would require reexamination of 
costs, such as the potential loss of F-Ill airframe work at the depots. The force structure will 
continue to be examined to determine whether changes in evaluation sue necessary. 

Lt Col Phillips, SAF/FMC, briefed the Grand Forks missile field only and Malmstrom 
airfield only closures, as requested by the SECAF, using the slide at Atch 2. The figures on 
Grand Forks result from the fact that missile field drawdown is currc:ntly programmed in the 
budget, including costs of closure and personnel savings. As a result, there are no BRAC 
cognizable costs or savings from closing the Grand Forks missile fielld, if that decision were 
made. The BCEG voted to approve both sets of figures. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1220. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Squadron size 

;:- 

Attachments 
1. Force Structure 
2. COBRA data 
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DPI DC 

WASHINGTON, DC 206 TO 

The Henorable Sheila Widnall 
Off ice  of t h e  Secretary 
The A i r  Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20333-1660 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

Thank you for your April 3 reply to our le t ter  
concerning space requirements at Xome Laboratory. Your rep ly  
raised additional questicns to which we neled answers or 
clarifications. In order  to have adequate time to conduct 
our analyses, it is imperative t h a t  we have t h e  answers by 
Thursday, April 26. 

The reply s t a t e s  t h a t  "the 328,459 figure was provided 
by Rome Lab as that space reqaired to support their mission 
at another installation . . . "  Please provide copies of the 
docurnen~s subnitted by Rome Lab that ehow the details of the  
328 ,459  square f e e t ,  the certification of this informatim, 
who at t h e  base and each succsssivc level c z e r t ~ f i e d  the 
information, arid the date the data was auhnitted. 

Please proviee a more detailed explanation of t h e  
reduction in administrative space w i t h  speczific items t o  be 
reduced and justification for each r educ t ion .  Please include 
the certified data and certificatione sheets that ccmprise 
the baseline figure of 166,859 square feet. In this 
explanation aleo include s11 of the sources (specific people 
or documerrts) and assumptions up011 which the "doubie 
counting" reduction was based. Also please explain the 
rationale f o r  the 6 0 / 4 0  percent split and provide copies of 
the c e r t i f i e d  data, zssumptions anci sources upon which this 
a p l i t  was based. If anything, your reeomme!ndation to 
fragment and s c a t t e r  the existin9 T i e r  I functioning lab into 
m~ltiple locatio~s and Frrto a myriad of dislocated and 
disconnected faciiities at t he  proposed Saaea would increase ,  
not decrease, Funct ional  inefficiencies tka , t  are inherent to 
this kind of dismembermefit. 



On what date was the determination to eliminate m a j o r  
portions of the Geophysics Directorate made? How many 
Geophysics employees will be affected by this a c t i o n ?  Was 
any public annoaJncement ever made? If so, when was it or 
will it be amounccd, and can you provide c ~ p i e s  of the  
announcement and Congressionzl notifications? This action 
does not appear r o  have been considered ia developing the 
recommendation and is now being posited as ac after-the-fact 
meaas of making the Rome proposal fit. 

Finally, please provide a written report of the Findinge 
af the pure s i t e  survey result8 priolc to modification by 
anyone who was not  resent at the site su'ivsy. Pleaae 
include in that  report che list of a l l  participants, their 
off ices ,  assumptions, and other  guidance upon which the 
eurvey was conducted. This report should ixclude reports of 
findings of the true space, utility, and lab-pecuiiar  
requirernen~e at tame Lab as well as at Hans:Yom a F B  and Ft. 
Monmauth . 

Since re ly ,  

d S t a t e s  Senate Cnited Sta tes  Senate 
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April 20, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Brian P. Bilbray 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Bilbray 

This is in response to your joint letter of February 23, 
1995, to the Secretary of Defense concerning relocating Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York, to the Naval Command, Control and 
Ocean Surveillance Center RDT&E Division (NC,COSC). 

The Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group (UCSG) developed 
alternatives for all laboratories, which included the alternative 
to close Rome Laboratory. The Air Force believes this represents 
a cost-effective relocation, as well as one that offers the 
advantages of collocating with another Servicze's research 
activities. While the UCSG recommended alternatives involving 
the NCCOSC, none involved the movement of the Rome Laboratory work 
to that location. 

Additionally, while a delegation from Rome Laboratory did 
visit NCCOSC last fall, we understand the purpose was to explore 
potential areas of collaboration, not "to investigate the 
feasibility of coll~cating.~~ The Rome Laboratory delegation was 
simply reciprocating a visit for the same purpose by NCCOSC to 
Rome, New York, in the spring of 1994. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely 

/- - - - 

STEPREV d ~ 2  ~ U L L ,  III 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of ~egislative Liaison 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC ASD(LA) OSD FILE CY #28867 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/28 MAR 95 
oyer/bases95/ROMEJTLTR 

April 20, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Randy (Duke) Cunningham 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Cunningham 

This is in response to your joint letter of February 23, 
1995, to the Secretary of Defense concerning relocating Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York, to the Naval Command, Control and 
Ocean Surveillance Center RDT&E Division (NCCOSC). 

The Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group (UCSG) developed 
alternatives for all laboratories, which included the alternative 
to close Rome Laboratory. The Air Force believes this represents 
a cost-effective relocation, as well as one .that offers the 
advantages of collocating with another Service's research 
activities. While the UCSG recommended alternatives involving 
the NCCOSC, none involved the movement of the Rome Laboratory work 
to that location. 

Additionally, while a delegation from Rome Laboratory did 
visit NCCOSC last fall, we understand the purpose was to explore 
potential areas of collaboration, not "to investigate the 
feasibility of c~llocating.~* The Rome Laboratory delegation was 
simply reciprocating a visit for the same purpose by NCCOSC to 
Rome, New York, in the spring of 1994. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely 

S TE$'&%' 0;  B BULL, I I I 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and  egisl la ti on 
Division 

Office of Legislative ~iaison 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC ASD(LA) OSD FILE CY #28867 



April 20, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Bob Filner 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Filner 

This is in response to your joint letter of February 23, 
1995, to the Secretary of Defense concerning relocating Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York, to the Naval Command, Control and 
Ocean Surveillance Center RDT&E ~ivision (NCCOSC). 

The Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group (UCSG) developed 
alternatives for all laboratories, which included the alternative 
to close Rome Laboratory. The Air Force believes this represents 
a cost-effective relocation, as well as one that offers the 
advantages of collocating with another Service's research 
activities. While the UCSG recommended alternatives involving 
the NCCOSC, none involved the movement of the Rome Laboratory work 
to that location. 

Additionally, while a delegation from Rome Laboratory did 
visit NCCOSC last fall, we understand the pu:rpose was to explore 
potential areas of collaboration, not "to investigate the 
feasibility of c~llocating.~~ The Rome Laboratory delegation was 
simply reciprocating a visit for the same pu:rpose by NCCOSC to 
Rome, New York, in the spring of 1994. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D, BULL, I11 
Colonel, IJSAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 20,, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 ~ i r  Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Duncan Hunter 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hunter 

This is in response to your joint letter of February 23, 
1995, to the Secretary of Defense concerning relocating Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York, to the Naval Command, Control and 
Ocean Surveillance Center RDT&E Division (NCCOSC). 

The Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group (LTCSG) developed 
alternatives for all laboratories, which included the alternative 
to close Rome Laboratory. The Air Force believes this represents 
a cost-effective relocation, as well as one that offers the 
advantages of collocating with another Service's research 
activities. While the LJCSG recommended altlernatives involving 
the NCCOSC, none involved the movement of thle Rome Laboratory work 
to that location. 

Additionally, while a delegation from Rome Laboratory did 
visit NCCOSC last fall, we understand the purpose was to explore 
potential areas of collaboration, not "to investigate the 
feasibility of coll~cating.~ The Rome Laboratory delegation was 
simply reciprocating a visit for the same purpose by NCCOSC to 
Rome, New York, in the spring of 1994. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your 1ett:er. 

Sincerely 

- - --> 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, UrSAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



April 20,, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Ron Packard 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Packard 

This is in response to your joint letter of February 23, 
1995, to the Secretary of Defense concerning relocating Rome 
Laboratory, Rome, New York, to the Naval Command, Control and 
Ocean Surveillance Center RDTtE Division (NCCOSC). 

The Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group (UCSG) developed 
alternatives for all laboratories, which included the alternative 
to close Rome Laboratory. The Air Force believes this represents 
a cost-effective relocation, as well as one that offers the 
advantages of collocating with another Service's research 
activities. While the UCSG recommended alternatives involving 
the NCCOSC, none involved the movement of the Rome Laboratory work 
to that location. 

Additionally, while a delegation from Rome Laboratory did 
visit NCCOSC last fall, we understand the purpose was to explore 
potential areas of collaboration, not "to investigate the 
feasibility of coll~cating.~ The Rome Laboratory delegation was 
simply reciprocating a visit for the same pu~rpose by NCCOSC to 
Rome, New York, in the spring of 1994. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, ClSAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division1 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
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' GHIAN P. B~LBRAY 
4STH DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

COMMERCE COMMllTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
'FALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 

SUBCOMMllTEE ON 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

WASHINGTON OFFlCt 

1004 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BLDG 
WASHINGTON DC 20515 

12021 225-2040 

DISTRICT OFFICE 

55 F.1' 71: ;,;: - j :  ~5 - 
1311 CAMINO DEL RIO SOUTH 

SUITE 330 

Congre88 of the IHniteb State6 SAN DlEGO CA 92108 
(6191 291-1430 

Bouee  of aepreeentatibee 
Wadb~ngton, BC 20525 

February 23, 1995 

Honorable William J. Perry 
Office of the Secretary 
Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1 155 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

As members of the San Diego House delegation, we are writing to present an opportunity to 
the Department of Defense (DoD) and the Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(BRAC '95) to meet stated priorities of reducing cost, increasing intersetvice cooperation, 
and support the requirements of our military forces as interpreted by the creation of the Joint 
Cross Service Laboratory Group. 

As you are aware, as a result of BRAC '93, Griffiss AFB was recommended for realignment. 
In that recommendation, the Commission advised that the Rome Laboratory (Rome) remain 
at the site as a stand-alone facility. However, since that time several factors have changed 
the outlook for Rome as a stand-alone facility, and it now appears likely that BRAC '95 will 
recommend its relocation to another DoD laboratory. 

Appreciating the sensitivity of this issue, and wishing to provide a1 viable solution to the 
problems currgntly faced by Rome, the Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance 
Center RDT&E Division (NCCOSC) received a delegation from the Rome Laboratory. The 
Rome delegation came to San Diego to investigate the feasibility of collocating the facility 
with NCCOSC to form the foundation for the preeminent Advanced Materials and Electronic 
Devices Research, Development, Test and Evaluation Laboratory in the world. The 
delegation was extremely impressed with our facilities and is anxious to discuss the potential 
relocation of Rome to San Diego. 

lnterservice arrangements and joint activities are growing in number and significance as the 
military continues to streamline its functions. Additionally, BRAC analytical methodologies 
tend to favor this type of collocation, as is apparent by the creation of the Joint Cross 
Service Laboratory Group and the recent report of the Inspector General (IG) of the DoD 
which concluded that DoD maintains significant redundant investments in Advanced 
Materials and Microelectronics Research and Development Lab~r~atories. The report also 
details future joint service laboratory space and equipment requirf?rnents, of which NCCOSC 
is more than adequate. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



. * *. -*'.  . 
~ h &  Honorable William J. Perry 
Page Two 
February 23, 1995 

w Few basing sites can rival NCCOSC's combination of locational advantages and capacity for 
expansion. The NCCOSC at San Diego offers complementary military research functions to 
the Rome facility and the potential for increased efficiency by a c~llaboration of R&D, 
enhancing both operational and research effectiveness. Further, the surrounding San Diego 
area presents a dynamic academic environment rich with independent research support. 

The collocation of these two facilities presents the most efficient utilization of scarce RDT&E 
dollars through the exploitation of the economies of scale, a capitalization of existing defense 
investments, the elimination of redundant operations, and the cot~solidation of administrative 
and support assets. The additional benefits associated with a modern facility, pleasant 
atmosphere, and generally higher quality of life, while non-quantifiable, are certainly 
substantial throughout the difficult decision making process. 

Enclosed is an NCCOSC packet describing in greater detail the unique features of the facility 
and its complementary proposal to accommodate the Rome Laboratory. We believe that the 
attached analysis deserves serious consideration on your behalf. Finally, we believe that a 
first-hand view of the NCCOSC facility will establish the validity of: our request and extend an 
open invitation to this effect. If we may be of any further assistan~ce, or if you require 
additional information, please contact our Congressional Offices dlirectly or Howard Ruggles, 
Director of Military Affairs for the San Diego of Commerce, at (61!3) 544-1372. 

Sincerely, 

Congressman Duncan Hunter 

Congressmall Ron Packard 

Enclosures 

cc: w/enclosures: Joshua Gottbaum, ASD (Economic Security) 
Robert Bayer, DASD (Installations) 
Allan Dixon, Chairman, BRAC '95 
Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader 

cc: W/O enclosures: Howard Ruggles, San Diego Chamber of Commerce 
Dave Bertreau, SAlC 



'ly CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO REDCAP, NEW YORK 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/1 MAY 95 

w moyer/bases95/REDCAP 

May 1, 1995 

SAF/ LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Jack Quinn 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3230 

Dear Mr. Quinn 

This is in response to your letters of April 3, 1995, to the 
Chairmen of the House Appropriations Committee and the 
Subcommittee on National Security concerning the Real-time 
Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing (REDCAP) facility. The 

Icr' Air Force received a copy of your letters. 

You may be assured that the Air Force is not planning on 
closing REDCAP immediately. Although the Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) process has recommended REDCAP for realignment, 
this process is still ongoing and the final decision on REDCAP has 
not been made. Further, we are working funding issues regarding 
REDCAP upgrades. Once resolved, the remaining funds will be 
immediately applied to the ~iscal Year 1995 REDCAP projects. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. 

Sincerely 

SCOTT B. McLAUTHLIN 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

cc: Chairman Livingston 
Subcommittee Chairman Young 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



JACK QUlNN 
30TH D.$TRICT. NEW YORK 

S - e c o ~ ~ t r r s i s  

SURFACE T R A N S P O R T A T ' O ~  

'ER RESOURCES AND EI.LIRO~VE-.- 

PLEASE RESPOND TO 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
331 CANNONBLJILDING 

WASHINGTON.~ 'Z  20515 
12021 225-3306 
FAX: 226-0347 

MAIN OFFICE: 
0 403 MAIN STREET 

SATELLITE OIzFICE: 
0 1490 JEFFERSON .AVENUE 

BUFFALO, NY 14208 
(716) 886-4076 

April 3, 1995 

Honorable Bob Livingsron 
Chairman 
House Appropriations Committee 
H218, U.S. Capitol 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Bob: 

It has come to my attention that the Air Force is planning to shut down the Real- 
time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility (REDCAP). If this contract is 
terminated, and the facility is closed, a loss of 70-75 jobs would result. 

w Thanks to your past interest in REDCAP, the facility's operations have been 
upgraded repeatedly. Please keep me up to date as to any requests to reprogram or 
deobligate any of the funds previously appropriated for REDCAP in the fiscal year 1995 
Defense Appropriations Bill. I strongly oppose any such action. 

Thank you for all of your help. 

Very truly yours, 

JQ : brnrn 
cc: Col. Clark Reid, Eglin AFB Comptroller 

Col. Gordon Bendick USAF, Director, House Affairs 
Col. Vince Evans, Chief Air Force Liaison 



JACK QUlNN 
, 3 0 ~ ~  D,~TRICT. NEW YORK 

TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
' 331 CANNON~~IILDING 
WASHINGTON;~C 20515 

1202) 225-3306 
FAX: 226-02147 

MAIN OFFICE: 
403 MAIN STIIEET 

SUITE 240 
BUFFALO. NY 142133-2199 

I7161 845-5i157 
FAX: 8474323 

SATELLITE OFFICE: 
1490 JEFFERSON I~vENUE 

~UFFALO.  NY 14208 
(716) 886-4076 

April 3, 1995 

Congressman C. W. Bill Young 
Chairman 
National Security Subcommittee On Appropriations 
H149, U.S. Capitol 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Young: 

It has come to my attention that the Air Force is planning to shut down the Real- 
time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility (REDCAP). If this contract is 
terminated, and the facility is closed, a loss of 70-75 jobs would result. 

Thanks to your past interest in REDCAP, the facility's operations have been 
upgraded repeatedly. Please keep me up to date as to any requests to reprogram or 
deobligate any of the funds previously appropriated for REDCAP in the fiscal year 1995 
Defense Appropriations Bill. I strongly oppose any such action. 

Thank you for all of your help. 

Very truly yours, - 

/ M ber of Congress 9f" u JQ : bmm 
cc: Col. Clark Reid, Eglin AFB Comptroller 

Col. Gordon Bendick USAF, Director House Affairs 
Col. Vince Evans, Chief Air Force Liaison 
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SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

APR 14 1995 

The Honorable Kent Conrad 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Conrad 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 7, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Grand Forks and Minot 
Air Force Bases (AFBs), North Dakota. Specifically, you requested 
the ~ i r  Force approve a temporary security clearance for 
representatives from the communities of Grand Forks and Minot to 
review classified data concerning Grand Forks and Minot AFBs. 

We evaluated your request and determined that it would not be 
appropriate to provide classified information to representatives 
from the communities. We understand and appreciate the 
communities1 concerns and desire to defend the bases. As a result 
and in response to requests from your staff, we have reviewed the 
information and declassified certain portions. These portions 
have been previously provided to your office. While some portions 
remain classified, we believe significant national security 
interests justify their classification. 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (DBCRC) is performing an independent analysis of the 
Department of Defense (DoD) BRAC 95 recommendations and is 
scheduled to submit its recommendation to the President by July 1, 
1995. There is nothing to preclude the Commission from adding or 
removing bases from the DoD list if its analysis supports such a 
change. Alternatively, the DBCRC has access to this information 
and we encourage your staff and the communities to submit their 
concerns to the Commission and request they thoroughly scrutinize 
the data. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Dorgan and Representative Pomeroy. 

Sincerelv 

'(I COORD 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

DBCRC 
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SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Byron L. Dorgan 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Dorgan 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 7, 1995, to1 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Grand Forks and Minot 
Air Force Bases (AFBs), North Dakota. Specifically, you requested. 
the Air Force approve a temporary security clearance for 
representatives from the communities of Grand Forks and Minot to 
review classified data concerning Grand Forks and Minot AFBs. 

We evaluated your request and determined that it would not be 
appropriate to provide classified information to representatives 
from the communities. We understand and appreciate the 
communities' concerns and desire to defend the bases. As a result 
and in response to requests from your staff, we have reviewed the 
information and declassified certain portions. These portions 
have been previously provided to your office. While some portions 
remain classified, we believe significant national security 
interests justify their classification. 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (DBCRC) is performing an independent analysis of the 
Department of Defense (DoD) BRAC 95 recommendations and is 
scheduled to submit its recommendation to the President by July 1, 
1995. There is nothing to preclude the Commission from adding or 
removing bases from the DoD list if its analysis supports such a 
change. Alternatively, the DBCRC has access to this information 
and we encourage your staff and the communities to submit their 
concerns to the commission and request they thoroughly scrutinize 
the data. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Conrad and Representative Pomeroy. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
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SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Earl Pomeroy 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Pomeroy 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 7, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Grand Forks and Minot 
Air Force Bases (AFBs), North Dakota. Specifically, you requested. 
the Air Force approve a temporary security clearance for 
representatives from the communities of Grand Forks and Minot to 
review classified data concerning Grand Forks and Minot AFBs. 

We evaluated your request and determined that it would not be 
appropriate to provide classified information to representatives 
from the communities. We understand and appreciate the 
communities' concerns and desire to defend the bases. As a result 

w and in response to requests from your staff, we have reviewed the 
information and declassified certain portions. These portions 
have been previously provided to your office. While some portions 
remain classified, we believe significant national security 
interests justify their classification. 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (DBCRC) is performing an independent analysis of the 
Department of Defense (DoD) BRAC 95 recommendations and is 
scheduled to submit its recommendation to the President by July 1, 
1995. There is nothing to preclude the Commission from adding or 
removing bases from the DoD list if its analysis supports such a 
change. Alternatively, the DBCRC has access to this information 
and we encourage your staff and the communities to submit their 
concerns to the Commission and request they thoroughly scrutinize 
the data. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Conrad and Dorgan. 

Sincerely 

Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



KENT CONR4D 
NORTH DAKOTA 
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April 7, 1995 

Honorable Sheila Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Pentagon, Room 4E984 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

we are requesting your assistance on a matter related to the 1995 
Base Closure process. 

Our request involves access to the Air Force's base closure 
analysis of missile bases. We ask that representatives from the 
communities of Grand Forks and Minot be granted temporary 
security clearances for the purposes of reviewing this classified 
analysis. We believe it is only fair that the communities at 
least be able to have a direct representative see the analysis 
which may result in the loss of thousands of jobs in their area. 
This will allow the communities to fully discuss missile basing 
decisions with the Base Closure Commission. 

Grand Forks and Minot have each identified a retired Air Force 
officer to act on its behalf. These men both have experience 
with missile programs and while on active duty had security 
clearances at the very highest levels. Attached is relevant 
background information regarding these two men. 

We look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Member of U.S. Senator 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER @ 



Citv of Grand Forks 
Col . Gerald Gof f (USAF-Ret) 
7419 Antioch Rd. 
Gerald, MO 63037 
SS#- 497-46-9937 
DOB- 8/23/44 
Clearances- TS, ESI, SBI, SI, and TK 
(SI and TK last updated in 1989 by 319th Bomb Wing, USAF) 

City of Minot 
Col. Kirby E. Allen (USAF-Ret) 
13702 Stone Shadow Ct. 
Clifton, VA 22024 
SS#- 462-74-0753 
Clearances- TS, SCI 
(TS current until retirement, June 1994) 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASH l NGTON DC 20330-1 000 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY 

APR 2 0 1995 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hobson: 

This is in response to your letter of April 17, 1995, 
regarding the springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air Guard 
Station, Ohio. 

The Air Force is currently conducting a site survey to refine 
the cost estimates it used during the Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process. It is common to find cost variations in either 
direction during this stage of the process. Accordingly, I have 
requested the Air Force BRAC office review your concerns regarding 
costs and recurring savings estimates. Upon the conclusion of the 
site survey and validation of the results, the Base Closure 
Executive Group will review the refined cost and savings data. 
Subsequent to their review, I will ensure that you receive all 
information related to this action. 

I appreciate your concerns regarding Springfield-Beckley and 
assure you that the Air Force has no interest in pursuing actions 
which are not cost effective. 

Sincerely, 
h 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
YLA&ER'9 M S G N E E  

6TANDaRDS OF UFFICl4L CONDUCT 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPUBUCAN WHIP ORQANUCLIION 

April 17, 1995 

The Honorable 
Wer Secretary ? o de the Air Force 
1670 Air Farce Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

I am writin8 in regard to the 1995 Air Force base closure remmmdat:ion 
that the Springfield Air National Guard Base, Ohio, be closed and the 178th 
Fighter Grwp and other units k m e d  to Wri ht-Patterson Air Force Base. As 9 new and better estimtes show such a rove mu d n ~ t :  be cost effective, the Air 
Force should retract its original recumendatian and v r t  keeping 
yingfield 0p- i .  T h e  Air Force tcmk this very sam actlm tw years ago when 
t e 1993 base closure round produced an a n a l q u s  situatian. 

The 1995 Air Force estimate for recurring savings origxnall was $4.2 
million. Air Force reduced this to $3.7 million and, I underst ad is h t  
to rduce it even further to $2.1 million. A t  $2.1 million, ~pr&ie ld  
s h d d  have never been on the base closure list in the first p ace; it does 
not meet the m r e d  pa*& when c-d with the origin+ A i r  Force ane 
time mnring cost/milit;w construction estimate of $23 rmlllon. I believe 
that the $2.1 millim in savings w i l l  drop even lower upon further 
earnination. 

V me n, l b d m g  Casts 

In order to continue justifying this m e ,  Air Force has reduced rrvlving 
and military construction costs fran $23 million to $15 million. Hmever, 
this does not account for 1) constructing, renmating, and raving into hth 
vehicle rrraintenance and dining facilities, and 2) m d c t i n y  the 
envirommltal impact study requred by the air qualit at Wnght-Patterson. 
The A i r  Force should ke honest and accurate abu t  sud costs. 

O t h e r  Costs 

Also unaccounted for are operating costs which the Air Force refuses t o  
identify. It is both unfair and impossible for Sprinrrfield to defend, and the 
Defense Base C l o s u r e  and Realignment Ccmnission (BRAC~ to decide, without 
knowin the true charge for utilities, telephone, refuse collection, security, 9 cmtro tower, use of runway, and other eqenses. 

Further review proves that the Air Force should retract its original 
reconrwldation and "PfP rt keeping Springfield open. This is the course of 
actian I insist that t e Air Force take. 

Raom 220 Post Office 
150 N. Limenone St. 

Springfield, OH 45501-1121 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY APR f 4 1995 

SAF / LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-3503 

Dear Senator DeWine 

This is in response to your letter of February 23, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense concerning the recommended closure of the 
Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air Guard Station and 
relocation of the 178th Fighter Group, the 251st Combat 
Communications Group, and the 269th Combat Communications Squadron 
to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio. 

During its 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) process, 
the Air Force reviewed and considered all Air National Guard 
installations. During their review of Springfield-Beckley and 
potential receiver locations, Air Force officials found the 
situation at Wright-Patterson to have changed significantly since 
BRAC 93. Specifically, the Air Force Reserve (AFRES) F-16 
squadron had converted to C-141s and had moved into new C-141 
facilities. The F-16 facilities the AFRES vacated were available 
and awaiting the outcome of BRAC 95. In addition, Air Force 
officials determined that additional military construction costs 
needed to beddown the Air National Guard (ANG) units at ~righti' 
Patterson AFB, based upon the Air Force capacity analysis and 
construction costing, would be $21.2 million. This $21.2 million 
includes additional square footage for weapons storage, vehicle 
maintenance, base supply and warehouse, munitions maintenance 
facilities, Reserve forces operations and training, and a 
communications facility for the communications unit. 

For BRAC 95, the total one-time costs of relocating the ANG 
units are $23.4 million.  his compares favorably to the $43.5 
million estimate in BRAC 93. Accordingly, the annual savings for 
BRAC 95 are projected at $4.2 million vice the $1 million estimate 
of BRAC 93, and return on investment would be six years compared 
to 100+ years in BRAC 93. 



Based upon BRAC 95 cost and savings factors, as well as the 
projected return on investment, DoD recommended the 178th Fighter 
Group and the communications unit at springfield-Beckley for 
relocation to Wright-Patterson AFB, and the Springfield-Beckley 
for closure under BRAC 95. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. 

Sincerely 

CHARLES L. FOX ' 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



MIKE DE\~:YNE 
OHln 
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February 7 3 ,  1995 

The Honorable Willian~ J .  Perry 
Secretary 
Department of Defense 
Washington, D.C. 20301 - 1 155 

Dear h i r  Sccrctary 

It has been brought to my attent~on that the Department ot Dcfi:nsc may 
once again recoinrnend clos~ng the Springfield (Ohlo) Air Natlonal Guccrd Bd4e 
and transferring the 178th Fighter Group, the 25 1 st Combat C o ~ ~ ~ m u n ~ c n t  ~ o n c  
Group headquarters, and the 269th Combat Communications Squadron to LVr~ghr- 
Patterson Air Force Base I strongly urge you to reconsider such a 
recurrlmcndntiun 

Citing savings o f  $5 5 million in five years and heddown costs of  61 
million, the Air Force recommended that the Springfield  ini its he moved to 
Wright-Patterson in 1993 The Base Closure and Realignment Cornrn~ss~on kept 
Springfield units at Springfield and the Air Forcc retracted this recornrnenda~ion 
after conducting a cost analysis which showed that this relocation would acr~!allc 
cosr 543 5 rnillion versus an operational savings of onlv $ 1  million a 

I argued in 19Q3, and I still believe today, that mi1itar-y vnluc atid cc.?st 

effectiveness are con~promised by moving Ohio Air National Guard L:n~ts from 
Springfield to Wright-Patterson. Springfield ofl'ers the ideal site ~ O I -  these un~ts 
for three reasons First, being separate from a regular .Air Force ~nstalla~iotl 
allows these iinits to retain their identity, visibility and community commitment 
Second, Springfield already has the facilities necessary for these units, including a 
newly resurfaced runway and a new engine shop which cost the military a 
combined $2 9 million Morcovcr. whilc Springfield hns excellent fac~litte:; 1 0  

accomodate the units, Wright Patterson must build a rnunit~ons nialntenance 
storage area. a communications center, a supply ~varehouse. a sttnlctts 
maintenance shop, and facilities for the comn~unications unit This lisr cc-rta~nly 
is not exhaiistive but illustrates the high level of consfnlction necessary to 
accomodate the 178th Finally, the tenant I-elationship that the Ohlo .kr kat~onal 
Guard enjoys a t  Sprin~field-Becker Airport is particularly inexpensive \when 
compared to the substantial military construction costa assactatcd ~ ; t 1 1  the 
transfer of these units I 

At a time when the federal government is attempting to balance its hiidget 
and in the face of propbsed cutbacks in defense, 1 believc it is critical that thc 

rntk i f : )  i,N AEC t i L C D  P n r ' t m  

1 



Department of Defense spend money in the  wisest possiblc way C'learly, rnov~ng 
these units from Springfield to Wright-Patterson would be a m~stake 

Thank you for your consideration I would be happy to discuss this I S S U ~  

with you. 

Very respectfi~lly yours, 



uMniccd Br~rrs j5cnotr 
WASHINGTON. DC 20610-3603 

Phone: 202-221-23 15 
FUX: 202-224-651 9 

FAX TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET' 
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YOUSHOULD RECEIVE A PAGE(S), INCLUDING THIS COVER .CIII.'FT /F YOU DO 
NOT RECEIVE ALL THE PAGES, PLEASE Gt LL . 



S E C R E T A R Y  OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

APR 1 1  8395 

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glenn: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 31, 1995, 
with Senator DeWine requesting additional information concerning 
the Air Force recommendation to close Springfield-Beckley 
Municipal Airport Air Guard Station (MAAGS), Ohio. 

There is presently an on-site suwey team at Wright-Pattersoin 
Air Force Base (AFB) and Springfield-Beckley MAAGS verifying the 
cost estimates for the proposed move. The Base Closure Executive 
Group (BCEG) is scheduled to review the site survey team's 
estimates on May 1, 1995. We will provide the site suwey 
information to your office once it is approved by the BCEG. 

In response to your specific questions, the following is 
provided in a question/answer format. 

QUESTION: What factors were used to calculate the estimated 
$4.2 million in annual recurring savings that would result from 
closure? 

RESPONSE: The factors used to calculate the COBRA estimated 
annual recurring savings were a reduction in base operating 
support costs; reduced Real Property Maintenance due to 
consolidated facilities at Wright-Patterson AFB; and reduced 
civilian and military compensation. 

QUESTION: What costs were included in calculating the $2.5 
million in the base operating support at Springfield? 

RESPONSE: The $2.5 million in Base Operating Support (BOS) 
savings at Springfield was generated by the COBRA model's 
algorithms. The BOS savings were derived from Crash Fire Rescue 
(CFR), Utilities, Security, Air Traffic Control (ATC), and Airport 
Joint Use Agreement (AJUA) BOS categories. Estimated FY 96 BOS 
nonpayroll costs at Springfield are $2.7 million. 



QUESTION: Were the costs of conducting an Environmental 
Impact Study at Wright-Patterson and the costs of conducting an 
Environmental Assessment Study at Springfield included in the 
costs of closure? 

RESPONSE: The cost of conducting an Environmental Impact 
Study at Wright-Patterson and an Environmental Assessment at 
Springfield were not included in our estimates. The Air Force 
believes an Environmental Assessment at Wright-Patterson will be 
adequate to address the additional activities there. It is not 
yet clear whether any environmental evaluation will be required 
for Springfield because the exact use of any surplus government 
property has not been determined. 

QUESTION: Were the State of Ohio's share of operating and 
maintaining springfield counted as federal savings? 

RESPONSE: The State of Ohio's funds being used as part of 
the cooperative Agreement at Springfield were not included in any 
estimation of potential BRAC savings. 

QUESTION: What overhead cost will be assessed to the Guard 
units when they are moved to Wright-Patterson? 

RESPONSE: The COBRA estimating model addresses both the 
operating support (BOS overhead) savings at the closing site, and 
incremental costs at the gaining site. Definite costs and their 
assessment have not been determined. A site survey is being 
conducted to determine potential recurring costs to the Air 
National Guard units associated with this move. When those costs 
and the specific division of payments have been determined, the 
Air Force will forward a copy of the report to your office. 

As requested, I have attached a copy of the back-up data, 
including COBRA information. I trust this information is useful 
in responding to local community concerns. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator DeWine and Representative Hobson. 

Sincerely, 
n 

Secretary of the Air Force 

Attachment 



SECRETARY O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 31, 1995, 
with Senator Glenn requesting additional information concerning 
the Air Force recommendation to close Springfield-Beckley 
Municipal Airport Air Guard Station (MAAGS), Ohio. 

There is presently an on-site survey team at Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base (AFB) and Springfield-Beckley MAAGS verifying the 
cost estimates for the proposed move. The Base Closure Executive 
Group (BCEG) is scheduled to review the site survey team's 
estimates on May 1, 1995. We will provide the site survey 
information to your office once it is approved by the BCEG. 

In response to your specific questions, the following is 
provided in a question/answer format. 

QUESTION: What factors were used to calculate the estimated 
$4.2 million in annual recurring savings that would result from 
closure? 

RESPONSE: The factors used to calculate the COBRA estimated 
annual recurring savings were a reduction in base operating 
support costs; reduced Real Property Maintenance due to 
consolidated facilities at Wright-Patterson AFB; and reduced 
civilian and military compensation. 

QUESTION: What costs were included in calculating the $2.5 
million in the base operating support at Springfield? 

RESPONSE: The $2.5 million in Base Operating Support (BOS) 
savings at Springfield was generated by the COBRA model's 
algorithms. The BOS savings were derived from Crash Fire Rescue 
(CFR), Utilities, Security, Air Traffic Control (ATC), and Airport 
Joint Use Agreement (AJUA) BOS categories. Estimated FY 96 BOS 
nonpayroll costs at Springfield are $2.7 million. 



QUESTION: Were the costs of conducting an Environmental 
Impact Study at Wright-Patterson and the costs of conducting an 
~nvironmental Assessment Study at Springfield included in the 
costs of closure? 

RESPONSE: The cost of conducting an ~nvironmental Impact 
study at Wright-Patterson and an Environmental Assessment at 
springfield were not included in our estimates. The Air Force 
believes an Environmental Assessment at Wright-Patterson will be 
adequate to address the additional activities there. It is not 
yet clear whether any environmental evaluation will be required 
for springfield because the exact use of any surplus government 
property has not been determined. 

QUESTION: Were the State of Ohio's share of operating and 
maintaining Springfield counted as federal savings? 

RESPONSE: The State of 0hio1s funds being used as part of 
the Cooperative Agreement at Springfield were not included in any 
estimation of potential BRAC savings. 

QUESTION: What overhead cost will be assessed to the Guard 
units when they are moved to Wright-Patterson? 

RESPONSE: The COBRA estimating model addresses both the 
operating support (BOS overhead) savings at the closing site, and 
incremental costs at the gaining site. Definite costs and their 
assessment have not been determined. A site survey is being 
conducted to determine potential recurring costs to the ~ i r  
National Guard units associated with this move. When those costs 
and the specific division of payments have been determined, the 
Air Force will forward a copy of the report to your office. 

As requested, I have attached a copy of the back-up data, 
including COBRA information. I trust this information is useful 
in responding to local community concerns. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Glenn and ~epresentative Hobson. 

Sincerely, 

Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 

Attachment 



S E C R E T A R Y  OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

APR I I 1995 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hobson: 

I recently received a joint letter from Senators Glenn and 
DeWine requesting additional information concerning the Air Force 
recommendation to close Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air 
Guard Station (MAAGS), Ohio. I would also like to share the 
information with you. 

There is presently an on-site survey team at Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base (AFB) and Springfield-Beckley MAAGS verifying the 
cost estimates for the proposed move. The Base Closure Executive 
Group (BCEG) is scheduled to review the site survey teamts 
estimates on May 1, 1995. We will provide the site survey 
information to your office once it is approved by the BCEG. 

In response to your specific questions, the following is 
provided in a question/answer format. 

QUESTION: What factors were used to calculate the estimated 
$4.2 million in annual recurring savings that would result from 
closure? 

RESPONSE: The factors used to calculate the COBRA estimated 
annual recurring savings were a reduction in base operating 
support costs; reduced Real Property Maintenance due to 
consolidated facilities at Wright-Patterson AFB; and reduced 
civilian and military compensation. 

QUESTION: What costs were included in calcula.ting the $2.5 
million in the base operating support at Springfield? 

RESPONSE: The $2.5 million in Base Operating Support (BOS) 
savings at Springfield was generated by the COBRA modelts 
algorithms. The BOS savings were derived from Crash Fire Rescue 
(CFR), Utilities, Security, Air Traffic Control (ATC), and Airport. 
Joint Use Agreement (AJUA) BOS categories. Estimated FY 96 BOS 
nonpayroll costs at Springfield are $2.7 million. 



QUESTION: Were the costs of conducting an Environmental 
Impact Study at Wright-Patterson and the costs of conducting an 
Environmental Assessment Study at Springfield included in the 
costs of closure? 

RESPONSE: The cost of conducting an Environmental Impact 
Study at Wright-Patterson and an Environmental Assessment at 
springfield were not included in our estimates. The Air Force 
believes an Environmental Assessment at Wright-Patterson will be 
adequate to address the additional activities there. It is not 
yet clear whether any environmental evaluation will be required 
for Springfield because the exact use of any surplus government 
property has not been determined. 

QUESTION: Were the State of Ohio's share of operating and 
maintaining Springfield counted as federal savings? 

RESPONSE: The State of Ohio's funds being used as part of 
the cooperative Agreement at Springfield were not included in any 
estimation of potential BRAC savings. 

QUESTION: What overhead cost will be assessed to the Guard 
units when they are moved to Wright-Patterson? 

RESPONSE: The COBRA estimating model addresses both the 
operating support (BOS overhead) savings at the closing site, and 
incremental costs at the gaining site. Definite costs and their 
assessment have not been determined. A site survey is being 
conducted to determine potential recurring costs to the Air 
National Guard units associated with this move. When those costs 
and the specific division of payments have been determined, the 
Air Force will forward a copy of the report to your office. 

As requested, I have attached a copy of the back-up data, 
including COBRA information. I trust this information is useful 
in responding to local community concerns. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Glenn and DeWine. 

Sincerely, 

- 
Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 

Attachment 
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SprhgIieM-Becldey Airport 
178thFO 

MEMO FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: BOS Cost Inputs to COBRA for Springfield-Beckley AGS 

The attached spreadsheet contains the manpower and cost inputs for BRAC 95 COBRA. 
They were compiled by ANGRCIXPPB with input from all associated ANG functional areas. 

BENGE L. KRiKG, ~ [ ~ o i ,  WAF 
Chief, ANG Base Realignment and Transition 
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R b c y z m m a r d p c i b r r s - D c ~ o f t h r A L r F o n x  

Springfidd-Becldey Municipal Airpod 
Air Guard Station, Ohio 

IbmmmdaW C i e  S~~ Mnnicipal Airpcrt Air Guard S&OQ (Am. 
ad-tfu= 178thFigfrtn~(ANQ,tbc251stCombat~cati~n~Grotrp 
(Am. mC 26% Combat Sqmdro. (ANG) to W W - m  m, 
Ohio. 

3- ? b e 1 7 8 t h ~ ~ p c w i Q a a s h , f i r e d r t s a t t , ~ p o ~ a a d  
o ( h e r ~ o p a a t i n g a t p p a r t ~ f c o A N O ~ % t S ~ d - & d d C y M D n i c i p a  
Airpart BgrtlocafingtoWri&-httcsaAFB,rrignificant~werand~sa~ 
win be lwlized by avoiding some of the coss associated with the kaakzion 

Rehmonhestment: T h c t o c ; i l e s t i m a t e d ~ c o s t t o i m p I ~ t t h i s  
ncommPdarion is $23.4 mill.ioa The nct of all costs and savings dming tbc i m p l ~ t a t i o n  
pedal is a cost of $5.6 &OIL Annual rtarrring savings after implerncnrsrion are 
$42 million with a return on invcdmmt wcptatd in six years. The net present value of the 
cosu and savings over 20 years is a SWQS of $35.1 million. 

Imps& This r e c o m d a t i o n  will not rcsult in a change in the employment in the 
Rhad&qton-Spsin@eld, Ohio Mumpolitan Statistical Area btcause all affected jobs 
will remain in that economic arts. Review of dernagraphic data projects no negative inpa 
on rumitkg En- 6rom tfris action is minimal. 



CIXRA REALICHMEHT SU(UARy (COBRA v5.08) - Pag*  112 
O a t a  A s  O f  13:11 02/20/1Q95. R-r t  C r e a t e d  07:54 03/0111995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : A I R  FORCE 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T Q S \ R E ~ N D \ F I N A L \ S P R I ~ X . C B R  

*d F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\RECOUEHO\FINAL.SFF 

ROI Y e a r  : 2003 (6 Y e a r s )  

UPV i n  2015(SK): -35.122 
1 - T i m e  Ccst(SK): 23.378 

n e t  c o s t s  

M I  [ C o n  
P a r s o n  
O v e r h d  
U v i  ng 
Y i s s i o  
O t h e r  

(a) C o n s t a n t  D o t  L a r s  
1996 1997 

TOTAL 2.384 20.090 -4.208 -4.208 -4,208 -4.208 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2 000 2001 
- - - -  - * - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  

P O S I T I O N S  ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n  l 0 5 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 22 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 27 0 0 0 0 

P O S I T I O N S  REALIGNED 
O f f  0 7 0 0 0 0 
E n  l 0 4 9 0 0 0 0 
s t u  0 0 0 a 0 0 
C i  v 0 233 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 289 0 0 0 0 

T o t a l  

T o t a  1 - - - - -  

B e y o n d  
- - - - - -  

0 
-1,160 
-3,048 

0 
0 
0 

CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PAT7 



COBRA REALIGNYENT S u U U t Y  (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Paga 212 
Data AS of 13:11 02/20/1995, R w r t  Created 07:54 03/01/1995 

Oepartrant : A I R  FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scanario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FIWAL\SPRINGFI.C8R 

td F c t r r  F i L e  : C:\~)BRA\REPORT~~\RECOMENO\FI~*C.SFF 

-st*  (W)  Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Mi iCon 2.123 19.107 0 0 
Parson 0 343 242 242 
Ovarhd 261 566 121 121 
Moving 0 49 1 0 0 
M i s s i o  0 0 0 0 
O t b r  0 772 0 0 

TOTAL 2.384 21,279 364 364 364 364 

Savings ( W )  Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

Mi [Con 0 
Person 0 
Ovarhd 0 
W v  i ng 0 
M i s s i o  0 
Other 0 

D o l l a r s  
1997 

TOTAL 0 1.189 4 ,572  4,572 4,572 4,572 

Tot. 1 
---.,- 

21.230 
1,313 
1.313 

491 
0 

772 

T o t a l  

Ba yond 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

1.402 
3,170 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data A s  O f  1 3 : l l  02/20/1995,  Report Created 07:54 03/01/1995 

Depar t n n t  : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario f i l e  : C:\COBRA\REP~T~~\RECOLEND\F~)(AL\SPR~~~FI.C~R 
f t d  F c t r s  F i  le : C: \ C O ~ R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ R E ~ H D \ F ~ N A L . S F F  

eer C o s t ( f )  Adjusted Cost(S) 
- - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1 996 2,383.795 2,351,679 
1097 20,090.327 19.289.202 
1998 -4.208.250 -3,932,303 
1 999 -4,208.250 -3,827,059 
MM -4,208.250 -3,724.632 
to01 -4 ,208 .250  -3,624,946 
2002 -4,208.250 -3,527,828 
2003 -4,208.250 -3,433.506 
2004 -4,208.250 -3.341.612 
tOOS -4.208.250 -3.252.1 77 
2006 -4,208.250 -3,165,136 
2007 -4,208.250 -3,080,424 
2008 -4 .208 .250  -2.997.980 
2009 -4 ,208 .250  -2,917,742 
201 0 -4 ,208 ,250  -2.839.651 
201 1 - 4 , 2 0 8 . 2 5 0  -2.763.651 
201 2 -4 ,208 ,250  -2,689,685 
201 3 -4 ,208 ,250  -2.617.698 
201 4 -4,208.250 -2,547,638 
201 5 - 4 . 2 0 8 . 2 5 0  -2,479,453 



TOTAL CUE-TI# COST REPORT (COBRA 4 . 0 8 )  
Data Aa Of 1 3 : l l  02/20/1995. Report  Created 07:54  03/01/1995 

O o p a r t n n t  : AIR FORCE 
Op t l on  Package : SPRIffiFIELD FOCUSED 
*cwnario Ft  1s : C:\COBRA\REPORTBS\RECOIQNO\FINAL\SPRINCFI.CBR 

t F c t r r  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOUENO\FIUAL.SFF 

values i n  ~ o l t a r s ,  

Category - - - - - - - -  
C o m t r u c t i o n  

Y i l l t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
C u t  l y  Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Uanagcaent Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Porronne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i res  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
L b t h b a l l  / Shutdown 

r o t a 1  - Overhead 

Yov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Uoving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

'her 

One-Time Unique Costs 

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

T o t a l  - Other 772,000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l  One-Tine Ccsts 23.377.685 

One-Tiae Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 
Fami l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land S a l e s  
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 
- - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l  N e t  One-Time Costs 23,377,685 



TOTAL MILITARY U)1(STRUCTION ASSETS ( a ) 8 A A  ~5.08) 
Data A S  O f  1 3 ~ 1 1  02/20/1995, Report Created 07:54 03/01/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Optlon Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 

-enar t0  F i l e  : C:\a)8RA\REPORT95\RECOLQNO\FIMAL\SPRINGFI.C8R 
F c t r s  F l l e  . C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T 9 5 \ R E ~ H O \ F I N A L . S F F  

W &st*  I n  
T o t a l  I MA Land Cost T o t a l  

Mi [Con Cost Purch Avoid Cat t 



PERSONNEL S U U U R Y  REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
D a t a  A s  O f  13:11 02/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  07:54 03/01/1995 

O q a r t n n t  : A I R  FORCE 
O p t l o n  P a c k a g e  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
' s a n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBU\REPORT9S\RE~NO\FIWL\SPRINGFI.C8R - d F c t r s  F 1 1 e  . C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOUENO\F~NAL.SFF 

w R S U U B L  S W L U i l  FOR: SPRINGFIELO, OH 

U3E POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f  i c e r a  E n l i s t e d  

FOR# STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 .--- -.-- --.- - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 - 2 0 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 
C l v i  i i a n s  0 -14 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 -16 0 0 0 

EASE POPULATIOM ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

7 54 0 

PERSONUEL REALIGNUENTS: 
TO B a s e :  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 

1996 
- - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
S t u d e n t s  0 
C l v i  l i o n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONUEL REALIGNMEHTS ( O u t  o f  SPRINGFIELO. OH): 
1996 i997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - .--- 

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 4 9 0 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 233 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 289 0 0 0 

SCENARIO POSIT ION CHANCES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 - 5 0 0 0 
C i v i  t i a n s  0 -22 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 - 2 7  0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL S U W R Y  FOR: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3.709 2.993 0 

C i v i  l i ans  . 

269 

C i v i  L i o n s  
- - * - - - - - - -  

255 

2001 T o t a l  .--- - - - - - 
0 7 
0 49 
0 0 
0 233 
0 289 

ZOO1 T o t a l  

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

0 0 
0 -5 
0 -22 
0 -27 

C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

C i v i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

14.109 



PERSONNEL S W R Y  REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data h Of 13:ll 0212011995. Report Created 07:54 03/01/1995 

Department :A IRFORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOUENO\FI1(AL\SPRII(G.C8R 

t d  F c t r r  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT9~\RECOIQWO\FInAL.SFF 

u . f o N N e L  R u L I c x T n T s :  
F r a  Ease: SPRINGFIELD, 

1996 -. -. 
O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  li ans 0 
TOTAL 0 

OH 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  ---. - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

7 0 0 0 0 7 
49 0 0 0 0 49 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

233 0 0 0 0 233 
289 0 0 0 0 289 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNUEWTS ( I n t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 4 9 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 233 0 0 
TOTAL 0 289 0 0 

OH) : 
2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - - --.- - - - - -  
0 0 7 
0 0 49 
0 0 0 
0 0 233 
0 0 289 

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

3.716 3,042 0 14,342 



TOTAL PERWNEL IWACT REWRT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  
oat. AS o f  13:11 0212011995. Report Created 07:54 03/01/1995 

D e p a r t ~ n t  : AIR FORCE 
Oot ion  Package : SPRINGFIELO FOCUSED 

i a r i o  F i  Le : C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \RE~NO\F IMAL\SPRI f f iF I .C8R 
F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOUENO\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 1996 1897 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  . 

CIVILIAN POSITIOUS REALIGNINQ OUT 
E a r l y  Re t i r eaen t '  10.001 
R.gu1.r R e t i r e ~ n t '  5.00Z 
C l v i  l i a n  Turnover' 15.002 
Civs  Mot Moving (RIFs)'+ 
C i v i  l l a n t  Moving ( t h e  reoa inder )  
C l v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Aval  t ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement  1O.OOX 
R.gular R e t i r s r e n t  5.001 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00X 
CIvs Not Moving (RlFs)'+ 
P r i o r i t y  P l a c e a e n t l  60.002 
C i v i l i a n s  A v a i l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  t i a n t  Uoving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
Mew C i v i  l i a n s  H i  r e d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  A d d i t i o n s  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 2 0 0 0 0  2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RlFS 0 3 0 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 ~ 0 0 0  0 

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

-he Percentage o f  C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 Ling t o  Move (Vo lun ta ry  RIFs) v a r i e s  from - base t o  base. 

8 Not a t 1  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change of  S t a t i o n .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.0G% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS OETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 113 
Oata As Of 13:11 02/20/1995, Report Created 07:54 03/01/1995 

oepartment 
Optton Package : 
P e n a r i o  F t l e  : 

F c t r s  F i l e  : 

AIR FORCE 
SPRINGFIELD FOCUSEO 
C:\WBRA\REPOAT95\RECOLEHO\FIHAL\~RINGFI.C8R 
C : \ W B R A \ R E P O A T 9 5 \ R E ~ N O \ F I N A L . S F F  

Tot. l 
--..-- 

MILCOW 
F m  Housi ng 
Land Purch 
ow 

CIV SALARY 
C iv  RIF 
Ctv  R e t i r e  

CIV Y)VING 
?or O l e a  
WV Mi Les 
tiom Purch 
mu3 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
f re igh t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Uneap loyment 
OTHER 

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

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

per D i m  

OTHER 
ELia PCS 0 2 9 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental  0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 772 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE - T I M E  2,384 20,994 0 0 0 0 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL ( m w  6.08)  - P w e  213 
Data A8 of  1 3 : l l  0212011845. R q r t  Created 07:54 03/0111Q95 

00-r t u n t  
Opt ion  Package 
-ar ia  f i l e  

9 F c t r s  F i  l e  

: AIR FORCE 
: SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
: C : \ ~ R A \ R E P O R T 9 5 \ R E C O U E N O \ F I W A L \ 3 P R I ~ I . C 8 R  
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOlQNO\FINAL.SFF 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
- - - - -  ( % ) - - - - -  
FW )(OUSE OPS 
O a  
IWU 
80s 
Unlque Operat 
Ctv SeLary 
m s  
Caretaker 

MIL P€RSC(INEL 
O f f  Sa la ry  
E n l  Sa la ry  
nouse A 1 tow 

OTMR 
M iss ion  
Mi= Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 2,384  21 ,279  364 364 364 364 

W E - T I M  SAVES - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

rnSTRUCT ION 
MILCON 
F u  Hour i  ng 
om 

1-Time Lbve 
MIL PERSOHHEL 

M i l  Moving 
OTNR 

'.and Sales 
nv i ronmenta l  
- T i r e  Other 

TOTAL ONE -TIYE 

T o t a l  --.-- 

RECURRI NGSAVES 
-----(sK)---.- 
FAI( HOUSE OPS 
o&l 

RPLU 
80s 
Unique O ~ e r a t  
C i v  Salary 
OUYPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
U i s c  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0  

Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 1 , 1 8 9  4 , 5 7 2  4,572 4,572 4 , 5 7 2  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIO~S DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v S . 0 8 )  - Page 313 
D a t a  As  O f  13: l l  02/20/1995. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  07:54 03/01/1995 

Dopar tman t  : A IR  FORCE 
o p t f o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 

r n a r i o  F i i a  : C : \ ~ B U \ R E P O R T 9 5 \ R E ~ N D \ f I H A L \ S P R I f f i F I . C B R  

r r v  j F c t r s  F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T 9 5 \ R E ~ N O \ F I I U L . S F F  

ONE-TI* NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - - -  (Qo - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  
UWSTRUCTION 
U L C O ~  2,123 19,107 0 0 
F m  m u s i n g  0 0 0 0 

Ww 
C l v  R b t l r l R I F  0 63 0 0 
C i v  Mov ing  0 491 0 0 
0th.r 261 532 0 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
nit h v i n g  0 29 0 0 
OTNR 
tW I RSE 0 0 0 0 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Uanage 0 0 0 0 
1 - T i m e  O t h e r  0 772 0 0 
L a n d  0 0 0 0 

TOTAL M E - T I N  2,384 20,994 0 0 

T o t a l  

RECURRING NET 
----.(a)----- 
FAY HOUSE OPS 
06n 

RPLU 
BOS 
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C a r e t a k e r  
C i v  S a l a r y  

W U S  
M I L  PERSONNEL 

Y i  l Sa l a r y  
I.(ouse A l l w  

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

Y i s c  Recur  0 0 0 0 0 0 
U n i q u e  O t h e r  0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 - 903 - 4.208 -4,208 -4.208 -4.208 

TOTAL MET COST 2,384 20.090 -4.208 - 4 , 2 0 8  - 4 . 2 0 8  -4,208 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPUA. AN0 80s DELTAS (M)8RA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data A s  O f  13:11 02120/1995. Report Created 07:54 03/01/1995 

Oepartmnt : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELO FOCllSEO 
tcanario F i L e  : C:\M)BFU\REPORTQ5\RECOYEMO\F1ML\SPRIN~I .C8R 

d F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COB~\REPORT9S\RECOUENO\FIYAL.SFF 

Personne l 
Change IChange - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-316 -1001 
289 12 

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

-262.000 -IOU2 829 
139,050 1% 481 

R M ( S )  BOS(S) 
Change %Change ChgIPer Change XChange Chg/Per --.- - - - - - -  - * - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ------. 

tP(1 I IK iF IELD -562,000 -100% 1.778 -2,607,952 -1W 8,253 
m I U ( T - P A T T E R S O N  78.868 1% 273 42.713 lI 148 

RPluaOS(S) 
Change %Change ChgIPer - - - -  * - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

SPRINGFIELO -3,169.952 -101% 10,031 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 121,581 1% 421 



RPUAIDOS CHANCE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data  As Of 1 3 : l l  02/20/1Q85, Report created 07:54 03/01/1995 

Ooportmant : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRIHGF IELO FOCUSED 
scenario F i l e  : C: \CDBRA\REWRT95 \RE~NO\F IHAL \SPRINGFI .C8R  
3td F c t r s  F i l e  : C : \ C O 8 R A \ R E P O R T 9 5 \ R E ~ N O \ F I H A C C S F  

e t  Change(%) 1996 1997 1998 1999 ----.--------- --.- -- .-  - - - -  - - - -  
RPUA O u n g e  0 -267 -483 -483 
W S  Change 0 -80 -2.565 -2,565 
wusing Change 0 0 0 0 -.--.----.----------.---------------.-----.---. 
TOTU CHANGES 0 -347 -3.048 -3,048 

2001 Tota l  Beyond 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Oata A m  O f  13: 11 02/2011995, Report Created 07:54 031011 1995 

Department : A I R  FmCE 
Op t ton  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
%cmnarlo F i l e  : C : \ C O B U \ R E P O R T 9 5 \ R E ~ N O \ F I I U L \ S P R I N ~ I . ~ R  

' d  F c t r s  F t l e  : C : \ C O B U \ R E P ~ T ~ ~ \ R E C O M N O \ F I W L . S F F  

W W T  SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCZNARIO INFO(U*TION 

Modal Year One : FY 1996 

Yod.1 docs Time-Phasing o f  Conttruct lonlShutdoun: Wo 

krr Urns S t r a t q y :  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
SRINGFIELD. OH C t o r e t  i n  FY 1997 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON. OH Raai ignnent 

S u r u r  y: .------- 
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AN0 RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PAT1 

( h a  f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - OISTANCE TAECE 

C r m  Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD. OH 

To Base: -------. 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON. OH 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - WVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from SPRINGFIELO. OH t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n s :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s :  
t t u d e n t  P o s i t i o n s :  

i s s n  Eqpt ( tons) :  
uppt  Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  

M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles: 
Ueavy lSpec ia l  Vehic les:  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

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

Oistance: - - - - - - - - -  
28 mi 

RPMA Non-Pay ro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($)(/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($)(/Year): 
80s P a y r o l l  ($KlYear): 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost Fac to r :  
CHAMPUS I n - P a t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

562 
0 

2.740 
0 
0 

0.89 
0 
0 

20.9% 
SPRING 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Oata A s  O f  1 3 : l l  0212011995, Report Created 07:54 0310111995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 

w a r t o  F1. La : C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\RECOUENO\FINAL\SPRINWI.C8R 

huv 
F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\RECOUENO\FINAL.SFF 

TWUT SCREEN FOUR - S T A T I C  BASE INFORMTION 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 3,709 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 2.993 
To ta l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  11.11 Employees: 14,109 
W 1 F m i l t e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 34.0% 
Ctv t t lans  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f fca r  Housing U n i t s  Avai l :  0 
Er l1st .d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Basa Faci l i t ies(KSF):  18,046 
Of f { - r  VHA ($/Month): 116 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 75 
Par O l w  Rate ($/Day): 93 
Fre ight  Cost (S lTonlUi le) :  0.07 

RPMA Won-Payroll (%/Year): 
Corunicat ions ( S l y e a r ) :  
BOS Nan-Payro t 1 (S IYear  ) : 
BOS Payro l l  ( S l y e a r )  : 
F u i  l y  liousi ng (%/Year ) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
-US Out-Pat (S IV is i  t )  : 
W U S  S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

IMWT SCREEN FIYE - DYHAWIC BASE INFORMATION 

tiomewner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion:  

N .w:  SPRINGFIELD. OH 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

1 - T i m  Unique Cost ($lo: 0 772 0 0 0 
1 - T i m  Unique Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-T1.s Moving Cost (W) :  0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ( W ) :  0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-YilCon Reqd(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($20: 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (%): 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi% Recurring Cost(%): 0 0 0 0 0 
v i u  Recurring Save(%): 0 0 0 0 0 

nd (+Buy/-Sales) ($lo: 0 0 0 0 0 
ns t ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 00% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
utdorn Schedule (%): 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

MiLCon Cost Avoidnc($?o: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(B(): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
CXAWUS In -Pa t ien ts fYr :  0 0 0 0 0 
W U S  Out-Pat ients lYr :  0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 2B:f9pPerc Fami I y  Housing ShutOom: 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

l - T i m e  Unique Cost (SK): 
1 -Tim Unique Save (SK): 
!-Time Moving Cost (a): 
1 - T i m  Moving Save ($lo: 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Uission Cost ($K): 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
Yisc Recurring Cost($K): 
Yisc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Ccnstruct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedu l e  ( X )  : 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 
F u  Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
W U S  In-Pat;ents/Yr: 
CHAWUS Out-Fat ients lYr :  
Faci 1 ShutOwn(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

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

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami Iy Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT OATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Data As O f  1 3 : l l  02/20/1995. Report  Created 07:54 03/01/1995 

Oapartment :AIRFORCE 
Op t i on  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 

- a n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\RE~T9S\REUWlENO\FIWAL\SPRINGFI.C8R 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\RECOUENO\FINAL.SFF 

- BASE PERSONNEL INFORYATION 

Mama:  SPRINGFIELD, OH 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force S t ruc  Change: 
C l v  Force S t ruc  Change: 
Stu f o r c e  S t ruc  Uunge: 
O f f  Scenar l o  Change: 
En1 Scbnar io  Change: 
C1v Scbnar io Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sat Save) : 
En1 Change(No Sat Save): 
C fv  Change(No S a l  Save): 
Care takers  - Mi li ta ry :  
Care takers  - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

W e :  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

D e s c r i p t i o n  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
Maintenance 
Uuni t i o n s  
POL 
Ops and T ra in ing  
Other 
80s 
PaD 
Com Other 

STANDARO FACTORS 

- - - - -  
OTHER 
OTtLER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

SCREEN ONE 

New Mi lCon ---------. 
47,500 
29.500 

1,500 
5.000 

30.650 
0 
0 

24.900 
0 
0 

- PERSONNEL 

Percent  O f f i c e r s  Uar r ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied:  66.90% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary(SlYear) :  78.668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Oependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l l s t e d  Salary(S1Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents(s): 5.162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost(S/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i l i t y ( W e e k s ) :  18 
C i v i t i a n  Salary($lYear) :  46.642.00 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% 
SF F i l e  Oesc: F i n a l  F a c t o r s  

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPYA Bui  Lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPW vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I n d i c e s  are  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Uo thba i  L Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bacheloc Quarters(SF) : 256.00 
Avg Fan1 l y  Puarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPOET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.002 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi (Con T o t a l  Cost ($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 4,570 
0 3.800 
0 310 
0 790 
0 4,320 
0 1.380 
0 1.370 
0 3,830 
0 430 
0 430 

C iv  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.002 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Serv ice :  60.00% 
PPS Ac t i ons  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28.800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost ($) :  0.00 
Nat Median Home P r i c e ( $ ) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22.385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i  l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Honeowner Rece iv ing  Rate: 5.001 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.002 
RSE Homeowner Rece iv ing  Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New Mi lCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
M i  lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  P repa ra t i on  Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f i a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 



INPUT OATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - P-• 4 
Oata AS Of 13:11 02/20/1995, Report Croated 07:54 03/01/1895 

Oepar tnn t  : A I R  FORCE 
' > t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELO FOCUSED 

: C:\M)~RA\REPORT9S\RECOIENO\FINAL\SPRIWGFI.C8R 
(~d~;:::~~::;e : C: \M)BSL\REPORTOS\REOYND\FIMAL .SFF 

STANOAR0 FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Y.tor iaL/Assigned Porson(Lb): 710 
)+G Por Off F r i  Ly (Lb) :  14,500.00 
HC Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9.000.00 
)H1 Por M i l  S ing le  (Lb): 6,400.00 

Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18.000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost (S I lWLb) :  35.00 
A i r  Transport (SIPass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Y4.t Exp (SIDl roct  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack a Crate(SlTon): 284.00 
Mi 1 ~ I g h t  Vehic lo(S/ui 10): 0.43 
H ~ v y / S p e c  Vehlclo(S1Mi lo ) :  1.40 
POV R o i m b u r ~ . o n t ( s / M i l ~ ) :  0.18 
Arg Wit Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routlna PCS(SlPers1Tour) : 6.437.00 
OM-Time Off PCS Cort(s):  8.142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost(S): 5.761.00 

STANQARO FACTORS SCREEM FOUR - MILITARY WSTRUCTION 

Hor izon ta l  (sy) 0 
Waterfront (LF) 0 
A l r  Operations (SF) 0 
Operational (SF) 0 
A b i n i s t r a t i v e  (SF) 0 
School Bui l d ings  (SF) 0 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0 
BacheLor Quarters (SF) 0 
F u i  l y  Quarters (€A) 0 
Covered Storage (SF) 0 
Oining Faci L i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Rocreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
C o r u n i c a t i o n s  F a c i t  (SF) 0 
Shipyard Uaintenance (SF) 0 
ROT & E Faci l i t i c s  (SF) 0 
POL Storage (EL)  0 

wmuni t i o n  Storage (SF) 0 
i c a l  F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 

n v i r o t u e n t a l  ( 1 0 
. ... 

EXPLAMATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Category 

other 
Optional Category 8 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category E 
Optional a t e g o r y  F 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 

Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

NOTE S1.2 M UILCON AVOIOANCE RESULTS FROM MOT MOVING 

ANG FROU RICKENBACKER AN0 WVING SPRINCFIELO T O  

WIGHT PATTERSON 



BRAC MILCON ESTIMATE 

Gnining Dnnc: Wright Psi!erson 
Oplion: 0 
Drill : 0 
Dale : 01-1 1-1995 
Shcer I o l  I for Scenario: Springfield lo wprfb -12 f-16 uaing EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 
APRONS 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT M 
DASH 21 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTI 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONA 
A C m  ENGINE INSP dt REPAl 
CONTR OPERATED M A N  BA 
CORROSION CONTROL F A C L  
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE 
MEDIUM ACC;T MAINTENAN 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENAN 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPOR 
AVIONICS SHOP 
LAhTi9.N 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE 
ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTO 
MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (SR 

CATEGORIES 

0 179087 164200 51 13 0 SF 
20000 342669 349802 7133 0 SF 

0 4685 4685 0 0 SF 
0 4576 4576 0 0 SF 

1 OOOO 5726 35519 29793 0 SF 
2820 1 19059 1 19059 0 6000 SF 

0 0 0 0 0 SF 
6200 48050 48050 0 8500 SF 

0 84336 84336 0 0 SF 
0 0 0 0 0 SF 

12400 19987 19987 0 0 SF 
6200 16000 26716 10716 0 SF 

1 21419 21419 0 0 SF 
6000 0 0 0 0 SF 
7200 0 0 0 0 SF 
4800 0 1140 1140 0 SF 
SO00 75867 89043 13176 0 SF 

0 0 0 SF 
C l o ~ a  Hold - B-CEO Strff Only 

~ ~ , ~ $  Ti~lea 
SR for 

Inbound Acft 
F-16 

Q u c ~ l i o ~ a i r o  
Identified 

Exce~c Scope p ~ g p " d d  U/M 
Slunit 

TOTAL 
(SM) 



DRAC M U O N  ESTIMATE 

C n ~ n ~ ~ i g  Dnrc: Wright Polleraon 
O p l ~ o n .  0 
Dr~ll . 0 
D n t e  : 01-11-1995 
St ieel  I of I for Scenario: Springfield lo wpafb -12 f-16- u ~ i n g  EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

18-868 PRECISION MEASIJTUNO EQU 3880 20245 20245 0 0 SF 115.69 .00 
HYDRAZINE STORAGE 800 0 675 675 0 SF 349.76 .00 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE 2000 4309 4309 0 0 SF 78.02 .@I 

BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WH 0 615764 6 15764 0 29000 SF 48.31 1 .83 

WRSK STORAGE 6000 1971 1 1971 1 0 4000 SF 59.73 .3 1 
W i S E  SUP & EQP (AGS PART 6000 0 0 0 0 SF 44.84 .@I 

ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STOR 4500 25583 25583 0 _.. 0 . SF 91.47 
1.1 -1,SO 11 

r - 

CATEGORIES 

INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MIS 
MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHO 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FA 
WEAPONS & RELEASE SYSTE 
CONVENTIONAL MUNlTlONS 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE S 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE ST 
STORAGE IGLOO 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSNES FA 
hiUNn!ONS MA!W ADMINIS 

2 18-852 SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHO 4400 5653 5653 0 0 SF 104.03 -00 

Titlea 
SR for 

Inband Ad 
F-16 

hlUNlTION LINE DEUST OR S 2000 0 0 0 0 SF 111.20 
,-....;.fJ $ 
/ " I .  

",~fc'$ Current 
capacity 

Quutionnrite 
Identi led Rlg~id U/M 

Slunit 
TOTAL 

(SM) 



BRAC MILCON ESTlMAT E 

Gn~rlir~g Dnrc: Wright Pa~~ernon 
Option: 0 
Drill . 0 - . . . . . - 
Dale : 01-11-1995 
Sheel I of I for Scenario: Springfield to wprtb -I2 f-16- uning EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

CONSOLlDATED AIRCRAFT S 
14-467 VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP 

UNDERGROUND FUEL STOR 

Ops & l'rninin 
14 1-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
141.753 SQUADRON OPERAT IONS FA 
171-212 FLlGKT SIMULATION TRAIN1 
171-618 RELD TRAININO FACILITY 

CATEGORIES 

O l l ~ e r  Hec111ire 
610-129 WEAPONS SYSTEMS MAINT 
131-1 I 1  COMMUNICAT IONS FAClLrr 
171-443 RESERVE FORCES GEN TNO 
171-445 RESERVE FORCES OPS TNO 
2 19-944 BASE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
61&913 DISASTER PREPAREDNESS F 
141-743 BASE PHOTO LABORATORY 

2!4-428 VEHICLE OPS P W U N O  SHE 
442-628 BASE SUPPLY dL EQUIP SHED 
000-000 

121-122 HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM 0 0 0 0 0 S F  385627.70 .00 

SR lor 

LbyttQ Titlec 

I- 
Clone Hold - BCE- Staff Only 

I 

301P I 

Rquirod 
~ q r i t y  

C u m n l  
~epac i ty  

Queotiomrirr 

Exma 
Ro SEOPE UIM 

ttunit 
TOTAL 
(SM) 



BRAC MILCON EST lMAT E 

G M I I I I I I ~  Drnc.  Wright Psllcrton 
Opl~on: 0 
Drtll : 0 
Dale : 01-11-1995 
Sheel I of 1 for Scenario: Springfield to wprfb -I2 f-16- uting EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

Utililles 
842-245 WATER DISTIUBUTION MAIN 0 
82(1000 HEATWO & AIR CONDTTIOM 0 
812-000 DISTR a TRANSMISSION ~ r n  o 
830-000 SEWAGE & WASTE 0 

.60 

CATEGORIES 

Clots Hold - BCEGlBCEQ StrKOnly 

\ 

Tiiler 
SR for 

Inbound A 
~ - 1 6  

Re4uired 
Cr~rciOl C r ~ r i Y  

Q ~ e r t i o ~ d r o  
Identidod 

E ~ ~ ,   sop. P~)!byid UIK 
stunit 

TOTAL 
(SM) 



Gaining Bane: Wright P a t t c r ~ n  
h t i o n :  0 
DXII : o 
Dato : 014-1995 
Shoe! 1 of 1 for Scenuio: Springfidd Lo Unit joid 

RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 
APRONS 

UMNTENANCE RANOAR 
a m m u  PURPOSE ACET MAINT 
DA38 21 
NONDESlRUCTNB INSPECnON SHOP 
A I R W  OROANIUTIONAL MAINT 
ACFI' ENGINE INSP & REPAIR SHOP 
CONlX OPERATED MAW BAS8 SUP 
CORROSION CONTROL FAQllTY 
W O E  A W I '  MMNTENANCB DOM 
MEDIUM A m  MAINTENANCE DOCK 
SMALL A m  hlm?KNANCE DOCX 
FUEL SY8TEMS MMNTWANCB DOCX 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SWPORT PAC 
AVIONICS SHOP 
L m  
ECM POD SHOP dt SMRAOE 
A C R  SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORAOB 
MUNlTIONS SUP EQP PAC (SRMI) 

179087 1M200 5113 0 SP 
342669 349m 7133 0 SF 

4685 46U 0 0 SP 
4576 4576 0 0 SF 
5726 35S19 29793 0 SF 

119059 119OS9 0 0 SP 
0 0 0 0 m 

48050 W O  0 0 SP 
6(336 64336 0 0 SF 

0 0 0 0 SP 
19967 19917 0 0 8F 
16000 267 18 10711 0 BP 
21419 21419 0 0 SF 

0 0 0 0 SF 
0 0 0 0 SF 
0 1140 1140 0 SP 

75867 89043 13176 0 SF 
0 0 SF 

Clam Hold - B e  Staff Ody 





BRAC MLWON -TB 

Gdniog Bloc: Wright Pattaran 
Oolion: 0 
Si11 : O 
Dato : 01-05-1995 
Sheet I of I for Sccauio: Springfield to wpdb O m m  Unit joint 

121-1221 CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT SIT SYS 0 0 0 0 EA 403563.80 
214467 VEHICLE REFUELIN0 SHOP 
411-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE TANK 
979-999 

+ 0 0 

Op & Trainin 
141-454 SPECIAL OPERATION3 
141.753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS F A C W  
171-212 FLlGHT SIMUUTlON TTWNWO 
171-6ll FlEtD 'TRmaNO FACILfXY 

 her R a p i n  1 
610-129 WEAPONS SYSTEMS MAWT MOT 
131-111 CO?&WNICAlIONS FA- 
171443 RESERVE FORCES GEN TNO SPRT 
171-445 RESERVE FORCES OPS TNO 
2 19-944 BASE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
61&913 DIS A m  PRBPAREDNBSS FACILITY 
14 1-743 BASE PHOTO LABORATORY 
214-428 VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHED 

I 
442428 BASB SUPPLY h EQUIP SAED 
1 7 1 4 7  RESERVE CIORCES COMMlUEC Ria 

r 

CATEGORIES 

121.122 HYDRAm FUELIN0 SYSTEM 0 0 0 0 SF 385627.70 00 

l i l l c c  R q d d  
Cqrdv 

Currral 
Caproi~ 

QudoMJrr Idaotifid 

-soap. %gd V/M 
tludt 

TOTAL 
(tM) 



Gaining B u t :  Wright P ~ n L r ~ o o  
Option: 0 
k i l l  : 0 
Drta : 01-05-1995 
Shoe1 I of 1 for Scdnuio: SprintBdd to wpah -Comm Udl joint 

Qow &Id - BCM3BCEO St&Only 

CATEGORIES Repited 
C P ~ V  .I idu 

I 

h y l  
C P ~ W  

Utillder 
M2-245 WATER DISTIUBVIlON M A I N S  C 
r2 0-000 HEATINO & AIR CONDIIlONINO c 
612-000 DISTR & TRANSMISSION LINES 0 . h 

830MX, SEWAOE & WAST6 C 
00 

4 s  
A3 

4.76 

U 

- 

@g$in 
- , ~ c b p r  

ho S&PB u ' d  
Uh4 

Stual~ 
TOTAL 
OM) 



JOHN GLENN 
OHIO 

bU~i tcd @ tato 3cna tc  

COMMlTTEES 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS: 
I 

ARMED SERVICES 

SELECT COMMllTEE O N  INTELLIGENCE 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE O N  AGllUG 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3501 

March 31 ,  1 9 9 5  

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary 
Department of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

We are writing to obtain additional information concerning 
the Air Force recommendation to close the Springfield-Beckley Air 
National Guard Station in Springfield, Ohio. 

The local community questions whether the decision is a cost 
effective one and has asked for our assistance i n  obtaining the 
back-up data used to make the decision to close Springfield. 

Specifically, the questions relate to the following: 

- What factors were used to calculate the estimated 
$4.2 million in annual recurring savings that would 
result from closure? 

- What costs were included in calculating the $2.5 
million in base operating support at springfield? 

- Whether the costs of conducting an Environmental 
Impact Study at Wright-Patterson and the costs of 
conducting an Environmental Assessment Study at 
Springfield were included in the costs of closure. 

- Whether the State of Ohio's share of operating and 
maintaining Springfield was counted as federal savings. 

- What overhead cost will be assessed to the Guard 
units when they are moved to  right-patterson? 

In addition to answering these spsif ic questions, please 
provide us witE all of the back-up data used to make the closure 
decision. * 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

*D- 
Mike DeWine 
United States Senator 





SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/26 APR 95 

w moyer/bases95/911SAN 

April 26, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Rick Santorum 
united States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Santorum 

This is in response to your April 18, 1995, request for 

additional information concerning Greater Pittsburgh ~nternational 

'(I 
Airport, Pennsylvania. The data is provided per your request. 

A similar letter is being provided to Representative Mascara. 

sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and  egisl la ti on 

Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



mt-t--L , -1'5'33 1;: 11 tPl-11.1 

A P R - 1 4 - 9 5  F R I  81:+9 P M  .. 
C 

-- 
FORCE SC3rA ARC 

F O B A  ASSUMPTION USED 

sOnly the AFRES Unwa) Moved; Any 
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Questions directed to AF response to Congressional Inquiry dated 7 Apr 1995 
1 

1. Comparative 60s cost data, provided shows Youngstem data to be $10.43hi, Minneapolis. St. 
Paul's to be S13.96M and Pittsburgh's to be S22.23M. Please prd~jde an item by item comparison for 
each base by PEC code anb BOS component used to provide this data. (Exhibit 1) 

2, Please provide by function code for all 60s components, the manpower fiaures for all bases 
considered. (Exhibit 2) 

3. Were costs for Pittsburgh's 3 MCP unfunded projects in FY94 (POL. Firing Range and BCE complex) 
cansidered? If so. what figures were used? Were similar costs considered at other bases? 

4. Are mngressional add-on projects cansidered as unfunded when considering MCP7 

5. Ref: Previous question, 'Total budget printout far each installation considered for FY93 and FY94.' 
The answer given is in Chart form titled 'M94 Obligations, Comparison of C-130 AFRES Units at 
Civilian Airfields.' (Exhibit 2) 

Please define the camponents included in the figures for 'RPA. 

6. Provide a copy Of the Civilian Manpower Cut Exercise spreadsheet developed at HQ AFRES and 
referred to in the response. [Exhibit 3) 

7. Provide certified data used by BCEG which -5 provided by HQ USAFIRT as referenced in the 
response. (Exhibit 3) 
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General Inquiry Items 

1. SECDEF Briefing to BRAC Commission on March f ,  1995; Reference, Page 9 - Explain why O'Hare 
Cost information was omitted, particularly since O'Hare could yield the greatest cost savings. 
(Exhibit 4 )  

2, AFRES BRAC 95 Options Briefing by BGen Bradley dated 12.20-94 Page 5 provide the COBRA 
Analysis and Scenario Files for the COBRA results shown on these slides. They differ s:gnificantly from 
the presently available l e v e l  Play' and "Focused" Scenarios. (Exhibit 5 )  

3. BCEG Minutes, dated 2 January 1995 - Attachment 1 - Expiain why Fire Protection and Airfield 
Maintenance were not included in the ARC criteria If they are considered elsewhere, provide cornpleta 
itemization of those casts for all bases considered. 

4. BCEG Minutes, dated 9 January 7995 - 0omn of the first page - Justify why ctosure decisions should 
not be based on "ARC presence" in the state rather than AFRES presence", psfticularly if izrge cost 
savings would result. (Exhibit 6) 

a. Youngstown - Page IV, 28, Item IV. 16 - - The FY94 RPMA Cost is missing. Providc 
this number and identify whether i t  was included in all COBRA surnmarres. 

b. Youngstown Page IV, 28, hem IV, 1 C - - What ara the FY91 anb FY92 RPM-S Costs? 

c Air Force Analyois and Recommendations. Volume V, dated February 95 

5. Exp!ain why the BCEG did not consider ARC C-130 Bases (AFRES and ANG), instead of oniy 
AFRES C-130 8ases? If they were considered, explain how data on each was compared and provide 
that data. (Exhibit 7) 

6. Provide a detailed breakdown of the one-time shutdown costs aSS0CiEtted with all aspects of the 
closure of the 91 1 Airlift Wing, including man-hours and materials. 

7. Were any costs associated with supporting the Pennsylvania Air National Guard, S U C ~  as 
communication faclll:ies. billeting, BX, gym or credit union considered? 
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COBRA 
BRAC INQUIRY ITEMS 

I. COBRA - - We were previously provided the following floppy disk COBRA scenario files ('.CBR) and 
standard factor files. ('.SFF) for the bases listed. 

- - LEVEL - PLAY Scenarios dated 1111714a for Pittsburgh, Niagara. Milwaukee. Mini-St. 
Paul. Wiilow Grove, Youngstown and O'Hare. 

- - FOCUSED Senario dated 2120195 for Pittsburgh only. 

a. OiQ tne Air Force develop or use any other COBRA scenarios for the above 
installations or for a-nv ANG C*130 installations that were considered in the 06D's selection process? 

b. Provide these COBRA reports. ',CBR fifes and associated '.SFF files along with a full 
descripiian of how, why and for what purpose the scenario was generated used. 

c. Provide COBRA scenarios used h e n  reviewing ANO C-130 Bases. H none were 
used, explain how equitable comparisons of Closure wsts and savings were established, and how tne 
ANG C-130 units were compared against the AFRES C-130 units. 

2, Provide a detailed breakdown of the $15 million in one-time closure costs at Pittsburgh used in the 
PlmSBURGH FOCUSED Scenario of 220/95. 

3. For the PIITSBURGH FOCUSED Scenario of 2/20/95, provide a detailed breakdown of the $17.2 
million in MJLCON costs at Dobbins, and explain why this figure is modified to only $1 million in \he 
COBRA input data. 

4. Provide copies of the Host-Tenant Suppdn Agreement, or any simjlar agreemenl, beween the 
AFRES and ANG units at the following bases: Milwaukee, Niagara, Mini-St. Paui, and O'Hare, 
Youngstown. 

5. Were costs of Fire Proreeribn indudad in COBRA cost figures for any installation considered? If so. 
please provide the data used? If not. explain why it is considered a cost to compare? 

6. From the SECOEF Briefing to BRAC Commission on March '1, 1995 - - We note that Wisconsin has 
not lost any civilian positions and only six military positions for all B W C  adions from 5989 through 
7995. New York's cumulative losses are about one third of Pennsylvania's. Were these lopsided ratios 
considered when the DOD chose Pittsburgh over Milwaukee or Niagara? 

7, Page 8 of SECbEF Briefing to 8-C Commission of March I ,  1995 - - Provide complete details. 
including all figures and their basis, for any 'Tfansfened BUS Ccsts' considered, included. or deleted n 
the COBRA or any other cost analyses. 
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8. Confirm that the LEVEL-PLAYING FIELD Scenarios of 1 If1 7/94. were erroneously based on cost 
data from Minn-St. Paul being also used f ~ r  Pittsburgh, Niagara and O'Hare. Provide the reason for 
using this data or plans for using other corrected data, 

9. Confirm that the actual 1994 Non-Payroll Overhead Casts for Youngstown are approximately 140 - 
150 percent greater than tne figures used in the November 1994 COBRA Level Play scenario. 

fb, Desuibe the pf0~SsS by which AFRES and Air Farce 'certified' the questionnaire cost data 
submitted by each base. Provide a cdpy of the certification and any back-up materials for above AFRES 
C-1 30 bases. 

11. Explain why it is not considered sufficient to nave an ARC presence in a state. i.e., wny is it a!so 
necessary to have an 'AFRES" presence? 

12, Identify all pre-FY95 MILCON funds trial have beon authorized but not yet placed as firm contracts. 
In your response, ensure that A&€ work is distinguished from actual construction work. Provide thjs 
infernation for all C-130 bases considered. 

13, Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume V dated February 1995 - Page 29 - - Why did 
the BCEG not also consider 'above threshold' ANG (2-130 bases instead of just AFRES G.130 basas 
men comparing costs? 

14. AFRES BRAC 95 Options Briefing by BGen Bradley dated 12120134 - - Page 5 - - Provide the 
COBRA results shown on these slides. They differ considerably from the presently available "tevel- 
Play" and 'Fowsed" Scenario results. Also explain how these t au i t s  were factored into the base 
selection decision. 
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CHICAGO O'HARE ARB 
Realign 8 PAA to Rackford MAP 

- R l t d  As One 91 Top Twp t-130 Indallfflons In Crit I - Impact on Remrirrlng AN6 KC-135 Unft 
+ City of Chicago Dnirw lor Facllitlll 
+ Superier Recruiting L d i o n  (2 Major Airline Hubs] 

Rockford Ovw OUnr Loul S . m  $OM In Rcsmltlnp 6 Tralnlng 

1- - -  
WILLOW GROVE ARS (AFRES) I 

Realign 8 PAA to Dobbins 

=Ramainiq AN0 A-10 Unit 

. 
- AFRES Buildin0 Willow drevt to 12 PAA - Lors of Great R ~ r u t t l n g  L#atfQn (34 Major Airline Hub) 
+ Several AF RESIANG Units Wiin 3 Hr Prive 

I COBRA I 

I I I 
. .. .-.- 

* Does Not Include $9M Recruiting and Training Cost 
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CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF O M Y  
OZPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASntuSltaw bC 29330-1660 

-c Q w u s w a r t  U C . e r * m  

MEMORANPUM FOR RECT)RD 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT.. Minutes of Air Force Bas Closure Executive Grcnp (AF/B CEO) Mating - - - - --  - - 
The AFBCEG meeting was convened by ?4r Boanight, SAF/MP. at 1030 hours on 

30 November 1994, in R w m  SDIOZ't, the Pentagon. The following personnel wat ti 
attendance: w 

Mr. Baaaighr, SAF/Zurll, CeChairman 
Maj Gen Blumc. AF/RT, CwChahan 
Maj Gcn McGinty, AF/DPP 
Pc. WoLff, AF/CE 
Mr. Kuhn, SAF/GCN 
Brig Gtn McChhy, AF/XOO 
Brig Gen Weaver. NGB/CF 
Brig Gcn Bndcy. AFRE 

Ca1 Mayficlb AF/RTli 
LI Col Rtxkfcf, AFIXOK: 
Maj Richardson. A F N  

The meting was called to order by Mr. Boatright. Lt Col Rdcfcr. AF/XOFC, briefed 
h g c  Aimaft kddawn excursions reflecting KEG-di~ctcd  changes, using he slicks at 
Atch 1. He natcd that the 8-52 i d t  frun Mino1 cannat k plactd into Ellsworth bccausc of 
prcssUlf/aldtu& IirniUticms, pmicular~y in w m  u.ether- He also notcd that Bcalc Am has 
air q d i c y  lirniudons for accepting KC- 135E linnfc fmm ihc AFW. Thlhc BCEG appmved 
not moving Minot aimaft to Ellswonh a d  the he options ar briefed 

Maj Richarhron. AFRJS. brLfrd & AFRES C-I30 base analysis. using ihc slides at 
Acch 2. In accnon I, Apron was the most common limit far pavement suklcmtnts. For 
Operations Effcctivcness. MOA airrpacc was lirni~td by the siiz requirement of MOAS, In some: 
cases. existing MOAs w e e  not viewed nr rvaihble because they failed to meet thc size 
nquirements. 

Brig Gen Bradley asked thal orkcr fac[crs k ~ o n s i d e ~ d  in chis caagoi).. One of t h s ~  
considerations is leaving one unit in tach stjtc. since an AFREF arinciolr i e  rn -a*:-;-- 
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I' I issuer axe not a% significant h a w  of rho bur fi- and there i s  aat much dktincdon among 
unit* After reviewing rhe draia, rhc B(5G Mcnrd daixtg until Is=. ; 

7%- king no funher ma- to discuss, the meting was adjourned at 1240. 'Zhe next 
BCEG mecdng.urill be at rhe can of the Cb-ca 

OPEN ITEMS: Selfridge Emptoymca data 
B W G  vaificatioa of ANG COBRA 

Attachmenu 
1. Large M t  excursions 
2. AFRES C-130 A d y h  
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Questions directed to AF response to Congressional Inquiry dated 17 Apr 1995 

QUESTION: Comparative BOS cost data, provided shows Youngstown data to be $10.43M, Minneapolis 
St. Paul's to be $13.96M and Pittsburgh's to be $22.23M. Please provide an item by item comparison for 
each base by PEC code and BOS component used to provide this data. 

ANSWER: The cost figures in exhibit 1 were taken from a Civilian Manpower Cut Exercise spreadsheet 
developed for HQ AFRESKPXP. The spreadsheet only showed total BOS cost data and did not itemize by 
either PEC code or BOS component. Additionally, the cost figures from the spreadsheet were not used in 
either the "Level Playing Field" or "Focused" COBRA computations. 

QUESTION: Please provide by function codes for all BOS components, the manpower figures for all bases 
considered. 

FUNDED CIVILIANS ALL PECS 

UNIT 

FAC 
104A 
1 06A 
16G1 
1240 
l5XX 
16B1 
16C1 
41XX 
42XX 
43XX 

4 4 W )  
44EF 
45- 
46- 
13E1 
31 Cl(2) 
44EB 

PITTSBURGH GEN MINN-ST. PAUL O'HARE NIAGARA YOUNGSTOWN 
MITCHELL 

TITLE 
Public Affairs 
Grd Safety 
Info Mgrnt 
Contracting 
ComptBudget 
CBPO 
Civ Personnel 

Supply 
Transportation 
SecurityRaw 
Civil Eng 
Rre Protection 
MWR 
Services 
Base Operations 
Life Support 
Disaster Prep 

(1) 4 4 M  Excluding Fire Protection and Disaster Prep (included on other lines) 
(2) Part of Aviation Flyaway Package 
(3) Regional Civilian Personnel Support 
(4) Under OM6 A-76 Circular Contract 
(5) 12 PAA Unit 
(6) Contracted Fire Protection 

QUESTION: Were costs for Pittsburgh's 3 MCP unfunded projects in FT94 (POL, Firing Range and BCE 
complex) considered? If so, what figures were used? Were similar costs considered at other bases? 

ANSWER: No. MCP projects, for COBRA computations, were only considered for FY96 through FYO1. 



QUESTION: Are Congressional add-on projects considered as unfunded when considering MCP? 

ANSWER: It depends on the MCP project and the language that added the project. Normally, 
Congressional add-ons are considered funded. Please provide a specific project or more details. 

QUESTION: Ref. Previous question, 'Total budget printout for each installation considertd for FY93 and 
FY94." The answer given is in chart form titled "FY94 Obligations, Comparison of C-130 AFRES Units at 
Civilian Airfields." (Exhibit 2) 

Please define the components included in the figures for "RPA. 

ANSWER: The following project codes were used in the RPA portion of the base cost sheet: 
721 Training-Unit program Pay Group A 
722 Training-IMA Program Pay Groups A,B&D 
725 Training-Non-Prior Service Pay Group F 
726 School Training 
727 Special Tours 
734 Disability, Hospitalization & Death Gratuity 
735 Individual Ready Reserve Training & Screening 
739 Bonus Incentives, Including Montgomery GI Bill 

QUESTION: Provide a copy of the Civilian Manpower Cut Exercise spreadsheet developed at HQ AFRES 
and referred to in the response. 

ANSWER: The referenced Civilian Manpower Cut Exercise was an informal, speculative document 
developed to measure the relative impact of various force structure options. Unfortunately, it has been 
perceived as a critical element of the realignment and closure process and therefore continues to generate 
considerable interest. As a hypothetical exercise, its only goal was to provide a rough order of magnitude 
comparison between several internal proposals. It only considered generalized parameters and was created 
solely for HQ AFRESIXPXP use. 

As a working paper, there is no documentation to either c o n f m  or deny the validity of any of the 
information it contains. Also, any effort to critique the accuracy of its information will be superfluous 
because it was not submitted to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) as certified or validated data. 
All information supplied by HQ AFRES personnel to the BCEG strictly adhered to the rigorous scrutiny 
and validation procedures outlined in the BRAC Questionnaire internal control plan. 

QUESTION: Provide certified data used by BCEG which was provided by HQ USAF/RT as referenced in 
the response. (Exhibit 3) 

ANSWER: Please see Attachment 1. 

QUESTION: SECDEF briefing to BRAC Commission on March 1, 1995: Reference, Page 5 )  - Explain why 
O'Hare cost information was omitted, particularly since O'Hare could yield the greatest cost savings. 
(Exhibit 4) 

ANSWER: The slide at Exhibit 4 did not come from a SECDEF briefing. A COBRA excursion (for 
O'Hare) was not included for consideration because the cost is zero. In accordance with a previous (BRAC 
93) decision, if O'Hare ARS is to be closed and the units moved, it must be done without any cost 
whatsoever to the federal government. Note: the City of Chicago has until July 1995 to begin the 
closurdrealignment. 



QUESTION: AFRES BRAC 95 Options Briefing by BGen Bradley dated 12-20-94 Page 5 - provide the 
COBRA Analysis and Scenario Files for the COBRA results shown on these slides. They differ significantly 
from the presently available "Level Play" and "Focused" Scenarios. (Exhibit 5) 

ANSWER: Please see Attachment 2. The attached COBRA is a notional COBRA run. The COBRA run 
supporting exhibit 5 numbers has previously been provided. 

QUESTION: BCEG Minutes, dated 2 January 1995 - Attachment 1 - Explain why Fire Protection and 
Airfield Maintenance were not included in the ARC criteria. If they are considered elsewhere, provide 
complete itemization of those costs for all bases considered. 

ANSWER: Please provide a copy of the BCEG minutes r e f e d  to in the question as there was no 2 
January BCEG meeting. Fire Protection and Airfield Maintenance are part of the BOS. Complete budget 
printouts have already been forwarded in response to a previous Congressional inquiry. 

QUESTION: BCEG Minutes dated 9 January 1995 - Bottom of first page - Justify why closure decisions 
should not be based on "ARC presence" in the state rather than AFRES presence, particularly if large cost 
savings would result. (Exhibit 6) 

ANSWER: There is no 9 January 1995, BCEG meeting. AFRES and ANG are separate subcategories in the 
BRAC process. This has been the case during the three previous BRAC rounds. Therefore, ANG locations, 
AF'RES locations, and active duty locations were all considered separately. 

FOLLOW UP QUESTION A: Youngstown - Page IV.28, Item IV, 1B - - The FY94 RPMA Cost is 
missing. Provide this number and identify whether it was included in all COBRA summaries. 

ANSWER: Complete budget printouts have already been forwarded in response to a previous 
Congressional inquiry. 

FOLLOW UP QUESTION B: Youngstown IV, 28, Item IV, 1C - - What are the FY91 and FY 92 RPM-S 
Costs? 

ANSWER: HQ AFRES is reviewing the data from FY91 and FY92. The breakout for RPM-S costs will be 
forwarded as soon as they are available. 

FOLLOW UP QUESTION C: Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume V, dated February 95. 

ANSWER: Volume V is the Air Force analyses and recommendations to the DoD Base Closure and 
Realignment Report to the Commission. 



QUESTION: Explain why the BCEG did not consider ARC C-130 Bases (AFRES and ANG), instead of 
only AFRES C- 130 Bases? If they were considered, explain how data on each was compared and provide 
the data (Exhibit 7) 

ANSWER: Although AFRES and ANG were shown in the ARC category in the Air Force BRAC 
questionnaire, in fact, they were considered as separate subcategories in the recommendation process. 
Therefore, the ANG was not compared with AFRES units in the recommendation process. This is the same 
process that was used in the three previous base closure rounds. Since ANG units fall under the Governor 
and Adjutant General of each state, they can only be moved within state boundaries. The BCEG, however, 
looked at each state to find opportunities for relocating ANG units to active Air Force bases that met the 
DoD selection criteria and were cost effective. They found only one opportunity to move an ANG C-130 
unit and recommended the 129th Rescue Group, Moffett Federal Airfield, CA move to McClellan AFB, 
CA. 

QUESTION: Provide a detailed breakdown of the one-time shutdown costs associated with all aspects of 
the closure of the 91 1th Airlift Wing, including man-hours and materials. 

ANSWER: Air Force Base Closure Agency estimates were used for estimating closure costs in the COBRA 
computations. There is no further breakdown of the costs. The site survey and revised COBRA results will 
be forwarded when they are complete. 

QUESTION: Were any costs associated with supporting the Pennsylvania Air National Guard, such as 
communication facilities, billeting, BX, gym or credit union considered? 

ANSWER: The questionnaire sent to each base attempted to consider or capture the services that were 
interconnected. Pittsburgh's response to question 11.5.A was "There are no unique (one-of-a-kind) Air Force 
Facilities which must be replaced if the base is closed." Unfortunately, by not fully answering the question, 
the interrelated nature of the communications facility (between the AFR and the ANG) was not identified. 
The ANG does not consider billeting, the BX, the gym, or the credit union to be an issue. 

QUESTION: COBRA - - We were previously provided the following floppy disk COBRA scenario files 
(*.CBR) and standard factor files (*SFF) for the bases listed. 

-- LEVEL - PLAY Scenarios dated 11/17/94 for Pittsburgh, Niagara, Milwaukee, Minn - 
St. Paul, Willow Grove, Youngstown and O'Hare. 

-- FOCUSED Scenario dated 220195 for Pittsburgh only. 

a. Did the Air Force develop or use any other COBRA scenarios for the above 
installations or for any ANG C-130 installations that were considered in the DoD's selection process? 

ANSWER: No. 

FOLLOW UP QUESTION B: Provide these COBRA reports, *.CBR files and associated *.SFF files along 
with a full description of how, why and for what purpose the scenario generated was used. 

ANSWER: Not Applicable. 



FOLLOW UP QUESTION C: Provide COBRA scenarios used when reviewing ANG C- 130 bases. If none 
were used, explain how equitable comparison of Closure costs and savings were established, and how the 
ANG C- 130 units were compared against the AFRES C- 130 units. 

ANSWER: Only one COBRA run for ANG C-130 units was run for use in the Air Force selection process. 
That recommendation COBRA was for the 129th Rescue Group, Moffett Federal Airfield, CA moving to 
McClellan AFB, CA. ANG C-130 units were not compared against AFRES C-130 units. Although AFRES 
and the ANG were listed in the ARC category in the Air Force BRAC questionnaire, in fact, they were 
considered as separate subcategories in the recommendation process. Therefore, the ANG was not 
compared with AFRES units in the process, consistent with previous base closure rounds. Since ANG units 
fall under the Governor and Adjutant General of each state, they can only be moved within state boundaries, 
The BCEG, however, looked at each state to find opportunities for closure of ANG installations that met the 
DoD selection criteria and were cost effective. They found only one opportunity to move and ANG C-130 
unit and the Secretary of the Air Force recommended the 129th Rescue Group, Moffett Federal Airfield, 
CA move to McClellan AFB, CA. 

QUESTION: Provide a detailed breakdown of the $15 million in one-time closure costs at Pittsburgh used 
in the PITTSBURGH FOCUSED Scenario of 2120195. 

ANSWER: The $15 million in one-time closure costs represents the estimated Air Force Base Conversion 
Agency (AFBCA) costs. Revised COBRA results will be forwarded when they are complete. 

QUESTION: For the PlTTSBURGH FOCUSED Scenario of 2120195, provide a detailed breakdown of the 
$17.2 MILLION in MILCON costs at Dobbins, and explain why this figure is modified to only $1 million 
in the COBRA input data. 

ANSWER: The $17.2 million in question does not represent dollars but 17,200 square feet of new 
construction. This 17,200 square feet of construction costs $1 million. 

QUESTION: Provide copies of the Host-Tenant Support Agreement, or any similar agreement, between 
the AFRES and ANG units at the following bases: Milwaukee, Niagara, Minn - St. Paul, O'Hare, and 
Youngstown. 

ANSWER: Please see Attachment 3. 

QUESTION: Were costs of Fire Protection included in COBRA cost figures for any installation 
considered? If so, please provide the data used? If not, explain why it is considered a cost to compare. 

ANSWER: Yes. Complete budget printouts have already been forwarded in response to a previous 
Congressional inquiry. 



QUESTION: From the SECDEF Briefing to BRAC Commission on March 1 ,  1995 -- We note that 
Wisconsin has not lost any civilian positions and only six military positions for all BRAC actions from 1989 
through 1995. New York's cumulative losses are about one third of Pennsylvania's. Were these lopsided 
ratios considered when the DoD chose Pittsburgh over Milwaukee or Niagara? 

ANSWER: Each base was examined on an individual basis utilizing the eight selection criteria. The 
economic impact for BRAC 95 was based on the proposed recommendations and the effects of the previous 
three rounds of BRAC. The economic impact from the Pittsburgh action (63 1 jobs) was estimated at 0.1 
percent of the economic area employment. 

QUESTION: Page 8 of SECDEF Briefing to BRAC Commission of March 1,1995 -- Provide complete 
details, including all figures and their basis, for any "Transferred BOS Costs" considered, included, or 
deleted in the COBRA or any other cost analyses. 

ANSWER: We cannot track the page number provided. Please provide a request relative to a specific 
COBRA. 

QUESTION: Confirm that the LEVEL PLAYING FIELD Scenarios of 11/17/94 , were erroneously based 
on cost data from Minn - St. Paul being used for Pittsburgh, Niagara, and O'Hare. Provide the reason for 
using this data or plans for using other corrected data. 

ANSWER: It appears that some data from Minn - St. Paul was transfened to Pittsburgh, Niagara, and 
O'Hare for some COBRA scenarios. The COBRA input data is being reviewed. Updated COBRA runs will 
be accomplished for each base and forwarded when complete. 

QUESTION: Confirm that the actual 1994 Non-Payroll Overhead Costs for Youngstown are approximately 
140 -150 percent greater than the figures used in the November 1994 COBRA Level Play scenario. 

ANSWER: HQ AFRES is reviewing the FY94 cost data. Data will be provided when the review is 
complete. Complete budget printouts have already been forwarded in response to a previous Congressional 
inquiry. 

QUESTION: Describe the process by which AFRES and Air Force "certified" the questionnaire cost data 
submitted by each base. Provide a copy of the certification and any back-up materials for above AFRES C- 
130 bases. 

ANSWER: The cost data was supplied by each individual base as requested by the 1995 Air Force Base 
Questionnaire. The data was then validated by AFRES Headquarters personnel. The questionnaire was then 
sent to the Headquarters USAF Realignment and Transition Office where it was converted into the same 
format used for all Air Force bases. This data was then utilized in the COBRA computations. Please see 
Attachment 1.  

QUESTION: Explain why it is not considered sufficient to have an ARC presence in a state, i.e., why is it 
also necessary to have an "AFRES" presence? 

ANSWER: AFRES and the ANG have a distinct and separate role in the DoD. 



QUESTION: Identify all pre-FY95 MXLCON funds that have been authorized but not yet placed as firm 
contracts. In your response, ensure that A&E work is distinguished from actual construction work. Provide 
information for all C-130 bases considered. 

ANSWER: 
FY Location Project PA ($M) A&E Total 

93 Gen Mitchell Composite Ops & Mx Facility 1.65 0.149 1.799 
94 Greater Pitt Firing Range 1.3 0.117 ' 1.417 
94 Greater Pitt Jet Fuel Storage Complex 4.3 0.387 4.687 
94 Greater Pitt Base CE Complex 3.1 0.279 3.379 
94 Gen Mitchell Add Fire Protection to Hangar 1.5 0.135 1.635 

QUESTION: Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume V dated February 1995 -, Page 29 -- Why 
did the BCEG not also consider "above threshold ANG (2-130 bases instead of just AFXES C130 bases 
when comparing costs? 

ANSWER: There are no ANG C- 130 bases that are above the 300 DoD direct hire civilian threshold. 

QUESTION: AERES BRAC 95 options briefing by BGen Bradley dated 12l20194 -- Page 5 -- Provide the 
COBRA results shown on these slides. They differ considerably from the presently available "Level Play" 
and "Focused" Scenario results. Also explain how they results were factored into the base selection 
decision. 

ANSWER: This question is a duplicate. Please see Attachment 2. 



MEMORANDUNI 
AF'mTR, Base Realignment & Closure Division 

09/14/94 
TO: AFPEM, Lt Col Paul Callahan 
RE: AFRES Certified Manpower Figures, 94/4 to 97/7 

1. Attached are the AFRES Certified Manpower figures by 
Installation for use in the BRAC 95 analysis. Please note 
that the ART drill authorizations are not double counted in 
the Drill authorizations. As a result, if'a ART authorization is 
eliminated, the associated drill authorization may not 
necessarily go with it. ART authorizations are based on unit 
training needs and the drill authorization are driven by 
UMD. 

2. These personnel numbers contain the FY94.14 baseline, the 
approved changes between 9414 and 97/4, and the FY97/4 
baseline. They do not reflect the current purposed civilian 
drawdown. 

ROBERT C. RICHARDSON N, Major, USAFR 
AF/RTR, Base Realignment & Closure Division 
AFRES Action Officer (7-98 15) 





Air Force Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) '95 
Computerized Questionaire - MAJCOM Certification 

Major Command: AFRES 

Certification Document For Base Reference Number: 16 /' 

I DOBBINS AFB GA AFRES 

PURPOSE: To capture MAJCOM data for BRAC '95 analysis. 

SOURCE: The data contained is the Major Command certified data for the identified installation. 

METHOD: The Major Command summary worksheets prepared from 1 1994 to 13 J[lN 1994 
were used to document all changes made to the installations computerized input. All work was done IAW the AF Internal 
Control Plan. 

MATERIAL BEING CERTIFIED: Data files identified below on 3.5" Computer Disk(s) 

Date of File: 

Length of File: 

Name of File: 

{ } W C O M  Change Summary Worksheets /spec19 number o/ wu~ksheef~ 

Installation Input MAJCOM Submission 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. - 
MAJCOM ~eviewer: &u - Date: /42'Z'Z 99 



Air Force Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) '95 
Computerized Questionaire - MAJCOM Certification 

Major Command: 
- 

AFRES , 
Certification Document For Base Reference Number: 29 

J 

Gen Mitchell Fld 

PURPOSE: To capture MAJCOM data for BRAC '95 analysis. 

SOURCE: The data contained is the Major Command certified data for the identified installation. 

METHOD: The Major Command summary worksheets prepared from 1 MAY 1994 to 14 JUN 1994 
were used to document all changes made to the installations computerized input. All work was done IAW the AF Internal 
Control Plan. 

MATERIAL BEING CERTIFIED: Data files identified below on 3.5" Computer Disk(s) 

( ) MMCOM Change Summary Worksheets hpec19 number of workshee/sj 

Installation Input MAJCOM Submissipn 

Dateof Me: 1 13 JW 1994 1 14 JUN 1994 J 1 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Length of File: 

Name of File: 

MAJCOM Reviewer: c - Date: / ~ . . Z ~ u c / f "  

2% C . 7 ~ ~ A / / . ; P  4%6Q-!&qN 

997- 17/57 

I 

753664 

DATA-029.MDB 

622592 4 
CMND02S.MDB 



Air Force Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) '95 
Computerized Questionaire - MAJCOM Certification 

Major Command: AFRES 

Certification Document For Base Reference Number: 33 J 

Pittsbuwh International A i r ~ o r t  ARS 
, 

PURPOSE: To capture MAJCOM data for BRAC '95 analysis. 

SOURCE: The data contained is the Major Command certified data for the identified installation. 

METHOD: The Major Command summary worksheets prepared from HAY l994 to 13 JUN 1994 
were used to document all changes made to the installations computerized input. All work was done IAW the AF Internal 
Control Plan. 

MATERIAL BEING CERTIFIED: Data files identified below on 3.5" Computer Disk(s) 

( ) W C O M  Change Summary Worksheets /spec@ number o/ worksheef$ 

Installation Input MAJCOM Submission 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of. my knowledge and belief. 

Date of File: 

Length of File: 

Name of File: 

[Odt'arb fmm ropy a/&i&C/ho /Od& /~waprogrm w KAJCU? 
c w I X c a ~  ~ O C U D I M ~  ar dkkeffe) dktet't'ej 

- - -  

lo JUN -4 

819200 

DATA-033.MDB 

94 

622592 

CMND433.MDB 

J 



Air Force Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) '95 
Computerized Questionaire - MAJCOM Certification 

Major Command: 

Certification Document For Base Reference Number: 63 d' 

I Mpls-St Paul MN 

PURPOSE: To capture MAJCOM data for BRAC '95 analysis. 

SOURCE: The data contained is the Major Command certified data for the identified installation. 

METHOD: The Major Command summary worksheets prepared from 1 my lgg4 to l4 JUN I994 
were used to document all changes made to the installations computerized input. All work was done IAW the AF Internal 
Control Plan. 

MATERIAL BEING CERTIFIED: Data files identified below on 3.5" Computer Disk(s1 

( ) MAJCOM Chrmge Summary Worksheets hpec19 number 01 worksheee/sj 

Installation Input MAJCOM Submission 

Date of File: 

Length of File: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Name of File: 

~ c o ~ & v i e w e r :  - Date: ?y 

14 JaJ 1994 
I 

753664 

1 4 1994 'd 
622592 / 

DATA063.MDB 

- I / 

CMND-063.MDB 



Air Force Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) '95 
Computerized Questionaire - MAJCOM Certification 

Major Command: 

Certification Document For Base Reference Number: 66 J" 
L I 

I Niapara Falls 

PURPOSE: To capture MAJCOM data for BRAC '95 analysis. 

SOURCE: The data contained is the Major Command certified data for the identified installation. 

METHOD: The Major Command summary worksheets prepared from 19g4 to 13 1994 
were used to document all changes made to the installations computeriz.ed input. All work was done IAW the AF Internal - 
Control Plan. 

MATERIAL BEING CERTIFIED: Data files identified below on 3 5 "  Computer Disk(s) 

( ) MAJCOM Change Summary Worksheets /$pec~@ number of worksheee(sj 

Installation Input MklCOM Submission 

Date of File: 

/Odfeio f m  copy afhf(sVsf.oa (Odleio from jm&rum or KAJCO? 
cwIT~106hn dmumaf w dkkeffe) diketip/ 

13 JUN 1994 13 JIJN 1994 J ] 
Length of File: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

MAJCOM Reviewer: - C, 3 Date: /9%49~ 

997- /PK= 

Name of File: I DATAJX6.MDB I CMND-066.MDB 1 

819200 655360 V 



Air Force Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) '95 
Computerized Questionaire - MAJCOM Certification 

Major Command: 

Certification Document For Base Reference Number: 
'lFRES J 

67 

I O'Hare IAP ARS IL I 
I I 

PURPOSE: To capture MAJCOM data for BRAC '95 analysis. 

SOURCE: The data contained is the Major Command certified data for the identified installation. 

METHOD: The Major Command summary worksheets prepared from 19g4 to l3 JUN 19g4 
were used to document all changes made to the installations computerized input. All work was done JAW the AF Internal 
Control Plan. 

MATERIAL BEING CERTIFIED: Data files identified below on 3.5" Com~uter Disk(s) 

, { ) MAJCOM Change Summary Worksheets fspec19 number of worksheef$ 

Installation Input MAJCOM Submission 

Date of Fie: 

Length of File: 

Name of File: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

MAJCOM Reviewe= A&& - c -2is-7 <Y~T&- ,+Qy 

47% /.a/ 7 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/26 APR 95 

w moyer/bases95/911SAN 

April 26, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Frank Mascara 
House of ~epresentatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Mascara 

This is in response to your April 17, 1995, request for 

additional information concerning Greater Pittsburgh International 

Airport, Pennsylvania. The data is provided per your request. 

A similar letter is being provided to Senator Santorum. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 

Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 
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FROM: 

DATE: 4- /7 - -5'- 

PAGES (INCLUDING COVER SHEET): /3 A 

COMMENTS: 

if all pages are not received or fax is not clear, please contact us at 
(202) 225-4665. 



Cluestlons directed to AF response to Congraelonal Inquiry dated 7 Apr 1895 

I. Comparattvr BOS cast data, provided S ~ Q W S  Youn~ltOwn data to be ~40.43h4, Minneapolis, St 
Paul's to be $13.%M and Pifisbwgh's to be 322.23M. Pleese prdvide on ttem by item mperrban fOf 
each base by PEG code and 80s componbnt used to provide this data. (Exh~bR 1) 

2. Plcldae prcvide by function code for all BOS components, the manpQWW for 611 ~ W M  
Wsidsred. (Exhibit 2) 

3. Were costs for Pt!tsburgh's 3 MCP unfunded projects In fY94 (POL. Firing Range Md BCE complex) 
considerbd? H so. what figures were used? Wore similar costs #x.rs~dered at OUW bases? 

4. *a mngressidnai add-on proleas cons~dered ~ 1 0  unfunded whn cc~ldefing MCP? 

6,  Ref: Prevaus question, 'Total budget printout for each instalfation amsidered for FY93 and FY99.' 
Tha answer given is rn chart form titled 'FYM Obligations, Comparison of C-130 AFRES Unds W 
Civilian krfieldr;' (Exhibit 2) 

Pleato define lk components Included In the figurm for 'RPA 

6.  Pravida a capy of the Civilian Menpow; Cut Exercise sprmdsheet Qevelqxu at Ha AFRES SMJ 
referred to in me response. (Exhibit 3) 

7.  Provide Cenfied data used by BCEG WiM was pvtddd by HQ U W l R T  88 r8fwen#d in thB 
rwpnw. (Exhlbil 3) 

- 
P'. 0 2  

- 
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General Inquiry Items 

1. SECDEF Briefing to BRAC Cornm~sslan on March 1, 1996: Reference, Page 9 - Explain why O'Haru 
mst infarmabon w a s  wnittzd, partiatlady since O'Hare could yield t& grmtist cost -saving& 
(Exhibit 4) 

2 AFRES BRAC 95 Optivns Briefing by BGen 6radley datsd 92920-94 Pago 5 - mvibo the COBRA 
Analysis and Scenario Files for the COBRA results shown M Ulese sl1de8. They differ olgnificerttly from 
the presently available 'Level Plaf and 'Foacjed' Scenario$. (Exhibit 5) 

3. BCEG Mlnut&--nI995 - Attachment 1 - Explain why Fire Prolect~~n 8nQ Aidbid 
Maintenance were not incldea in the ATR wrteria. It they are mns;dered elseMwe, provrde complete 
itern~zat~on of those u x t 6  for all bases considered. 

4. BCEG Minutes. dared 9 Janua-5 - Bottom of the first page - Justify why closwe deciSlon6 W d  
n ~ t ~ ~ " b n - A i ? ~ ~ p i ~ e " n c e *  In tbrstate rather than AFRES presence" ~ftlculerry ~f large cast 
savlngs would result. (~xhibi t  6) 

a Youngstmn - P a ~ e  iV. 28. ltem N. 16 - - The P/96 RPMA Cast 1s mlsslng. Provide 
!his nunbei and ~dentlfy whether R was ~ncluded In all CbBRA eummarles. 

b. Youngstown Pese 1V. 28. ltem IV, 1 C - - What em the FY91 and F W  RPM-6 W s ?  

c. Air Force Analysis and Remmendations, Volume V, dated Febrwy 95. 

5. Explain ~ h y  the BCEG did not consider ARC GI30 Bases (AFRES and ANG), Instead d only 
AFRES C-130 Bases7 If tnay were wsrdered, explain haw data on b8ch was compared Bnd plowda 
that data. (Exhib~t 7) 

8. Provide a detailed breakdown of the one-time shutdown wsl  associated with all aspects of the 
doscre of tha 91 : Airlift Wing, rricluding ma?-hours and naterials. 

7. Were any costs associated wtt? suppaning the Pannsylvan~a Air National Guerd, such as 
osrnrnunimtlon facil~r'es, billeting, BX, gym or wedit union mnsidered?. 
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COBRA 
BRAC INQUIRY ITEMS 

1. COBRA - We were prev~ously providtd the fallwing floppy disk CbE3l%4 scenario files (*.CBR) and 
standard factor files. ('. SFF j for the bases listed. 

- - LEVEL PLAY Scenarios dated 1 I11 7194 far PmsMugn, Nlagam. Milwaukee. Mini-St. 
Paul, Willow Grave, Y b u n g s t m  and O'Hare. 

- - FOCUSEO Scenar~o dated 2/20r95 far Pittsburgh oniy. 

a Oid the CLr Form develop H use any 6 t b r  COBRA W t i o s  
inJtallations ar-rnstarlatlons that were considered in the DOD's eelsctlwr prb~ss8? 

b. Provrae these COBRA repxts. *.CBR flies and associated * . S F  file8 along wth 8 fuil 
deswtption of how, wny and far what purpose the scenario was generated used. 

c. Provide COBRA scenarios L I ~  when reviewing ANG C-130 Bases. tf rim6 were 
wed, explain how equitable cornparisms of Closure costs Bnd sov~ngs war& establlsned, and how the 
ANG C-130 units were cornparod Iga~nst  the AFRES C-130 units. 

2. Provide a dcta~led break- of the $15 million In me-time clastue corm at Pittsburgh used in tne 
PilTS8URGf-I FOCUSED Scenario cd 2nW. 

3. For the PITTSBURGH FOCUSED Scenario of 2/2W, provide a aetaited breakdown d the 517.2 
mrlli~n in MJLCON msts a[ Dobbins, and emlain why this fiure is modified to bnly $1 million in Be 
COBRA tnput data. 

4. Provide copies of the Host-Tenant Support Agreement, w any dlmilar agrwment, between the 
AFRES and AN6 units at tho fallawing barns; Milwaukee, Niagarr, MW-St. Paul. and O'Hara 
Yolmgstown. 

6. Were costs of Ftre Pratecbon rncluded in COBRA a s t  figures for any tnatatlaticln ws-? If $0. 
pieasr pmvrue the data used? I f  not, exptarn wny 11 IS con81dared a &St t6 crxnpara? 

6. From the SECDEF Briefing to BRAC Commission on March 1. 1995 - We note Inat WieroM~n has 
not lost any civilian posit~ons and only six military positions for all BRAC adions from 1989 through 
1895. New Yak's cumulative losses are about one thrd of Pennsylvan~a's. Were these lopsided ratios 
considered when tho DOD chose Pittsburgh over Milwaukee or Niagarer? 

7. Page 8 of SECOEF Briefing to BRAC Commission of March 1, 1995 - - Pmvidb ccmpreb Qbtrils, 
induding all figures and thair basis, for any 'Transferted BQS C~sts*  considered, Imluded, or deleted n 
she COBRA or any other cost analyses. 



8. Confirm that the LEVEL-PLAYING FIELD SasnoHac, or 11tl7194. Wre ehoclswaty based cn W t  
data from Mlnn-$to Paul being olw used for PitWburgh. Nlagero and O'Haro. Plovide the rw0M fOC 
m~ng this data CK plans for ustng wnet c~nedsd data. 

9. Confirm {hat the actual 1994 Non-Payroll Overhead Costs for YwnQstown am approximately 140 - 
150 p.armnt greater tban the fipures used in the hvernbrr 1994 COBRA Level Play scenario. 

10. Desaibb the process by which MRES and Air force 'certified' the WestibMaire W data 
submitted by seen base. Provlde a capy of the ertifrcatbn Bnd any back-up metorials for abov+ AFRES 
C-130 bases. 

13. Explain why it is Mst EMsidered sufficient to hava m ARC presence i r ~  a state, i.e., why is rt alsa 
necesafy have an 'AFRES" presence? 

12 Mentify ell prr-MG5 MILCON funds that have bem authorized but not yW ptoced as firm m t t a d s .  
In your raspwrsa, ensure that A&E WXK is distifig~ishod frOm actual mnstn#li9n wofk Pfovlde this 
information far all C-130 bases cansidered. 

13. Air f otce Analysis and Recommendatfons, Volume V dated February 1995 - - Page 29 - - Why did 
tne BCEG not also consider 'above threshold' ANG C-I30 bases instbad of just AFRES C-130 bas83 
Wen comparing oosb? 

14, AFRES B W C  95 Options Briefing by 8Gen Bradley dated 12/20194 - - Paw 5 - - Prrruide 
COBRA rewltr shown on Mese srtaes. They d i m  consideftbly from the pfcsantly e v a i l ~  'LOW- 
Flag and ' F w d '  sumaio results. ,4130 explain how the* resutts unra fadond into tM - 
setedbn doasion. 



FAX COWR SHEET 
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ANSWER: Fi-r wan ulrtd fmm r Ci.iltUl hfmpswt Cut h e &  b f t ~ 0 r 4 ~ j  

ctsvrfopd a HQ k n u ~ J R z c  not uatd for h e  COBRA cul~plrrdas.  
The M Z G  cs& only arufisd & pruritkd b). d ~ e  Mjt rfvou~h tbs b u  C h o n  
%tiiann~-. ~4 EIQ LSSFlR7. ??wu n t ~ c n b i t  wua aot the b u &  fw any of W oL&M 
w i l d a  u#d by U b  BCkU b nJunt tbrlr m+or~~FWtd&LiOnt. 

hSS*TR. AnsW$i ULS PYW &bf Was 32213M (fixtb hithCj( 0fuc1it4 oa cl- 
&:oldr:- T.Y9a UA was S.bW fhtghat of r l l i  glF)juuQ r mi Y- 
if Pirtsburah SI claLcU, U 533521M f&i$hsst by PaM 4C MY uhtll. ToLJing'rb Lkbl 
MY. Pi l 'Uh  g k  :* .SbS.dd?& h a  .\.iitckll at MilwuSrr & W.&K Mjan.3~ Purl 
3?S.98Mvl, thkap U'HY~ ihos: to ,WG uait) is Z39.51M. (hOU U) AHO udr) Ir 
L15.%b(. arrd Yct,;~y$;owo ic SJ i.Ljhl. 



CHICAGO Q'HARE ARB 
Realign 8 PAA to Ruckford MAP 

- R a t d  A* OM of T ep Two C-930 tnrrunrtlonr in Grit t - Impsct on Remalhlng AN6 Kt135 UnH 
+ Clty of Chlcrgo P.rlm for F Y l l M t l  
+ t u p t W  mruidng LoUtian (2 MajW Airline Hub) 
+ Roclrford h r  Othr, L o d  Saws (OM In Rmrrrltlng a Trrlninq 

Cost I 

Realign 8 PAA to Dobbins 
t - M a p  Impm on Rrmrlnlng AN0 k i 0  Unit - A f M  Buildlnq Wllw Grow to I t  PAA - Lot8 G ~ 8 t  R ~ ~ H i f b g  Wtth (34 Majar bitline Hub) 

* Scvctat AFRESIAH6 UnHs Wli6 3 Hr Olive 

COBRA I 

C I 

* Doer Not IncJude SSM Wuiting and Trrlnine C0.t 

Page 9 
( E Y ~ ~ ~ G ~ T  L( )  
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CLOSE HOLD - BCEGlBCEG STAFF ONtY 

o m r m n r r u u r u ? ~ -  

bf€MORANDUM FOR RECORD 

FROM: SAF/MII 

St TRk-: Minuwe of Ai r  F e e  Rase Cbsure Exeudvc &up <bP/BCEC)> M*crit.rp--*- - - a - -  - - 
n c  AFrSCEG tnecdng was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/MIZ 1030 ham ocl 

30 Novembcr 1 9 4 ,  ia Rean 501027, the Pentagon. Tbt hUowing pusOnnJ w a s  in 
attendance: a 

hlr. Boatrighr SAF/ME Ca-Chairman 
h4aj Gen Blume, M R T ,  b C h h a n  
Maj Gcn McGinty, AFDPP 
Dr. Wow AFjCE 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFIGCN 
Brig Gcn McCanhy, A f I x 0 0  
Brig Gcn Weavet. NGBICF 
Brig Gen Bndfty. AFRE 

Cai Mafl~cld, AFlRTR 
Lt Cal Radcfu, AF/XOFC 
Maj Richuds6n. AF/RE 

t h e  meting was cdld 10 or& by Mr. Weight. Lt Cot Rodcfct, A F ' O F C  bricfd 
tare A m  bcdd~wn cxconians stflccting BCEGdirccled changes, using the o l i d a  at 
Atch 1. He noted h t  the 0-52 tiimfi h Minot canner b! placed into EUtuK#l)l h a u s e  d 
prsssurdaltitudc iimiutions. pmicukuly in w u m  *ather. He also noted that Beale AF8 has 
air quality Iimiudons for acstpting KC-135E m f r  from the AFRES. The BCEG approved 
not moving Minot a i d [  lo Ellsworth and thc & options ;~s briefed 

Maj Richardson. AFRES. bricfcd the hFRES C- 130 base analpis, using the $ l i b  ot 
Atch 2. In Criteria I. Apmn w u  ihc m o n  common limit for pavement subelerne~rc. For 
Oprations Effcctivencss. MOA ;Limpace was limited by the size requirement of MOAs, In s m e  
cases, existing hIOAs we* not viewed as ovaihbft because they fiilcd ro me1  thc size 
rquiremcnu. 

Brig Gen Bndley vkcd  that chcr iactors be considered in his catcgay* Ooc of fbcsc 
considrradons is laving one unit in each suic, since an AFRES principle is to auimioc 



Air Force Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) '95 
Computerized Questionaire - MAJCOM Certification 

Major Command: 

Certification Document For Base Reference Number: 100 4 

l Willow Grove Air Reserve Station I 
PURPOSE: To capture MAJCOM data for BRAC '95 analysis. 

SOURCE: The data contained is the Major Command certified data for the identified installation. 

METHOD: The Major Command summary worksheets prepared from 1 M Y  1994 to 13 JmJ 1994 
were used to document all changes made to the installations computerized input. All work was done IAW the AF Internal 
Control Plan. 

MATERIAL BEING CERTIFIED: Data files identified below on 3.5" Comauter Disk(s) 

Date of File: 

Length of File: 

Name of File: 

{ } MAJCOM Change Summary Worksheets fspec19 number of wo/ksheefs) 

Installation Input MAJCOM Submission 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

MAJCOM Reviewer: & r 6 Date: 4"7try9~ 
,/ -A T &J r*A * M ,  

/ &/4p 6 J-z' 2 --/H-- r- 

997-/.3P7 



Air Force Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) '95 
Computerized Questionaire - MAJCOM Certification 

- - 

Major Command: AFRES l 

Certification Document For Base Reference Number: 93 / . 
~oun~s town-war ren  OH 

PURPOSE: To capture MAJCOM data for BRAC '95 analysis. 

SOURCE: The data contained is the Major Command certified data for the identified installation. 

METHOD: The Major Command summary worksheets prepared from 1 M Y  1994 to 13 JUN 1994 
were used to document all changes made to the installations computerized input. All work was done IAW the AF Internal 
Control Plan. 

MATERIAL BEING CERTIFIED: Data files identified below on 3.5" Computer Diskb) 

( ) MAJCOM Change Summary Worksheets fspec19 number o/ worksheel$ 

A ,  Installation Input W C O M  Submirsion 

Date of File: 

Length of File: 

Name of File: 

I certify that the above information ir accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

MAJCOM Reviewer: a C& Date: /Y&~P 
,423 A?&, 1 

'/ - '/- - ---mw 
3.97 99- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.04) - Page 112 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

(CDI' S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1998 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -224,359 
1-Time Cost($K): 9,584 

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

Mi lCon 232 2,088 
Person 0 -4,750 
Overhd 41 1 -625 
Mov i ng 0 4,275 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 643 988 -16,751 -16,751 -16,751 -16,751 

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

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 242 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 242 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 105 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 105 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
2,320 

-49,900 
-22,066 
4,275 

0 
0 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-11,287 
-5,463 

0 
0 
0 

Close Reserve C-130 Miss ion GREATER PITTSBURGH 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.04) - Page 212 
Data As O f  05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302,CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi (Con 232 2,088 
Person 0 893 
Overhd 41 1 2,320 
MOV i ng 0 4,275 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 643 9.576 670 670 670 670 

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

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 5,644 
Overhd 0 2,945 
Mov i ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 8,588 17,421 17,421 17,421 17,421 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
2,320 
893 

5,412 
4,275 

0 
0 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 
50.793 
27,478 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
11,287 
6,133 

0 
0 
0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5 .04)  - Page 113 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994,  Repor t  Crea ted  10:41 04/24/1995 

Department . A i r  Force  
O p t i o n  Package PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenar io  F i l e  : S: \COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302,CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

w (ALL v a l u e s  i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 
. - - - - - - - 
C o n s t r u c t i o n  

Mi li t a r y  C o n s t r u c t i o n  
F a m i l y  Housing C o n s t r u c t i o n  
I n f o r m a t i o n  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - C o n s t r u c t i o n  

Personne l  
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Re t i rement  
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l i m i n a t e d  Mi li t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personne l  

Overhead 
Program P Lanning Support  
M o t h b a l l  1 Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other  
HAP : RSE 
Env i ronmenta l  M i t i g a t i o n  Cos ts  
One-Time Unique Cos ts  

T o t a l  - Other  

Cost 
- - - - 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l  One-Time Cos ts  9,583,638 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  C o n s t r u c t i o n  Cost Avoidances 
F ami l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sa les  
One-Time Moving Sav ings  
Env i ronmenta l  Mi t i g a t i o n  Sav ings  
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Cos ts  9,583,638 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.04) - Page 213 
Data As O f  05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : S: \COBRA\AFRES95\P IT35302 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

W Base: DOBBINS, GA 
(ALL values i n  D o l l a r s )  

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

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personnel 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i res  
E l im ina ted  Mi li t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mothba l l  1 Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Sub-Total  
- - - - - - - - -  

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

T o t a l  - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 2,320,000 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sa les  
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 2,320,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.04)  - Page 313 
Data As O f  05:55 12/19/1994,  Report  Crea ted  10:41 04/24/1995 

Department . A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

w Base: GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN 
(ALL v a l u e s  i n  001  t a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
C o n s t r u c t i o n  

Mi li t a r y  C o n s t r u c r i o n  
Fami Ly Housing C o n s t r u c t i o n  
I n f o r m a t i o n  Management Account  
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - C o n s t r u c t i o n  

Personne i 
C i v i  L ian RIF 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  Re t i rement  
C ~ v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l i m i n a t e d  Mi L i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

T o t a l  - Personne l  

Overhead 
Program P Lanning Support  
M o t h b a l l  1 Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i  l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  L ian PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Cos ts  

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other  
HAP / USE 
E n v ~ r o n m e n t a l  Mitigation C o s t s  

S u b - T o t a l  
. - - - - - - - - 

One-Time Unique Cos ts  0 
T o t a l  - Other  0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Cos ts  7,263.638 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  C o n s t r u c t i o n  Cost Avoidances 
F a m i l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 
Mi L i t a r y  Moving 
  and Sa les  
One-Time Moving Sav ings  
Env i ronmenta l  M i t i g a t i o n  Sav ings  
One-Time Unique Sav ings  

T o t a l  One-Time Sav ings  0 
- - - -------- . ------------------------------------------------------------------  
T o t a l  Net One-Tlme C o s t s  7,263,638 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.04) - Page 113 
Data As O f  05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenario F i  l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Tota  1 I MA Land Cost Tota L ~ - - - - ~ .  

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
DOBBINS 2,320 0 0 0 2.320 
GREATER PITTSBURGH 0 0 0 0 0 -----------------------------------------------------------------------.------ 
Tota l s :  2,320 0 0 0 2,320 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.04)  - Page 213 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994, Report  Crea ted  10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenar io  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

MI [Con f o r  Base: DOBBINS. GA 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Mi [Con Us ing  Rehab New New T o t a l  

D e s c r i p t i o n :  Categ Rehab Cost' M i lCon  Cost*  Cost*  
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - 
MILCON OTHER 0 n / a  17 .ZOO n / a  2,320 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

T o t a l  C o n s t r u c t i o n  Cos t :  2.320 
+ I n f o  Management Account :  0  
+ Land Purchases:  0 
- C o n s t r u c t i o n  Cost A v o i d :  0 

TOTAL : 2,320 

* A 1  1 Mi [Con Cos ts  i n c l u d e  Design.  S i t e  P r e p a r a t i o n ,  Con t ingency  P lann ing ,  and 
SIOH Cos ts  where a p p l i c a b l e .  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.04) - Page 119 
Data As O f  05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : S: \COBRA\AFRES95\P IT35302 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
C I V  SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packi ng 
F re igh t  
Vehi c l es  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

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

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.04) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994, Repor t  Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department 
O p t i o n  Package 
S c e n a r i o  F i  Le 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  Le 

: A l r  Force  
: PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
: S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302. 
: S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

CBR 

1998 
- - - - 

0  

34 
636 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

670 

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

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Opera t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 
Care taker  

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
En1 S a l a r y  
House A l Low 

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  
Misc  Recur 
Unlque Other  

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta  1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 643 9,576 670 670 670 670 

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

MILCON 
Fam Hous ing  

O&M 
1-T ime Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Moving 

OTHER 
Land S a l e s  

T o t a l  
- - - - - 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  

T ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ N ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ E  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Opera t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
En1 S a l a r y  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement  
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  Recur 
Unique Other  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 8,588 17,421 17,421 17,421 17,421 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.04) - Page 3/9 
Data As O f  05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Re t i  r /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi l Movi ng 

OTHER 
HAP 1 RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
?-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

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

RPMA 
00s 
Unr que Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa l a r y  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss1 on 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

T O T A i  RECUR 0 -7,952 -16.751 -16,751 -16,751 -16,751 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 643 988 -16,751 -16,751 -16,751 -16,751 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.04)  - Page 419 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994,  Report  Crea ted  10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force  
O p t i o n  Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302,CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

w Base: DOBBINS, GA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

- - - - -  - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch  

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  R IFs  
C i v  R e t l r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Pack ing  
F r e i g h t  
V e h i c l e s  
D r i v i n g  

Unemp loyment 
OTHER 

Program P l a n  
Shutdown 
New H i r e s  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV M i  l e s  
HHG 
Mi s c  

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.04) - Page 519 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

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

: A i r  Force 
: PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
: S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
: S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Base: DOBBINS, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OEM 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
E n l  Sa lary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

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

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Hous~ng  

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Land Sales w Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

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

RPMA 
BOS 
Un~que  Operat 
C i v  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v 5 . 0 4 )  - Page 6 / 9  
D a t a  As Of  05:55 1 2 / 1 9 / 1 9 9 4 .  Repor t  C r e a t e d  1 0 : 4 1  04 /24 /1995  

Depar tment  : A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  PacKage : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Base: DOBBINS, 
ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Hous ing  

O&M 
C i v  R e t i r I R I F  
C i v  Mov ing  
Othe r  

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1  Mov ing  

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i  ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1 - T i m e  Othe r  
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - - 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s  
Un ique  Opera t  
C a r e t a k e r  
C i v  S a l a r y  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1  S a l a r y  
House A l l o w  

T o t a  1 
- - - - - 

0  

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0  

3 4  
636 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

670 

OTHER 
Procurement  0  0 0 0 0 0 
MI s s i  on 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i s c  Recur 0  0  0 0 0 0 
Un ique  Othe r  0  0  0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 636 670 670 670 670 

TOTAL NET COST 232 2,724 670 670 670 670 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.04) - Page 719 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenario F i i e  : S: \COBRA\AFRES95\P IT35302 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Base: GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  . - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

08M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIFs 0 
Civ R e t i r e  0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Mi l es  0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Mi sc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
F r e i g h t  0 
Vehi c les  0 
D r i v i n g  0 

Unemp loyment 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 41 1 
Shutdown 0 
New H i res  0 
1 -Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.04) - Page 819 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994, Report  Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force  
Opt ion  Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Base: GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
---.- ($K) - - - - - . - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
50s 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Sa la ry  0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa la ry  0 
En1 Sa la ry  0 
House A 1 low 0 

OTHER 
Miss ion  0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 41 1 6,852 0 0 0 0 

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

MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

Land Sales 9 Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Sa la r y  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa Lary 
En 1 Sa la ry  
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 8,588 17,421 17,421 17,421 17,421 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.04) - Page 919 
Data As Of 05:55 12/19/1994, Report Created 10:41 04/24/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : PITTSBURGH FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\PIT35302.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Base: GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Re t i r /R IF  0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 41 1 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Mov i ng 0 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 41 1 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

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

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary 
House A1 low 

T o t a l  - -. - - 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 -8,588 -17.421 -17,421 -17,421 -17,421 

TOTAL NET COST 41 1 -1,736 -17,421 -17,421 -17,421 -17,421 



11 January 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR 928 AW/XP 

FROM: HQ AFRESILGXS 
155 2ND ST 
ROBINS AFB GA 31098-1635 

SUBJECT: Support Agreement Between 928 AW and 126 ARG 

The attached agreement is approved and returned to you for distribution. Point of 
contact for this agreement is Ms. Jane Agers, DSN: 497-1725. 

"SIGN~~O \ 
4 

KURTIS E. JENSEN 
Chief, Logistics Support Branch 
Logistics Plans Division 

Attachment: 
Support Agreement 

cc: 10 AFILGBX 



s ':UPPLY ACTIVITY 

1 .  AGR&EMENT NO 
rB6618-93203-003 I * 

-aWATFi AND ADDRESS 
9 2 8  AIRLIFT GROUP 
O'HARE AIR RESERVE STATION 

' O'HARE IAP ARS, IL 60666-5030 

'.. 
2. S U P E R S E D E D  A G R E E  N O  3 .  EFFECTIVE DATE 4. EXPIRE DATE 

W 928 HE 10/01/93 / INDEFINITE 

DSN: 930-6130 LJC --- 
b .  MAJOR COMMAND 
I HQ AFRES 

' 6 .  RECEIVING A C T I V I T Y  

a. NAME AND ADDRESS 
HQ I L L I N O I S  AIR N A T I O N A L  GUARD 
126 ARW 
O'HARE AR3  IAP. IL 6 0 6 6 6 - 5 0 0 0  

DSN: 930-5558 & AH- 
* - 

b. MAJOR COMMAND 
NGB 

.--.+---, I I - 
8 .  S U P P L Y I N G  C O M P O N E N T  9 .  R E C E I V T N G  COMPONENT 

I I -"- - 
7. SUPPORT PROVIDED BY SUPPLIER' 

c. AFFROVING AUTHORITY ( I c. APPROVING AUTHORITY 
( 1 )  Typed Name I 

- 
c. ESTIM. REIMBURSE - 

-- 
a .  S U P P O R T  ( W H A T ,  WHEN, WHERE. HOW MUCH) 
--- A --.-.. -.-. 

KURTIS E. JENSEN -" -- 

b. BAS. FOR R E I N B U  
...- 

( 2 )  Organization 

HQ AFRESILGX 
ROBINS AFB GA 31098-1635 - .- -DSN 327-1723 

(1) Typed Name 
JOHN W. NEWMAN,Colonel,NGB, USPFO for ILLI11OIS 

( 2 )  Organization Telephone 
UGYFU for 1UTNOIS 217-785-3544 -1 

I --.- 
P P R .  A U T H O R I T Y  S I G N A T U R E  c .  A P P R .  AUTHORITY SIGNATURE DATE 

------- -- A- 



11. GENERAL PROVISIONS ( C c  l e t e  b l a n k  s p a c e s  and  a d d  d d i t i o n a l  g e n e r a l  p r o -  
v i ~ i o n s  a s  a p p r o p r i a t e :  e . g . .  e x c e p t i o n s  t o  p r i n t e d  p r o v i s i o n s ,  a d d i -  
t i o n a l  p a r t i e s  t o  t h i s  a g r e e m e n t ,  b i l l i n g  a n d  r e i m b u r s e m e n t  i n s t r u c t i o n s )  1 

a The r e c e i v i n g  c o m p o n e n t s  w i l l  p r o v i d e  t h e  s u p p l y i n g  componen t  p r o j e c t i c t n s  
3f  r e q u e s t e d  s u p p o r t .  ( S i g n i f i c a n t  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  r e c e i v i n g  c o m p o n e n t ' s  

- suppor t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  s h o u l d  b e  s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  s u p p l y i n g  componen t  i n  a  
m a n n e r  t h a t  w i l l  p e r m i t  t i m e l y  m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  r e s o u r c e  r e q u i r e m e n t s . )  

/ b .  I t  i s  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  s u p p l y i n g  componen t  t o  b r i n g  a n y  r e q u i r e d  
l o r  r e q u e s t e d  c h a n g e  i n  s u p p o r t  t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  126 AKW, O'HARE ARS IAP, 1 IL 60666-5000 p r i o r  t o  c h a n g i n g  o r  c a n c e l i n g  s u p p o r t .  

c .  The componen t  p r o v i d i n g  r e i m b u r s a b l e  s u p p o r t  i n  t h i s  a g r e e m e n t  w i l l  sub,-  
m i t  s t a t e m e n t s  o f  c o s t s  t o :  126 ARW, O'HARE ARS IAP, IL 60666-5000 - 

d .  A l l  r a t e s  e x p r e s s i n g  t h e  u n i t  c o s t  o f  s e r v i c e s  p r o v i d e d  i n  t h i s  a g r e e m e n t  
a r e  b a s e d  on c u r r e n t  r a t e s  w h i c h  may b e  s u b j e c t  t o  c h a n g e  f o r  u n c o n t r o l -  
l a b l e  r e a s o n s ,  s u c h  a s  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  DoD d i r e c t i v e ,  a n d  c o m m e r c i a l  u t i l i t y  
r a t e  i n c r e a s e s .  The r e c e i v e r  w i l l  b e  n o t i f i e d  i m m e d i a t e l y  o f  s u c h  r a t e  
c h a n g e s  t h a t  mus t  b e  p a s s e d  t h r o u g h  t o  t h e  s u p p o r t  r e c e i v e r s .  

e .  T h i s  a g r e e m e n t  may b e  c a n c e l e d  a t  a n y t i m e  by m u t u a l  c o n s e n t  o f  t h e  p a r -  
t i e s  c o n c e r n e d .  T h i s  a g r e e m e n t  may a l s o  b e  c a n c e l e d  by e i t h e r  p a r t y  
upon  g i v i n g  a t  l e a s t  180 d a y s  w r i t t e n  n o t i c e  t o  t h e  o t h e r  p a r t y .  

f .  I n  c a s e  o f  m o b i l i z a t i o n  o r  o t h e r  e m e r g e n c y ,  t h i s  a g r e e m e n t  w i l l  r e m a i n  i n  
f o r c e  o n l y  w i t h i n  s u p p l i e r ' s  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

CIVILIAN ENLISTED OFFICER FACILITY 

I AUTHORIZATIONS AUTHORIZATIONS AUTHORIZATIONS SQUARE FOOTAGE 

See Additional Speci f ic  Provis ions  Section.  

I have reviewed t h i s  agreement. 

&.&.LkL/&-- &?/ ARENCE G .  FUNK, J R . ,  P.E. 
B a s e  C i v i l  Engineer 

- 
~ b t e  Illinois Judge Advocate 

I ADDITIONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS ATTACHED : YES 

- 

1 2 .  SPECIFIC PROVISIONS ( A s  a p p r o p r i a t e :  e . g . ,  l o c a t i o n  a n d  s i z e  o f  o c c u p i e d  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  u n i q u e  s u p p l i e r  a n d  r e c e i v e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  c o n d i t i o n s ,  
r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  q u a l i t y  s t a n d a r d s ,  a n d  c r i t e r i a  f o r  m e a s u r e m e n t / r e i m b u r s e -  
m e n t  o f  u n i q u e  r e q u i r e m e n t s . )  

I DISTRIBUTION: 

NGB/LGX - 1 by 
126 AREFW LGX - 25 cy 
928 AG/XP - 10 cy 
440 AW/XP - 1 cy 

7 

4AF (R) - 2 cy r AFRESILGX - 2  cy 

1 ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC PROVISIONS ATTACHED: YES 

D D  FORM 1 1 4 4 ,  (REVERSE) COMPUTER GENERATED 



CONTINUATION OF P'OCK 7 - PAGE 1 

BASIS OF 
REIMBURSEI4ENT 

ESTIMATED 
REII~IBURSEPIISNT JPPORT 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 474 
UNIT COST - 184.64 

$87519.36 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

-003 * 
IMMON USE FACILITY OPERA 
IONS, MAINTENANCE, REPAI 
, AND CONSTRUCTION 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

-004 * 
ISASTER PREPAREDNESS 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 313380 
UNIT COST - 0.23 

$72077.. 40 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

-005 
NVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 474 
UNIT COST - 257.27 

121945 .. 98 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

-006 * 
IRE PROTECTION 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 313380 
UNIT COST - 2.32 

727041.60 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

-008 * 
f E AND FITNESS SUPPOR 

w 
AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 474 
UNIT COST - 36.66 

$17376.84 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

-009 " 
OLICE SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 474 
UNIT COST - 847.38 

401658.12 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

.-010 * 
AFETY 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 474 
UNIT COST - 69.64 

$33009.36 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

:-001 * 
.DMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

1-002 * 
.UDIO/VISUAL SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

3-006 * 
:OF"YUNICATION SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 5397 
UNIT COST - 1.99 

$10740.03 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 



CONTINUATION OF ' 3CK 7 - FAGE 2 

BASIS OF 
REIMEUI?.SEI~IENT FFORT 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 
UNIT COST - 

:ERING ACTIVITIES w 
014 
.CILITIES AND REAL PROPE 
'Y SUPPORT 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 
UNIT COST - 

0 1 5  
LCILITY MAINTENANCE AND 
:PAIR 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 
UNIT COST - 

-017 
)OD SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 
UNIT COST - 

-018 * 
:ALTH SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

-018.01* 
TC-"VIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 
UNIT COST - 

-021 * 
JSTALLATION RETAIL SUPPL 
AND STORAGE OPERATIONS 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 8100000 
UNIT COST - 0.04 

324000.00 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

-028 * 
JRCHASING AND CONTRACTIN 
SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

-029 * 
{FUSE COLLECTION AND DIS 
ISAL 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 6840 
UNIT COST - 3.62 

$24760.00 
F.C. - 
PEC - EEIC 

-031 
iAINING SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

-032 * 
XANSPORTATION SERVICES 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 
UNIT COST - 



ELECTRICITY 

WATER & SEWAGE 

HEAT 

GAS 

CONTINUATION OF -',OCI< 7 - PAGE 3 

BASIS OF 
REIMBURSEl.IEI\IT 

AS APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

EST: $85,313(Summer: 
$134,73O(N. Sum] 

EST: $32,000.00 

EST: $86,428.00 

EST: $52,000.00 



FB66 18-93203-003 GENERAL PROVISIONS 4 

Upon DOD's full implementation of the financial management policies and practices of the Defense 
Business Operations Fund (DBOF), OSD may require reimbursement for G & A, depreciaiion, and other 
overhead costs, based on a prorata share. If this becomes a requirement, the support agreement will be 
revised to include these costs. 

Until DBOF implementation, reimbursement for senlces provided will be made using Standard Form 
1080 (Voucher for Transfer between Appropriations andlor Funds) upon receipt of Supplier's bill. 
Specific payment instructions will be included on the SF 1080. 



RECEIVER WILL: 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

1. Provide the Supplier with a monthly training schedule sufficiently in advance to ensure proper 
support planning by the Supplier. Ensure personnel assigned to operate vehicles are qualifjed and properly 
licensed. Vehicles will be returned in the same condition as when loaned to the Receiver. 

2. Upon request, loan vehicles to the 928 AW for use during their monthly training assemblies except 
when both ANG and 928 AW UTA's are on the same weekend. Ensure vehicles are cleaned and in an 
operational condition prior to loan to the 928 AW. 

3. ANG will assume any liability whatsoever for personnel injury or property damage caused by any 
vehicle while in their custody. 

4. The using organization must assume the cost for picking up and delivery of vehicles requested. Be 
responsible for properly, maintaining, and using the vehicles while it is in their custody. 

5. Take administrative action relating to damage or theft of the motor vehicle whle it is on their 
possession. 

6. Provide Traffic Management Office (TMO) sufficient copies of travel orders for ticket issuance 
(prior to pick-up date, where possible). 

7. If a traveler changes or cancels a trip, no* the TMO for appropriate handling as soon as possible. 

8. If tickets or other travel documents are picked up by other than the traveler, insure the traveler is 
briefed in accordance with current directives. 

mv 
UTILITIES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide electricity, gas, heat, water, and sewage service in accordance with DOD Directives and 
AFR 9 1-5, as well as the Utility Resale Rates established for Receiving Activity. 

2. Prepare the reimbursement document utilizing SF 1080 on a monthly basis. 

3. Provide all normal services to ensure reliable continuation of utility service as outlined in DOD 
Directives and AFR 91-5. 

4. Provide rate calculations and estimated cost on an annual basis. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Upon receipt of SF- 1080 and supporting documentation, take necessary action(s) to reimburse 
Supplier for costs associated with provided services. 

2. N o w  Base Civil Engineering of any interruption in service. 

3. Review annual rate calculations and provide Supplier with signed copy of the agreement. 



SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

'CCII REFUSE COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide on a contractual basis Refuse Collection and Disposal citing funds provided by the Receiver 
previously requested in writing from them. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Prepare fund citation to cover estimated costs of refuse contract. The fund citation will be prepared 
upon receipt of written request from Supplier. 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Upon request, loan vehicles to the ANG for use during their monthly training assemblies except 
when both the ANG and 928 AW UTA's are on the same weekend. Ensure vehicles are cleaned and in an 
operational condition prior to loan to the ANG. 

2. Provide the Receiver with a monthly training schcdule ~ ~ c i e n t l y  in advance to ensure proper 
support planning by the Receiver. Ensure personnel assigned to operate vehicles are qualified and 
properly licensed. 

w 3.  The 928 AW will assume any liability whatsoever for personal injury or property damage caused by 
any vehicle while it is their custody. 

4. The using organization must assume the cost for picking up and delivery or vehicle requested. Be 
responsible for properly operating, maintaining, and using the vehicle while it is in their custody. 

5. Take administrative action relating to damage or theft of the motor vehlcle while it is in their 
possession. 

6 .  Make international and domestic travel reservations on AMC and commercial carriers (including 
CONUS rental cars) for Receiver personnel on official travel. 

7. Provide commercial airline tickets andlor AMC Travel Authorizations (MTA) for travelers after 
receipt of appropriate travel orders. 

8. Handle refunds of complete or unused transportation documents and provide appropriate 
documents for attachment to travel voucher. 



SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

RECEIVER WILL: 

u' 1. Furnish Supplier with projected JP-4 requirements on a quarterly basis, Jan, Apr, Jul and Oct. 

a. Provide ANG technicians to assist during peak workloads. 

b. Receiver will venfy daily by 0800 amount of fuel received from Supplier. Receiver will process 
fuel transferred in a timely manner or 48 hours. 

c. Train assigned ANG weekend rnilita~y personnel in the 2FOX1 AFSC in all aspects of fuel storage 
issue, quality control and accounting Receiver will provide training to the Supplier fuels personnel on 
hydrant hose cart operations upon request. 

d. Receiver will ensure only qualified personnel operate the automation of the fuel farm complex. 

e. Provide a Fuel Center controller on an alternating basis to operate and monitor fuel systems on 
continuing daily basis IAW AFR 144-1. 

f. Furnish fuel samples for analysis. Perform laboratory analysis during peak periods to assist the 
Supplier or when the Supplier is not available on ANG UTA's. 

g. Provide availability of ANG techs to be trained on environmental procedures and confined space 
entry. 

h. Provide ANG fuels personnel to receive training in the operation of the emergency generators. 

i. Provide Supplier fuels personnel assistance in snow removal to ensure mission. 

.I j. Receiver will operate facilities in support of ANG mission operation on assigned UTA's and after 
Supplier fuels normal duty hours. 

k. Provide assistance on exception basis to the Supplier when unique circumstances prevail, i.e. 
UTA, etc.. The Receiver will take necessary actions to ensure Supplier mission accomplishment. 

1. Provide personnel and equipment when requested by Supplier fuels during Air Force One, VIP 
visits or when peak aircraft traffic is experience. 

PURCHASING AND CONTRACTING SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Contract the KP services for the dining facility. 

2. Contract for pest control. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Provide the 928th AGLGC SOW and funds necessary to contract for KP service. 

2. Provide funds necessary to contract for pest control services. 
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3.  Commanders andlor representatives will meet no less than annually to discuss mutual concerns and 
to revien,/update this agreement. w 
RECEIVER WILL: 

1. The Receiver Bioenvironmental Engineering techc ian  (BEE) will do a11 necessary industrial 
hygiene surveys, with all applicable documentation at the following shops: Firing Range (Eildg. 39). The 
information will then be forwarded to the 928th Med SqISGPB. 

2. The Receiver BEE Technician may assist in completion of taslungs as requested, in writing, by 
Host. All taskings that fall under the purview of, or are the result of ANG operations, will be the 
responsibility the 126th USAF ClinicISGPB. 

INSTALLATION RETAIL SUPPLY AND STORAGE OPERATIONS 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide both aviation and ground fuels support to ANG as follows: 

a. Receive, store, inventory and quality control all aviation and ground fuels required by ANG. 

b. Furnish daily amount of aviation fuel transferred to FP6 12 1 by 0800. Reconcile accounts for 
aviation fuel daily with ANG in a timely manner or 48 hours. 

c. Train designated ANG technicians in the 2FOX1 AFSC incident to receipt, storage, quality 
control and accounting for aviation and ground fuels after receipt transfer. 

w d. Train designated ANG technicians in the 2FOX1 AFSC incident to complete automation of the 
fuel farm complex. 

e. Provide a Fuel Center controller on an alternating basis to operate and monitor fuel system on 
continuing daily basis IAW AFR 144-1. 

f. Provide base fuels laboratory services for sampling of aviation and ground fuels IAW 42B-1-1. 

g. Provide training and equipment incident to environmental procedures and confined space entry. 

h. Ensure emergency power is ready to service all fuels facilities. Train ANG techmcians on the use 
of emergency generators. 

i. Ensure that all fuel facilities are maintained IAW 37-1-1 and AFM 85-16. 

j. Provide access to aviation and ground fuels facilities on a 24 hour basis. Access will be limited 
assigned Receiver technician fuels personnel. 

k. Provide assistance and support on exception basis and support the Receiver when unique 
circumstances prevail i.e. UTA's. The Supplier will take necessary action to ensure Receiver mission 
accomplishment. 

1. Provide equipment and personnel in support of transient aircraft. Request from Receiver R-9, R-1 1, 
refueler for use during Air Force One, VIP visits, or when peak aircraft tr&c is experienced. 



. . . . - - - - 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

CONTINUATION: 

4. Allow the Supplier the use of equipment purchased by the Receiver with the stipulation that the 
Supplier nil1 purchase supplies used to operate the equipment for their use. Cost of repairs to be shared 
equally by Supplier and Receiver. 

5. Train AFRES technicians and document training received on Receiver owned equipment. 

6. Coorbnate with 928th Med Sq to provide mission support, i.e., physicals to AFRES personnel, not 
to exceed five (5) per UTA. 

7. Coordinate the use of equipment during non-UTA time periods in order to reduce scheduling 
conflicts. Equipment to include, but not limited to, EKG, audio booths, PFTs, dental and X-ray 
equipment. 

8. The Receiver Military Public Health Technician will be responsible for all occupational 
examinations for ANG personnel only. 

9. Commanders and/or representatives will meet no less than annually to discuss mutual concerns and 
to reviewlupdate this agreement. 

10. Offer any excess supplies to the Supplier. Supplies accountable to the MSDF will be lent on a hand 
receipt. Supplies will be returned as expediently as possible. 

11. Coordinate with Supplier on tasking for the medical unit in the base DCCP and other plans. 

w 12. Act in good faith on behalf of the Supplier medical unit when on drill; governor's call, or 
presidents' call up. 

BIOENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. The Supplier Bioenvironmental Engineering Technician (BEE) will do all necessary industrial 
hygiene surveys, with all applicable documentation at the following shops: Corrosion Shop (Bldg. 3 I), 
NDI (Bldg. 59), POL, & Medical facility (Bldg. 504). The information will be forwarded to the 26th 
USAF ClinicISGPB. 

2. The Supplier BEE Technician is responsible for the following base programs: 

a. Training of all base personnel in Hazardous Communication Program per HQ AFRESISGPB 
1B1330Z. 

b. Drinking Water Testing Program to include sample collection, testing, and any other program 
requirements. 

c. BES taskings related to the Installations Restoration Program (XRP). 

d. NEPDES testing requirements related to storm water sampling and testing. 

e. All other taskings related to Supplier responsibilities. 
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HEALTH SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide emergency ambulance service for illness or injury on the job. Ambulance service will be 
provided by a recognized fire protection organization. 

2. Coor&nate with the 126th USAF Clinic before moving any furniturelcabinets into or out of joint use 
rooms; prior to making any modifications to room or building layouts; or the use of joint use rooms on a 
regular basis by ANG personnel. 

3 .  Ensure that all AFRES personnel equipmentlsupplies are removed from the joint use rooms at the 
end of each UTA. 

4. Allow the Receiver the use of equipment purchased by the Supplier with the stipulation that the 
Receiver will purchase supplies used to operate the equipment for their use. Cost of repairs to be shared 
equally by both Supplier and Receiver. 

5. Will train ANG technicians and document training received on Supplier owned equipment. 

6. Coordinate with 126th USAF Clinic to provide mission support, i.e., physicals to ANG personnel, 
not to exceed five (5) per UTA. 

7. Coordinate the use of equipment during non-UTA time periods in order to reduce scheduling 
conflicts. Equipment to include, but not limited to, EKG, audio booths, PFTSs, dental and X-ray 
equipment. 

8. Commanders and/or representatives will ~neet no less than annually to discuss mutual concerns and 
to reviewlupdate this agreement. 

9. Supplies in excess will be offered to the Receiver. Supplies accountable to the MDSF and will be 
lent on a hand receipt. Supplies will be returned as expediently as possible. 

10. Coordinate with Receiver on tasking for the medical unit in the base DCCP and other plans. 

1 1. Will act in good faith on behalf on the Receiver medical unit when on drill or presidents' call up. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Ensure all requests for medical services are directed to the base fire department via 117 on any 
telephone instrument. 

2. Coordinate with the 928th Med Sq before moving any furniture or cabinets into or out of joint use 
rooms; prior to making any modifications to room or building layouts; or the use of joint use rooms by 
AFRES personnel. 

3 .  Ensure that all ANG personal equipmentlsupplies are removed from the joint use rooms at the end 
of each UTA. 
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REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR w 
SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide facilities maintenance and repair senices. 

2. Provide Entomology services: 

a. To treat and inspect prone areas - washrooms, utility rooms, cafeteriafvending areas - one time per 
month. 

b. To treat other areas as problem arise. 

c. To bate for rodents as needed. 

3. Services will be provided on a reimbursable basis. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. No@ in a timely fashion Supplier of need for services beyond the once per month cycle. 

FOOD SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Insure that the ANG Dining Hall is returned in a clean condition. Garbage and trash is to be 
removed nightly and placed in outside containers. Facilities equipment and utensils will be cleaned IAW 
terms of the existing KP contract and 126 CSS/SVF checklist 146-1-01. 

2. Share the cost of replacing dishes and utensils on a 50150 bias with the ANG. 

3.  Replace with the similar item any Dining Hall equipment, i.e. blenders, meat cutters etc., that are 
damaged or stolen during periods the 928 AW has occupied the facility. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Insure that the ANG Dining Hall is in a clean condition prior to the 928 AW use. Provide Supplier 
with a copy of 126 CSS/SVF Checklist 148-1-01. 

2. Share the cost of replacing dishes and utensils on a 50/50 basis with the 928 AW. 

3. Be responsible for replacing any item of dining Hall equipment that is damaged or stolen during 
periods the facility is occupied by the ANG. 
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Q U  
RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Prepare project design criteria and construction documents, and provide the Supplier base civil 
engineer nith all information necessary for the proper submittal of FAA and OMB A-95 coordination 
requests. 

2. Assist the Supplier as required in assembling data to maintain real property accountability and 
submit real property reports in compliance with Supplier instructions to include information on all 
completed construction, alterations and facility improvement projects. 

FACILITIES AND REAL PROPERTY SUPPORT 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Process AF Form 332, Work Orders, fonvarded by the ANG Base Civil Engineer for action and 
identdication of reimbursable elements. 

2. Assist ANG Receiver with grass cutting and other ground maintenance to the extent time and 
resources permit as agreed to in the current Base Grass Cutting Plan. 

3. Provide FOD sweeping and removal in and around joint use parking lots, joint use roadway and 
joint use taxiways. 

4. Request support, available from tenant in writing to appropriate Receiver unit. 

5. Make available, lock and key equipment for use by the ANG key and lock person upon written 
request of the ANG Civil Engineer. 

6. Prepare appropriate responses and management activity required for compliance with the 
requirements of the Resource Conservation and Recovery ACT (RCRA), applicable EPA Regulations and 
DOD guidance for both Supplier and ANG organizations. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. The ANG Base Civil Engineer will forward AF Form 332  to Supplier for action after validation%y 
the Receiver commander or designee. Decision on reimbursable items will be IAW AFM 172-1, Chap 16. 

2. The ANG will advise and coordinate with the 928 AWICE on grass cutting requirements and will 
fulfill its responsibilities as agreed to in the current Base Grass Cutting Plan. 

3.  Assist AFRES Supplier with FOD sweeping and removal to the extent that time and resources 
permit. 

4. Provide requested support to the extent that time and resources permit. 

5. Assist the Supplier, as required, in assembling data pertaining to RCRA, EPA, DOD environmental 
requirements in compliance with the Supplier instructions and requests. 
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w RECEIVER WEL: 

1. Utilize BCC services during normal duty hours offered. 

2. Provide the 928 SUGISC located in Bldg 40, Room 112 with two copies of a letter for personnel 
authorized to release andlor receipt for Electrical Messages for AUTODIN traffic during duty hours. This 
letter must include: SSAN; Clearance; and signature of each individual. This letter will be updated 
annually by 1 October, or when changes occur. In addition, Receiver will provide the Supplier with a "Key 
Personnel" list containing the same information plus a telephone number for both duty and nonduty for 
personnel authorized for receipt message traffic during nonduty hours. 

3. Provide the Supplying Activity a copy of UTAIAT Training Dates to be performed in the BCC. 

a. Follow rules, regulations, and 01's established by the Supplying Activity. 

b. Notify Supplying Activity ASAP of any abnormalities that occurred on training weekend. (i.e. 
equipment outages, insecurities.) 

CONTINUATION: 

4. Upon receipt of SF 1080, reimburse Supplying Activity for overtime hours expended in support of 
Receiving Activity when support is requested outside the normal hours of operation. 

5. Identrfy COMSEC requirements, and reevaluate requirements annually. 

'W 6. Provide the Supplying Activity a list of required items and a roster of personnel authorized to receipt 
for COMSEC material. 

7. Upon receipt of SF 1080, reimburse Supplying Activity for proportionate share of cost for COMSEC 
usage as reflected on the SF 1080. 

8. Receiver will provide appropriate direct f i ~ d  citation to be charged for the other equipment and 
services. 

ENGINEERING SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide base master plan citing and submit project coordination requirements as required by FAA, 
OMB A-95, and other agencies for all ANG programmed construction. - 

2. Maintain real property accountability under AFR 87-5 and submit reports under AFM 87-10 for all 
ANG Receiver funded construction, improvement or modifications that upon completion are located on 
the Supplier base. 
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V 
RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Utilize BVISC according to normal duty hours offered. 

2. Provide all necessaIy documentation/forms in accordance with AF Regulations. 

3. Will notlfy BVISC at least 24 hours in advance to schedule sufficient time for task. 

4. Upon receipt of SF 1080, reimburse Supplier for services rendered. 

COMMUNICATION SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Operate the BCC between the hours of 0600-1600 weekdays in accordance with DOD and Air Force 
Standards. 

2. Provide AUTODIN Traffic Services during the hours listed above to the Receiving Activity with: 

a. Over-the-counter service of record message traffic. 

b. Not@ message addressee when High Precedence (immediate or higher) record t r a c  has been 
received. 

c. Deliver High Precedence (immediate or higher) record traffic within the speed of service time 
requirements to the ALTROUTE when the local Communications Center is inoperable and ALTROUTE 
procedures have been place into effect. 

d. Insure the during nonduty hours the ALTROUTE provider handles all Categories I and I1 of 
message traffic. 

3.  Allow the receiving activity to operate the BCC on UTA weekends. 

4. Provide BCC Services outside the regular hours of operation when requested by the Receiving 
Activity for special requirements. 

5. Submit to the Receiving Activity for overtime reimbursement commensurate with the grade of 
employee(s) providing overtime service to the Receiving Activity. Grades commensurate involving 
overtime would be between GS-06 and GS-09. 

6 .  Establish and maintain a COMSEC account to include support of Receiving Activity Requirements. 

7. Submit to the Receiving Activity for proportionate share of COMSEC usage in excess of 174 hours 
monthly, or the equivalent of one full-time GS-07 COMSEC employee. 
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QW 
SAFETY 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide assistance in safety matters when requested and perform annual explosive safety 
inspections. Explosive safety inspections will be coordinated with the Receiver's safety officer. 

2. Serve as a point of contact to coorhnate safety related support from other 928 AW units. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Establish a separate Accident Prevention Program required to meet applicable standards of the ANG 
and HQ AMC. This program will include inspection and hazardous analysis of all ANG univfacilities. 
The Receiver will investigate and report accidents or incidents as necessary through ANG channels. The 
explosive safety program of the ANG will be coordinated with Supplier. - 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Insure an adequate local destruction capability exists to dispose of classified material as required by 
DOD 5200.1-RIAFR 205-1 and AFKAG 1. I d e n w  to the 126 ARW the location of the 
equipmenVincinerator to be used to destroy classified material and provide a point of contact (POC) for 
use of the equipment/incinerator. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Be responsible for the destruction of its own classified material utilizing the facility provided by the 
Supplier IAW DOD 5200.1-RIAFR 205-1 and AFKAG 1. Coordinate with 928 AW POC for the use of the 
local classified destruction equipmenthncinerator. Insure equipmentlincinerator is left in the same 
condition as it was found. 

AUDIOMSUAL INFORMATION SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Operate the BVISC between the hours of 0630-1500 on Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday. 

2. Provide Passport and Official Officer Photographs in accordance with AF Regulations. 

3. Provide photos as required for Officer School Tours. 

4. Provide material necessary to accomplish tasks. 

5. N o w  personnel when photos can be picked up. 
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V 
h. Assist with security police manpower in keeping both installation gates open when manpower 

permits. 

i. Assist the Supplier in the protection of the installation perimeter, manpower permitting. To the 
extent possible, the Receiver will ensure that protection measures outlined in their own brectives are not 
in conflict with, but enhance the Supplier's protection measures. 

j. Request liaison with outside Federal, State and Municipal agencies through the Supplier or chrectly 
under emergency conditions. 

k. Provide protection for ANG priority resources which are not in a secure facility or under 
protection. 

3. IAW OARSR 207-1, appoint representatives and attend the RPECA3SC meetings, or designate a 
representative to attend. Conduct meetings with other ANG Receiver organizations to gather and 
coordinate input to the RPECBSC and ISP. 

a. N o m  Supplier of flightline traffic in other than military assigned vehicles. 

b. N o m  the Supplier of any information or reports having an effect on security or law enforcement 
activities. 

c. Initiate Incident/Complaints reports concerning ANG priority resources and forward the report to 
the Supplier for disposition. 

4. Provide for close-in security for ANG priority resources. 

'V a. Central Security Control will no* the Law Enforcement Desk of any Threat Condition Alerting 
Messages received from their command. 

b. Publish Annex's and supplement to Supplier's OPLANs regulations in support of their physical 
security program, AFR 207- 1. 

c. The 126 ARW Commander will coordinate with the Installation commander the designation of 
Receiver's restricted areas. 

d. Provide armed response in support of Suppliers anti-hijacking plan, upon request. 

e. Have CSC designated and made available to the FBI as a Command Center during hijacking 
incidents and the Secret Service as a SAFE HOUSE during Presidential visits. 

5. Provide assistance for routine operations of the Pass and Registration Section. 

a. Provide Suppler with dates of scheduled drill training assemblies. 

b. Receiver will provide Pass and Registration operations for Receiver mobilizationlmobility 
processing. 

c. Receipt for War stock of DD Form 2AF (ACT) and DD Form 1173 when mobilization is effective. 

6. The 126ARW/SP, CSP is the Information Security Program Information Security officer for the 
ANG. A copy of all Information Security related incident reports will be furnished to the Supplier CSP. 

9 
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e. Have the Installation Commander designate the Receivers restricted areas IAW AFR 207-l(AF1 

f. Provide the armed personnel necessary for detainment of individuals apprehended within the 
Receivers restricted areas. Apprehended individuals will be detained, and processed in accurbng to local 
requirements. 

g. N o w  the Receiver Central Security Control (CSC) when armed response is required in support of 
anti-hijaclung procedures, as outlined in the Suppliers anti-hijacking plan. 

5. Provide pass and regstration services on a routine basis for Receiver's military and dependent 
personnel. 

a. Provide facilities of issuance of AF Form 1199 USAF Restricted Area Badge for ANG restricted 
areas during normal duty hours and during ANG scheduled drill weekends. 

b. Provide pass and registration scrvice to the Receiver under emergency conditions. 

c. Provide the Receiver with sufficient identification cards for mobilization processing of ANG 
personnel. This includes sufficient warstocks of DD Form 2AF (ACT) and DD Form 1173. 

6 .  Provide access to AF Form 110 file to Receivers SPWSPOL section to complete Receivers 
Personnel Security Investigation. Provide copies of messages that would impact on Receiver 
Information/Personnel Security Program. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

mP 1. Coordinate with the Supplier on all Security Police matters that affect the Supplier's overall 
responsibility for protection of personnel, facilities and equipment. 

2. Provide protection for Receivers non-priority resources as directed by ANGR 125-037 and the 
Installation Security Plan (ISP). 

a. Iden* to the Supplier those areas to be designated Controlled Areas. 

b. Be present during all controlled area inspections or surveys conducted on Receiver's facilities. 
Provide information concerning requirements that are different fiom that of the Supplier's IAW ANGR 
125-037. Report the summarized status of the Receivers weapons/munitions facilities IAW ANGR 125- 
037, and furnish a copy of each report to the 928 SUGISP. 

c. Assist the Supplier through the use of manpower, when available. 

d. Receiver custodians of alarm facilities will conduct alarm systems testing IAW AFR 125-37 (AFI 
3 1-209). 

e. Support the Supplier with armed response assistance to irregularities or emergency situations, 
using the priority response listing. 

f. Provide the close-in security of ANG assigned priority resources. Provide armed assistance to 
defense of installation resources as they may affect ANG assigned resource protection. 

g. Participate and implement Suppliers anti-terrorism program Coordinate with the Supplier on any 

W v  and all threat information. 
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d. Monitor and conduct required test of Receivers alarmed facilities, IAW AFR 125-37(AFI 3 1-209). 

w e. N o a  Receiver of, and provide armed response to irregularities or emergency situations affecting 
Receivers non-priority resources. 

f. Provide armed response assistance in support of ANG priority resources as required by AFR 207-1 
(MI 3 1-101), and the Installation Security Plan. 

g. Coordnate with Receiver on any and all threat information. 

h. Provide access to this station through both the main and auxiliary gates as specified within the 
Installation Security Plan. 

i. Provide for installation perimeter protection during increased threat conditions. Coordinate 
protection measures with the Receiver. 

j. Act as liaison with outside Federal, State, and Municipal agencies on behalf of Receiver. 

k. Provide for protection of Receivers resources to the extent outlined in ISP. 

3.  Conduct the Resource protection Executive ComrnitteeBase Security Council meetings and include 
the 126 ARWJCC, and other members as stated within the OARSR 207-1. 

a. Publish the base level directive required by AFR 207-l(AFI3 1-101) concerning Receivers 
restricted areas. 

b. Publish the Installation Security Plan and include tenant's requirements as part of the basic plan, 

w annex or appendix. Provide 126 ARWICSP with twenty-five (25) copies of the ISP. 

c. Not@ Receiver of flightline t r a c  in other than military assigned vehicles. 

d. No* Receiver of any information or reports having an effect on security or law enforcement 
activities (i.e. Presidential visits, evaluation of local treat assessmeats etc.) and include Receiver in 
meetings concerning the subject. 

e. Initiate Incident/Compliant Reports as required and provide one (1) copy of each report of the 
Receiver. AF Form 110 will be maintained by the host and will record information fiom reports initiated 
by both the Supplier and Receiver. 

4. Provide for overall security of installation resources, with the exception of priority resources 
assigned to the ANG. Armed response will be provided upon request using the priority response listing. 

a. When reported by the Receiver and approved by the Installation Commander, implement 
appropriate THREATCON procedures. 

b. Coordinate for and furnish to the Receiver, threat assessments that are current within the criteria 
of AFR 207-l(AFI31-101). 

c. The Installation Commander will co-sign any Receiver OPLAN or ANNEXES as they relate to the 
ISP. 

d. Gather and coordinate input from other Receiver organizations (as may pertain to the USAF 
Physical Security Program AFR 207-1) for inclusion in the Suppliers Security Council meetings. 

w 
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7. Advise and coordinate with the 928 AWICE on grass cutting requirements and will fulfill its 

V 
responsibilities as agreed to in the current Base Grass Cutting Plan. 

8. Assist AFRES Supplier with FOD sweeping and removal to the extent that time and resources 
permit. 

9. Provide requested support to the extent that time and resources permit. 

10. Provides accumulation point managers to maintain daily logs of products stored, ensure source 
separation of waste products, n o w  Supplier environmental engineer of disposal requirements. Receiver 
shall maintain a team of trained personnel to respond to accidental releases in the area of the 
accumulation point. Receiver shall provide all information required by the Supplier to manifest and 
dispose of waste products. Disposal costs of Receiver specific wastes shall be reimbursed to the Supplier. 

1 1. Receiver shall provide the Supplier a single point of contact for environmental management. This 
point of contact shall also serve as ANG representative on Supplier Environmental Protection Committee. 

12. Coordinate timing of proposed actions with Supplier to allow adequate time to accomplish the 
Environmental Analysis. 

MORALE AND FITNESS SUPPORT 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide access to use base parks, recreation centers, gyms, fitness centers, athletic fields and related 
services on the same basis as the Supplier. 

w RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Request service and comp1y.with Supplier policies and procedures. 

POLICE SERVICES 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Coordinate with Receiver, all Security Police matters pertaining to the protection of personnel, 
facilities and equipment of the 126 ARW. All correspondence concerning Security activities affecting the 
Receiver will be routed through the 126 ARSJCSP for distribution. 

2. Provide the personnel and services necessary to secure Receivers non priority resources, IAW AFR 
125-37(AFI 3 1-209). 

a. Designate Receivers Controlled Areas IAW AFR 125-37(AFI 31-209) and other appropriate 
regulations. 

b. Conduct initial, annual, and special surveys of Receivers Controlled Areas IAW 125-37(AFI 3 1- 
209) and the Installation Security Plan. 

c. Provide external surveillance patrols for Receivers areas and facilities. 
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5 .  Provide Supplier maintenance and utilities costs for Bldg. 405, Joint Medical Training Facility, 
except for Janitorial Senlices for those areas designated ANG sole-use areas. Reimburse for Janitorial w Serices in the Bldg. 7 telecom facility, for those arcas designated as sole-use areas. 

6. Receiver process and review AF Form 332, Work Orders submitted ANG Base Civil Engineer and 
identtfy by the reimbursable elements. 

7. Assist the 126 ANG with grass cutting and other ground maintenance to the exTent t i~ne and 
resources permit as agreed to in the current Base Grass Cutting Plan. 

8. Provide FOD weeping and removal in and around joint use parlung lots, joint use roadway and joint 
use taxiways. 

9. Request support, available from Receiver in writing to appropriate Receiver unit. 

10. Make available, lock and key equipment for use by the ANG key and lock person upon written 
request of t h ~  ANG Civil Engineer. 

1 1. Provide environmental management support in storage, transportation and disposal of hazardous 
wastes, waste oils, solvents, greases, hydraulic fluids, fuels and other substances controlled by state, 
federal or local laws as danger to the environment if accidentally released. 

12. Provide specific detailed written guidance regarding procedures for the handling and disposal of 
hazardous wastes to the ANG Civil Engineer to ensure compliance with all AFRES, Federal, State, and 
local FPA policies as well as the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Toxic Substance Control Act, Resource 
Recovery and Conservation Environmental Response Compensation and Liabilities Act. 

13. Provide complete environmental analysis on Description of Proposed Actions through the 
Environmental Impose Analysis Process (EIAP). 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Comply with all AFR, AFM and 928 AW base fire protection drectives and procedures. 

2. Advise the 928 AW fire department concerning the schedule of ANG flight operations, alert aircraft 
engine starts, and aircraft generation exercises. The status and location of each aircraft being generated 
will be provided to the 928 AW fire department by the 226 ANGiDO. 

3. Not@ the Base Fire Department, extension 117, who in turn will immediately implement the 
emergency medical services plan. 

4. Reimburse the Supplier for all utility services as agreed in the current Utilities Resale Rates 
Agreement. 

5. Reimburse for janitorial services for those areas designated as sole-use areas. Provide tenant 
maintenance and utilities cost for Bldg. 7 telecom facility except for those areas designated AFRES sole 
use areas. 

6.  The ANG Base Civil Engineer will forward AF Form 332 to host for action after validation by the 
Receiver commander or designee. Decision on reimbursable items will be IAW AFM 172-1, Chap 16. 
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RECEIVER WILL: 

V 
1. Receiver Environmental Coordinator will c e w  all reimbursable expenses related to environmental 

compliance/hazardous waste disposal. Upon certification, will be forwarded to FM bill for payment. 

2. Reimburse Supplier for environmental support provided which is directly related to the generation, 
accumulation, storage, transportation, or disposal of ANG hazardous waste/materials. 

3. Reimburse Supplier for all costs that are directly attributable to ANG operations and that are not 
considered a direct cost of doing business. Receiver will assist Supplier, whenever possible, in the 
management of specific programs upon request. 

4. Provide a Point of Contact (ANG Environmental Coordinator) to ensure ANG compliance to all 
Federal, State, and local laws and regulations. Satellite/Accumulation point managers and alternates will 
be appointed for all ANG sites where hazardous waste is generated or hazardous materials are stored. 
ANG Environmental Coordinator will be an active member of the Host Environmental Protection 
Committee. 

5. Coordinate timing of proposed actions with the Supplier to allow adequate time to accomplish the 
environmental analysis. 

6. Participate in Host's ECAMP program. 

7. Assist Supplier in implementing pollution prevention measures. 

8. Support Supplier's efforts in responding to regulators and others on issues of noncompliance. 

9. Maintain compliance with federal, state and local environmental protection regulations. 

10. Attend scheduled environmental training classes. 

FIRE PROTECTION 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Accomplish facility fire prevention inspections. Conduct fire prevention training. Maintain fire 
extinguishers in facilities. Provide and operate aerospace crash rescue fire equipment and structural 
firefighting equipment. 

2. Ensure available firefighting vehicles are manned as required by AFR 92-IIAFRES Sup 1. Provide 
fully trained firefighters for response to emergencies during periods of ANG flight operations. If the 
required minimum fire crash rescue vehicles or force is not available, the 928 AW Fire Chief will 
immediately notlfy the 126 ANG/DO or the duty Supervisor of Flying. 

3. Provide emergency ambulance service on a 24-hour per day 7-day per week basis. The ambulance 
will be provided by the City of Chicago or other local Fire Protection organization. 

4. Provide utilities on a reimbursable basis as agreed in the most current Utilities Resale Rates 
Agreement. 
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EhVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide Receiver with environmental senices through the use of environmental contracts with 
vendors as identified by 928th CEEV/Environrnental Management. Supplier uill bill Receiver on SF 1080 
for reimbursement of Environmental Compliance/Hazardous Waste Disposal costs. SF 1080 will be 
submitted to 126th ARWEM for certification. Included with SF 1080, as applicable, will be contract 
number and name, amount expended, dates of senice, description of service, copies of invoices, and any 
other information as applicable. 

2. Provide environmental support in storage, transportation, and disposal of hazardous waste, waste 
oils, solvents, greases, hydraulic fluids, fuels, and other substances controlled by Federal, State, or local 
laws as presenting a danger to the environment if accidentally released. 

3. Be responsible for all costs associated with the management of thls facility. This includes, but not 
limited to, NEPDES pennits and all associated taskings and fees, pesticides management, drinking water 
testing and monitoring, air emission inventories and monitoring, and any other costs or taskings that are 
the direct result of "doing business." 

4. Provide specific written guidance regarding procedures for the handling, transportation, and 
disposal of hazardous waste to the ANG Environmental Coordinator to insure compliance with applicable 
AFRES, Federal, State, and local environmental laws, rules, regulations, and policies.{ 

5. Provide complete environmental analysis on Description of Proposed Actions through the 
Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EMF'). 

w' 6. Ensure receiver is included in the Environmental Compliance Assessment and Management 
Program (ECAMP). 

7. Provide annual environmental inspections. 

8. Assist Receiver in implementing pollution prevention measures into their systems/programs. 

9. Not@ Receiver as soon as potential regulatory Enforcement Actions (EA) are identified and 
coordinate remedies with Receiver. 

10. Provide Receiver with an opportunity to participate in the process of deciding how to respond to 
allegations of noncompliance. 

11. Make the final determination on whether to pay or contest civil penalties. 

12. Provide guidance on compliance with federal, state and local environmental protection regulations. 

13. Provide environmental training as needed (e.g. hazardous waste management, HAZCOM). 



SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

CONTINUATION 

v 17. Maintain listings of personnel appointed to Disaster Preparedness teams. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Respond and protect assigned personnel and property materials incident, terrorist action or acts of 
war. 

2. Provide a proportionate share of personnel for the following teams: Decontamination, Shelter 
Management, Disaster Preparedness Support Team. 

3. Provide, in writing, named representation to the following: Survival Recovery Center, Unit Control 
Center, Disaster Response Force, and the installation Disaster Preparedness Planning Board. (This may be 
a composite team), Emergency Response Planning Team. 

4. Comply with Suppliers program directives and those directives agreed upon at the Planning board, 
and in this document. 

5. Inform the Supplier (SUGICEB) when in receipt of any extremely hazardous substance, or toxic 
chemical as defined by Federal or State Law. 

6. Provide Material Safety Date Sheets for any procured supplies to SUGICEB. 

7. Provide training for forces deployable to a chemicaUbiological warfare environment. 
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DISASTER PREPAREDNESS 

w SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide all normal services related to Emergency Services operations. Provide and operate the 
Mobile Command Post, Alerting services, and recovery operations. Establish and conduct training 
programs. Plan and substantiate facilities, equipment, tools, supplies, and manning for lsaster 
preparedness services, recovery and reconstitution of the installation. Prepare incident reports. Provide for 
24 hour Emergency Services capabilities. 

2. Provide all normal services related to the development of emergency regulations, plans, 
procedures and programs to develop, and s u p e ~ s e  unit dlsaster preparedness representatives programs. 
Assist Receiver in the preparation of required checklists, plans, and implementing instructions as 
mandated by Federal, State, and local law in adl t ion to Air Force and Department of Defense guidance. 

3. Provide training for forces deployable to a chemical/biological warfare environment, in the event the 
126th, Air Base Operability office has deployed, or is unavailable. 

4. Provide training for pre-identified forces which respond to senses of a major accident, natural 
disaster, or act of terrorism and war. 

5. Provide staff assistance visits to monitor status of Receiver disaster preparedness program on as 
requested basis. 

6.  Provide command and control support during response to emergency situations. 

7. Provide communications for on-scene emergency operations, w i t h  area of response, defined as one 
half the distance to the nearest military installation with a like response capability. 

8. Approve Receiver checklists in support of OPLAN 355-1 and Base use plan. 

9. Provide and maintain r a l ac  instruments for unit shelters. 

10. Assign Receiver shelter space. 

1 1. Assist Receiver, to develop maintenance and use procedures for nuclear, biological, and chemical 
detection, protection, and contamination control measures. 

12. Assist Receiver to integrate response planning efforts and ensure other plans include disaster 
preparedness requirements IAW AFR 355-1, Chapter 3, when requested. 

13. Brief new commanders and their staff(s) with major disaster preparedness program responsibilities 
on the following: 

a. Disaster preparedness policy, organization, and responsibilities. 

b. Status of disaster preparedness program initiatives, training, equipment and supplies. 

14. Submit changes for and ensure Receiver are provided the current standard installation grid map(s). 

15. Provide information to Receiver for the conduct of newcomer? orientation IAW 355-1. 

16. Provide information packages to conduct ongoing education of personnel. 
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COMMON USE FACILITY OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, REPAIR AND CONSTRUCTION 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide all normal services required to maintain roadways providing ingress and egress to and from 
the Receivers facilities, including the adjacent parking lots. This item includes periodx street sweeping 
during the summer months. 

2. When the facility is used by the 928 AW, the 928 AWICE provide emergency repair services wlthm 
capabilities. Major complex repair requirements will be immediately reported to ANG Civil Engineer. 

3. Provide the ANG Prime Ribs Technician, 126 SUF, an annual unit training assembly schedule 
sufficiently in advance to insure proper planning. To accommodate scheduling, use of Bldg. 39 during 
other than monthly UTA's for purposes such as annual training periods, Commander's Call, meetings, 
etc., will be requested in writing, from the ANG Base Civil Engineering. 928 AW/SV will coordinate 
access and security of the facility with Bldg 39 Custodian, 126 CES. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Coordinate and approve the use of Bldg. 39 to the 928 AW based upon UTA schedule and other pre- 
coordinated requirements. Provide access to the facility based upon arrangements agreed to with the 
Building Custodian and Security Police. 



SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

18. Ensure the installation submits required natural disaster and major accident reports 

19. Serve as final releasing authority for aircraft accidentlincidents. 

a. Coordinate all proposed news releases concerning aircraft accidents involving k r  Force Reserve 
aircraff andlor aircrews and AFRESPA, appropriate NAFPA, and gaining MAJCOMPA as info 
addresses on all messages traffic dealing with AFRES aircraft accidentslincidents. 

b. Coordinate all proposed news releases concerning aircraft accidents involving Air Force Reserve 
aircraft andlor aircrews and AFRESPA, appropriate NAF/PA, and gaining MAJCOMPA as info 
addresses on all messages traffic dealing with AFRES aircraft accidentslincidents. 

20. Request ReceiverPA participate in actual emergencies and disaster preparedness exercises. 

2 1. Assist tenant with civic leader tours, as requested and within unit capabilities. 

22. Assist tenant with press conference and act as media escorts, as requested and withln unit 
capabilities. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Command Receiver personnel. The Wing Command coordinates with the Supplier base in 
carrying out the Receiver's mission. Receiver units will not take action that would adversely affect the 
inherent overall authority and responsibility the Supplier or the h r  Force image O'Hare ARS IAP IL, .I particularly in such areas as general military discipline conduct and appearance. The Receiver will 
observe coorlnated base publications issued by the Supplier in support of the above command 
responsibilities. 

2. Participate in and comply with Host Commanders program as required. 

3. Notify the Supplier when in receipt of any hazardous or extremely hazardous material(s). 

4. Provide all releasable information to SupplierPA IAW AFR 190-1. The ReceiverICC: will issue 
statement through the SupplierPA. Brief Receiver Security Police, Safety and Operations personnel 
annually on AFR 190-1 and mishap report requirements. Assist SupplierPA with AFR 10-1 briefings as 
requested. 

5. Assist SupplierPA with actual emergencies and disaster preparedness exercises, as requested and 
within unit capabilities. 

6.  Assist Supplier with civic leader tours, as requested and within unit capabilities. 

7. Assist SupplierPA with press conferences and act as media escorts, as requested and within unit 
capabilities. 

8. Inform SupplierPA of scheduled press conferences andfor media visits. 



SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

COMMAND ELEMENT 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Command Supplier personnel to support the Receiver unit. The Supplier Commander coordinates 
with the Receiver Commander on all matters that affect the Receiver. 

2. Establish and installation program as outlined in AFR's 355-1, 355-3, 355-1 1, and AFPD's and 
AFPI'S 32 series. 

3. Publish and maintain current Disaster Preparedness Operations plans. 

4. Ensure applicable operations orders, plans, directives, and similar documents contain disaster 
preparedness guidance. 

5. Ensure mutual disaster preparedness support agreements are coordinated with involved local civil 
authorities at the city, county, state, and regional levels. 

6.  Support authorities during peacetime civil emergencies and provide natural disaster relief assistance 
according to AFR 355-1, Chapter 12. 

7. Ensure public affairs activities supporting disaster preparedness programs and conducted during 
disaster operations as accomplished according to AFR 190-1. 

8. Ensure the Disaster Response Force is staffed, trained, equipped, and prepared to respond to 
disasters. 

9. Ensure the Exercise Evaluation Team is appointed, and evaluates the installation disaster 
preparedness capability according to AFR 355-1, Chap.8. 

10. Ensure a Mobile Command Post is designated and equipped according to AFR 355-1, Chap. 5. 

11. Establish, staff and provide facilities according to AFhl86-2 for Disaster Preparedness. 

12. Ensure a protective shelter program is established according to AFR 355-3. 

13. Ensure a base level training program for, disaster preparedness is established according to AFR 
355-1, Chap 6.  

14. Promptly respond to and take command of the military aspects of major accidents, until relieved or 
recovery is complete, regardless of the installations size or command. 

15. Ensure Superfund Authorization and Reauthorization Act (SARA) title III - Environmental 
Planning Community Right to Know Act HAZMAT (EPCRA) procedures are integrated into existing 
emergency planning documents. 

16. Assign an installation HAZMAT emergency planning and response program manager. 

17. Ensure HAZMAT emergency planning is included in the installations disaster preparedness 
program. Ensures an installation warning system is installed and maintained. 
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approval between Supplier and Receiver. Other support planning documents referred to in thls agreement 
may be required although they are not made part of this agreement. These documents will be furnished by 

'Cr, either Supplier or Receiver withln seven workdays after documents have been finalized. 

d. Air Force directives will generally prcvail. Exception: If contradictory to an applicable DOD 
Irective, the DOD Irective will then apply. 

MISSION OF THE RECEIVER 

The primary mission of the 126 Air Refueling Wing is to support the nuclear strke missions of the Single 
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP). Additionally, the unit is tasked to support four conventional 
operations plans in three theaters. Tasking includes Supplier and lead unit responsibilities. As part of the 
Air Mobility Command, the Wing is tasked to provide Air Refueling support to Major Commands of the 
Air Force as well as other U.S. military forces and militaq forces of allied nations. The 126 ARW is a 10 
PAA, KC-135E, AMC gained unit. 

ASSIGNED PERSONNEL OF THE RECEIVER 

Authorized strength for the 126 ARW consists of 260 full time civilians, 94 active members and 1269 
reservists. 
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Upon the projected implementation of DBOF, the estimated reimbursement of this agreement will be 
terminated and a new estimated reimbursement agreement will be negotiated at that time. 

w 
PURPOSE. 

The purpose of thls agreement is to define the authorities and responsibilities of the 928 Airlift Wing 
(AFRES) and the 126 Air Refueling Wing (ANG), O'Hare IAP ARS, IL 60666-50 10, regarding support 
services. 

AUTHORITY. 

Other authorities and direction are provided by the following documents: 

a. DODI 4000-19, Interservice, Interdepartmental, and Interagency Support. 

b. Defense Business Operations Fund (DBOF) Implementation Plan. 

c. AFR 88-10, Chapter 1, Water Supply General Consideration. 

d. AFM 170-27, Cost Accounting for Civil Engineer Activities. 

e. AFOSH Standard 16 1.6, General Sanitation. 

f. AFI 5 1-604, Rank, Precedence, and Command. 

g. AFR 91-5, AFM 190-17 and AFM 88-10, Utility S e ~ c e s .  

h. AFR 92-1, Fire Protection Program. 

i. Snow and Ice Control Plan. 

j. AFR 125-37 (AFI 31-209), The Installation and Resources Protection Program. 

k. AFR 355-1, Planning and Operations. 

1. AFR 355-3, Air Force Personnel Shelter Program. 

m. AFR 355-1 1, Enforcement of Order at Air Force Installations. 

n. AFPD and AFPI 32 series. 

POLICY. 

a. This indefinite agreement becomes effective 1 Oct 94, and providesthe 126 ARW utilities, and 
other services for the 126 ARW, located at O'Hare IAP ARS, IL, hosted by the 928 Airlift Wing 
(hereinafter referred to as Supplier), and 126 ARW (hereinafter referred to Receiver). 

(1) Command jurisdiction of the installation will be exercised by the Wing Commander of the 
Supplier as designated by AFRES in accordance with provisions of AFI 5 1-604.L 

b. This agreement replaces Support Agreement W928HE which became effective 4 Jun 91. 

c. Support planning factors included herein, and in annexes attached hereto, are hereby made a part 

w of this agreement. None of these planning factors will be changed without prior coordination and 
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SUPPORT AGREEMENT 

Pittsburgh International Airport ARS 
316 Defense Avenue, Suite 101 
Coraopolis, PA 15 108-4403 
POC: 911 AGIXP, DSN: 277-8509 
b. MAJf3R COMMAND 

AFRES 

1. AOREEMENT NUMBER 
IProvidd by  Suppl~ul 

1 PB6712-93335-001 

Bldg 300 Tanker Road 
Pittsburgh IAP 
Coraopolis, PA 15108-4800 
POC: 171 ARWILGX, DSN: 277-8607 - 
b. MAJOR COMMAND 

PaANG 

2. SUPERSEDED AGREE. NO. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE IWMMDD) 4. EXPIRATION DATE 
11f rhrs replaces anorhu agremenrl 11% y be -Indefinite7 

BP Form 149 (911 HB) 931201 Indefinite 
SUPPLYING ACTIVITY 6. RECEIVING ACTIVITY 

AME AND ADDRESS a. NAME AND ADDRESS 

171 Air Refueling Wing 

A-8 Morale and Fitness Support 

OPTIONAL REIMBURSEMENT SUPPORT 
CATEGORIES: 

I 

7. SUPPORT PROVIDED BY SUPPLIER 

I B-6 Communication Services 

a. SUPPORT 1- what, when, where, and how much) 

MANDATORY REIMBURSEMENT SUPPORT 
CATEGORIES: 

1 B-7 Community Support Services 

b. BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT 

Assigned Personnel 

c.  ESTIMATED REIMBURSEMENT 

Assigned Personnel 

Direct Billing 1$8,500 I 

$0 

Assigned Personnel I I 

I I I I I 
DD FORM 1144, MAR 92 (EF-VI)  I P ~ ~ F O R M  PROI Previous editions are obsolete. 

ADDITIONAL SUPPORT REQUIREMENTS AlTACHED: YES 3-l NO I 
8. SUPPLYING COMPONENT 

b. DATE SIGNED 

- 
9. RECEIVING COMPONENT 

a. COMPTROLLER SIGNATURE 
1 

20 mc93 - 

- 
b. DATE SIGNED 

C. A ~ V I N G  AUTHORIR 

(1 Typed N m  

KURTIS E. JENSEN 

C. APPROVING AMRITY - 
(1 I Typed Name 

ALLEN L .  KIFER,  COL, NGB 
(21 Organization 

HQ AFRES~LGXS 
Robins AFB GA 31098-1635 

- 
(31 Telephone Number (21 Orgsnizstion 13) Tekphone Number 

USPFO FOR PA 
DSN 497-1725. ANNVILJE, PA 1 7 0 0 3 - 5 0 0 3  DSN 4 9 1 - 8 7 4 3  - 

(5 )  Date Signed 

25  MAR 94 

/ 
- 

' 0. TERMINATION 1Complere only when sOreancnt is rerminated prior to scheduled expr'mtion &re.) 

PPROVING AUTHORrrY SIGNATURE b. DATE SIGNED c. APPROVING AUTHORITY SIG b. DATE SIGNED- 



I a. The receiving components will provide the supplying component projections of requested support. /Significant changes in the 
receiving component's support requirements should be submitted to the supplying mmponent in a manner that will pennit 
timdy modficatrbn of resource requirements. 

.. . 

It is the responsibility of the supplying component to b"ng any required or requested change i n  support to  the attention of 1 7 1  m / L G X ,  

.dg 300 Tanker  Rd. , P i t t s b u r g h  IAP, C o r a o p o l i s  PA 15 1O8-480Oprior to changing or support. 

The component providing reimbursable support i n  this agreement will submit statements of costs to: l7 RMS/AC 9 B1dg 300 
T a n k e r  Rd., Pittsbur~h TAP, C o r a o p o l i s  PA 15108-4800 
d. All rates expressing the unit cost of services provided i n  this agreement are based on current rates which may be subject to 

change for uncontrollable reasons, such as legislation, DoD directives, and comrneraal utility rate increases. The receiver will be 
notified immediately of such rate changes that must be passed through to the support receivers. 

1 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Complete blan. aces and add additional general provisions as appr.. ,,ate: e.g., exceptions to printed 
pmvidons, edditiond parties to this agreement, billing and reimbursement instructions.) 

I e. This agreement may be cancelled at any time b y  mutual consent of the parties concerned. This agreement may elso be 
cancelled by either party upon giving at least 180 days written notice to the other party. 

f. In case of mobilization or other emergency, this agreement will remein i n  force only within supplier's capabilities. 

g. HQ Base Detachment includes he& 171 ARW &&-f the Pennsylvania ANG, whose mission is to train and 
provide operationally ready aircrews and personnel to support mobilization commitments, develop and maintain the 
operational capabilities to sustain the conducted strategic warfare iu accordance with the Emergency War Order to the Ajir 
Mobility Command,, and provide air refuelinng suppport. 

I h. Receiver strength includes: 449 Technicians, 140 Active Duty, and 1146 Reservists. 

i. This agreement has received a civil engineering review. 

q&wA 
ROBERT F. MOESLEIN 
Base Civil Engineer 

I .  This agreement has received a manpower review. Additional m a n P o w e d s  mt requir 

Chief, CBPO 

ADDITIONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS ATTACHED: YES NO 

1 2. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 14s wpmpriate: ag., location end size of occupied facilities, unique supplier and receiver responsibilities, 
aonditbns, mquirmmts, quality standards, and cn'ten'B for measuremmtlmrinbunemen t of unique requirem6nls.l 

1. Category of Support: A-8 MORALE & FITNESS SUPPORT 1 
a. Supplier will furnish MWR programs and other non-appropriated fund benefits for members of the 171 ARW& I 

I b. Receiver will comply with Supplier directives. I 
I 2. Category of Support: B-5 CLUBS 

a. Supplier will furnish MWR programs and other non-appropriated fund benefits for members of the 171 ARW and 112 
ARG. 

I b. Receiver will comply with Supplier directives. I 
I 3. Category of Support: B-6 COMMUNICATION SERVICES I 

Supplier , as a single manager for the combined Telephone Communication System located on Pittsburgh International 
ort, will provide basic telephone service to the Pennsylvania Air National Guard. This will be based upon the Air Force 

ngle concept with the Dimension configuration. All equipment other than the basic straight telephone instrument will be q d P  
ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC PROVISIONS ATTACHED: YES NO 

OD FORM 1144, MAR 92 /Back) IEFVI )  IPerFORMPROI 
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Block 11,  DD Form 1144, FB6712-9j .5-Oahntinued r 1 
I k. Distribution: 911 AGIXP (3j,  22 AFILGX ( I ) ,  HQ AFRESILGXS (I), 171 ARWILGX (I), F, 
NGBILGX (I), TAGPAIANGILG (1) 

9'" Legal Review: 
@ 

I ~ Z P J i B J e d ~ ~ o f ~ t d f c n r d i t t o k l @ y s u f f ~ t . .  k i s a k p t e  
infom-aticn to establjsh a s t a m t  of agreerent ard ~~. T k  agemz~t cxdd b2 in m &tail- 
i.e. tk t y p  of EWR adivities etc. ; lxxevw, t3-e cnrpliatxe with ~ l i e r  directives s h l d  resolve 

?i&-4-2-2\ a 
THOMAS G. KANE 
MAJ, JA, PAARNG 
AGR Judge Advocate General 
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. r continued 1 

considered as special equipment and must be paid for by the ANG. For example, key sets, call directors, buttons, external 
bells, speaker sets, push talk instruments, etc. Supplier will provide Receiver computer-generated call lists on a monthly basis 
for ANG verification. Supplier will provide AUTODIN support at no cost to Receiver. Supplier understands that Receiver 
is projected to have their own AUTODIN terminal in the near future for "after-'hours" message traffic in Receiver's 
Command Post. 

I b. Receiver will reimburse Supplier for all toll calls made by ANG subscribers. 

1 4. Category of Support: 8-7 COMMUNITY SUPPORT SERVICES I 
I a. Supplier will furnish MWR programs and other non-appropriated fund benefits *h members of the 171 ARW and 112 1 
ARG. 

b. Receiver will comply with Supplier directives. 

15. Category of Support: B-12 EQUIPMENT OPERATION, MAINTENANCE k REPAIR I 
I a. Supplier Wi: 

I 11) Provide use of NDI space and equipment located on the Air Force Rese.rve site and as required at other sites to be 
determined by the limitations of capability of supported units. 

I (2) Facility and equipment will be available during normal work periods, which are Monday through Friday, 0730-1600, 
and during 911 AG Unit Training Assemblies. Availability at other times will be by prior arrangement. 

1 (3) Supervision of facility and equipment will be by the 911 NDI techniciads. I 
I b. Receiver will ensure that only knowledgeable personnel use this facility and operate the equipment. 

6. Category of Support: B-19 HOUSING & LODGING SERVICES I 
I a. Supplier will furnish unaccompanied personnel and transient personnel with billeting IAW AFR 90-9. I 

b. Receiver will advise Supplier of current and anticipated requirements as known. 



MEMORANDUM FOR LGXS 

FROM: XPMR 

SUBJECT: Support Agreement Between 911 AG and 171 ARW, Jacket #911HB (Your 
Memo, 19 May 94) - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

Concur as written - no manpower impact noted. 

Chief, ~e~uirements Branch 



- 
SUPPORT AGREEHENT 

1 .  AGREDENT NO 12. SUPERSEDED AGREE NO 13. EFFECTIVE DATE 14. EXF'IRE DATE 

15. SUPPLY A C T M l Y  16. RECEIVING ACTIVITY 

a.  NAME AND ADDRESS 
VOLK FIELD ANGB 
ATTN: CRTC/RM 
188 Independence Dr. 
Camp Douglas, WI 54618-5001 

a. NAME AND ADDRESS 
HQ. 440TH AIRLIFT WING (AFRES) 
General Hitchell IAP-ARS 
300 E. College Ave. 
Hilwaukee. W I  53207-6299 

1 19. RECEIVING CQ(WNE3lT 

- - 

7 .  SUPPORT PROVIDED BY SUPPLIXR , - 

a. COMPTROLLER SIGNATURE 

r7& d- a 

a. SUPPORT (WHAT, WHEN, WHEW,, HOW MUCH) 

I 

SUPPORT REQ-S ATTACHED 

lc. APPROVING .AUTHORITY I 1 c .  APPROVING AUTHORITY I 
( 1 )  Typed Name 
Homd D. Miller, Col, W G  

( 2 ) Organization Telephone 
USPFO for Wisconsin 
Camp Douglas, W i  54618-5001 724-7266 

b. BAS. FOR REINBU 

r . 

KURTIS E. JENSEN 

HQ AFRES/LGXS 

c. ESTIM. REIMBURSE 

( 4 )  Signature Date Date 

27 Jun 94 

10. TERMINATION ( COMPLETE ONLY WHEN AGREPfENT 
. . 

&TED PRIOR TO EXPIRE DATE ) . 
a. APPR. AUTHOFUTY SIGNATURE DATE 'c . APPR. AUTHORITY SIGNATURE DATE 



11. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Complete blank spaces and add addi t ional  general Ero- 
visions a s  appropriate:  e .g . .  exceptions t o  printed provisions, addi- 
t ional  Pa r t i e s  t o  t h i s  agreement, b i l l ing  and reimbursement i n ~ t I ~ ~ t i 0 n ~ )  

a. The receiving components w i l l  provide the supplying component project ions  
of requested support. (S ign i f ican t  changes i n  the  receiving component's 
support requirements should be submitted to  the supplying component in a 
manner t h a t  w i l l  permit t imely modification of resource requirements.) 

b. It is the r e spons ib i l i t y  of the  supplying component t o  bring any required 
o r  requested change in support to the attention of 4 4 0 t h  AW/XP. Gen Hitch 
e l l  W - A R S .  Milwaukee. WI pr io r  t o  changing o r  canceling support. 

c .  The component providing reimbursable support i n  t h i s  agreement w i l l  sub- 
m i t  statements of c o s t s  to :  440th AW/M. Gen Mi tche l l .  IAP-ARS. Milwaukee 

. A l l  r a t e s  expressing t he  u n i t  co s t  of services provided i n  this agreement 
are  based on cu r r en t  r a t e s  which may be subject  t o  change f o r  uncontrol- 
l ab le  reasons, such as l eg i s l a t i on ,  DoD directive, and commercial u t i l i t y  
r a t e  increases.  The rece iver  w i l l  be not i f ied  immediately of such r a t e  
changes t h a t  must be passed through t o  the support receivers .  

. Thls agreement may be canceled a t  anytime by mutual consent of the  par- 
t i e s  concerned. This agreement may also be canceled by e i t h e r  par ty  
upon giving a t  l e a s t  180 days wri t ten  notice t o  the  o ther  party.  

i. In case of mobil ization o r  o the r  emergency, t h i s  agreement w i l l  remain In 
force only within suppl ie r ' s  capab i l i t i e s .  

C r v I L I A N  EHLISTm OE'E'ICEX FACILITY 
AUTHORIZATIONS AUTHORIZATIONS AUTHOFUZA~~ONS SQUARE FOOTAGE 

CE Coordination Block 

'A/&rn,- 
HARRIET M. ROBINSON/CERR 
Real Estate Spec i a l i s t  

DISTRIBUTION: 
HQ AFRES/LGX, Robins AFB GA - 1 

ADDITIONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS ATTACHED: YES 

-- - ~p 

2. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS ( A s  appropriate:  e . g . ,  locat ion and s i z e  of occupied 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  unique suppl ie r  and receiver  r e spons ib i l i t i e s ,  conditions. 
requirements, qua l i t y  standards,  and c r i t e r i a  f o r  measurement/reimburse- 
ment of unique requirements.) 

ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC! PROVISIONS ATTACHED: YES 
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BASIS OF 
'UPPORT REIMBURSEHENT 

w-019  ACTUAL COST 
HOUSING AND XADGING S E W 1  Q U A N T I n  - 
CES 

30 
UNIT COST - 2.80 

8-035.01 
Hardwood Range 

ACTUAL COST 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 8.00 

B-035.04 AS APPROPRIATE 
AIRFIELD OPEF!ATIONS QUANTITY - 0 

UNIT COST - 0.00 

B-035.07 
BASE OPERATIONS 

35.10 
FLIGHT OPERATIONS 

B-035.11 
GEODETIC SUPPORT 

8 4 3 5 . 1 5  
M u n i t i o n s  Storage 

A S  APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 8.00 

A S  APPROPRIATE 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

ACTUAL COST 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

ACTUAL COST 
QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 

SQUARE FOOTAGE, HET 
QUANTITY - 37 
UNIT COST - 100.00 

B-035.19 ACTUAL COST 
AEROSPACE GROUND EQUIPHEN QUANTITY - 0 
T (AGE)  UNIT COST - 0.00 

C-004 
EXCHANGE SERVICES QUANTITY - 0 

UNIT COST - 0.00 

ESTIMATED 
REMURSEHENT 

$84.00 
F . C .  - 
PEC - E E I C  

$3700.00 
F.C.  - 
PEC - E E I C  

QUANTITY - 0 
UNIT COST - 0.00 
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GENERAL PROVISIONS 

g. The provisions of t h i s  agreement do not involve rea l -  
locat ion o r  t r a n s f e r  of manpower authorizations by the 
supp l ie r  o r  r e ce ive r  u n i t s  under AFR 26-1. 

h. Unit co s t s  w i l l  no t  be collected under DBOF, a t  this 
time. When OSD requ i res  BOS co l l ec t ion ,  these cos t s  w i l l  
be validated.  When warrented, Volk Fie ld ,  CRTC/FM w i l l  
submit qua r t e r l y  b i l l i n g s  on Standard Form 1080, t o  440th 
AW/M, Gen Mitchel l  W - A R S ,  Milwaukee, WI 63207-6299. 

i. Dis t r ibut ion:  WING/ZF, NGB/LGRX, 440th AM/=, WPFo-Z 

j. This support agreement does have C iv i l  Engineering 
functions involved. 

David D. Lindsey, LtCol. ANG 
Director  of Engineering 

k. I concur/r&f CO* with the provisions of t h i s  
support  agreement. 

/ 
Albert H. Wilkening, BG, W I  ANG 
Deputy Adjutant General (Air)  

the provisions of this support 

dle, Maj, W G  
SJA, Adjutant General's Office 
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ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

w a. Volk Field is a fu l ly  instrumented aerodome, 2988 
acres  plus  300 f a c i l i t i e s  w i t h  a tenant  u n i t  and GSU. The 
tenant  is an A i r  Control Squadron. The GSU is a scorable 
A i r  t o  Ground Bomb/Gunnery Range, with 7680 acres  and 11 
f a c i l i t i e s .  

b. Volk Field has a 9,000 foo t  asphalt /concrete runway 
with 1,888 foot overruns capable of handling a l l  types of 
mi l i t a ry  and commercial a i r c r a f t .  Deployed and v i s i t i ng  
u n i t s  can be provided 40 acres of parking ramp, an eight 
bay f i r e  s t a t i on ,  other support f a c i l i t i e s  and housing 
f o r  up t o  1 ,171  personnel. 

c. The mission is t o  provide a r e a l i s t i c  s e t t i n g  for  de- 
ployed t ra in ing ,  manage the scheduling of ranges, a i r -  

- space and t ra in ing  areas and t o  provide training f a c i l i -  
t i e s  and services  t o  non Air National Guard a c t i v i t i e s  on 
a noninterference, cost  reimbursable basis.  

d.  Operations outside of published operating hours nay 
r e s u l t  in actual  cos t s  f o r  c lear ing runway. de-icing, and 
f i r e f i g h t e r s  t o  be bi l led.  

e. 440th AH uses the airspaces and munitions storacre on 
a year around basis. Other f a c i l i t i e s  and useage is 

w scheduled IAW Volk Field Regulation 54-81. 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

v 8-019 
HOUSING AND LODGING SERVICES: Includes accommodations for  
t r ans i en t  personnel. 

SUPPLIEX WILL: 

1. Provide unaccompanied personnel t rans ien t  housing and 
furnishings  management. 

2.  Provide cus tod ia l  services  i n  common a reas  on a 
reimburseable bas is .  

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Advises t he  suppl ie r  of current  and ant ic ipated 
requirements I A W  Volk F i e ld  Regulation 50-01. 

2 .  Ensure personnel comply with t he  provisions of governing 
regulat ions  as it pe r t a in s  t o  occupants respons ib i l i t i e s  i n  
t r ans i en t  houslng f a c i l i t i e s .  

B-035.01 
Hardwood Range - Includes use of the range and R6903. 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Publish and maintain complete procedures IAW Volk 
Fie ld  Supplement 1 t o  AFR 50-46. 

2. Schedule a l l  t r a in ing  requirements. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Comply with a l l  procedures. 

2. Coordinate a l l  t r a i n i n g  requirements. 

8-035.04 
AIRFIELD OPERATIONS: Manage a i r f i e l d  f a c i l i t i e s .  Provide 
service  f o r  p r e f l i gh t  planning and f l i g h t  plan processing. 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. C i v i l  A i r c r a f t  Landing/Parking/Storage Fees: I f  i n  
support of o f f i c i a l  government business, Landing, Parking and 
Storage f ee s  a re  no t  appl icable  f o r  c i v i l  a i r c r a f t .  I f  not  i n  
support of government business,  landing fees  a r e  charged. Ramp 
parking f e e s  and hangar/storage fees  w i l l  be charged. 

qw 2. Rest r ic ted takeof fs  o r  Performance Landing Test (where 
high po t en t i a l  of blown t i r e s  e x i s t s )  is r e s t r i c t e d  t o  
weekend/holidays only. Performance landings (o the r  than high 
r i s k )  and takeoff t e s t ,  when, scheduled during weekdays, must be 
on a non-interference ba s i s  t o  Prevent runway closure during peak 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

V B - 0 3 5 . 0 4  - CONTINUATION 

flying operations. 

3. Runway Harker Alterations. The location, i n s t a l l a t ion  
and removal of runway markers must be pre-coordinated with A i r -  
f i e ld  Management. A s s i s t  i n  coordination tower, sa fe ty ,  e tc .  

4. Personnel stationed along runway. Permission t o  s t a t ion  
photographers, wind data personnel, f l i g h t  t e s t  engineers, and 
mechanics adjacent t o  the runway w i l l  be granted on an individual 
basis. Daily approval is required. 

5. Disable Aircraf t  Removal. The customer s h a l l  be pre- 
pared and equipped t o  remove the project a i r c r a f t  from the runway 

- within a thirty-minute period i n  the event of a i r c r a f t  d i sabi l i -  
ty. I f  receiver  cannot c l ea r  the runway within 45 minutes, 
personnel may be directed t o  a s s i s t  i n  a i r c r a f t  removal a t  no 
r i s k  t o  the  Government. 

6. Schedule W e t  Runway Test during periods of minimum traf- 
f i c  due t o  requirement to close runway. Expect addi t ional  
expense i f  use of leased water trucks/dikes is required. 
Supplier does not current ly have the capabi l i ty  of providing 
water t rucks from in-house resources. 

w 7. Vehicle operations on the f l i g h t l i n e  requires  coordin- 
ation/training/licensing pr io r  t o  operation of vehicles on the  
f l ight l ine .  Training material w i l l  provide upon request. 

8.  Civ i l  Ai rcraf t  Use is authorized when a C i v i l  Ai rcraf t  
Landing Permit is on f i l e  with Airf ield Management, and a Pr ior  
Permission Required (PPR) number has been issued. Supplier w i l l  
provide necessary forms upon request. 

1. Provide suppl ie r  a l l  parking/storage requirements. 

2. Provide, as far i n  advance as  possible, a l l  respective 
information required t o  s e t  up coordination (e.g., FCIF, 
Scheduling, safe ty  review, e t c ) .  

3. Provide known requirements. 

4 .  Coordinate known requirements as necessary. 

5. B e  prepared t o  expedite as necessary. 

6.  Provide a l l  known requirements. 

7. B e  required t o  become familiar w i t h  f l i g h t l i n e  p r io r  t o  J vehicle operations on the f l igh t l ine .  

8 .  Submit Civ i l  Aircraf t  Landing Permit application a t  
l eas t  30 days i n  advance of intended use, and must contact Base 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

w B-035.04 - CONTINUATION 

Operations f o r  f i n a l  clearence a t  l e a s t  24  hours i n  advance of 
a r r i v a l  f o r  a i rspace  b r i e f ing  and PPR numbers. 

9. Receiver must comply with published l o c a l  f l y i n g  direc-  
t i v e s  per ta in ing t o  a i rspace  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  sa fe  f l y i n g  p rac t i ces .  
noise cont ro l  and a i r f i e l d  u t i l i z a t i o n  procedures. 

8-035.07 
BASE OPERATIONS: Manages a i r f i e l d  suppof i  a c t i v i t i e s .  

1. Provide se rv ice  f o r  p r e f l i g h t  planning and f l i g h t  plan 
processing. This  se rv ice  includes ATC. Air-to Ground 
Communications. R i r c r a f t  Control. and S a f e t y  monitoring a s  
provided o ther  users .  

2 .  Con+tact the Operations Support  Group Commander t o  report  
problems o r  o f f e r  advise.  

1. Manage and schedule a l l  SR r o u t e s  i n t o  Hardwood Range. 

2 .  Ensure opera t ions  comply wi th  a l l  appropriate 
regulat ions.  

B-035.08 
AERIAL PORT 

SUPPLIER WILL,: 

1. Provide access  t o  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  Mobile Aer ia l  Por t  
Squadron t r a i n i n g .  

1. Schedule use of  f a c i l i t i e s  wi th  t h e  appropr ia te  o f f i c e  
and re turn  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  o r i g i n a l  cond i t ion .  

2 .  Ensure a l l  t r a i n i n g  complies with s a f e t y  and environ- 
mental d i r e c t i v e s .  

B-035.10 
FLIGHT OPERATION: Includes managing suppor t  a i r c r a f t  resources * and operates a c e n t r a l i z e d  aircrew l i f e  support  equipment 
a c t i v i t y .  Includes managing support  a i r c r a f t  resources and 
operates a c e n t r a l i z e d  aircrew l i f e  suppor t  equipment a c t i v i t y .  
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

w - 0 3 5 . 1 0  - CONTINUATION 

1. Provide the Receiver with support a s  determined on a 
case-by-case basis  f o r  aircrew members and operational  support 
personnel. 

RECEIVER WILL: 

1. Advise the Supplier of a l l  d i r ec t i ve  requirements. 

2 .  Act a s  l i a i son  with headquarters. 

B-035.11 
- GEODETIC SUPPORT: Includes provisions of aeronautical  cha r t s ,  

maps, f l i g h t s  information publications,  and associated a i r  
navigation materials  used i n  planning and conducting of a i r  and 
ground operations. 

6-035.15 
NUNITIONS STORAGE - Includes storage of p r i o r  approved munitions. 

SUPPLIER WILL: 

1. Provide storage space i n  munitions storage f a c i l i t y .  

2 .  Receipt f o r  and rlold munit ionsunti l  receiver  can pick up 
t o t a l  respons ib i l i ty .  

3. Provide the  sane leve l  of s e c u r i t y  as other  receivers .  

RECErnR WILL: 

1. Coordinate storage requirements. 

2 .  Accept f u l l  r espons ib i l i ty  f o r  requis i t ioning,  
inspect ing,  disposal ,  i s sue ,  accountabi l i ty ,  forecast ing,  and 
reporting.  

3. Comply with a l l  sa fe ty  requirements. 

B-035.19 
AEROSPACE GROUND EQUIPMENT (AGE): 

S U P P L r n  WILL: 

1. Provide f a c i l f  t i e s  f o r  off-equipment repair ,  including 
on-equipment repa i r  beyond the capab i l i t y  of the  receiver  
(e .g .sheet  metal, welding, machine shop, corrosion con t ro l ,  
pa in t ,  e l e c t r i c ,  nondestructive inspection ( N D I ) ,  and hydrau l ic ) .  

1. Advise of off-equipment maintenance f a c i l i t y  require-  
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S P E C I F I C  PROVISIONS 

w B-035.19 - CONTINUATION 

ments, i nc lud ing  personnel  s p e c i a l i s t  d i spa t ch  s e r v i c e s  r equ i r ed  
t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  on-equipment maintenance e f f o r t .  

EXCHANGE SERVICES: Inc ludes  s e r v i c e s  provided by t h e  Amy and 
A i r  Force  Exchange Se rv i ce .  

MUSEUMS: Inc ludes  f a c i l i t i e s  and s e r v i c e s  t h a t  d i s p l a y  o b j e c t s  
of Wisconsin National  Guard h i s t o r i c a l  m i l i t a r y  value and 
s i g n i f i c a n c e .  



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

2 7  Dec 94 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFRESLGXS 
155 2D STREET 
ROBINS AFB, GA 3 1098-6001 

FROM: 440AW/XP 
300 E COLLEGE AVE 
GMIAP ARS, MILWAUKEE WI 53207-6299 

SUBJECT: 

1. Attached is a copy of support agreement 440TA for your file. 

2. Refer questions to Maj Hamrnonds, XP, DSN 950-5590. Thank you. 

PAUL G. ~ W M O N D S ,  Maj, USAFR 
Logistics Management Officer 



VOLK FELD COMBAT READCYESS TRAINING CENTER 
WSCONSIN AlR NATIONAL, GUARD 

CAUP DO UCUS,  !\'I 

16 Dec 94 

MEMORANDUM FOR 440 AW/XP 
General Mitchell IAPS-ALS 
300 E College Ave 
Milwaukee WI 537207-6299 

- FROM: CRTCJRM 
100 Independence Or 
Volk Field ANGB, Camp Douglas WI 5461 8-5001 

SUBJECT: Support Agreements between Volk Field and 440 Airlift Wing 

1. The attached Support Agreement has been approved and is forwarded as required. 

2. If you require any additional information or have any corrections, please contact me 
1(1 (DSN 946-3231). 

. 
,<;se-rZ.SJ &, A;?:- 

THOMAS A. REIS, Lt Col, WlANG 
Resource Manager 

CC: 

HQ AFRES/LGX 
NGBILGRX 
4 AFILGB 
W IAFIC FX 
WPFO-Z 
CRTC-Z 
C RTC/DA 
C RTCIDO 
C R T C M  
C R T C M W  
C RTC/OTR 
C RTCJSVH 

u 



---- . 

A-5 Envi  ronment Comp l i ance 

-- 

OPTIONAL AEIUBUASEUEHT SUPPOAT CATEGORIES 

8-1 A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  S e r v i c e s  

8-2 Audio/Visual  S e r v i c e s  

---B-35-Other Support. 

Equipaent o p e r a t i o n ,  Uairitenance 
a n d R e p a i r  . . _ , - _ - - - - - - - .  - . -..- - ':-LC--.%-<. . 

. .  . ~.-- 



- .4 

1 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Complete Man;. a c e s  and rdd dWitional general provisions as jropridte: e.g., exceptions to printed 
proviw'ons, additional parries t O  this agreement, billing and  reimbursement instructions.) 1 

I a. The receiving components will provide the supplying component projections of requerted support. (Significant changes in the 
receiving component's support requirements shouid be submitted to the supplying component in a manner that will permit 
timely modification o f  resource requirements.) I 

. It is  the responsibility of the supplying component t o  bring any required or requested change In support to the attention of I 
934th A i r l i f t  Group, 760 M i l i t a r y  Highnay, M i n n e a p o l i s ,  UN 55450-2000 prlor to chang~ng or cancell~ng support I 1 c The component providing reimbursable support in this agreement will submit statemenu of corn to: I 
133AW/PM, 610 Malitia Drive, St Paul,-m 55111-4120 - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - -- . I 

I d. All rates expressing the unit cost of servlces provided in th~s  agreement are based on current rates wh~ch may be subject i:o 
change for uncontrollable reasons, such as leglslat~on, Do0 dlrect~ves, and commerc~al utility rate increases. The receiver will tje 

- -n -o t~ f~ed lmm-e f la te l y  of -such-ratemnges r ha t -mus  trpased-ttrmqttottrnn~portrecwen. - .- 

I e. Thts agreement may be cancelled at any tlme by mutual consent of the partles concerned. This agreement may also be 
cancelled by either party upon giving at least 180 days wr~ t ten  notlce to the other party. I I f. in case of mobilization or other emergency, this agreement rill remain in force only r ~ t h i n  supplier's capabilities. I 

I g .  RECEIVER i s  an A i r  Force Reserve u n i t  which, upon a o b i l i z a t i o n ,  1s ga ined b y  A i r  M o b i l i r y  Commsnd. 
U n ~ t  manning c o n s i s t s  o f  approx imate ly  160 o f f i c e r s ,  945 a i rmen and 358 c ~ v i l i a n s .  

h .  RECEIVER n i l 1  n o r m a l l y  be equipped w i t h  e i g h t  C-130 a i r c r a f t .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  S E C E I V E R  nas ass ignzd genera l  ana 
s p e c i a t  purpose v e h i c l e s ,  AGE and o t h e r  equipment and s u p p l i e s  t h a t  a r e  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  suppor t  o f  t h e i r  ass lgneo 

m m - t s .  --- -I ( i, Once OSO r e q u i r e s  BOS c o l l e c t i o n ,  t h e  cos t  i d e n t i f i e d  as p a r t  o f  !OS es t ima ted  r e ~ m b u r r e n e n r  n l l l  be r a l ~ d i t e d .  I 
DISTR IEUTIOtj: HQ AFRESILGX ANGRCIDEU ANGRCI LGSX 

2400 RRUSIFUF 133 AWILGX HP 4 AF/LGRX 
302 AW/XP 133 AWICC 133 AW/DCO 
HQ ANG UNICC 133 AW/OCS 133 AW/DCM 

- H U 3 M ! C C  133 N / C C  133 RIISIIGS 1 
ADDITIONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS ATTACHED: I 1 YES I 1 NO 

12. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS (& appropriate: e.g., location and size o f  occupied facilities, unique supplier and receiver responsibilities, 
conditions, requimments, quality standards, and criteria for rneasurementlreimbursement o f  unique requirementx) 

I Y A N O A T O R Y  REIMBURSEMENT SUPPOiiT. 

1. Category o f  Suppor t :  A-5 EHVIRONUENTAL COUPLIAHCE. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

P r o v i d e  s u p p o r t  t o  RECEIVER f o r  c lean-up a c t i o n s  r e s u l t i n g  from- 133AW a c t i v i t i e s  on 934AG owned p r o p e r t y .  
Uake a p p r o p r i a t e  n o t i f i c a t i o n s  o f  s p i l l s  t o  r e g u l a t o r y  a u t h o r i t i e s .  -- - - - . - -- I- - - . 

- - - - - -- - ----- I 1 2. Category o f  Suppor t :  POLICE SEAYICES. 

a. UPON YOBILIZATION, C h i e f s  o f  S e c u r i t y  f o r  133AW and 934AG will c o o r d l n a r ~  s e c u r i t y  mutual  a i d  requ i rements  t o  . - 
ensure s e c u r i t y  o f  b o t h  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  based upon paren t  command d i r e c t i v e s  and s i t u a t i o n a i  demands. - - - 

ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC PROVISIONS ATTACHED: I 1 YES I 1 NO 1 
DO Form 1144, MAR 92 (Back) 

- .- -- - - - 



- 
11. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Comp(ete Man& w c e s  and d d  additional generat p f ~ v b i o ~  u appropriate: e-g.. exceptionr to printed 

proviw'ons, additional parties to ~ .grwment billing and reimbutsement in rbucDcD~)  

The receiving components will provide the supplying component projections of requested Support. (Significant changes i n  the 

Y mceiving component's support requirements h u M  be submitted to  the supplying component i n  a manner that will permit 
timely modification of resource requirements.) 

I b. It is the responsibility of the supplying component t o  bring any required or requested change in support t o  the attention of 

I 934th Airlift Group, 160 Military Highway, Minneapol is, UN 55450-2000 prim- to  changing or cancelling support. 

I c The component providing reimbursable support in this agreement will submtt statemenu of costs to: 

I 133AW/FM, 610 Malitia Drive, St Paul, Mn 55111-4120 

I d. All rates expressing the unit cost of services provided in this agreement are based on current rater which may be'subjea to  
change for uncontrollable reasons, such as legislation, DoD directives. and commercial u t i l e  rate increases. The receiver will be 
notified immediately of such rate changes that must be passed through to  the support receivers. 

I e. This agreement may be cancelled at any time by mutual consent of the parties concerned. This agreement may also be 
cancelled by either party upon giving at lean 180 days written notice t o  the other patty. 

I f. In case of mobilization or other emergeny, this agreement will remain in force only within supplierZ capabilities. 

I g. RECEIYER is an Air Force Reserve unit which, upon mobilization, is gained by Air Yobiliry Comfirnd. 
Unit aanning consists of approximately 160 officers, 945 airmen and 358 civilians. 

I h. RECEIYER will normally be equipped with eight C-130 aircraft. In addition, the RECElYER nrs assigntd general and 
special purpose vehicles, AGE and other equipment and supplies that are required for the support o f  their assigned 
mission. This includes a p p r o x i n a t e l y l 3 6 v e h i c l e s .  

I i .  Once OSO requires BOS collection, the cost identified as part of BOS esrimatzd reisbursesenr will be ~ a l i d i t e d  

I OISTRIBUTIOtj: HQ AFRESlLGX ANGRC/DEM ANGRC/ I.GSX 
2400 RRUS/FMF 133 AH/LGX HQ 4 Af/LGRX 
302 AIIXP 133 AW/CC 133 AW/DCO 
HQ ANG UNICC 133 ANlOCS 133 AW/DCU 
HQ 133 AVICC 133 L'S/CC 133 RMS/LGS 

.................... 
AKGRC/CE 

ADDITIONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS ATTACHED: YES 1 I NO - 
12. SPECIFK PROVISIONS (As appropriate: e.g., location a d  size of occupied facilities, unique supplier and receiver responsibilities, 

conditions, requirrmenb, quality standards, and criteria for measurement/reimbursement o f  unique requtremenb.) I Q N O A T O R Y  REIYBURSEUEHT SUPPORT. 

I I .  Category of Support: A-5 ENYIRONMEN1AL COMPLIANCE. 

I a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

I Provide support to RECEIVER for clean-up actions resulting from 133AW activities o n  934AG owned property. 
Uake appropriate not if icat ions of spills to regulatory authorities. 

1 2. Category 01 Support: A-9 POLICE SERVICIRI 

I a. UPON MOBILIZATION, Chiefs of Security for 133AW and 934AG  ill coordinar~ s e c u r ~ r y  mu!aal z i d  r~quiria:nlS 10 

ensure security of both installat ions based upon parent coinmand directives end jituat ionrl deffiands. 



. . 

I 
un 9 1 6 : 3 3  1993 Page 1 

tC W Morris requested an estimate for utilities cost for the POL 
acilities for the Host/Tenant Agreement. 

his is what I came up with: 

-Current base square footage (minus 641, 643,  656) = 409,923 
-FY 9 4  estimated base utility costs for above = $357,000 
-$357 ,000  divided by 409,923 sf = $ . 8 7  a sf for utilities. 

-$ .87  X 3104  sf (bldgs 608 & pump house) = $2700  which would 
equate to an average useage. 
-Now in addition the POL facility has winter outside electrical 
hookups for truck engine heaters, the pump house is heated 
electically, and there are numberous POL pumps and 1 0  street lights. 
An estimate for additional electrical use is $ 8 0 0 0 .  

TOTAL ESTIMATE IS $10,700 

looked at the electrical metering for POL with Bernie. There are three 
eparate meters for the different systems. We need to start reading these 
~eters monthly starting now to have any idea of what the electrical con- 
:umption really is. The heaviest load will be in the winter of course with 
-11 the heaters on. 



2 .  Category of 3upp9rt: E:]-EDM!HLSIRATIVE SERVl.CKil. 

a .  $Q@PI/EE-)!IL; 

Prcv;dz a nail box for  t h e  RECEIVER. 

4. Category o f  Supporr : B_12-~UI)IgLV!SUA~-$EfiV1C_E$L 

2 .  $JTi!E!-V!ii: 

( 1 )  Provide building/section k e y  for a c c s s s  t o  pnoto lab. 

(2) Permit t h e  u s 2  o f  photo lab fscility and all photo$raphic service aquipoent o n  U T A s  o r  a s  required 
Oy 934 AG during nornal duty hours. Permit s t o r a g e  o f  equipment in secure caoinfts p r c , ~ i d e d  by t h ~  SUPPLIER. B e  
responsible for any hazardous h a s t e  s p i l l / a c c i d e ~ t .  

(3) Perf o r m  hazardous was!e n e e k i y  check. 

( 2 )  CoorCinz:e/gick-up/transport!dispos? 3 i  i a i e r d o u s  ~5ti:i;l IFli?: ~sl:i:~n/si!ver recovery D I D Q ~ ~ L :  
3s !eog!red by ?nvironnen!a; guidelines and 3 s  necessary. 

( 4 1  C;ean-l; ?!lots lab, equipinen:, a n i  r n a  !nmediate ;fez foiior;rig usr??. 

( 5 )  Asport any p r o b l e m s  w i t n  t n s  fac1lii;es to !32CS respons!bl€ psrsonnei 3r t o  t h e  building sans)?:. 

5. 12aiegorr :: Suppori: ----------------------------------- 8 - I S  FhCii!TY MAi!CE14NCi A N D  AEPAIA.  

"' " :q hi;!: a - slP,,I, ,------ 
. . 

( t i  S p e c i a i i ~ e c  :ir;! en?in&ering e ~ u i ~ m e n :  r :  a !  bf iganed t o  f!ECE!YE!l ?.s't~;:i~23:&. 

( 2 )  C o o r r i n j ! ~  ilth AiCEi7E4, reimburse ft: s1z:z of u;ili!ies as$ 312 cast .  SU??L!EI wii: 
f u c d  fcr ioin! U s e  faciiiries in area C. 

6 .  Ca!sgcry o f  Se~cor:: 8 - 2 1  i!iSi4!lhTi?N itiT::: S l ? ? i i '  1 STORAGE O?ER&TI?NS -------------------- . - -------- --------------- 



(2) Provide cryogenic liquid facility t o  include receiving, storing, maintenance and issuing cryogenic 
liquids. 

( 2 )  budge! and fund for cryogenic liquids and non-flying ;viation fuel for both SUPPL!Ea ind RECEIVER. 

(4) Share in cost o f  ekpsndables in fuels function. 

b .  RECEIL'ER WILL: 

( 1 )  Advise SUPPLIER of cryogenic liquid requirements an i auarterly b a s i s  

7: Category of Support: 8-32 TRAI?SflORTATIO~ SERVICES. (Reference agreement F ~ 6 6 5 3 - 9 3 0 0 1 - 0 0 1  J 

a. SUFPLiEi? WILL: 

Provide a covered van when possible. 

8. Cetegory of Support: 8-35 OTHER SUPPORT - EQUIPMEKT OPERATIO_IL KAINTEhANCE-$HD_-flEPA!R_L 

a .  SUFFLIER !V/Ni: 

( 1 )  Prcvids a join: use Engine Test Cell and eouicment. Ferforn upkeea and mintenance on the test 
c2l i. Assis1 RECEIVER in schedol ing reouirements. 

(2) Ccordinete fusl c ~ i l  azictsnznce fzciliiy reguircn~nts ~ i ? h  RECEIVER. Conoly with 934 AG OPlafi 
6 0 ! 0 .  

( 3 )  Frcvide RECEIVER with a joint us? A-? gtneritor Test Stznd and an k - ! X  L c a d b a ~ k .  Provide upkeep and 
maintenance on '?st Stands. 



j .  The operation of Air Guard Cofiponent (133AW) and the Reserve Ccnponent (934AGl is mutuzlly exclusive. Where 
operations can be more beneficial by merging operations, they will be addressed in this agreemen: and agresmeni 
i86633-93001-001. Post Mobilization airfield management will be the responsibility o f  the 934bE as allcwed b y  gni: 
Manning. C o m ~ a n d  ]urisGiction will be mutually exclusive except as o u t l i n ~ d  in the 2lock i 2 .  

( 1 )  The Commander, 133At will be appointed by the Adjutant General, Stzie of Minnesota. ine Ccmfiander, 
934AG wi I 1  be appointed b y  Headquarters, AFRES. 

k .  Facilities to be addressed in Category 8-15:  

.BUILDING WUMBEfi 
600 Area D 
601 Area D 
602 Area D 
605 Area D 
606 Area D 
822  Area N 
810 Are? N 

SQUARE FOOTAGE 
6,000 I A R L  
5,OOq EAR L  
1,344 

7 0 
1,166 
2,456 

20,000 

REMARKS 

-- 

)HN D. BROMAN, Brig Gen, MNANG 

\ ~ d j t t a n t  General \ -\ 

RALPH CONTE, GM-15 
Chie f ,  Plans & Programs D i v i s i o n  
Engineering & Services 





r*- 
- ..- 

934 A i r l i f t  Grwp 133rd A i r l i f t  Wing 

760 M i t i t a r y  Highway 631 Minuteman Dr ive 

St. Paul, M n  55111-4116 
(POC - Ma J Rosburg, DSN 825-5656) 

MANDATORY REIMBURSEMENT SUPPORT CATEGORIES 

A-5 Environmental Canpliance Volune o f  Work 

A-6 F i r e  Protect ion Square Footage o f  Faci L i  t i e s  

A-8 Morale and Fitness Sumort Assigned Persomel E l i g i b l e  

A-9 Pol ice Services Assigned Personnel 

OPTIONAL REIMBURSEMENT SUPPORT CATEGORIES 

0-1 Achin is t ra t ive Services Volune o f  Work 

8-6 C m n i c a t i o n s  Services fime and Materials 

8-15 F a c i l i t y  Maintenance and Repair Square Footage o f  F a c i l i t i e s  

8-16 Finance and Accwnting Assigned Personnel 



- 
11. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Complete Hank spaces and add additional general provisions as appropriate: e.g., exceptions t o  printtzd 

provisions, additional parties t o  this agreement, billing and reimbursement instructions.) 

I a. The receiving components will provide the supplying component projections of requested support. (Significant changes in the 
receiving component's support requirements should be submitted t o  the supplying component i n  a manner that wi l l  perrrtit 
timely modification o f  resource requirements.) 

b. tt is the responsibility of the supplying component t o  bring any required or requested change in support t o  the attention of 

I Mn 5 5 1 1 1 - L l l h  prlor to changlng or cancelling support 

1 c The component provtdlng reimbursable suppot? in  this a.greement will submr statements of c m  to: 
OLEX 2400 RRMS/CAFO, Dobbins AFB, GA f o r  Categorles B-6 and 8-32 

, d. All rates expressing the unit cost of services provided in  this agreement are based on current rates which may be subject t o  

change for uncontrollable reasons, such as legislation, DOD directives, and commercial uttltty rate increases. The receiver wi l l  be 
notified immediately of such rate changes that  must be passed through to  the support recetvers. 

e. Thts agreement may be cancelled at  any time by mutual consent of the parties concerned. Th~s agreement may also be 
cancelled by e~ther party upon givlng at least 180 days written notice t o  the other party. 

f. In case of mobilization or other emergency, this agreement wi l l  remain in force only w ~ t h i n  supplier's capabilities. 

I g. RECEIVER i s  an Ai r  National Guard init which, upon mobil izat ion, i s  gained by A i r  MobiLity Ccmnand except 237 ATCF 

208WF vhich are ACC gained. Uni t  m a ~ i n g  consists of approximately 225 of f icers ,  1,200 airmen ard 30 c iv i l i ans .  

h. RECEIVER w i l l  normally be equipped w i th  e ight  C-130 a i r c r a f t .  In add i t im ,  the  RECEIVER has assigned general and 

special p rpose  vehicles, AGE a d  other equipnent and s u w l i e s  that are required f o r  the swpor t  of t h e i r  assigned 

mission. This includes approximately 230 vehicles. 

I i. Once OSD requires BOS col lect ion, the cost i d e n t i f i e d  as par t  of BOS, estimated reimbursement w i l l  be validated. I 
I DISTRIBUTION: HP AFRESILGX NGB/DEH NGB/LGSX 

2400 RRMS/FHF 133 AU/LGX Ha 4 AF/LGRX 

302 AU/XP 934 AG/XP 934 OG/CC 

934 AGISE 934 AG/FM 934 SPTG/CEBD 

934 SPTG/MSMC 934 SPTG/CE 

934 SPTG/SP Ha ANG MN/CC 

DAVID A. SUANBURG 

ADDlTlONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS ATTACHED: I><] YES NO 
12. SPECIFK PROVISIONS (& appropriate: e.g., location and size Of occupied facilities, uncque supplier and receiver responsibilities, 

conditions, requirements, quality standards, and criteria for measurementlreimbunement o f  unique requirements.) 

I MANDATORY REIMBURSEMENT WPPORT I 
I 1. Category of Support: A-1 Comnand - Pub1 i c  A f f a i r s  

I a. SUPPLIER UILL: 

Serve as the f i n a l  releasing au thor i t y  f o r  a i r c r a f t  accidents/incidents f o r  934 AG or AFRES accidents. 

Coordinate a l l  proposed news releases concerning a i r c r a f t  accidents invoiving RECEIVER'S a i rc ra f t ,  t o  include designated 

representatives of both u i i t s ,  wi th  133 AW/CC and AGMN/AGANG Publ ic A f fa i r s  Off ice. Also, d i s t r i t w t e  a copy o f  each 

news release concerning accidents or incidents t o  AFRES a i r c r a f t  with HO AFRES/PA. 

( b. RECEIVER WILL: 

1 
C w l y  with SUPPLIER direct ives. 

i 
ADDlTlONAL SPECIFIC PROVISIONS ATTACHED: YES n NO 

OD Form 1144, MAR 92 (Back) 



j. This agreement includes the use o f  c e r t a i n  f a c i l i t i e s  o f  the 934 A i r l i f t  Group by 133 A i r l i f t  Uing (133 AU) 

as rm tua l l y  agreed through appropr iate l icenses and agreements wi th  934 A i r l i f t  G row (934 AG). The operat ion of 

Reserve Carponent (934AG) ard  the A i r  Guard Canponent (133AW) i s  n u t u a l l y  exclusive. Where operations can be more 

b e n e f i c i a l  by merging operations, they ui ll be addressed in t h i s  agreement and agreement 133AU-93001-001. Post 

Mob i l i za t i on  a i r f i e l d  management w i t1  be the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  the 934AG as allowed b y  U n i t  Manning. C m r d  

j u r i s d i c t i o n  u i l l  be rmtua l l y  exc lus ive except as o u t l i n e d  i n  the Block 12. 

(1) The Comnander, 934AG n i l 1  be a p i n t e d  b y  Headquarters AFRES (and 22AF). The Comnander, 133AW u i l l  be 
appointed by the Adjutant General, S ta te  o f  Minnesota. 

k. 934th A i r l i f t  Groq, F a c i l i t i e s  t o  be j o i n t  use w i th  RECEIVER and addressed i n  Category 6-15: 

BUI LO I N G  NUMBER 

600 Area D 

601 Area 0 

602 Area 0 

605 Area D 

606 Area D 

617 Area D 

822 Area N 

870 Area N 

SQUARE FOOTAGE REMARKS 

6,000 BARL 

5,000 BARL 

1,344 

70 

1,760 

2,560 

2,450 Non-Destructive Inspect ion Shop i s  used by 

133 AW/MA on an equ i tab le  j o i n t  use basis. 

The Fuel Ce l l  Maintenance F a c i l i t y  i s  j o i n t  

use--yet maintained a rd  managed by the 

SUPPLIER. Use o f  the f a c i l i t y  i s  on an 

equitable bas is  between SUPPLIER and 

RECEIVER. 

The Explosive A i r c r a f t  Parking Spot i d e n t i f i e d  

i n  the Base Canprehensive Plan i s  a j o i n t  use 

area. 

ND. BROMAN, B r i g  Gen, MNANG 

RALPH C O N ~ E ,  GM-15 
Ch ie f ,  p lans  & Programs D i v i s i o n  
Eng ineer ing  & Serv ices  



MTIONAL REIMBURSEMENT SUPPORT CATEGOR IES (CONTINUED) 

8-19 Housing and Lodging Services 

8-21 I n s t a l l a t i o n  R e t a i l  Supply and Storage Operations 

8-31 Tra in ing Services 

8-32 Transportat ion Services 

8-35 Other Support: 

Base Operations 

Equipment Operation, Maintenance 

and Repair 

BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT ESTIMATED REIMBURSEMENT 

Assigned Persomel 0.00 

Shared Usage, Actual Cost, 5920.00 

Marpower 

Assigned Persomel 0.00 

Assigned Persomel 3902 .OO 

Assigned Persomel 

Actual B i l l i n g s  



ADOITIOWAL SPECIFIC PROVISIOYS - BLOa: 12 COYTIMlED 

MANDATORY REIMBURSEMENT SUPPORT 

2. Category o f  Support: A-5 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

Provide support t o  RECEIMR for  c l e a n - q  actions resu l t i ng  from 934AG a c t i v i t i e s  on 133AW licensed 

property. Make appropriate no t i f i ca t ions  of s p i l l s  t o  regulatory authori t ies. 

3. Category o f  Support: A-6 F I R E  PROTECTION. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

Provide s t ructura l  f i r e  protect ion v i a  contract with the Metropol i tan Ai rpor ts  Carmission (MAC). ALSO 

provide s t ructura l  f i r e  protection/prevention t ra in ing  and inspection services as required by A i r  Force 

Regut at  ion. 

b. RECEIMR WILL: 

Canply with SUPPLIER'S direct ives and provide assistance as required; appoint f i r e  marshals i f  needed. 

4. Category o f  S w o r t :  A-8 MORALE AND FITNESS SUPPORT. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

Provide services i n  accordance with governing direct ives. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

Coordinate desires ard requirements with SUPPLIER. 

5. Category o f  Support: A-9 POLICE SERVICES. 

a. UPON MOBILIZATION, Chiefs of Security fo r  133AU ard 934AG w i l l  coordinate secur i ty  m ~ t u a l  a i d  re- 

quirements t o  ensure secur i ty  o f  both insta l la t ions based upon parent c m n d  di rect ives and s i t u a t i o m l  demands. . . 

OPTIONAL REIMBURSEMENT SUPPORT 

6. Category o f  Support: 0-1 ADMlNlSTRATIM SERVICES. 

a. SUPPLIER UILL: 

(1) Responsibi l i t ies as out l ined i n  Atch 2, AFR 11-4 t o  provide central  pickup and del ivery point  f o r  

Armed Forces Courier Service. 

(2) Provide ma i l  box f o r  RECEIVER. 



w 7. Category o f  Support: 0-6 CaVlUNlCATlON SERVICES. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

(1 )  Accept proper ly  prepared na r ra t i ve  and/or ca rd  format messages on d i s k  f o r  autod in  transmission. 

Process autod in  received messages on d i ske t te  f o r  t he  RECEIVER f o r  p ick-up a t  B u i l d i n g  761, Area N. 

(2) The 934 CF/SCMBS w i  l l provide Secure Telephone U n i t  (STU- I I I) user support in the  f o l l o u i n g  areas: 

(a) Customer educat ion t o  include l i m i t e d  t r a i n i n g  on STU-111 use, (b) Ordering o f  COMSEC keying m t e r i a l  i n  the 

form of  C r y p t o - i g n i t i o n  Keys (CIKS), (c) Guidance, (d) Enforce A i r  Force STU-I11 p o l i c y  i n  accordance u i t h  

AFSSI-3007, (e) Trouble-shooting ( l i m i t e d  maintenance) shor t  o f  r e tu rn ing  the te rmina l  t o  t he  vendor. 

(3)  COHSEC Accomt 669010 i s  assigned the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  p rov id ing COHSEC scpport t o  a l l  A i r  Force 

Reserve and A i r  Nat ional  Guard m i t s  i n  the Twin C i t i e s  area. The COMSEC account provides suFport i n  accordance 

u i t h  AFKAG-1, AFKAG-2, AFR 56 se r i es  regulat ions,  and app l icab le  AFSSIs. 

(4) Provide telephone support t o  the  133 AU and o ther  A i r  Nat ional  Guard m i t s  i n  t he  area w i t h i n  the 

reasonable c a p a b i l i t y  o f  t he  SUPPLIER. Service i s  l i m i t e d  t o  main ta in ing cable feeds t o  the  A i r  Nat ional  Guard 

and p rov id ing  the phone b i l l i n g  f o r  the A i r  Nat iona l  Guard t o  v e r i f y  i t s  FTS and overseas c a l l i n g  charges. 

(5) Provide access t o  and use o f  shredder t o  o f f i c e s  r e q u i r i n g  des t ruc t i on  o f  COHSEC mater ia l .  SUPPLIER 

w i l l  p rov ide d i r e c t i o n  on use o f  shredder and b r i e f  o f f i c e s  on t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  regarding secur i ty,  safety, 

and clean-up. 

( 6 )  Provide the f a c i l i t y  and t r a i n i n g  a ids  t o  Camunications-Cotrputer Operators (AFSC 491x1) assigned t o  

the 133 CS i n  order f o r  them t o  accunplish t h e i r  r equ i red  t r a i n i n g  and maintain p ro f i c i ency  i n  both comnunications 

center and s n i t c h  board operations. Cperators assigned t o  934 CF/SCM w i l l  be r e s p n s i b l e  f o r  overseeing and 

a s s i s t i n g  133 CS personnel wh i le  they are  present i n  t he  comnunications center and switchboard. 934 CF/SCMBS w i l l  

ensure t ha t  133 CS personnel a re  added t o  the requ i red  access l i s t s .  934 CF/SCM u i l l  assign operator nunbers t o  

133 CS operators when appl icable.  

(7) The 934 CF/SC w i l l  maintain a master L i s t i n g  o f  a l l  HF and LMR frequencies ancl requests f o r  new 

frequencies. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

(1) Designate agents f o r  133 AW and o ther  A i r  NationaL Guard w i t s  t h a t  r equ i re  n a r r a t i v e  and/or card 

format se rv i ce  i n  accordance wi th  AFR 700-7. Each mit w i l l  ensure t h a t  t h e i r  agent has the proper clearance 

and rece ip t s  f o r  the  messages i n  a t ime ly  manner a t  B ldg 761, Area N. 

(2) Procure t h e i r  own STU-I I I phones (funded by  RECEIVER) and be responsible f o r  t u r n - i n  o f  terminals t o  

vendors f o r  maintenance; however, they u i l l  coord inate  a l l  p l rchases and tu rn - i ns  o f  STU-111's t o  vendors p r i o r  t o  

ac tua l  p l r chase / tu rn - i n  w i t h  the  934th COHSEC Manager. 

(3) Manage t h e i r  COMSEC user accomts  i n  accordance w i t h  AFRES p o l i c i e s  as the  monitor ing headquarters 

f o r  COMSEC accomt  669010 i s  HO AFRES/SCMBS. 

(4) V e r i f y  the Lega l i t y  and v a l i d i t y  o f  telephone c a l l s  and r e t u r n  b i l l s  t o  the Telephone Adn in is t ra tor  

f o r  payment. RECEIVER w i l l  reimburse SUPPLIER f o r  FTS and overseas charges. 



( 5 )  Comply u i t h  SUPPLIER'S instmct ions regarding securi ty,  safety, and clean-up o f  shredder. RECEIVER 

w i l l  schedule appointments f o r  use of shredder and provide t h e i r  oun witnessing a d  destruct ion o f f i c ia l s .  

(6) Designate a qua l i f i ed  individual t o  work u i t h  SUPPLIER 8nd help solve any problems encomtered u i t h  

ind iv iduals  assigned dut ies i n  the comnnications center and sui tchboard. RECEIVER u i  ll ensure assigned operators 

understand t h e i r  respons ib i l i t i es  regarding c m i c a t i o n s ,  information, and physical security. 133 CS operators 

u i l l  conply u i t h  a l l  appl icable SUPPLIER operating instructions. 133 CS operators must ho ld  a current TOP 

SECRET/NATO SECRET clearance and f i l l  out a AFCOHSEC Form 9, Cryptographic Access Br ie f ing  c e r t i f i c a t e  in order t o  

gain access and t r a i n  i n  the comnurications center. RECEIVER secur i t y  manager i s  responsible for providing the 

9 3  CF/SCMBS u i t h  an q - t o - d a t e  l i s t  of individuals authorized t o  have access t o  the commnications center and 

suitchboard. The 133 CS secur i ty  manager i s  required t o  keep t h i s  l i s t  current a t  a l l  times. The 133 CS 

secur i ty  manager u i l l  provide copies of a l l  applicable secur i ty  paperuork t o  the 934 CF/SCMBS (the o r i g i n a l  copy 

o f  the AFCOMSEC Form 9 nust be given to  934 CF/SCMBS). The 133 CS security; manager u i l l  i d i a t e l y  n o t i f y  the 

934 CF/SCMBS o f  any adverse information o r  clearance adjudications on operators who are authorized access t o  the 

camunicat ims center. 133 CS operators w i l l  be required t o  perform required recurr ing t ra in ing  in accordance 

u i t h  COMSEC regulations. 133 CS operators u i l l  be responsible f o r  using t h e i r  assigned operator n u h e r s  i n  order 

t o  d is t inguish them from other operators assigned dut ies i n  the cannunications center and suitchboard. The 133 

CS i s  responsible for  providing qua l i f i ed  persomel t o  t r a i n  neu operators. 

( 7 )  Request t h e i r  own frequencies through the A i r  National Readiness Center but w i l l  copy the 934 CF/SC 

on a l l  f reqwncy requests so as t o  avoid any redundancy o r  overlap o f  any frequency. 

8. Category of Support: 8-15 FACILITY MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

(1) Specialized c i v i l  engineering e q u i p n t  u i l l  be loaned t o  RECEIMR as available. 

(2) Coordinate with RECEIVER, reirrburse fo r  share o f  u t i l i t i e s  and OBM cost. SUPPLIER w i l l  fmd 
f o r  Joint Use f a c i l i t i e s  i n  area N. 

(3) Maintain master Real Property records fo r  a l l  RECEIMR licensed real  estate, u t i l i t i e s  and 
f a c i l i t i e s .  Perform Real Property reporting t o  the USAF and provide a l l  data copies t o  the 133rd CES. 

( 4 )  Budget a d  provide for  a suitable drop zone f o r  j o i n t  SUPPLIER-RECEIVER use. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

(1) Provide revolving inventory of a l l  Real Property t o  SUPPLIER; provide rea l  property vouchers and 

supporting docunents t o  SUPPLIER for  q x h t i n g  the master rea l  property records. 

9. Category o f  Support: 8-16 FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

(1) Provide emergency advance t ravel  and act ive duty payments t o  members of the 133 AU and u n i t s  

supported by them. Services are given only uhen time constraints do not  permit the normal support base(s-) t o  

provide t h i s  service. 

(2) FOR MOBlLlZATION ONLY. Provide normal disbursing agent functions wr AFH 177-108. 



b. RECEIVER WILL: 

(1) Advise SUPPLIER by telephone and prepare necessary d o c w n t s  t o  process the payment(s1. 

(2) FOR MOBILIZATION ONLY. Provide detai led accomting and finance information and docunenis as 

required by the desiqnated finance off ice. 

10. Category o f  Support: 6-19 HOUSING AND LOOGING SERVm. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

(1) Provide a l l  VOQNAQ lodging f o r  RECEIVER personnel w i th in  t h e i r  capabi l i ty,  t o  include other 

persomel conducting business with the RECEIVER, during inact ive and act ive duty periods. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

(1)  Coordinate known and programned personnel housing requirements u i t h  SUPPLIER Lodging Of f i ce  t o  

ensure t imely arrangements of housing needs. Reikurse SUPPLIER a t  established rates. 

(2) Traveler w i l l  f m d  f o r  a l l  contract quarters obl igat ions incurred by SUPPLIER fo r  TDY DOO persomel 

who are v i s i t i n g  and conducting business u i t h  RECEIVER. Reimbursement w i l l  be acconplished d i r e c t l y  between 

vendor and traveler.  

11. Category o f  Support: 6-21 INSTALLATION RETAIL SUPPLY & STORAGE OPERATIONS. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

(1) Provide av ia t ion  fue l  f a c i l i t y  t o  include receiving, s to r ing  and bulk  shipments of av ia t ion  fue l  t o  

RECEIVER through d a i l y  consol idat ion of f i l l s t a n d  issues as defined i n  Dm LICQ.25M. Provide parking f a c i l i t y  fo r  

RECEIVER'S fue l ing  vehicles. 

( 2 )  Operate receiver 's cryogenic f a c i l i t y  during other than normal 

duty hours with p r i o r  coordination. 

(3) Share i n  cost of expendables i n  fuels function. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

(1) Advise SUPPLIER of av iat ion fuel requirements on a monthly basis. 

12. Category o f  Support: 6-31 TRAINING SERVICES. 

a. SUPPLIER UILL: 

Coordinate use o f  the Small Arms F i r ing  Range fo r  SUPPLIER a d  RECEIVER personnel and other using 

agencies. Ensure f i r i n g  range schedules are compatible with ptb l ished UTA and F ie ld  Training Periods. 

b. RECEIVER UILL: 

Coordinate small arms t ra in ing requirements and schedules wi th  SUPPLIER. Operate small arms range during 

periods scheduled f o r  SUPPLIER'S u t i l i z a t i o n  i n  accordance u i t h  published direct ives. 



13. Category o f  Support: 8-32 TRANSPORTATION SERVICES. (Reference agreement 133AW-93001-001.) 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

Provide biweekly t r anspo r ta t i on  o f  RECEIVER'S PMEL equipment t o  and from 148 FG in accordance u i t h  T.O. 

00-20-14 para 3-9. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

Coordinate u i t h  SUPPLIER f o r  PIEL requirements. 

14.  Category o f  Support: 8-35 OTHER SUPPORT -BASE OPERATIONS. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

Coordinate u i t h  RECEIVER on the use o f  l oca l  t r a i n i n g  routes and Jordan Drop Zone. Act as the  s i n g l e  

po in t  o f  contact  w i t h  USAFIFC/OI regarding changes t o  FLIP docunents. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

Provide own base operat ions r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  u n i t  owned a i r c r a f t  operat ions and a i r c r a f t  v i s i t i n g  the  

133 AU. Coordinate u i t h  SUPPLIER f o r  the  use o f  the Jordan Drop Zone and l oca l  t r a i n i n g  routes. 

15. Category o f  Support: 8-35 OTHER SUPPORT - EQUIPMENT OPERATION, MAINTENANCE AN0 REPAIR. 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

(1) Provide a j o i n t  use ND1 f a c i l i t y  and t r a i n i n g  f o r  RECEIVER'S personnel w i t h i n  e x i s t i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

Coordinate NDI nu tua l  support requirements through AFRES//ANG Maintenance Control  dur ing  the absence o f  SUPPLIER 

NO1 Technician. 

(2) Provide necessary manpower f o r  operat ion o f  the Engine Test Ce l l  when SUPPLIER engines a re  being 

tested. Coordinate u i t h  RECEIVER'S Maintenance Control  on scheduling requirements. 

(3 )  Provide a j o i n t  use f u e l  c e l l  maintenance f a c i l i t y .  Respond t o  emergencies as requ i red by  934 AG 

OPlan 6610. 

( 4 )  Provide necessary manpower f o r  operat ion check out o f  SUPPLIER'S LRU on RECEIVER'S A-2 Generator 

Test Stand and A-1A Loadbank. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

(1) Provide SUPPLIER u i t h  know NDI s w p o r t  requirements on a t ime l y  basis. Also, coordinate NDI mutual 

support requirements through AFRES and ANG Maintenance Control  dur ing per iods o f  absence o f  RECEIVER NDl 

Technician. 

(2) Coordinate the  scheduling requirements f o r  f u e l  c e l l  w i t h  Suppl ier .  
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Category b-16 Finance and Account ing 

F'rocpsslng of t r a v e l  advances. Se t t lements  a r e  n o t  p r o c e - z - s ~ d  b v  
suppll e r .  Es t  1 mated number o f  advances per  year a r e  2bi.j. F'r-oies.sl ng 
t i m e  i s  approx imate ly  ZU mlnutes pe r  voucher t o  i n c l u d e  comput.iriy, 
aud l  t l n g ,  payment and da ta  p rocess ing  i n p u t .  

erade Hour ly  Hate F r r  nge #: H o ~ ! r s  I ' o t a l  Cost 

Cost f o r  i t e m  8-16 UD Form 1144 9 : ~  , 291 . i:)v 

Category B-21 I n s t a l  l a t i o n  R e t a i l  Supply and Storage Operat ions. 

f o l l o w i n g  cos t s  a r e  es t imates  based on p rev lous  years  cost of  suppiles 
P O L  operat ions.  Est imated percentage ot usage f o r  t h e  ~~~~~d AW is 33%. 
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FROM: XPMR 

SUBJ: Support Agreement - 934 AG and 133 AW (#934HI) (Your Ltr, 
15 Nov 93) 

-- TO: LGX 
-- - -- - 

1. The subject support agreement was evaluated by the 
~equirements Branch. The result of this evaluation reveals that 
the supplier requires no additional manpower to provide the 
support described therein. 

Po' t of contact is SMSgt Sillery, XPMRC, ext 71935. 

&~c - 

Deputy Chief, Manpower & Orgn Div 



- .. 
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Headquarters 148th Fighter Group 934th Airlift Group 

Minnesota Air National Guard 760 Military Highway 

OPT!ONAC RElMEUR5E?!ENT SUPPCRT L4TES3RIES 

8-12 Equipment Operation, Maintenance, and Repair T i m e  and Materials 

8- 13 Explosive Ordnarrce Assigned Personnel 

8-21 Installation Retail Supply and Storage Operations Assigned Personnel 

OD Form 1144, MAR 92 Prevtous edittons are ohsolere. 4 ~ 2 ~ 7 7  



- 
11. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Complete blank spaces and add additional general provwonr as appropriate: e.g., exceptions to printed 

provisioru, aWitiona/ pam'es to this agreement billing and rrimbutsemem instructions.) 

I a. The receiving componentr will provide the supplying component projections of requested support. (Significant changes in the 
receiving componem's suppon rcquiremerrtr shouid be ~ubmincd  to the supplying component in r manner that will permit 
timely modificarion o f  resource requirements.) 

I b. It is the respons~bility of the supplying component to  rlng &n+r~&$d~0r requested change in suppofl to the attention of 
934 A i r l i f t  Group, 760 Mi l i tary H~ghuay, Mlnneapo!ii, 

prior to changing or cancelling suppoiz. 

c The component provid~ng r e i m b u ~ b l e  support in this agreement will submit statements of c w  to: 

1 4 8 t h  FG/FM, 4680 V i p e r  S t r e e t ,  D u l u t h  MN 55811-6031 

d. All rates expressing the unit Con of services provided in this agreement are based on current rates which may be subjec: to 
change for uncontrollable reasons. such as legislation, Do0 directlves, and commercial utility rate increases. The receiver will be 
notified immediately of such rate changes that must be parred through to  the support recelven. 

I e. This agreement may be cancelled at any time by mutual consent of the parties concerned. This agreement may also be 
cancelled by either party upon glvtng at lean 180 days written notice to  the other pa-. 

I f. In use  of mobilization or other emergency. this agreement will remain in force only within supplier's opabilities. 

S. The 934th i s  an A i r  Force Reserve A i r l i f t  Group Located a t  Mimeapolis-St Paul international Airport uhich i s  

approximately 160 miles South of Duluth IAP, MN. The 934th AG consists of approximately 160 Officers, 945 Airmen, and 358 

Civilians. 

h. The mission of the 934th i s  to a i r l i f t  troops, suwl ies and equipnent in to  prepared or lnprepared areas either by 

parachute or by airtandings and to continuously supply those forces unit1 they are withdraun by other means. Also, 

accanpl ish mediun range a i r l i f t  of supplies, persmnel, and equipnent for  the canbat forces i n  the front Lines or elseuhere 

u i  th in  the theater of operations. 

i. Once OSD requires BOS collection, the cost ident i f ied as part of BOS estimat rsement w i  11 be revalidated. 

KG 

Distribution: HQ AFRES/LGX HO 4 AF/LGB 2400 RRMS/ACFM 
302 AU/XP 934 SPTG/FM 934 LG/LGT/LGS 

934 AG/XP NGB/LGX 148 FIG/LGX 

ADDITIONAL GENEML PROVISIONS ATTACHED: 1 I YES NO 
12. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS (As appropriate: e.g., location and size o f  occupied facilities, unique supplier and receiver re.crponsibilities, 

conditions, requirements, quality nandrrdr. and criteria for measurememlreimbunemem o f  unique requirements.) 

OPTIONAL REIMBURSABLE SUPPORT 

1. Category of S w r t :  6-12 EQUIPMENT OPERATION. MAINTENANCE. AND REPAIR 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

(1) Provide cal ibration repair and cer t i f i ca t ion  of Test Measurenent and Oiagnostics Equipnent (THDE) a t  

intervals specified i n  USAF T.O. 33K-1-100-2. Provide RECEIVER with monthly schechles, Master I m n t o r y  Listings, and 

copies of local directives prescribing procedures to  be followed for processing TWE for calibration. Certifying forms anti 

labels u i l l  be i n  accordance with 1.0. 00-20-14. 

( 2 )  Provide control and scheduling procedures for  TWE as outlined i n  ANG Regulation 66-14 and Duluth ANGB 

Regulation 66-36. 

I ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC PROVISIONS ATTACHED: YES 1 1 NO 

DO F o r m  1144, MAR 92 (Back) 
J 



RALPH CONTE, GM-15 
Ch ie f ,  P lans  & Programs D i v i s i o n  
E n g i n e e r i n g  & S e r v i c e s  



30 June 1993 

SUBJECT: Estimated Reimbursement Data for Agreement 4804 

The following cost is estimated for Agreement 4804 with 148th Fighter Group, 
Minnesota Air National Guard, Duluth, MN 55811-5000. 

Item B-12. Equipment Operation, Maintenance and Repair 

Cost for calibration repair and certification 

FY 93 estimated cost: $4,000.00 

$4,000.00 N 94 estimated costs: 

Estimated cost for item B-12, DD Form 1144 

Management Analyst 



w 
OPTIONAL REIMGURSEHENT SUPPORT 

ADDITIOYAL SPECIFIC PRWISIOIIS - BLM: 12 mWTIYXD 

( 3 )  Inspect TMOE upon rece ip t  t o  ensure i t  i s  clean and canplete p r i o r  t o  acceptance f o r  ca l i b ra t i on .  N o t i f y  

RECEIVER when copies of techn ica l  data are required. 

( 6 )  Perform emergency o r  p r i o r i t y  maintenance o f  TMOE uhen j u s t i f i e d  i n  u r i t i n g  and uhen repa i r  i s  w i t h i n  

SUPPLIER capab i l i t y .  

( 5 )  Coordinate w i t h  Base S u w l y  t o  es tab l ish  a loca l  organizat ion code, sk.0 code a r d  PFHR f o r  pa r t s  

requ i s i t i oned  t o  repa i r  RECEIVER1s TMDE. Coordinate u i t h  FM t o  ensure adequate f m d s  have k e n  t ransfer red t o  the account 

by the RECEIVER. Advise RECEIVER uhen PFMR requires f u d s  replenishment. 

- b. RECEIVER WILL: 

(1  Provide the P rec i s i on  Measurement Equipment Laboratory (PMEL) Scheduler u i t h  an i n i t i a l  l i s t i n g  o f  TMDE, i n  

Par t  Number sequence, r e q u i r i n g  c a l i b r a t i o n  support. Ve r i f y  m n t h l y  schedules 'and Master Inventory 1 i s t i n g  f o r  accuracy of 

data provided by  the SUPPLIER a r d  r e t u r n  one signed copy t o  the PMEL Scheduler w i t h i n  f i v e  uorking days o f  rece ip t .  Corrply 

w i th  es tab l ished procedures f o r  processing TMDE f o r  c a l i b r a t i o n  as per Duluth ANGB Regulation 66-36. 

( 2 )  Coordinate u i t h  the  TbQE Scheduler (DSN 825-7445) on a l l  unscheduled maintenance/calibration requirements 

p r i o r  t o  d e l i v e r i n g  such equipnent t o  PMEL. Coordination may be acconplished by  telephone. 

(3)  De l i ve r  TM)E t o  t he  148th FIG/PHE Laboratory, Bldg 385 ANG-ANNEX, Duluth IAP, HN. Ensure TMDE i s  pro tec ted 

dur ing  t r a n s i t  e i t h e r  on a padded surface o r  in shipping cases. Inspect MDE p r i o r  t o  de l i ve ry  t o  ensure items a re  c lean 

and canplete u i t h  a l l  accessories requ i red f o r  ca l ib ra t ion .  Provide the SUPPLIER w i t h  a l l  necessary techn ica l  data f o r  

TMDE mdergo ing c a l i b r a t i o n / r e p a i r  when requested. Perform a l l  organizat ional  m a i n t e ~ n c e  requirements p r i o r  t o  d e l i v e r y  

IAU 1.0. 33-1-27. 

( 4 )  Request pr ior i ty/emergency request f o r  ca l i b ra t i on / repa i r  i n  w r i t i n g  as per Duluth ANGB Regulat ion M-36. 

Priority/Emergency serv ice  w i l l  no t  be provided i f  su i t ab le  subs t i t u te  equipnent i s  avai lable.  ALL requests nust be signed 

by the Un i t  Maintenance O f f i c e r  s t a t i n g  tha t  a su i t ab le  subs t i t u te  i s  not ava i lab le .  

(5) FM w i l l  p rov ide necessary funds f o r  t h e i r  PfMR and respond t o  p e r i o d i c  requests f o r  replenishment of  same t o  

ensure adequate monies a re  ava i l ab le  f o r  SUPPLIER :o r e q u i s i t i o n  spare pa r t s  f o r  r epa i r  o f  SUPPLIER TMDE. 

2 .  Category o f  Support: 8-13 EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE 

a. SUPPLIER UILL: 

1.  Receipt f o r ,  s to re  and inspect those class lsAat rmni t ions  requ i red by the  934th secu r i t y  Po l i ce  S q u a d r ~  (SPS) 

IAU AFR 125-26, Atch 1. AFT0 Form 15 u i l l  be maintained by the 148th M tn i t i ons  Branch and custody storage provided. These 

c lass  "Ag1 m m i t i o n s  are  requ i red  t o  s-rt OPlan taskings. 

2. Provide the i nves t i ga t i on ,  detect ion,  l oca t i on  marking, i n i t i a l  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  and repor t ing  of suspect 

explosive ordnance, t o  inc lude render ing-safe, recovery, and f i n a l  disposal o f  mexpioded explosive ordnance. This may 

include the render ing-saf e o r  d isposa l  of explosive ordnance (Eo) which has becan hazardous by damage or  deter io ra t ion .  



w' b. RECEIVER WILL: 

:. Val idace requi;ments, order and ship required nuni tions to SUPPLIER. Upcn notification of deployment, 

QECEIVEX u i  l L request issuance of m w i  tions to authorized SPS representatives. Authorized SPS representative ui l l be 
idenriiied by a List of rhose persomet listed in part I l l  of AF Form 68, Urnitions Authorization Record. 

2 .  Ccmply uirh SUPPLIER'S directives ard provide assistance within existing capabilities. 

3. Category of Support: 8-21 1NSTALLATlON RETAIL SUPPLY AND STORAGE OPERATIONS 

a. SUPPLIER 2ILL: 

Perform quarterly inventory and reporting responsibilities as prescribed in AFR :36-12, Chap 4-15b(l)(b)2 and 

provide results to 934th LGS (MASO). 

b. RECEIVE!? WILL: 

Provide prescribed notification and informtion to 148 FIG/HAUS to accomplish quarterly inventory, establish 

supporting documentation, and report results/findings per AFR 136-12, Chap 4, Para 4-15. 



- - - 

SUPPORT AGREEMENT I 
1. AGREEMENT NUMBER 

(Prowded by Supplier) 
'505-92254-002 

440th Airlift Wing 
General Mitchel IAP ARS 
300 E College Ave 
Milwaukee, WI 53207-6299 

b MAJOR COMMAND 

AFRES 

USPFO for Wisconsin 

2. SUPERSEDED AGREEMENT NO. 
(If this replaces another agreement) 

Det 1 HQ STARC (TRP CMD) WIARNG 
350 E College Wve, Bldg 301 
Milwaukee, WI 53207-6298 

b. MAJOR COMMAND 

WIARNG 
I 

SPFO for Wisconsin 

\*I xgnarure 
amp Douglas, WI 54618-500 (608) 427-7233 

1 ,.-A- e.--. . I a - .  -. . 

n (5) Date Signed 

- 

YlNG ACTIVITY 
a NAME AND ADDRESS 

. - I - / 128 Sep 92 
INATION (Complete only when agreement is tcnninated prior to scheduled expiration date.) 

VlNG AUTHORITY SIGNATURE b. DATE SIGNED c. APPROVING AUTHORITY SIGNATURE d. DATE SIGNED 

6. RECEIVING ACTIVITY 
a NAME AND ADDRESS 

3. EFFECTIVE DATE (YYMMDD) 

921015 

7. SUPPORT PROVIDED BY SUPPLIER 

a SUPPORT (Spccrfy what, when, where, and how much) 

A-9 police Services 

The 440th Airlift Wing hereby agrees: 
1. TO daily monitor the intrusion 
detection system installed in Bldg 
301. 
2. Serve as first responder police 
force in the event of an alarm, 

I I I 
DD F o r m  1144, MAR 92 Previous editions are obsolete. 4 0 2 ~ 7 7  

4. EXPIRATION DATE 
(May be 'Indefinite 3 
Indefinite 

b. BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT 

Manpower Cost Alloca- 
tion. 

, 

c. ESTIMATED REIMBURSEMEN 

Reimbursable, daily 
monitoring intrusio~ 
system, $1154. 

~eimbursable, first 
responder to intrusj 
detection system to 
include false  alarm^ 
$140. detection of unauthorized entry or 

other breech of security at Bldg 301. 
3. Notify designated individuals of 
any breech of security at the 

Provide security for the facilitl. 
designated individual can 

respond. 

I 
I 
I 

! 



1. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Complete blank .--re$ and r&f ~ddi t iona l  general provhlonr d S  a~9ropriate: e.g,, cxceptjons to printed 
provisl0nr. addltlonrl partles to this rgrc . a n t ,  bllllng and relmbunement Inrtructlonr.) 

a .  The receiving componene wil l  provide the supplying component projections of requerted IUPPO~~. (Significant changes in the 
r r c e i v i ~  component's support requirements should be submitted to rhc supplying component in a manner that ~;ll perm,r 
timely modification o f  reJOUrCe requirements.) 

3. e responsibility of the supplying component to  bring any required or requested change in support to the attention of 

Det 1 HQ STARC ( T R P  CMD) prior to changing or cancelling support 

: The component providing reirnbursab(e support in  this agreement will submit rtatementr of Costs to: 

CDR Det 1 HQ STARC ( T R P  CMD) 

i. All rates expressing the unit cost of services provided in this agreement are based on current rates which may be subjea to 
change for uncontrallable reasons. such as legislation, Do0 directives. and comm~ercial utility rate increases. The receiver be 
notified immediately of such rate changes that must be passed through to the support receivers. 

9 .  This agreement may be cancelled at any time by mutual consent of the parties concerned. This agreement may also be 
cancelled by either parry upon giving at least 180 days written notice to  the other party. 

L In &re of mobilization or other emergency. this agreement will remain in force only within supplier's capabilities. 

AODlflONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS ATTACHED: 1 1 YES I NO 

2. Sf'ECIfIC PROVlSlONc (Al appropriate: e.g., location and size of occupied facilities. untque supplier and receiver rerponribilities. 
cond.:tioru. mquircment. quality rtaodards, and criteria for measurementlreimbu~emcnt of vnlque requiremenu.) 
1. Future reimbursement only reflects the estimated direct funding authorization 
for this organization. Once OSD requires G&A/Indirect Collection, those costs 
will be identified and incorporated as part of the estimated reimbursement figures- 
2. . Supplier will submit quarterly billings once the cumulative value of the unbilled 
transaction amounts reach $400.00 at the end of each quarter. 
3. The Wisconsin Army National Guard hereby agrees: 

a. To fund for the procurement and installation of the necessary alarm panel. 
b. Provide an up-to-date list of personnel to be notified in the event of a 

- 

breech of security at the facility. 
c. Provide funding for repairs and maintenance of the alarm system- . 
d. Reimburse the 440th Airlift Wing for response to "false" alarms. 

AOOITIONAL SPECIFIC PROVISIONS ATTACHED: 1 I Y E S  1 X I N O  - . 
A 

D Form 1144, MAR 92 (Back) 



7 A I N T E N G N C E  AGREEIYENT. 
INTRUDER SURVEILLANCE EQUIP $23. 

--------------- 
Tq2TAi 51,091.572.73 

MUEL'? RATE FER PERSUN 517.4? 

HOURLY RkTE PER VEHICLE $1. l r  
--------------- 

HOURLY RATE PER SECUEITY GUARD Bid.  60 

THE nANPOwER PRORATION OF COSTS I S  EASED UPON AN ASSIGNED STRENGTH OF 30. EACH 
THIFT HAS 5 PEOPLE WITH TWO ASSIGNED TO THE FLISHT LINE. I T  I S  ANTICIPATEO THAT 

= TkE INTRUDER ALARM I S  SOUhDED. ALL SECURITY PERSONNEL (EXCEPT THE TWO SECURITY 
OLICE ASSISNED TO THE FLIGHTLINE) WILL BE INVOLVED TO CLOSE THE BASE AND SECURE w 

THE ARI?3iATIGN%L SUAHD'S FACILIT:? CNITL THEZE DESIGNATED fiEPRESENTATIVE CAN 
RESP13ND. 



--------------- 
YEARLy COST DF SySTE? ~ ~ I ~ N : T ! - J R I N G  51,iSG. l z  

FIEST RESPONSE ESTIMATION 

mEER OF !&LLS !FALSE OF TRUE 
W T i n A T E j  yi?E ,=,E; '-'ALL I; ,  7 Ix 



MINNESOTA AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
HEAOQUARTERS 148TH FIGHTER GROUP (ACC) 

OULUTH, MINNESOTA 

13 March 1995 

FROM: 148 FGLGX 

SUBJECT: Suoport Agreement 

1. The attached Support Agreement has completed coordination on both the supplier and receiver side. 
This is yow finalized copy. 

2. POC at the Duluth Air National Guard Base is the undersigned, DSN: 825-7418 or Commercial: 
(218) 723-7418. 

d w &  WILLIAM J. A4 . MSnt. MN ANG 

Logistics Managment sp&&st 

Attachment: 
1. Agreement #48 18 

A PROUD TRADITION 



SUPPORT AGREEMENT 

NAME AND ADDilES8 

HQ 148 M 
4680wpwStmt 
Duluth MN 5581 1-1 

1. AGREEMENT NUMBER , 

Pm4d.d by 8uWW 
481 8 

300 EAST COLLEGE AMNUE 
GEN M m U L  LAP, ARS WI 532078299 

2 SUPERSEDED AGfEEMENT NUMBER 

N/A 

1 

hMNMTORYRElMBURSEMPCTSUPmCATE~: 

NONE 

5. SUPPLYING ACTMW 

b. MUOR COMMAND 

NGB 

E l 2  EQUIPMENT OPERAW. MNNT, AND REPAIR 

0. RECEiVlAG ACTlVrPl 

3. EFfEcnvE DATE (WMMDO) 

940301 

b W O R  COMMAND 

NG8 

ACNALCOSTFOR 

PARTS. UBOR. AND 

PER DIEM 

4. MPIRATION DATE 
(May k .IndoflnRo.) 
hd.lkJt8 

7. SUPPORT PROYlDED BY SUPPUER 

C S U A T F J )  REIMBURSEMENT 

(11 W E D  
CHARLES W. ANDRES, COL, NGB 

Cz] oftrirocIUnON I (r)TELEPHOMEUWBER 

( l )~~n*lu%UI?TlS L JENSEIJ . -. 

- .  . ,.-. 
Cz] ORGANtUTdw' ' 'v BER 

USPFO for Minnesota 1 (612)632-7331 
(6) DATE SIGNED 

m 6  

@ ~ / r g y  5- 

LILIRYIUMW (~ol~~wnhlkn.r~~.wmmwprkrto-..p*.llonf$ 

h DATE SIGNED 
YYMMOO 

P P R O V l N G ~ S I W U T U R 6  

DO Form 1144. MAR 92 Pnv(our.dMonr.nobookb. 

h DATE SIONP) 

WMMW 

- 
r APPROVING Nl'HOIUTr SIGNANRE 



Reviewed for legal suff itiq& 

@Kc u w A k ; ; ~ f l  

Date , SEP I 6 1994 

AOOmONKSPEaRCPFIOVlSlONSATT~ x YES NO 

00 Form 1144. MAR 92 0 



b. Receiver Will: 

(1) Provide the PHEL Scheduler with an initial listing of THDE. in Part 
Welirer Sequence. requiring calibration support. Verify monthly schedules and Master 
Inventory Listings for accuracy of data provided by the Supplier and return one (1) 
signed copy to the PMEL Scheduler within five ( 5 )  working days of receipt. Comply 
with established procedures for processing TMDE for callbration as per Duluth ANGB 
Reg 66-36. 

(2) Coordinate with the PHEL Scheduler (DSN: 825-7445) on all unscheduled 
maintenance/calibration requirements prior to delivering such equipment to the PMEL 
Laboratory. 

(3) Deliver TMDE to the 148 FG/PHEL, Bldg 385. ANG ANNEX, Duluth IAP. MN. 
Ensure TMDE is protected during transit either on a padded surface or in shipping 
cases. Inspect TMDE prior to delivery to ensure items are clean and complete with 
all accessories required for calibration. Provide the Supplier w i + h  all Gecessaii 
technical datz for yhiDE undergoing repair/callbration when requested. Perform all 
organizational maintenance requirements prior to delivery as directed in T.O. 33-1- 
27.  

( 4 )  Request priority/emergency calibration/repair in writing per Duluth 
ANGB Reg 66-36. Priority/emergency service will not be provided if suitable 
substitute equipment is available. All request must be signed by the Receiver Unit 
Maintenance Officer stating a suitable substitute is not available. 

( 5 )  FH will initial funds of $2000.00 for their PE'MR at Duluth IAP Base 
="?ply (FB6232) and respond to periodic request for replenishment of sane to ensure 

ate moneys are available fir Supplier-to requisition replacement parts to repair 
iver TMDE . 

( 6 )  Reimburse the Supplier for parts consumed for PHEL Bench Stock that 
have not been requisitioned against Receiver's Organization and Shop Code and charged 
to Receiver's P M .  

(7) Reimburse the Supplier for Civilian Labor expended to calibrate, 
repair and certify the accuracy of Receiver's W E .  

( 8 )  Reimburse the Supplier for Civilian Labor, Per DIem, and any required 
overtime necessary to calibrate/repair TMDE "on-site" at Receiver's location. 
Ai;prove ove=he determined necessary to meet mission requirements. 



Block 11. GEBEWU PROVISIONS (Continued) 

W T h e  Accomtlng and Finance Office. 4 , 1680 V i p e r  Street. Duluth MN 55811- 
6031, w i l l  submit billings on Standard Form 1080 ta 440 AW/FH, 300 East College 
Avenue, Gen Mitchell IAP ARS, W I  53207-6299, charged t o  the receiver's appropriate 
fund cite. 

k. ~iUhgs  w i l l  be submitted within 20 working days following the end of each 
quarter in which support was provided. 

1. Tbe purpose of this agreement is to define the support to be provided by the 
148th Pigh-r Group (ANG) to the 440th -lift Wlng (AFREs 1 for  the day to day 
re&ents of the off base Tenant  i n  the area of rep&, calibration and 
certification of Test, Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment (WE). 

m. The 440th Airlift Wing ( A m )  is located a t  General Hitchell International 
Airport A l r  Resenre Station, Kllwaukee, W I  which is approximately 406 miles Southeast 
of Dulu-th IAP, m. 
n. The mission of the 440 AW is to airlift: troops, supplies and equipment into 
prepared o r  unprepared areas either by parachute o r  .by a i r  landings and to 
continuously supply these forces until they are withdawn by other means. Also, 
accomplish medlum range a i r l f f t  of supplies, personnel, and equipment for  the combat 
forces in the front lines or elsewhere within the theater operations. 

o. When OSD requires BOS collection, the cost identified as part  of BOS estimated 
'rsement w i l l  be revalidated. 

"1 



Block 12. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS (Continued) 

-2 Ewipment Operation, Maintenance and Repair 

a. suppl ie r  W i l l :  

(1) Provide repa l r ,  ca l ibra t ion  and c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of Test,  Measurement and 
Diagncstic Equipment ( W E )  a t  intervals specif ied in  USAF T.O. 33K-1-100-2. Provide 
Receiver with monthly schedules, Master Inventory Lis t ings  and copies of local  
d i rec t ives  prescribing procedures to be followed f o r  processing W E  f o r  calibration. 
Certifying forms and l abe ls  w i l l  be u t i l i z e d  as prescribed in T.O. 00-20-14. 

(2 )  Provide control  and scheduling procedures f o r  TMDE as outlined i n  Air 
National Guard (ANG) Regulation 66-14 and Duluth &TI3 Reg 66-36. 

( 3 )  Inspect ?HDE upon r ece ip t  a ensure it is clean and complete pr ior  to 
acceptance f o r  cal ibrat ion.  Notify Receiver when copies of technical  data are 
reqvired. 

(4) ,  Perform emergency o r  p r i o r i t y  maintenance of TMDE when just i f ied in 
~ r i t i n g  &d when repa i r  is within Supplier capabi l i ty .  

(5 )  Coordinate with Base Supply to es t ab l i sh  a l o c a l  Organization Code, 
Shop Code 'and Project  Funds Management Record (PFMR) f o r  requis i t ion ing  parts t o  
r e p a l r  Receiver's W E .  Coordinate w i t h  148 FG/FH t o  ensure adequate funds have been 
t ransferred t o  the  account by t h e  Receiver. Advise Receiver when PFWR requires funds 
r- -1.enishment. 

(6)  Requisition p a r t s  andlor Commercial Service Hanuals as requlred to 
r e p a i r  Receiver THDE against  Receiver's l oca l  Org Code/Shop Code. Re-cap of al l  
p a r t s  requisit ioned w i l l  be provided t o  the Receiver by 148 FG/FH upon request. 

( 7 )  Cost f o r  l&r expended t o  repa i r ,  c a l i b r a t e  and c e r t i f y  Receiver's 
TMDE w i l l  be extracted from the  PMEL Automated Maintenance System ( P A M )  Computer 
Data Base and forwarded t o  Accounting and Finance (148 FG/FMF) f o r  b i l l i n g  on 
Standard Form 1080. Rate of hourly reimbursement Ll1 be the =revailing wage rate 
for the Civilian Metrologist performing the work mult ipl ied by the acceleration r a t e  
prescribed Para 27-7, AFR 177-102 f o r  serv ices  provided by an Air  Force 
organization t o  another Air Force orga?ization hav??g a d i f f e r e n t  O & H 
a p ~ r o p r i a t i o n s  ( i n  t h i s  case, ANG to AFRES). Work Order Man-hour expenditures w i l l  
be maintained In  t he  PAMS archives for a period of three  (3) years  t o  provide an 
a u d i t  trail. 

(8) Cost f o r  per  diem required f o r  "on-site" ca l ib ra t ion  of TMDE t ha t  
cannot be transported t o  the PMEL (Aircraf t  Test  Stand, Torque Wrench Testers, 
Personnel Weighing Scales, Etc) w i l l  be computed on an e i g h t  (8) hour day, porral t o  
portal,' f o r  Civ i l ian  wages, c o s t  of meals and lodging. A l l  overtime charges must be 
approved In advance by the Receiver when required to meet mission requfrements. 
Total reimbursement computations/charges w i l l  be forwarded & 148 F G M  f o r  b i l l i n g  
on Standard Form 1080. . 



SUPPORT AGREEMENT 

I 6. SUPPLYING A M  I 6. RECEMNG Acrnnn I 

GREEMENT NUMBER 

481 8 

I 
NAME M D  ADDRESS r NAME AND ADORES8 1 

2. SUPERSEDED AGREEMEMT NUMBER 3. EfRCTM DATE (WMMDD) 4. D(PlRATI0N DATE 
(May k lndrflnb') 

NIA W 1  tndrllnitr 

440 A W P  
300 EAST COUEGE AVENUE 
QEN M m U I  IAP, ARS Wl 

NGB I NOB 
7. SUPPORT PROVlDED BY SUPPUER i 

I 

b. W O R  COMMAUD 

I NONE 

b MAJOR COMMAND 

r SUPPORT (SpmcUy whmt when, wtmre, and how much) 

U D A T O f i Y  RElMBURSEMENT SUPPORT CATEOOAIES: 

OF'TIONAL REIMBURSEMENT SUPPORT C4TEGORIES 

E l 2  EQUIPMENT OPERATION, W, AND REPAIR 

1 

ACTUALCOSTFOR 
PARTS, UBOR, AND 
PER DIEM 

b 818% FOR REUUBURSEMW 

bDMOEUL SUPPORT REWIREklm ATTACHED I YES 'a0 

C ESTIMATED FiElMBURSEHEMT 

0) WED NAME 
CHARLES W. ANDRES, COL, NGB 
&& 

-. 
( 1 ) ~ ~ ~ ~ R T t S  E_ JENSEIJ . 

n L .  

BER 

USPFO f o r  Minnesota  1 (612)632-7331 
(6) DATE SIGNED 

a 6  

~ ~ / g f l s -  

lalERMI)U,TK>N ( C o m p M I ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ b ~ p r k r t ~ ~ ~  

L APPROMNG AUWORITT SIGNATURE 

P n v k u r . d ~ ~ r r k ^ ' l k .  

R DATE SIGNED 
WMMDO 

- 
c APPROVING SIGNATURE b. DATE SIGNED 

nCMMOO 



I h. Infho.mtdcon(lngmoyop.zltkn.8upportwlllklMIsdaroMxlrbnt SupportwOIbogtveclwhon~ndmtknrlympor3blr. 

I. Dhtrlbrr(kn: Ha, AFRESILCIX. 440 AWIXP. 440 AWIFM, TAWN, 148 FOIPMEL 148 FGhOX. 148 FO/FM. ANGRCUU 

Rsviewed for legal ruff iciqjqi 

Date SEP I 6 1994 

I 
AOOmONK SPEUFK: PROVlSlONS ATTACHED: NO 

m o w  GENERAL PROVlSlONS ATTACHED: x yEg NO 

I 2 SPECIFIC PROVISIONS w rpproprl.br: a~, i m e ~ ~ ~  d ooarpm m. unlqw a r p p ~  F.akii w. 
oond#ocr.~ewl l tyr t .nbrctr . .ndalM.kr~/ -otunlqwnqulnmrrbS 



b. Receiver Will: 

(1) Provide the PHEL Scheduler with an initial listing of TMDE, in Part 
lnber Sequence. requiring calibration support. Verify monthly schedules and Master 

w entory Listings for accuracy of data provided by the Supplier and return one (1) gned copy to the PMEL Scheduler within five (5) working days of receipt. Comply 
with established procedures for processing TMDE for calibration as per Duluth ANGB 
Reg 66-36. 

(2) Coordinate with the PHEL Scheduler (DSN: 825-7445) on all unscheduled 
maintenance/calibration requirements prior to delivering such equipment to the PMEL 
Laboratory. 

(3) Deliver TMDE to the 148 FG/PHEL, Bldg 385, ANG ANNEX, Duluth IAP, MN. 
Ensure TMDE is protected during transit either on a padded surface or in shipping 
cases. Inspect TMDE prior to delivery to ensure items are clean and complete with 
all accessories required for calibration. Provide the Supplier with all necessary 
technical data for TMDE undergoing repair/calibration when requested. Perform all 
organizational maintenance requirements prior to delivery as directed in T.O. 33-1- 
27. 

(4) Request priority/emergency calibration/repair in writing per Duluth 
ANGB Reg 66-36. Priority/emergency service will not be provided if suitable 
substitute equipment is available. All request must be signed by the Receiver Unit 
Maintenance Officer stating a suitable substitute is not available. 

(5) FH will Initial funds of $2000.00 for their PFMR at Duluth IAP Base 
Supply (FB6232) and respond to periodic request for replenishment of same to ensure 
adequate moneys are available for Supplier to requisition replacement parts to repair 

eiver TMDE. 

lr 
( 6 )  Reimburse the Supplier for parts consumed for PMEL Bench Stock that 

have not been requisitioned against ~eceiver's Organization and Shop Code and charged 
to Receiver's PFMR. 

( 7 )  Reimburse the Supplier for Civilian Labor expended to calibrate, 
repair and certify the accuracy of Receiver's TMIE. 

(8) Reimburse the Supplier for Civilian Labor, Per DIem, and any required 
overtime necessary to calibrate/repair TMDE "on-site" at Receiver's location. 
Approve overtime determined necessary to meet mission requirements. 



I 

Block 11. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Continued) 

The Accounting and Finance O f f i c e ,  148 FG/FH, 4680 Viper S t r ee t ,  Duluth MN 55811- 
1, wi l l  Submit b i l l i n g s  on Standard Form 1080 to 440 AW/FH, 300 East  College 

Avenue, Gen Hitchel l  IAP ARS, W I  53207-6299, charged t o  the receiver 's  appropriate 
hrnd cite. 

k. ~ i l l i n g s  w i l l  be submitted within 20 working days following the end of each 
quarter in which support was provided. 

1. The purpose of this agreement is to define the support t o  be provided by the 
148th Fighter Group (ANG) t o  the 440th A i r l i f t  Wing (AFRES) f o r  the  day t o  day 
reqdrements of the  of f  base Tenant in the area of repa i r ,  ca l ib ra t ion  and 
cer t i f ica t ion  of Test,  Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment ( W E ) .  

m. The 440th Airlift Wing (AFRES) is located a t  General Hi tche l l  In te rna t ional  
Airport A i r  Reserre S ta t ion ,  Xilwaukee. W I  which is approximately 406 miles Southeast 
of Duluth IAP, m. 

n. The mission of the  440 AW is t o  airlift troops, suppl ies  and equipment into 
prepared o r  unprepared areas either by parachute o r . b y  air  landings and t o  
continuously supply these forces until they a r e  withdrawn by other  means. Also, 
accomplish medium range airlift of supplies, personnel, and equipment f o r  the combat 
forces in the  f r o n t  lines o r  elsewhere within the  thea te r  operations. 

o. When OSD requires BOS co l l ec t ion ,  the cos t  identified as p a r t  of BOS estimated 
reimbursement w i l l  be revalidated. 



Block 12. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS (Continued) 

? Ewipment Operation. Maintenance and Repair 

a. supplier W i l l :  

(1) Provide repair.  calibration and cer t i f ica t ion of Test. Measurement and 
Diagncstic Equipment ( W E )  a t  in tervals  specified i n  USAF T.O. 33K-1-100-2. Provide 
Receiver w i t h  monthly schedules, W t e r  Inventory Listings and copies of local  
directives prescribing procedures t o  be followqd fo r  processing TMDE fo r  calibration. 
Certifying forms and labels  w i l l  be ut i l ized as prescribed in T.O. 00-20-14. 

( 2 )  Provide control and scheduling procedures f o r  TMDE as outlined in  Air 
National Guard (ANG) Regulation 66-14 and Duluth ANGB Reg 66-36. 

(3 )  Inspect TMDE upon receipt  t o  ensure it is clean and complete pr ior  to 
acceptance for  calibration. Notify Receiver when copies of technical data are 
recpiired. 

( 4 )  Perform emergency or p r io r i ty  maintenance of TMDE when justifizd i n  
rrriting ihd when repair is within Supplier capability. 

(5)  Coordinate with Base Supply t o  establish a local  Organization Code, 
Shop.Code 'and Project Funds Management Record (PE'MR) fo r  requisitioning parts t o  
repair  Receiver's THDE. Coordinate with 148 FG/FH to ensure adequate funds have been 
transferred t o  the account by the  Receiver. Advise Receiver when PFMR requires funds 
replenishment. 

( 6 )  Requisition parts and/or Commercial Service Nanuals as required t o  
I(r Receiver TMlE against Receiver's local  Org Code/Shop Code. Re-cap of all 
par ts  requisitioned w i l l  be provided to the Receiver by 148 FG/FH upon request. 

(7) Cost fo r  lgbor expended to repair. ca l ibra te  and cer t f fy  Receiver's 
W E  w i l l  be extracted from the PHEL Automated Maintenance System ( P M )  Computer 
D a t a  Base and forwanled to  Accounting and Finance (148 FG/FMF) fo r  b i l l ing  on 
Standard Form 1080. R a t e  of hourly reimbursement wi l l  be the prevailing wage ra te  
fo r  the Civilian Metrologist performing the work multiplied by the acceleration rate 
prescribed in Para 27-7. AFR 177-102 fo r  services provided by an Air Force 
organization t o  another Air Force organization having a di f ferent  0 & N 
appropriations (In this case. ANG t o  AFRES). Work Order Man-hour expenditures w i l l  
be maintained in the P M  archives for a period of three (3) years t o  provide an 
audi t  trail. 

(8) Cost fo r  per diem requlred f o r  "on-site" cal ibrat ion of TMDE that 
cannot be transported to the  PWEL (Aircraft  Test Stand. Torque Wrench Testers, 
Personnel Weighing Scales. E t c )  w i l l  be computed on an e ight  (8) hour day. portal t o  
portal.' fo r  Civilian wages. cos t  of meals and lodging. A 1 1  overtime charges must be 
approved i n  advance by the Receiver when required to meet mission requirements. 
Total reimbursement computations/charges w i l l  be forwarded & 148 FG/FMF for  b i l l ing  
on Standard Fonn 1080. 



. - ,  - - - - - .  
c- - 

AGREEMENT NUMBER I - USAF HOST-TENANT S I ~ ~ R T  AGREEMENT . .y': q l b  HE 

1. DISTRIBUTION - 
j IN' 'E HOST-TENANT OFFICE SYMBOL AND NUMBER OF COPIES REQUIRED FOR DISTRIBUTION 

I 1  
- - - 

I 
- 

G/RMs/DE/DPMT/LGs/DO/MA/SP/SV/MSR/SGA/SE/DC/DW - 1 cy each, ACB - 2 cys 
LGX - 2 cys 1 AF/LG - 1 cy National Guard Bureau/LGX - 1. cy 

AFRES/LGX - 2 CYS HQ TAC/LGX - 1 CY 
107 FIG(NYANG1 CC/DCR - 10 CYS HQ NYANG/RM - 1 CY 

NEW 

I 2 .  Effective Date:. Signature of Host Approving Official I 

X REACCOMPLISHED 

II. IDENTIFICATION 

I 3. Authority: AFR 11-4 I 
4. General: This is a reaccomplished agreement and supersedes agreement signed by the Host 
on 18 Sep 87. A triennial review will be accomplished using the signature of Host Approving 
Official date. 

TRIENNIAL REVIEW REVISION 

HOST 

TERMINATION 

111. REMARKS 
INCLUDE EFFECTIVE DATE I F  OTHER THAN THAT OF LAST SIGNATURE. A N 0  WAIVERS 

1. Purpose: This agreement provides support for the Tenant, 107 FIG(NYANG) by the ~ o s t ,  
914 TAG(AFRES). I COMMAND 

AFRES 

TENANT 

I 
AF Form 149, JAN 89 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. 

, I 

UNIT 

914 Tactical Airlift Group 
COMMAND 

NGB 

5. Attachments: (1) Host-Tenant Support responsibilities. * Changed. 
(2) Memorandum Diesel Fuel procedures 

6. Q NYAND Address: HQ NYANG/Rn 
Stewart Reserve Training Center, Newburg, NY 12250 

IV. COORDINATION AND APPROVAL 

BASE OR ADDRESS 

Niagara Falls Intl Aprt 
Niagara Falls, New York 14304-5000 

UNIT 

107 Fighter Intcp Group (NYANC;) 
BASE OR ADDRESS 

Niagara Falls Intl Aprt 
Niagara Falls, New York 14304-5000 

///ENANT 
DATE 
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1. Command 

Publlc Aflairs Services 

Admlnlstration 
r .  Reprographics 

(1) On-brc Units Synthet~c Trainer 9. COmnwrcial transportation 

support (Loading / unloadlnp 

lbj Printing.Commerc~al auistance for cargo aircrah) 
(9  C O P Y ~ Q  Support h. b r 9 0  and passenger trafli' 

1 Equip l e s s  than 13000 airlift via milnrry airl~ft 

1 Equip Over $3000 i. Moverrynt of traff~c other 

(1) Ofl.bsr Units than MAC rchcduled a~rcratt 

(a1 Pr in~ng / Oupl~oting - lntell~gence Collm~on i. Lou1 t a r k .  bum.  etc (lf 
host had to provide aurgncd 

Ground comm I e k  
k. Tranrporut~on of &pen. 

k n i  school children (On-brcj 
1 Equip ku than S3000 I. Vehicle maintenance (Scc 
2 Equip Over S3000 AFR 171-1. Volume I) In-houu 

b. Copying Service (host or tenant) and contran 
(1) Hort~ownrd equipment m i n t  of w h i c h  that are the 
(2) Host-*and equipment property of or permanently 

0) Equipment leased for dispatched to the tenant 

mission responsibility and 
U P  tenant €AID 

(a) E~P.IUC equipment Aerial Port Operations 

(b) Invutmenl equipment 

Cwtral ute procerung 
. Non-stand-alone remote 

Stand-alone remote Civil Engimring (N0TE:On. 
ANG'AFR WETS brw mum gowl-owned or 

operational facility under t k  

8. Comollc*trd Command Post juridlaion of the host. 
Off-base meam facibty under 

9. Accounting h F~nance Serv~ce ruppllo for tenant-owmd the jurisdict~on of a command 
vehicles required to perform 
aSrigIwd miss~on. 

c b r c  or stock funded 
SUpPlio usrd by host In 
mainta~ning equ~p of tenant 
when maintenance IS respon- 

d. b r c  or stock funded (1) facilities occupird solely 
supplier to .ruintam bulld#np% b y  the tenant 
and grounds Occupied by 
tenant (on b;r..j 

chbrged to org.nization of r. &arc or stock funded 
brupnment of p r w n  who wppl in  usrd by host ~n 
wbminrd thr award. providing common suppon 

15. Conrol&trd Ban Per O f f ~ e  t bu or stock tundtd 

material iuucd to tecuna and 
h i r  4 s  on sub-units situated 

Social Anions Office On or near host base primarily (1) Ptdormcd by host in. 

Chef of / Dcp Comnunder for ruwon  of host commnd 

for Malntenawe 
Onqu ip  maintenance 
a. Qualny Auurance 
b. Maintenance Control (1) On-bbrc funded cost 
Ofl-cqu~pment nuant Sl000orku 

a. Whrn tenant n organad 
AFR 171.1. Volume I) 

1. Dorm furniture and furnnh~ngs 
(kc AFR 171.1. Volt) 

(1) In+hourc I. POL Issues for tenmt owned 
w h i c h  (or host ownd. 

Survivbl equignym m i n t  

Awcrah. SE ground equip m i n t  

lnics maintenance 

b. Transponarion In 
conncllon w t h  PCS! TDv of 

nrc materlr~ 
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HOST TEIIJABJT SUPPORT AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 914 TAG LLM) THE 187 F I G  

OST WILL: 
SUPPORT FWCTION 

TEBANT WILL: 

106X SAFETY 

(Replaced by) Host the Base (Replaced by) Be a member of 914 
Safety Council to include TAG Base Aerospace Safety 
explosives Safety Program Council. Be responsible for 
under Air Force Reserve and 107FIG Explosives Safety Program 
Military Airlift Command under Air National Guard and lat 
regulations. Be responsible Air Force regulations. Coordinate 
for Q14TAG owned explosives. with 914th on Explosive Safety 

matters pertaining to the total 
base. 

I - 
1210/4021 LOGISTICS PLANS 

(Replaced by) Directs, controls (Replaced by) Maintain own 
and supervises the 914TAG base mobility support to include base 
mobility program, including mobility plan, mobility 
maintaining the Contingency processing and Contingency 
Operations/Mobility Planning Operations/Mobility Planning and 
and Execution System (COMPES) . Execution System (COMPES) . 

22XX MAINTENANCE 

(Added) Service aircraft 
performing NGB missions 
previously coordinated by 
107FIG/DCO or DCR. 

23XX OFF-EQUIP MAINTENANCE 

(Replaced by) Provides a joint (Replaced by) Fund for 
use Non-Destructive Inspection expendable supplies. Provide 
(NDI) Laboratory, maintained and 107FIG unique equipment. 
funded by the 914TAG except for 
expendable supplies. 

I 2315 SURVIVAL, EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE 

(Replaced by) Host will provide (Replaced by) Notify host when 
the parachute drying tower wet parachutes require d ~ y i n g .  
facilities as required. 

2348 AGE YBIIWTEIVANCE 

(Replaced by) Permit the use of (Replaced by) Furnish or provide 
the paint spray booth and paint for all expendables consumed, 
stripper room on UTA weekends or assist in housekeeping during 
as required by 107FIG during utilization. 

.clr ormal duty hours. 
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HOST WILL: 

/ 

SUPPORT FDlYCTIOI 
T E u m  WILL: 

(Replaced by) Will use the ADCSA (Replaced by) Will provide 
for storage of conventional storage cell(s1 for 914TAG 
munitions items. Storage of conventional munitions. 
conventional munitions will be 107CAM/MAM will maintain current 
IAW AFR 127-100 and applicable listing of all personnel autho- 
TAC Sups. rized access to cell(s1. 

Access to storage cell(s1 will 
be by two man control; one 
107FIG 46XXX and one 914TAG 
645XX. Provide 107FIG/MAM on a 
semiannual basis a listing of 
items by class division and net 
explosive weight housed in 
structures provided. 

2530 EXPLOSIVES O R D I ~ A U C E  

(Replaced by) Provide EOD 
services as required IAW 1st Air 
Force and NYANG regs. 

3278 BASE AUDIO-VISUAL SUPPORT 

Replaced by) 

I support photo 

Provide its own 
equipment to 
lgraphic needs 

during UTAs and on special 
occasions, unless approval is 
obtained in advance to utilize 
equipment owned by tenant. 
Provide all of its own or 
replace tenant's photographic 
supplies used to support photo- 
graphic needs during UTAs and on 
special occasions. 

(Replaced by) Permit the use of 
its Photographic Lab and Dark 
Room facilities by the 914TAG. 
914TAG will provide all other 
equipment required to support 
photographic needs during UTAs 
and on specified occasions 
unless approval is obtained from 
the tenant in advance. Will not 
provide and aupplies used by the 
914TAG to support their photo- 
graphic needs. 
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HOST WILL: 
SUPPORT FUdlCTIOH 

TENANT WILL: 

7 (Replaced by) Provide Communi- cations/Computer Systems 
Requirement Document (CSRD) 
processing for all AF 
Form 3215's for the following 
actions: Communications Elec- 
tronics Meteorological (CEM) 
requirements to Electronics 
Installation Division (EID) . 
Internal processing for 
telephones, data, duress, fire 
protection, teleautograph and 
security circuits. 

(Replaced by) Prepare AF Form 
3215's outlining requirements 
with proper justification and 
forward them to 914TAG/SC for 
processing. Unit will provide 
funding for all equipment other 
than the basic straight 
telephone instruments. 

Prepare and process Telephone Furnish 914TAGISC with appropri- 
S-ervice Request 's (TSR's) and ate request on AF Form 3215 with 
Request for Service (RFS) IAW proper justification, Funding 
DCAC 310-130-1. will be the responsibility of 

the ANG. 

Process in Effect Reports as Furnish 914TAG/SC with documen- 
required. tation indicating installation 

of appropriate equipment. 

Process Delayed Service Reports Furnish 814TAG/SC with 
as required. appropriate documentation to 

accomplish the required report. 

Update the telefax data base as Furnish 914TAG/SC with appropri- 
required. ate information to update the 

data base. 

Provide required annual 
inventories of station equipment 
and leased lines. 

Provide Scheme Management to Provide 914TAG/SC with appropri- 
include: ate request and justification to 

manage the program. 

a. Initiation of scheme require- 
ments to EID and ANGSC. 

b. Update Schemes as required. 

c. Coordinate allied support. 

d. Monitor scheme milestones. 

e. Answer program support letters. 

f. Coordinate scheme installation 
with Bui lding Occupancy date. 



C 
HOST WILL: 

,F 
SUPPORT FUMCTION 

T E Y r n  WILL: 

38XX GROlJND COXMIJHICATOMS 
(continued) 

Maintain Communications-Computer Furnish 914TAG/SC with 
Sys terns Faci 1 i ty Records appropriate paperwork to 
(CSIRs) . update the records. 

Provide Frequency Management to Provide 914TAG/SC with justifi- 
include the following: cation for new frequencies and 

keep them advised as to any 
a. Process Frequency unnecessary frequencies. 

Requirements to: Establish a point of contact 
within the unit to coordinate 

( 1) ANGSC Frequency Manager. all actions in regard to 
Frequency Management. 

( 2 )  TAC Frequency Manager as 
appropriate. 

b. Provide Radio Frequency 
Authorizations (RFA) to the 
customer . 

c. Process 5 year review updates. 

d. Delete unnecessary Frequencies. 

e. Coordinate with other DOD 
activities and FAA as required. 

f. Coordinate Frequencies for 
deployments as required. 

I Provide telephone switchboard Communications Center Support. 

41XX BASE SUPPLY 

(Replaced by) Provide 107FIG/LGX (Replaced by) Provide WRM 
with WRM listing and any host etorage when possible. 
storage requirements. 

Provide representative to 107FIG Maintain own war reserve 
WRM Review Board. material (WRM) program to 

include revie.w board, surveil- 
lance inspections and monitors 
for program. 

Provide the bulk storage area of 
the 914TAG Fuels Branch as an 
alternate parking location for 
the 107FIG refueling vehicles. 
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HOST WILL: 

/- 

SUPPORT FUHCTIOY 
T E I m  WILL: 

41XX BASE SUPPLY 
(continued) 

Provide bulk aviation fuel and Furnish host requirements for 
ground fuel products and fuels jet fuel and other POL products. 
accountability. Schedule Reimburse host for personnel 
personnel to dispense jet fuel overtime i f  required to dispense 
Mon-Fri between the hours of POL products, i f  other than 
0715-1600. Ground fuel products hours stated. Provide fuel 
will be dispensed during normal samples. 
operating hours established by 
the Q14TAG. Perform fuel 
sampling analyses. 

Furnish 914TAG requirements for Provide two liquids oxygen carts 
liquid oxygen and hours of oper- to service C-130E aircraft. 
ation for liquid oxygen carts Coordinate with 107FIG/LGS on 
servicing. Provide WRM storage servicing carts at the liquid 
of liquid oxygen. oxygen servicing area. Will 

reimburse 107FIG for cost of 
liquid oxygen consumed. Provide 
107FIG quantity of liquid oxygen 
to be consumed on a monthly 
basis. 

43XX SECURITY POLICE 

(Replaced by) Host the Reeource (Replaced by) Provide a unit 
Protection Committee IAW AFRES representative for the Base 
regulations. Be responsible for Resource Protection Committee. 
all 914TAG owned resources. Be responsible for protection of 
Maintain base plans for Resource all 107FIG owned resources IAW 
Protection. ANG and 1st AF regulations. 

Coordinate with 914TAG in 

I writing the Resource Protection 
Plan. 

Provide required documentation Assist the 107FIG/SP with 
for issue of identification processing Pass & Identification 
cards. 107FIG will reimburse Cards (except AF Form 1199) and 
host for supplies used. vehicle registration services 

during normal duty hours, when 
manning permits. Pass & ID 
facilities in Building 310 may 
be used by 107FIG/SP using their 
personnel and supplies, as long 
as area is policed after use. 

Provide an armed force, i f  Provide an armed force, i f  
available, to back up the 107FIG available, to back up the Q14TAG 
Security Police during an actual Security Police during an actual 
confrontation involving 107FIG confrontation involving 914TAG 

resources. 
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' HOST WILL: 

disp I stor 

,-- SUPPORT FUblCTIOI P 

TEHAMI' WILL: ' 

44XX CIVIL EIGIlfiEEBIIG 

'laced by) Provide environ- 
a1 management support in 
age, transportation and 
bosal of hazardous wastes. 

Waste oils, solvents, greases, 
hydraulic fluids, fuels and 
other substances controlled by 
state, federal or local laws 
as danger to the environment 
i f  accidentally released. 

(Replaced by) Provides accumu- 
lation point managers to main 
tain daily logs of products 
atored, ensure source separa- 
tion of waste products, notify 
host environmental engineer of 
disposal requirements. 
Tenants shall maintain a team 
of trained personnel to 
respond to accidental releases 
in the area of the accumula- 
tion point. Tenant shall 
provide all information requi- 
red by the host to manifest 
and dispose of waste products. 

I ~Fovides general environmental Tenant shall provide the Host 
management support regarding a single point of contact for 
AFRES activities as applies to environmental management. ,- 

provisions contained in the This point of contact shall 
Clean Air Act, Clean Water also serve as ANG representa- 
Act, Toxic Substances Control tive on Host Environmental 
Act, Resource Recovery and Protection Committee. 
Conservation Act and the Com- 
prehensive Environmental 
esponse Compensation and Lia- 

Act. 

Provide complete environmental Coordinate timing of proposed 
analysis on Description of actions with Host to allow 
Proposed actions through the adequate time to accomplish 
Environmental Impact Analysis the Environmental Analysis 
Process (EIAP) . 
Establish the Base Environ- Submit for approval to the 1 mental Protection Committee Environmental Protection Com- 
(EPC) and required working mittee (EPC) all proposed 
groups. actions which could have an 

environmental impact or 
significance. 

Independently let all contracts 
necessary to achieve their own 
environmental compliance. 

Provide manpower as required for 
all base committees, working 
groups, and action teams 
involved in compliance to all 
Federal, State and Local 
mandated environmental 
requirements. 
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HOST WILL: 
- SUPPORT FWCTIOI Ir. 

T E I m  WILL: 

44XX CIVIL EIQIMEERIIQ 
(continued) 

Obtain and fund for all required Share equally or on a prorata 
environmental permits and assoc- basis, as applicable, 
iated testing, e.g.: environmental costs by 

reimbursement to the 914TAG. 

a. NYSDEC yearly fee for opera- 
ting Treatment Storage Dispo- 
sal Facility (Bldg 830). 

b. NYSDEC yearly SPDES permit 
(Bldg 8 5 2  and pool area). 

I c. Monthly SPDES testing 
I (oil/water separaters) 

d. Certification/repro- 
duction costs for Spill 
Prevention Program. 

Maintain Real Property 
Accountable records IAW AFR 87-5 
for all property licensed to ANG 
under license DACA 51-3-71-111 
or amendments thereto. Provide 
snow removal of main runways and 
taxiways, IAW mission require- 
ments and base snow removal 
plan. 

Perform/furnish all emergency 
repairs (contract or in-house) 
of utility systems (gas, 
electric, water, storm and/or 
sewage) to the facilities leased 
to the 107FIG not to include 
emergencies within a facility. 
If cost sharing is feasible or 
required, requests will be for- 
warded to the ANG Commander and 
ANG Base Civil Engineer for 
submittal to NGB. 

Periodically inspect all 
licensed property to insure 
compliance with all terms and 
conditions of the license and 
proper utilization. Request for 
amendments to the license will 
be presented to the Base Facili- 
ties Board for action. Provide 
snow removal for BAK-12/14 air- 
craft arresting systems. 

Appoint building managers and 
furnish all inputs affecting 
real property reporting and 
accountability for the licensed 
properties to the AFRES Base 
Civil Engineer. Furnish 
pertinent information and 
criteria essential for 
maintaining current base plan 
drawings. 

Provide and fund all mainten- 
ance, repair and minor construc- 
tion only to facilities under 
direct jurisdiction of ANG as 
identified by said license. 
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HOST WILL: 
- SUPPORT FUHCTIOBI ,--- 

TEIrn WILL: 

44XX CIVIL K Y G I ~ E R I ~ G  
(coal t i nued 

Provide, maintain and repair all Reimburse 914TAG for all 107FIG 
utility meters and other support utilities and service usage to 
type equipment peculiar to meter include electric, sewage, 
pits. natural gas, water, and refuse 

collection services. 

Provide siting drawings for new 
facilities and prepare the envi- 
ronmental assessment for new ANG 
construction or the use of 
additional land. 

Provide one daily visual inspec- 
tion of the BAK-12/14 aircraft 
arresting aystems during 
holidays and non-UTA weekends by 
the base fire department person- 
nel. Provide necessary number 
of base fire department personn- 
el to rewind/reset said barriers 
after each engagement. 

Provide for all maintenance and 
the daily inspection of the BAK- 
12/14 arresting systems. 
Provide training for designated 
Air Force reservists and fire 
department civilians in the 
operation and use of said 
barriers. Inform host of defic- 
iencies in maintenance of Funway 
IAW NFTA/Air Force Reserve joint 
use service agreement. Program 
for obligation authority to 
cover 50% of payment for use of 
joint use runway agreement. 

Furnish fire fighting and crash Comply with host and Air Force 
rescue services as outlined in fire prevention and safety 
Air Force and host directives. directives. 

I Will share use of government Will be responsible for mainten- 
owned vehicles and equipment ance and repair of all vehicles 
when released by host. and equipment while in their use. 

Furnish training facilities, Provide firefighting agents and 
fire fighting vehicles and fuels used in training fires, or 
equipment, and instructors (when reimburse host for such supplies 
required) to the 107CES, NYANG used for training of the 107CES, 
firefighters during their NYANG firefighters. When condi- 
monthly UTA's and annual tour. tions necessitate the instructor 

of the training program to work 
overtime, the 107CES, NYANG will 
reimburse the 914TAQ. 

Train 107FIG/MA fuel shop/aug- 
mentee personnel in the proper 
wearing and use of Scott Air 
Pack apparatus. Provide 
servicing and refilling of the 
Air Packs as required. 
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SUPPORT PUlSCTIOI 
HOST WILL: TEIILIlST WILL: 

45XX llWB SUPPORT 

(Replaced by) Provide access 
to all base Morale, Welfare, & 
Recreation (MWR) Facilities 
and programs such as Consoli- 
dated Club, Base Gym, Bowling 
Center, softball diamonds, 
tennis, etc. Access will be 
for all authorized individuals 
including authorized depen- 
dents. Points of contact for 
access and support are the 
Chief, Morale, Welfare, & 
Recreation or the director of 
a specific activity. 

(Replaced by) Notify the Chief, 
Morale, Welfare, & Recreation, 
or the director of a specific 
activity of any requirement such 
as facility use or rental 
requirements. Insure that MWR 
participants, comply with 
suppliers directives and 
procedures. 

46XX SERVICES 

(Replaced by) Provide Dining (Replaced by) Provide 914TAG 
Hall facilities. Provide with timely forecast of billet- 
Officer and Airman billeting ing requirements. Provide 
facilities IAW AFR 9 0 - 9 .  upkeep and cleaning of Dining 

Hall facilities when utilized. 
Provide messing requirements 
whenever joint utilization of 
the Dining Hall is forecasted. 
Reimburse the gl4TAG for billet- 
ing services furnished to 
officer and enlisted personnel. 

4751 DISASTER PREPAREDNESS 

(Replaced by) Provide adequate (Replaced by) Provide manning/ 
shelter space in the Bell equipment for 107FIG Shelter 
Aerospace Complex. Management Teams. 

I Provide DCG training to 107FIG Provide Initial/Refresher CWD, 
personnel. CWDTQT, SRC, SMT, DSMT, EET 

training to 107FIG personnel. 

Provide use of Mask Confidence 
Chamber for training of tenant 
personnel. 

Provide on-scene EOD and Unit 
DCG representatives for Major 
Accident Response Activities. 
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-- 
SUPPORT FUECTION 

HOST WILL: T E I m  WILL: 

(Replaced by) Accept emergency (Replaced by) When a commercial 
personal injury calls at the ambulance is required, the 
Base Fire Department, will billing will be forwarded for 
respond to the accident scene proper disposition. 
and make the determination i f  a 
commercial ambulance is 
required. 
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914TAGI107FIG Diesel Fuel Procedures 

PURFOSE: Th i s  ogreemen t es tab1 ishes temporary procedures for 9 14TAG vehicles 
t o i n  diesel  fuel frcm the 107FIG. 

PRXEWRES: S tar t ing  on a date agreed upon by both par t ies,  974TAG vehicles 
requ i r i ng  diesel  fuel w i l l  obtain fuel fran the 707FiG f a c i l i t y .  Vehicle 
operators w i l l  q l o y  the some procedures used by ,107FIG personnel: Vehicle 
operator w i l l  " f i l l - u p n  vehicle and prepare AF Fonn 7994 for amount of fuel  
dispensed (self-service) . 974TAG personnel wi  I I be trained i n  preporat ion of 
the AF Fonn 7994. 

ACQWMiff i :  Dcrily, 914TAG personnel w i l l  p ick  up cmple ted  AF Fonn 1994s fo r  
the previous days issues to  974TAG vehicles. For each transaction a TRIC 
"IRD" w i l l  be processed. The effect of t h i s  processing i s  to  c red i t  the 
707FIG (Account Code 694) and charge the appropriate 9 7 4TAG organ izot ions ' O&M 
funds. 

. . 

W R S  OF SUPFWIT: Hours of 'support w i l l  be the n o m l  duty hours for  the 
IOIFIG. Securi t y  Po 1 ice wi / I be contacted fo r  any non-duty hours o r  energency 
support required. Any other requirements w i  I I be coordinated be twen  the tm 
a c t i v i  t ies. 

We, the undersigned, hereby agree t o  camply w i t h  the requirements out 1 ined 
i n  the agreement i n  the s p i r i t  for  uk~ich i t  ws established. 

A 
Dated th is~&day of Apr i l  1990. - 

Base Cbnmndeh 

?. VINCWT J&.P& W. PATRICK, L t  Col. WAhG 

Deputy Camwnder ~esources - 



I SUPPORT A 

I 5. SUPPLYING ACTIVITY 
a. NAME AND ADDRESS 

934 A i r l i f t  G r v  

760 M i l i t a r y  H y  

Minneapolis, W 55450-2000 
(POC - Capt Vatell, OW 825-8185) 

b. MAJOR COMMAND 

I USAFR 

7. SUPPORT PROVIDED BY SUPWER 

a. SUPPORT (Specie wfut when, when, and how much) 

iREEMENT- 
43'1 l!e 

3. EFFECTIVE DATE (WMMDD~ 4. ~mnAnon DATE 
(May be oIr&finite 3 

930430 lndef ini  te 

Attn: ProcurePlent Office 

P.0- Box 288, C i n p  Riptey 

L i t t le  Falls, UM 56345-0288 

(WC - Dan Hamuski, DSN 871-7369) 
- 

b. MAJOR COMMAND 

- - .  - 

(1) Typed Name 

- 
c APPROVING AUTHORITY 
(1) T y w d  Name 1 - - 

JAMES C. VAN HOUSEN, Maj, USAF (JAMES R.  BUXTON, COI, USAF 
(2) Organization 1 (3) Telephone Number ( (2) Organization I 0)  Telephone Number I 

HQ AFRES/LGXS 

- Robins AFB, GA 31098-1635 DSN 497-1725 USPFO-Minnesota 

$E~@L% 
(612)632-7401 

(5) Date Signed 

18 May 93 

(4) Signature 

r \-&Q 
(5) Oatt S~gned 

30 Mar 93 
10. TERMINATION (Complete only when agreement is tenniruted prid,to xhcdulcrf expiration date.) 
a APPROVING AUTHORITY SIGNATURE d. DATE SIGNED b. DATE SIGNED ~ P R ~ W G  AUTHORITY SIGNATURE 



- 
11. GENERAL PROVISIONS (Compktr blank rprces and add &i01).l general @w'om u a p p q x k t e :  e.g., e x c e p t i o ~  to  printed 

provbim& &OCUI parties to this agreement, billing and mimkrrscment imtndom) 

a. The receiving components wil l  provide the supplying component projections of requested support. (Significant changes in the 
receiving component's wppxt requiremem should be submmtd to the w&og component i n  a manner that will pecmit 
6-h modification o f  resource requiremen&) 

b. It is the responsibility of the supplying component to bring any required or requested change in  support t o  the attention of 

prior t o  changing or uncelling support 

I c 7%. component providing reimbursable support in  this agreement rill submit statements of costs to: 

w n7gp5-57M 

d. All rates expressing the unit cost of services provided in this agreement are based on current rates which may be subject t o  
change for uncontrollable reasom, such as legislation, Do0 directives, and commercial utilrty rate increases. The receiver will be 
notified immediately of such rate changes that must be p a d  through t o  the support receivers. 

I e. Thn agreement may be cancelled at any time by mutual consent of the parttes concerned. This agreement may also be 
uncelled by either party upon giv~ng at I e m  180 days written notlce t o  the other p a y .  

I f. I. CU. of mobilization or uther emergency, t h i s  agreement will remain in force only within supplier0s capabilities. 

I g. The mission o f  the Amy National Guard Aviation Slpport f a c i l i t y  i s  t o  perform organizational, d i v i s im ,  and l imi ted 

aviation support m in tenaxe  of a l l  Army Aircraft assigned or operated by the H i w s o t a  Anny National Guard and provide 
t ra in ing of A i rc ra f t  maintenance personnel with aviat ion m i t s  within the n i w s o t a  Army National Guard. 

I h. RECEIVER i s  equipped with awroximately 24 OH-58's. 12 UH-lH's, 1U-21 Twin Engine Fixed Uing, and 1 7-42 Twin Engine 

Fixed Uing. 

I i. Reirrbursement w i l l  be through stock fund procedures. Grand Forks w i l l  generate an l n t e r f v d  Transaction docurpot which 

u i l l  be sent to USPFO Office, Canp Ripley, P.O. Box 288, L i t t l e  Falls, MN 56345-0288. 

1 .  *. Once OSD requires ROS collection, the cost ident i f ied as part of 00s es t im ted  re ih rsemen t  u i l l  be revalidated. 

w RECEIVER i s  located o f f  base and does not use any base fac i l i t i es .  

, Distr ibution: HOAFRES/LO( HQ 4 AF/LGRX 90th WU/FHFS 

302 AU/XP 934 AG/FM 934 LG/LGS 

USFPO-MN 47 Aviation Bde DAVID A. SWANBURG 

Base C i v i l  Engineer 

ADDITIONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS AlTACHED: 1 1 YES 1 I NO - 
12. SPEaFK PROVlSlOUS (As appropriate: e.g., location and sire of  occupied facilities, unique supplier and receiver responsibilities, 

condition& requiremend, quality standards, and v i ter i r  for measurement / reimbursement o f  unique requiremenu) 

OPTIONAL REIMBURSABLE SWPORT 

1. Category of S-rt: 8-21 INSTALLATION RETAIL SUPPLY AND STORAGE OPERATIONS 

a. SUPPLIER WILL: 

( 1 )  Provide JP-4 Jet F w l  t o  Army National Guard Aviation Srpport Fac i l i t y ,  St Paul Dountwn Airport, S t  Paul MN. 

( 2 )  Process aviat ion fuel sarrples for  sediment and color analysis. Re fw l  RECEIVER refueling vehicles a t  least 

once every t h i r t y  days. 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

(1 )  Obtain fuel a t  SUPPLIER'S location and u i l l  request fuel only during normal duty hours. RECEIVER w i l l  

designate authorized persane1 t o  SUPPLIER using DD Fonn ST7 (Signature Card). A l i  del ivery orders w i l l  be placed by 

USPFO-Hinn only. Refueling vehicles requiring fuel  nst be ecpipped with bottom loading capabi l i t ies IAU 1.0. 420-1-1. 1' 
I ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC PROVlSlONS ATACHED:  YES I 1 NO _I 



OPTIONAL REIMBURSABLE SUPPORT (Continued] 

1. 8 - 2 1  INSTALLATlON RETAIL SUPPLY AND STORAGE OPERATIONS 

b. RECEIVER WILL: 

( 2 )  Subnit  r e g i s t r a t i o n  &rs o f  r e f u e l i n g  veh ic les  t ha t  u i l l  r e q u i r e  sanp l i ng  a r d  analysis.  RECEIVER w i l l  

p rov ide  24 hours advance n o t i c e  when s u b n i t t i n g  sarples f o r  analysis.  Sanptes nus t  a r r i v e  a t  SUPPLIER Fuels Branch no 

l a t e r  than 1000 hours on the  day ana l ys i s  i s  performed. RECEIVER must supply o m  sampling and ana lys is  s i n g l e  f i l t e r  

membranes f o r  t he  Co lor  a d  P a r t i c l e  Assessment Method analysis.  



SAFLLP/MAJOR DUNAR/CFM/77950/20 APR 95 

w moyer/bases95/greatPittS 

April 20, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Rick Santorum 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Santorum 

This is in further response to your request of March 24, 
1995, for additional information regarding Greater Pittsburgh 

w International Airport (IAP), Pennsylvania. 

In our response of April 7, 1995, we indicated that the 
printout of the total budget for each installation for FY 93 and 
FY 94 would be forwarded under separate cover (Question 5 of your 
request). That data is enclosed for your information. 

We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely 

g "i' " 4 !$ 8 i q  8 '- i'''., 6- g , , IF$: ; ;?  uj 

ABME"N~D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



I 

3 March 1993 1 
? 

EJECT: Est imated He1 mbursement Data f o r  Agreement #FB6633-9312(:)-010 
PFO-lvli nnesota 

TO: HL! AFRES/FHAF'F1 

Cost es t imates  a r e  based on p rev ious  years, e:,:pendi t u res .  Sa la ry  cos ts  
are est imated IUW AFR 172-15 f o r  f r i n g e  b e n e f i t s  and a c t u a l  grade. 

I t e m  B-21 I n s t a l l a t i o n  Hetai 1  Supply and Storage Operat ions.  

G a l  1  on^. JP-4 Months Cost F'er Gal 1  on Cost f o r  JP-4 

29,800 Month x 12 $ .67 $229 , 592. (:I(:) 

Sa la ry  c o s t s  f o r  i s s u e  of f u e l  and  processing o f  documentation i .e . ,  
s~tbmi ssi on o f  b i  11 i nqs and f u e l  anal  y s i  s processing. 

# Per Month Pion t h s  Tota l  Hours Ea Issue Tota l  Hours 

15 12 1 8 (I . 5 (1) 90 Hours 

Grade Hour l y  Rate Fr inge Hocrrs Tota l  

T o t a l  cos ts  f o r  JP-4 Fuel 

m o s t  f o r  i t e m  H-21 DD Form 1144 

Management kna l  y s t  





Mu of STAR: ALLEN 0. WMGm 

Congross of the 'United gitata 

TO : LT COL R o n  Kennedy 

FROM: Shelly White, Off ice of Congressman Frank D. Tucae 

DATE : April 17, 1995 

RE: Requested USAF COBRA scenarios 
r 

My office requested and received from the A i r  Force Liaisoll 
o f f i ce  COBRA scenarios regarding the closures of Vance and Reese. 
1nt eresting inf onnation. However, the standard factors used in 
both scenarios (*.*\level.sFr) are different than the standard 
factors run for all AF recommendations and submitted to BRAC 
Comission ( *  .*\final.sff). We need the input values the USm 
used for these requested runs. Without knowing how these 
variables differ, the scenarios cannot be properly evaluated. 
Could you please obtain thc following information: 

1) the complete COBRA scenarios (c:\cobra\upt95\van26661,cbr + 
c:\cobra\upt95\ree266~.cbrl with M#.cobra\level.sffn as standard 
factora on diskette, or: 

2) the same information on hard copy. 

Thank you fo r  your asaiaLa~lce.  ~f you have questions, 
please call me at 202/225-5565. 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 16:54 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:26 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Vance Leve l  P Lay 
Scenario F i l e  : B:\VAN26601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\UFT-LPF\LEVEL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
COLUMBUS, MS 
LAUGHLIN. TX 
RANDOLPH, TX 
REESE, TX 
VANCE. OK 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD, TX 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Vance 

St ra tegy:  
- - - - -  - - - -  
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Deact iva tes  i n  FY 1997 
Realignment 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
COLUMBUS, MS 
LAUGHLIN. TX 
REESE, TX 
VANCE, OK 
VANCE. OK 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - -  
VANCE. OK 
VANCE. OK 
VANCE, OK 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD, TX 

Transfers from VANCE. OK 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavyISpecial Vehic les:  

t o  COLUMBUS, 

Transfers  from VANCE. OK t o  LAUGHLIN. T X  

O f f i ce r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpeci a 1 Veh ic les :  

Distance: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:54 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:26 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Vance Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i  l e  : B: \VAN26601 . CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\UFT-LPF\LEVEL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from VANCE, OK t o  REESE, TX 

1996 
- - - - 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  0 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  0 
Student Pos i t i ons :  0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 
Mi l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehic les:  0 
HeavylSpecia 1 Veh ic les :  0 

Transfers  from VANCE, OK t o  BASE X 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecial Vehic les:  

Transfers from VANCE, OK t o  SHEPPARD, T X  

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 44 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  0 14 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  0 9 
Student Pos i t i ons :  0 28 
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  0 500 
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  0 250 
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  0 0 
HeavyISpecial Vehic les:  0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: COLUMBUS, MS 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 378 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 535 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 152 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 221 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 87.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t  W i l l i n g  ToMove: 10.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
T o t a l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF):  2,542 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 66 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.10 

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

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 3 
Data As Of 16:54 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:26 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Vance Leve l  P Lay 
Scenario F i  l e  : B: \VAN26601 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\UFT-LPF\LEVEL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LAUGHLIN, TX 

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

Name: RANDOLPH, TX 

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

(r) Name: REESE, TX 

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

Name: VANCE, OK 

Tota 1 O f f i c e r  Employees: 320 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 378 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 149 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 95 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 34. 0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 10.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l B a s e F a c i l i t i e s ( K S F ) :  1,473 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 66 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.10 

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

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

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

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

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

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
No 

RPW Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
80.9 Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 1 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Yes 
No 

Homeowner Assistance Program: Yes 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 4 
Data As Of 16:54 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:26 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Vance Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i  l e  : B: \VAN26601 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\UFT-LPF\LEVEL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

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

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 

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

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

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($KIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro 11 ($K/Year) : 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

(111I INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

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

Name: COLUMBUS, MS 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t i en t s /Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  0 
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

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

90% 0% OX 0% 
OX 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 5 
Data As Of 16:54 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:26 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Vance Leve l  P Lay 
Scenario F i  l e  : 8 :  \VAN26601 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\UFT-LPF\LEVEL.SFF 

w INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LAUGHLIN, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedu le (%)  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t i en t s /Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: RANDOLPH, TX 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%) : 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

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

9 0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 

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

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutDown: 

Name: REESE, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1 -Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 90% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (16): 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 6 
Data As Of 16:54 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:26 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Vance Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i  l e  : B: \VAN26601 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\UFT-LPF\LEVEL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: VANCE, OK 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - .. - - - - - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 100% 0% 0% OX 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s lY r :  0 0 0 0 0 
Faci  l ShutDown(KSF) : 1,473 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: BASE X 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s lY r :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K) : 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%):  100% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s lY r :  0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 

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

90% 0% 0% 0% 
OX 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 1 )  - Page 7 
Data As Of 16:54 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:26 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Vance Leve l  P Lay 
Scenario F i  l e  : B : \VAN26601 . CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\UFT-LPF\LEVEL.SFF 

10 INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: VANCE. OK 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 

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

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied:  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
En l i s t e d  Salary($lYear)  : 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E L i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  34.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: Leve l  P lay ing F i e l d  

Civ E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 8 
Data As O f  16:54 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:26 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Vance Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : B:\VAN26601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\UFT-LPF\LEVEL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 1.00 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  1.00 

( I nd i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba 11 Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPOET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.20% 1998: 2.60% 

Rehab vs.  New MilCon Cost: 0.00% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon Contingency P Lan Rate: 0.00% 
MilCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 0.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l IAss igned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb) :  15,000.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb):  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb):  18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($/lODLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

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

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Ho r i zon ta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar te rs  
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  Faci  li t i e s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

Category UM 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As O f  16:31 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:18 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Reese Leve l  P Lay 
Scenario F i  l e  : B : \REE26601. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : B:\LEVEL.SFF 

I(I1 INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
COLUMBUS, MS 
LAUGHLIN, TX 
RANDOLPH, TX 
REESE. TX 
VANCE, OK 
BASE X 
SHEPPARO, TX 

St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - - 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Deact iva tes  i n  FY 1997 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
C Lose Reese 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
COLUMBUS, MS 
LAUGHLIN, TX 
REESE, TX 
REESE, TX 
REESE, TX 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
REESE, TX 
REESE, TX 
VANCE, OK 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD, TX 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from REESE, TX t o  COLUMBUS, MS 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
M i  t i  t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecia 1 Veh ic les :  

Transfers from REESE, TX t o  LAUGHLIN, TX 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
Heavy/Special Veh ic les :  

Distance: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:31 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:18 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i  l e  : B: \REE26601 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : B:\LEVEL.SFF 

(V INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from REESE, TX t o  VANCE, OK 

- - 
O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecial Vehic les:  

Transfers from REESE. TX t o  BASE X 

- - 
O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
En l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecial Vehic les:  

Transfers  from REESE, TX t o  SHEPPARD, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 4 2 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  J C i v i  Lian p o s i t i o n s :  - 
Student Pos i t i ons :  0 26 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  0 500 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  0 250 0 0 0 
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  0 0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpeci a 1 Vehic les:  0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: COLUMBUS, MS 

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

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

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  





INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 4 
Data As Of 16:31 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:18 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese Leve l  P Lay 
Scenario F i l e  : B:\REE26601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : B:\LEVEL.SFF 

(IIIIIIIY INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 729 
Tota 1 En l i s t e d  Employees: 1,111 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 1,166 
M i l F a m i l i e s L i v i n g O n B a s e :  53.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t  W i l l i n g  ToMove: 10.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF):  5,683 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 36 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 25 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 7 6 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e ) :  0.10 

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 

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

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
80s Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($KIYear): 
Fami l y  Housing ( $ K / ~ e a r )  : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

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

J INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Name: COLUMBUS, MS 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost (SK): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
GHAMPUS In -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

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

9 0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 5 
Data As Of 16:31 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:18 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese Leve l  P Lay 
Scenario F i l e  : B:\REE26601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : B:\LEVEL.SFF 

w INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LAUGHLIN, TX 
1996 
- - - - 

1 -Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1 -Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  100% 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: RANDOLPH, TX 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: REESE, TX 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost ($K) : 0 
Mi sc Recurr ing Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/ -Sa les)  ($K) : 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 100% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  0% 
Mi (Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 1,200 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 1,960 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

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

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - .. - - - - - - - 

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

9 0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1.500 1.500 1,500 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX 0% 0% 

100% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 6 
Data As Of 16:31 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:18 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese Leve l  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : B:\REE26601.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : B:\LEVEL.SFF 

(II INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: VANCE, OK 

I -T ime Unique Cost ($K): 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X) : 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s l Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: BASE X 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1 -Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 J Miss Recurr ing Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les)  ($K) : 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s lY r :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 
1996 
- - - - 

I -Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

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

90% OX 0% 0% 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

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

90% OX OX OX 
OX OX OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 

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

9 OX OX OX OX 
OX OX 0% OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 7 
Data As Of 16:31 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:18 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese Leve l  P Lay 
Scenario F i l e  : B:\REE26601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : B:\LEVEL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: REESE, TX 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i  l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change : 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En 1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i  Lian: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing M i  lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
En l i s t e d  Salary($lYear) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
A v g  Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n S a l a r y ( $ / Y e a r ) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  t i a n  Regular R e t i  r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  34.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: Leve l  P lay ing F i e l d  

Civ E a r l y  R e t i  r e  Pay Factor :  
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 
Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 8 
Data As Of 16:31 09/27/1994, Report Created 11:18 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese Level  P lay  
Scenario F i l e  : B:\REE26601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : B:\LEVEL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 1 .OO 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  1.00 

( I nd i ces  are  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.20% 1998: 2.60% 

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

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l IAss igned Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb):  15,000.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb) :  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb) :  18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($1100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($) : 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Hor i zonta 1 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 0 Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Din ing Fac i  l i t i e s  
Recreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  Fac i  l i t i e s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

Category 

o ther  
Op t i ona l  Category B 
Op t i ona l  Category C 
Op t i ona l  Category D 
Op t i ona l  Category E 
Opt iona l  Category F 
Opt iona l  Category G 
Op t i ona l  Category H 
Op t i ona l  Category I 
Opt iona l  Category J 
Op t i ona l  Category K 
Op t i ona l  Category L 
Op t i ona l  Category M 
Opt iona l  Category N 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 
Op t i ona l  Category P 
Opt iona l  Category Q 
Opt iona l  Category R 



CONGRESBIONAL INQUIRY 

FROM: CM J.C. Watts (D-OK) 

POC: Mr. Barry Levy (202) 225-6165 

TO: AF/RT 

SUBJECT: Request for Additional Information 

RECEIVED: 17 April 1995 

ACTION OFFICER: Major Cynthia Snyder, SAF/LLP, 71623 

SUSPENSE: 19 April 1995 

CM Watts has requested the AFts plan to distribute personnel 
from Reese to other UFT bases assuming the Commission accepts the 
DoD recommendation. 

If you have additional questions, please give me a all at 
7592/1623. Tpanks. 

IA G. ~NYDER, Ajar, USAF 
and Legislative Division 

4w Office of Legislative Liaison 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNY DER/CFM/7 7 9 5 0/ 10 APR 95 

- 

April 27, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Charles W. Stenholm 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Stenholm 

This is in response to your letters of March 29, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force requesting additional information on 
Dyess Air Force Base (AFB), Texas, and the 1995 BRAC process. We 
appreciate your comments concerning airspace utilization in the 
Dyess AFB area. However, discussions concerning the future use of 
Reese AFB airspace is premature until the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (DBCRC) makes its final recommendation to 
the President by July 1, 1995. If, after that date, airspace 
currently used by Reese AFB becomes available, it will be Air 

lCll 
Education and Training Command's responsibility, in conjunction 
with the Air Staff, to reallocate its use appropriately. 

The data you requested is attached. Let me assure you,that 
we have reviewed all the information to ensure it represents a 
thorough and accurate reproduction of all material provided to the 
DBCRC . 

Sincerely 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 
COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



COBRA 

QUESTION 1: When was COBRA model version 5.08 instituted? 
Has everyone been informed of the latest version? 

RESPONSE: The COBRA 5.08 executable file is dated February 
3, 1995. The Air Force is using COBRA 5.08 for its analysis. The 
Congressional offices that we are aware of that are using the 
COBRA model have the latest version. 

QUESTION 2: Given the COBRA data supporting the Air Force 
analyses and recommendations that was provided to the Commission 
involved COBRA version 5.08, were all COBRA models and 
deliberative analyses reaccomplished using version 5.08? If not, 
why not (especially since the data provided to the Commission was 
based on version 5.08)? 

RESPONSE: No. The level playing field COBRA runs were 
accomplished on the version of COBRA that existed at the time they 
were done. It was not necessary to reaccomplish COBRA runs 
because all bases within a category were run with the same model. 

QUESTION 3: Why are there no written scenarios that explain 
the overall COBRA level playing field assumptions? For example, 
in the Dyess closure scenario, what force structure moved where? 

RESPONSE: The assumptions for the level playing COBRA runs, 
including Dyess AFB, are contained in the BCEG minutes. 

QUESTION 4: Why did the Dyess COBRA data that was provided 
to the Conunission (using data as of 15:32, 11/01/94) differ from 
the COBRA data contained in the Air Force's Analyses and 
Recommendations Report (Volume V - dated February 1995)? For 
example, data provided to the Commission depicted a four-year pay 
back or return on investment, while the Air Force's BRAC 95 Report 
depicted a three-year pay back or return on investment? 

RESPONSE: Both the Air Force's Analyses and Recommendations 
Report and the Air Force COBRA run provided to the Commission 
depict a three-year payback for Dyess AFB (see attached). 

QUESTION 5: Please explain and show where the Dyess manpower 
savings of 443 came from. 

RESPONSE: We need additional information to answer this 
question. The Dyess manpower savings (positions eliminated) is 
905. 

QUESTION 6: Please explain Dyess level playing field 
scenario force structure personnel reductions? Did these relate 
to the fact that some of the B-1B aircraft were being placed in 
reserve status? Were personnel reductions that are driven by non- 
BRAC actions accounted for in the COBRA? Or did DoD only take 

WP credit for BRAC driven reductions, e.g., BOS reductions? 



RESPONSE: The COBRA llforce structure" reductions are 
manpower changes expected to occur between FY 94/4 (the time the 
BRAC analysis was conducted) and FY 97/4 (the target date for 
notional BRAC closures). This adjusted the BRAC baseline 
population to ensure the COBRA analysis did not include costs or 
savings for mission and personnel changes already programmed to 
occur outside of BRAC. 

QUESTION 7: Please explain how a consolidation of Dyess1 
level playing field COBRA RPMA and BOS savings can yield something 
that is greater than 100 percent of the projected BOS savings to 
produce a 106 percent total RPMA/BOS savings. 

RESPONSE: It appears that COBRA incorrectly displayed the % 
change, however, summation of the RPMA and BOS change is correct. 

QUESTION 8: In regard to Dyessl level playing field COBRA, 
what drove the 906 personnel reductions that were llscenario 
positions eliminated?w What type of positions were they? 

RESPONSE: The positions were base infrastructure manpower 
not needed at the receiving base. The personnel reductions were 
from Personnel, Supply, Comptroller, Civil Engineers, 
Communications, Security Police, Wing Staff, Staff Judge Advocate, 
Chaplains, Administrative personnel, Base Education, MWR and 
Services, Contracting, and Transportation. 

QUESTION 9: The Air Force Dyess level playing field COBRA 
data showed an FY 97 military construction project cost avoidance 
of $11.3 million. Please identify this project or projects. Was 
it in the Air Force budget, or merely programmed in the outyears? 
And given that budget constraints have driven to take a cost 
avoidance on a programmed project that has not yet been funded? 
For example, during earlier BRAC rounds, cost avoidances were 
taken for programmed hospital construction when more creative 
approaches were discovered to meet the DoD requirements? 

RESPONSE: The Air Force program MILCON cost avoidance 
consists of a Consolidated Dining Facility for $4.952 million, an 
Add Alter of Dormitories for $5.243 million, and a Industrial 
Wastewater Facility for $1.117 million. DoD policy memorandum 
requires that Military Construction cost avoidances be avoided. 

QUESTION 10: During testimony to the BRAC Commission on 
March 1, 1995, senior OSD officials testified that DoD used a 4.2 
percent discount rate. However, Air Force COBRA standard factors 
indicate that the Air Force used 2.75%. Please explain this 
discrepancy. Was there a standard discount rate for BRAC 95? If 
so, what was it? 

RESPONSE: We cannot speak for the senior OSD official; 
however, DoD BRAC Policy Memorandum 3 specifies a 2.75% discount 

*J rate. 



QUESTION 11: Dyess1 level playing field COBRA indicates the 
majority of the recurring savings (above 70 percent) to be 
military personnel savings. Please explain these savings and what; 
positions they were. In the past, BRAC savings were driven 
primarily by the BOS reductions and consolidation efficiencies. 
However, BOS tails in the Dyess closure scenario were large. In 
fact, these BOS tails were so large, that a complete Dyess closure 
scenario only produced annual BOS savings of about $200,000 - in 
other words, most of Dyess1 existing BOS moved with relocated 
missions. 

RESPONSE: The BOS is reduced by inactivating support 
elements, Civil Engineer Squadron, Mission Support Squadron, 
Supply Squadron, etc. This reduction results in a $35 million 
payroll savings. The $200,000 non-payroll savings means that most 
of Dyess1 non-payroll dollars were not saved. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUICMARY (COBRA ~5.01) 
Oata  As Of 1552 11/01/1994, Report Created 15:32 11/01/1994 

n-oarCllent : A i r  Force 
ion Package : Dyess L v t  P l a y  

r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\LARGE95\OYE27001.CBR 
F i l e  : C:\COBRA\LEVEL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1997 
AOI Year : ZOO0 (3 Years)  

Net Coots <SKI Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- - - - - 

MilCon 9,018 75,070 
Pmon 0 -12,441 
Ovamd 674 8,505 
W c y l  0 17,029 
MISSIO o o .. 
Other 0 1 ,a 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ----- ----- ----- ----- 
QOEITIONS ELIMlNATED 

Off l c t r s  0 60 0 0 
En1 i o t e d  0 829 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 17 0 0 
TOTM 0 906 0 0 

QOSfTIONS REALIGNED 
Off ictrs 0 476 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 2,540 0 0 
t t h t s  0 0 0 0 

0 224 0 0 
0 3,240 0 0 

summary: -------- 
Close Dyess AFB. 

T o t a l  ----- 
86,088 

-148,867 
-14,364 
17,029 

0 
1 ,= 

TOTAL ----- 



OPERATIONS - LARGE AIRCRAFT and MISSILES Subcategories 

OVERALL 

1 UNCLASSIFIED I 

Base Name 
Altus AFB 
Barksdale AFB 
Heale AFB 
Charleston AFB 
Ilover AFB 
Dyess AFB 
Ellsworth AFB 
Fairchild AFB 
Grand Forks AFB 
Little Rock AFB 
Malmstrom AFB 
McConnell AFB 
McGuire AFB 
Minot AFB 
Offutt AFB 
Scott AFB 

Appendix 3 3 

1.1 
Green 
Green - 
Green 
Green - 
Green 
Green 
Yellow + 

1.2 
No Grade 
No Grade 
No Grade 
No Grade 
No Grade 
No Grade 
No Grade 

Travis AFB Green No Grade 
Whiteman AFB Green - No Grade 

8471-207 
3261-383 

I1 
Green - 
Green - 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Yellow - 
Green - 
Green 

Green - 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Green - 
Green - 
Green 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Yellow 

Yellow 
Green - 

3001-306 
1291-73 1 
3281-347 
321-797 
224-347 
624386 
591-801 
5 151-15 1 
240/-528 

14 
7 

Green - 
Yellow + 

I11 
Green - 
Green - 
Green - 
Green - 
Green - 
Green - 
Green - 

No Grade 
Red 
No Grade 
Green 
No Grade 
No Grade 
Yellow 
No Grade 
No Grade 

8 
2 
8 
1 
6 

10 
1 

13 
5 

32,632 (16.4%)* 
4,440 (10.6%)* 

I V  
4331 18 
2211-378 
1991-567 
4231-100 
322/-3 14 
1321-443 
411-849 

Green - 
Green - 
Green - 
Green - 
Green - 
Yellow 
Green - 
Green 
Yellow + 

8,442 (4.0%) 
6,934 (1 5.4%) 
8,241 (2.5%) 
6,695 (1 5.2%)* 
6,825 (2.2%)* 
37,133 (1.4%)* 
6,541 (18.4%) 
16,495 (3.9%) 
15,929(1.1%) 

Yellow + 
Yellow + 

Green - 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Yellow 
Green - 
Green - 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Yellow 

V 
20 
5 
3 

14 
8 
3 
1 

Yellow 
Green - 

Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Yellow + 
Green- 
Green - 
Yellow + 

VI 
4,827 (35.0%)* 
8,906 (!LO%)* 
4,829 (8.7%)* 
33,750 (1 1.9%)* 
7,855(12.6%) 
5,898 (8.2%)* 
5,529 (8.4%)* 

Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Yellow + 
Yellow 
Green- 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 

VII 
Yellow 
Green - 
Yellow 
Yellow + 
Green- 
Green - 
Green - 

VIII 
Green - 
Yellow 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Red+ 
Green - 
Yellow 



OPERATIONS - LARGE AIRCRAFT and MISSILES Subcategories 

I V N  Cost and Manpower ImplicationdReturn on Investment 

I Dvess AFB 1 132 1 -443 1 40 1 906 1 3 1 
Ellsworth AFB 
Fairchild AFB 
Grand Forks AFB 
Little Rock AFB 
Malmstrom AFB 

41 
300 

1 

McConnell AFR 
McGuire AFB 

129 
328 
32 

Minot AFB 
P 

Offutt AFB 

r UNCLASSIFIED I 

-849 
-306 

Scott AFB 240 
Travis AFB 846'- 
Whiteman AFB 326 

Appendix 3 27 

-731 
-347 
-797 

1 

59 
515 

63 
42 

40 
70 

224 
624 

60 
47 
59 

-347 
-386 
-801 
-151 

5 
14 
7 

-528 1 54 ( 1102 

- - -  

1257 
1 044 

765 
1077 

- 
1 
8 

1217 
843 

1187 - 

6 
10 

6 1 
46 

1308 
1084 

-207 
-383 

2 
8 
1 

70 
50 

1221 
1058 

1 
13 
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I CHARLES W, 87WNHOLlH 

1 hn Olmm 
TWAIZ - . , COMMITTEES: 

Buoam 
AGRICULTURE 

No. 344 f'002 

March 29 ,  1995 

. The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall, Ph.D. 
Secretary of the Air Force 
1600 Air Force, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

I understand that during the BRAC 95 deliberations the 
Air Force expressed a desire for future expandedtraining 
areas for follow-on high performance aircraft and 
ideo t i f i eda  need for such a piece of t ra ining airspace 
in the area o f  Dyeas AFB, which has excellent year-round 
flying weather. 

A tremendous opportunity currently exists to'develop a 
large training area that would meet the need8 of futuxe 
aircraft, if the BRAC commission endorses the DoDgs 
recommendationto close Reese AFB. Such a training area 
controlled airspace to Dyess an8 then joining Dyeas's 
existing controlled airspace with this reassigned 
airspace. Specifically, Dyesst s Roby MOA could be joined 
with the Reese 5 MOA and the Reese 4 MOA. 

This  enlarged training area would be a big plus for the 
Air Force and DoD, I would appreciate i t  i f  your s ta f f  
would review the poss ib i l i tyof  xeassigningportions of 
Reese4s airspace to Dyess to form a mega-training area 
f o r  the future. With kind regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

Charles W. Stenholm 
Member of Congress - 
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COMMITTEES 

March 29, 1995 

The   on or able Sheila B. Widnall, Ph.D. 
Secretary of the Air Force 
1600 Air Force, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Deal; Secretary Widnall: 

Althou h Dyess AFB was not included on the Defense Department'sbsee closure 
liet , ft has such a tremendous impact on Abileae that my constituents and 1 
will continue to stay act ive ly  involved in the BRAC 95 process to ensure that 
the Base Closure Commission does not take any actions that could harm the 
base. 

As part of this ongoing effort, I requested on February14, 1 9 9 5  a personal 
copy of several key Air Force documents. Although the DoD has established 
several libraries where some of these documents are available, I would like 
original copies rather that taking the chance that pages may be missing. Your 
assistance i n  providingaogies of  the following documents, in particular, is 
appreciated: 

1. The detailed analysis and complete report of the Air Force 
recornmendationsthat were forwarded to the Secretary of Defense. 

2 .  All 1995  data call~/queetionnairessent t o  Dyess AFB and Dyesot 
responses. 

3 .  Minutes of the Base Closure Executive Group deliberative sessions. 

4 .  Any other key items or analyses that were used to support Air Force 
recommendations, including the individual base capacity analyeis for 
Dyess , 

Our team has also raised several questions pertaining to the COBRA data that 
was used to support the A i r  Force analyses and recommendations, I have 
attached some COBRA-relatedquestions and concerns that I l i k e  to have your 
rraf f respond to. 

To facilitate our efforts, a representativeof my o f f i c e  will be available to 
'retrieve the requested material at the Pentagon as soon as it is available. - 
Your timely response to these requests is greatly appreciated. With kind 
regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

CWS : cn 
Encloeure 

Charles W. Stenholm 
Member of Congress 
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BrVIC 95 COBRA QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS 
REGARDING DYESS AFB 

The following questions and concerns involve the overall  COBRA model 
as w e l l  as the COBRA data providedto support Air Force analyses and 
recommendationstelating to  DYGss AFB. 

.I. Whenwas COBRAmodelvcraion5.08 insti tuted? Has everyone 
been informed of the latest version? 

2 ,  ~ i v e n  the COBRA data supporting A i r  Force analyses and 
recornmendationsthat was provided t o  the  omm mission involved 
COBRA version 5 . 0 8 ,  were a l l  COBRA models and delibelafive 
analyses reaccomplishedusing version 5 - 0 8 ?  I f  no t ,  why not 
(especiallysince the data provi'dedto the Commisraion was bases - 
on version 5 .08 )  3 

3 .  Why are there no written scenarios that  explain the overall 
COBRA level playing field assumptions? For example, i n  the 
Dyess closure scenario, what force structure moved where? 

4 .  Why did the Dyess COBRA data that was provided t o  the 
Cornrnieeion (using data as of 15:32, 11/01/94)  differ from the 
COBRA data contained in the Air Force' e Analyses and 
Recommendations w o r t  (Volume V - dated February 1995) ? For 
example, data provided t o  t h e  Commissiondepicted a four-year 
pay back or return on investment , while the Air Forcers BRAC 95 
Report depicted a three-yearpay back or return on investment? 

5 .  Please explain and show where the Dyess manpower savings of 443 
came from. 

6 .  Please explain Dyess level playing f ie ld  scenario force 
structure personnel reductions? Did these re la te  t o  the fact 
that some of the B-1B aircraft were baing placed i n  reissnte 
s ta tus?  Were personnel reductions that are driven by non-BRAC 
actions accounted for within the COBRA? Or does DoD only take 
credi t  for  direct BRAC driven reductions, c .g. , BOS reductions? 

7. Pleaee explain how a consolidation of Dyess' level playing 
field COB= RPMA and BOS savings can yie ld  something that  is 
greater that  100  percent of the projected RPMA savings and 100 
percent of the projected BOS savings to produce a 106 percent 
t o t a l  RPMA/BOS savings. 

8.  In regard t o  Dyess' level playing field COBRA, what drove the 
906 personnel reductions that were "ecenario positions 
eliminated1I? W h a t  type of positions were they? 

9.  The Air Force Dyess level playing f i e ld  COBRA data showed an FY 
97 military construction project coat avoidance of $11.3 -.. 
million. Please identify t h i s  project of projects. Was it in 
the Air Force budget, or merely programmedin the outyears? 
And given t h a t  budget constraints have driven t o  take a cost 
avoidance on a programmedproject that has not yet been funded? 
For example, during earlier BRAC rounds, cost avoidances were 
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taken for programmedhospftal construction when more creative 
approaches were discovered to meet the DoD requirements. 

10. During testimony to the BRAC Commiestion on March 1,' 1995, 
senior OSD officials t e s t i f i ed tha t  DoD used a 4 . 2  percent 
discount rate. However, Air Force COBRA standard factors 
indicate that the A i r  Force used 2 . 7 5  percent. Pleaee explain 
this discrepancy. Was there a standard DoD discount rate for 
BRAC 951 If so, what was it? 

11a Dyess' level playing field COBRA indicates the majority of the 
recurring  savings (abave 70 percent) to be military personnel 
savings. Please explain these savings and what positions they 
were. In the past, BRAC savings were driven pzimarily by BOS 
reductions and conaolidationefficisncies. aowever, BOS t a i l s  
i n  the Dyes8 closure scenario were large. In fact, these BOS 
tails were so large, that a complete Dyess closure scenario 
only produced a projected annual BOS savings of about $200,000- - i n  other words, most of Dyessf existing BOS moved with re 
relocated missions. 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/20 APR 95 

April 20, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Frank D. Lucas 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Lucas 

This is in response to your April 17, 1995, request for COBRA 
data on Reese Air Force Base (AFB), Texas, and Vance AFB, 
Oklahoma. 

w The COBRA data on Reese AFB and Vance AFB is provided as 
requested. The 5.01 Standard Factor files were updated by the 
Department of Defense between the time the level playing field 
COBRAs were produced and the final COBRAs were produced and 
submitted to the Commission. We apologize for any confusion this 
may have caused. A COBRA run was not produced for Vance AFB using 
the final Standard Factor file because Vance was not recommended 
for closure by the Department of Defense. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFF CE O F  THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Vic Fazio 
House of ~epresentatives 
washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Fazio: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the i om mission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF' 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Robert T. Matsui 
House of ~epresentatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. ~atsui: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers ( U s )  by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Richard W. Pombo 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Pombo: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRET4RY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Saxby Chambliss 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chambliss: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 

w effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the ~onunission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Ernest Jim Istook 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Istook: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure , capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

W e  appreciate your continued support o f  t h e  A i r  Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFtCE OF T - i  SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Frank D. Lucas 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Lucas: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more - effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The ~ i r  Force will be providing the attached information to 
the commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFiCE i7F THE SETQETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable J.C. Watts 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Watts: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 

J 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Henry Bonilla 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Bonilla: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES L. F O ~  
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Henry B. Gonzalez 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes inf rastructire, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Lamar S. Smith 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASH l NGTON DC 203 30- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRET4RY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Frank Tejeda 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Tejeda: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Forcers decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable James V. Hansen 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hansen: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes inf rastructire, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFCE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful . 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES -9 L. FO 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 203 30- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 

1 effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF r r tE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Paul Coverdell 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Coverdell: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 

1 ef feckively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF T-E SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Sam Nunn 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Nunn: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Forcers decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF TYE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable James M. Inhofe 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Inhofe: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Forcers decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 203 30- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Don Nickles 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Nickles: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air ~ogistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

~olonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 203 30- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Phil Gram 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Gramm: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more w effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the Commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFiCE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Forcers decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Robert Bennett 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bennett: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the ~ i r  Force ~nalysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Forcers decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (AM3s) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 
effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the  omm mission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES L. Rjk FO 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

April 12, 1995 

The Honorable Orrin G. Hatch 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Hatch: 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense notified 
Congress of his proposed closure and realignment submission to 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, included the Secretary of the Air Force's decision to realign 
each of the five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) by consolidating 14 
commodity workload functions. After further analysis and site 
surveys, the Air Force has developed additional data which more 

1 effectively optimizes infrastructure, capacity and personnel at 
the ALCs. 

The Air Force will be providing the attached information to 
the commission for their consideration. Air Force officials are 
available to brief you or members of your staff on the additional 
information. 

We appreciate your continued support of the Air Force depot 
realignment recommendations, and trust this information is 
useful. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



INDEX OF A'IT'ACEMENTS 

1. Pcnooed - InitW BRAC P b n h g  (1706) 
-Lirb in i t ia lparo l lad~bydoadfundioarb#eachAU:  

- E s t i m a t a d ~ ~ 0 f 1 7 0 6 p e r s o a n t l a c ~ f i v C A U = s  - Numbers exclude Base Optratiog Support associated with personnel 

2. P e n o d  Saviags - BRAC Implementation (1713) - Meds refined numbers hased on site surveys aad additional analysis to implement initial 
BRAC recornmeadation 
- Validakd revisions were necessary to consolidate workload capability in Composite/ 
Plastics, Tubing MatluEacturing, Sheetmetal Repau and Manufkturing, and 
Machine Man- - RequYed to egectively support Pr- Depot Maintenance activities at all ALCs 

3. P e r s o d  Savings - Improved BRAC Implemeotatioo (1832) 
-Proposedchangefiutheraptimizesinfrastructurc,capacityandpersollnel - Entails changes to fwr workload categories (Electrook Manuhcturing, Sheet Metal Repair1 
Manu- Mmments, and PMmg) 

4. Improved Rulignments 
- Lists proposed changes to four workload categories and ALC impact from BRAC 
Implementation (1 832) 

5. Electronic houfacturing (Printed Wire Boards) 
- Compares BRAC Implementation (17 13) with changes reflected in Improved BRAC 
Implementation (1832) - Compares reductions in infrsrstructure, capacity and personnel 
- "Boxed" figures reflect optimal choice for each category w 

6. Sheet Metrl Rtpdr/Manufacturing - Compares BRAC Implementation (1713) with changes reflected in Improved BRAC 
Implementation (1 832) - Compares reductions in ihstmcture, capacity and personnel 
- "Boxed" figures reflect optimal choice for each category 

7. Instruments - Compares BRAC Implementation (1 7 13) changes reflected in Improved BRAC 
Implementation (1 832) 
- Compares reductions in infrastnrcture, capacity and persoam1 
- "Boxed" figures d e d  optimal choice for each category 

8. Plating 
- BRAC recommendation fouod incompatible with other BRAC recommendations - Phmg capabhty is required to perform Cwnposites/Plastics and Hydraulics 
- Compares BRAC Implementation (1 7 13) with changes refleded in Improved BRAC 
Implementatim (1 832) - Cornpara reductions in infrastnrcture, capacity and ptrsonntl - "Boxed" figures reflect optimal cboice for each category 

9. Recap - Outlines nd changes due to W t i a l  revisioa of BRAC implamntation estimate 
- Further reduces capacity and personnel 

10. Depot Dornuizing Summ8ry 
- Includes both BRAC-ftW and nm-BRAC rcdudjats to &pots - "AU Actions" reflects BRAC, hrce structure and orhcr reductions 



Personnel Savings 

OC - - 00 - SA SM - WR 
Composite/Plastic -37 -49 -46 w] -163 
Engine Related L-11 (1 
HydlPneu -2 -7 -3 -2 
ATE Software (Avionics) )-108( 11 -75 -1 72 

-218 Sheetmetal Repair 
Instrument/Display -1 69 
Abn Electronics 

-52 GI 
1 -118 

-92 
Metal Mfg I -31 
(Tubing Mfg, Machine Mfg, Sheet Metal Mfg) 

Foundry E d  -5 -1 
Electronic Mfg (PWB) -22 -17 1 1  
Electro/Mech Support Equip -2 
Injection Molding -2 
IPE Software (Engines) -29 
Plating 
Miscellaneous * 

Grand Total 
Initial BRAC Planning Totals -1058 +237 -433 +I 4 -466 -1 706 

* Other workloads not specifically referenced in BRAC recommendation language 





Personnel Savings - Improved BRAC lmplementgtion (1 832) 

I 
- 1 

I 

HydIPneu -3 
Tubing (Metal Mfg) -5 
ATE Software (Avionics) 
Machine (Metal Mfg) 
Foundry 
InstrumentlDisplay 
Abn Electronics 
Electronic Mfg (PWB) 
ElectroIMech SE 
Injection Molding 
IPE Software (Engines) -34 
Plating 
Engine Related 

Realignment Subtotals -1 70 
Sheetmetal Repair I Mfg 
Downsizing Subtotals -1 85 

Revised Totals -398 
BRAC Implementation Totals -775 

+I 04 

-1 39 
Grand Totals 

-1 06 -1 832 
-320 -1 71 3 









Instruments 
BRAC: Consolidate at SM-ALC (except gyros/compasses) 

Utilized TRC for instruments 
Utilizes instrument facility 

Change: Consolidate 00 at OC and SM at WR 
Lowest cost option from TRC study 

I o m  p a r i s o n  o f  B R A C  R e c o m  m  e n d a t i o n  a n d  O p t i o n  
I I i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  ; C a p a c i t y  ' P e r s o n n e l  I i I R e d u c t i o n s  1 R e d u c t i o n s  I R e d u c t i o n s  I 

I B R A C  l m p l m t  1 

I l m  p r o v e m  e n t  ( 3 2 , 4 0 0 )  j ( 6 2 , 2 2 0 )  1 4 3  
i 



Plating 
BRAC: Downsize; move SM-ALC to 00-ALC 

Eliminates one full plating shop 
Minimizes transportation expenses (if transferring) by placing 
SM workload at nearest ALC 

Change: Consolidate 11 and downsize 15 processes 
BRAC recommendation incompatible with other BRAC 
recommendations 

Composites/plastics require plating process support 
(chemical milling) 
Hydraulics requires plating process support 

Reduces requirement to route high volume assets 
- -- - --- - - - - -- - - - - -  - " --- - - - - --- - - -- - - - - - - - - --- - -- --- -- r C o m p a r i s o n  o f  B R A C  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n  a n d  O p t i o n  1 

I 

I I l m  p r o v e m  e n t  j (1  9 , 9 5 0 )  1 6 , 4 7 0  (1  ) I 
i 

* <  

p - e ~  K~I 
I R e d u c t i o n s  1 
i 

4 6  i 
1471 

I 
I 

- - - 

C a p a c i t y  
R e d u c t i o n s  

( D L H )  

4 1 , 4 0 0  

- 1 - - - - 1 - - - 1 - - 1 , 1 - - - - -  - - I - - - - "  

I I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  I 

I R e d u c t i o n s  
(sq F t )  

B R A C  l m p l m  t , 4 6 , 0 0 0  1 
P r o p o s e d  2 6 , 0 5 0  



Recap 

-. - / ~~frastructure 
Reductions 

/Elect Mfg (PWB) 

I I Sheet Metal ( ~ p r l ~ f ~ )  
i I 

- - - - - - a - - - 

Capacity 7--Perso n n e I 

I 
I i Instruments 
t 

Reductions 

I Plating 
i 

Reductions 

/ Net 



in' 
C3 
6 > 


