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The ~onorab1e~'Ahd J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 

Y 
1700 North ~ o u r e  Street, Suite 1425 
~riibgton, Virginia 22209 

< t {  ; , 
I . ;+,  , + 

Deaq Mr. Chairinan: 

. *.- 9 ,The Commission has requested that the Air Force provide copies of 
correspondence pertaining to the Secretary of Defense's 1995 Base 
Closure and Realignment recommendations. This information is 
provided at Tabs 1-7 and is dated May 1-19, 1995. We will continue to 
keep the Commission updated on an incremental basis. 

' 
We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

qTE HEN D. BULL, 111 
' C O ~ O  I el, usAF 
Chiet P~ogranas and Legislation 

" Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

HQ USAFICC 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

0 9 MAY 1995 

The Honorable Conrad Burns 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-2603 

Dear Senator Burns 

I enjoyed our conversation this morning. Based on our phone 
call, I would like to reaffirm the Ai r  Force's support for implementing 
the results of the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) approved by the 
President. As you know, among other things, the NPR called for the 
retention of three wings and a range of 450 - 500 Minuteman I11 
missiles. 

The range of 450 - 500 missiles provides the latitude to retain any 
three of the four existing missile fields. All things being equal, the most 
prudent course of action is to support the high end of the NPR 
recommendation. This allows the ICBM force to make its greatest 
military contribution while protecting future negotiating options. 
Furthermore, the Air Force evaluation and recommendation regarding 
missile bases is consistent with this course. 

Thank you for your intere have provided a 
copy of this letter to the other m 

General, USAF 1 
Chief of Staff 





SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/11 MAY 95 

May 11, 1995 

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

The Honorable James M. Inhofe 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-3603 

Dear Senator Inhofe 

This is in response to your letter of May 8, 1995, concerning 
the relocation of the Air Force Inspection and Safety Agencies 
from Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico, to Kelly AFB, 
Texas. 

Cv As part of the base closure and realignment process, the Air 
Force conducted an extensive capacity analysis of all of its 
installations. The Air Force selected Kelly AFB as the receiving 
location for the Air Force Inspection and Safety Agencies based on 
the capacity analysis results; Kelly AFB has excess capacity 
deemed sufficient for the relocation of both agencies. However, 
the Air Force continues to explore other options for relocating 
missions realigning from Kirtland AFB. A final decision will be 
made once the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
completes its analysis. 

We trust the information provided is useful. 

Sincerely 

Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



0 5 - 0 8 - 9 5  03.: 40PM FROM SENATOR INHOFE 

JAMES M. INHOR 
wwaw 

TULSA OFFICE 
1924 S. UTlCA 

TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74101 
918-74841 11 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3603 

May 8 ,  1995 

Major General Norman Lezy 
Director, Legislative Liaison 
USAF 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear General Lezy: 
. - 
1 wanted to let you know that I am concerned over the proposed 

relocation of the Air Force Inspection and Safety Agencies from 
Kirtland AFB to Kelly AFB. 

As you may know, the Federal Aviation Agency's Transportation 
Safety Institute is located at t h e  Mike Monroney Aviation Center in 
Oklahoma City. ~ccident investigation, and other functions similar 
to those procedures followed by the Air Force are conducted for 
commercial aviation at this location. In addition, it is my 
understanding the Air Force Safety Agency relies heavily upon 
Tinker AFB t o  process data from crash recorders. 

In light of this, it seems logical that the Air Force 
Inspection and Safety Agencies should be relocated to Tinker AFB. 
I believe significant coat savings could be achieved through t h e  
collocation of the civilian and military safety agencies. Please 
inform me as to whether or not the Air Force considered this 
information in making their initial recommendation and if not when 
a revised recommendation may be sent to the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

Sincerely, 

@-f@&--- 
L h i t e d  States Senator 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/10 MAY 95 
moyer/bases95/kirt8~ay 

May 10, 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 May 8, '19,9.5: to 
the Secretary of the Air Force requesting access to infox%ation 
developed in pursuit of alternatives to the recommendation 
regarding Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. You . * &  

specifically requested that all documents provided to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) regarding any 

b alternative be provided to you the same day. 
P .  

We will provide you a copy of any information give'n. to the 
Commission, and will ensure that it comes to your office"that same 
day. Further, we will provide any information, even if not 
provided to the Commission, once appropriately developed and 
approved. 

It is not our intent to provide any new proposal to the 
Commission concerning the Kirtland AFB recommendation. We may, 
however, provide further information including potential 
alternative receiver sites for consideration by the commission 
staff in evaluating the original recommendation. 

We appreciate your continued interest in Kirtland AFB. A 
similar letter is being provided to Senator Bingaman and 
Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

w 
COORD AF/RT DBCRC 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 



May 10, 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 May 8, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force requesting access to information 
developed in pursuit of alternatives to the recommendation 
regarding Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. You 
specifically requested that all documents provided to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) regarding any 

w alternative be provided to you the same day. 
- 

We will provide you a copy of any information given to the 
Commission, and will ensure that it comes to your office that same 
day. Further, we will provide any information, even if not 
provided to the Commission, once appropriately developed and 
approved. 

It is not our intent to provide any new proposal to the 
Commission concerning the Kirtland AFB recommendation. We may, 
however, provide further information including potential 
alternative receiver sites for consideration by the Commission 
staff in evaluating the original recommendation. 

We appreciate your continued interest in Kirtland AFB. A 
similar letter is being provided to Senators Domenici and 
Bingaman . 

Sincerely 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 



WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

May 8, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E, WidnalI 
!%xctary of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330.1 670 

Dcar Madam Secretary: 

As you are well aware, the New Mexico delegation and the Dcfcnsc Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) received the refined cost data on the proposcd rcalignmcnt at 
Kirtland Air Force Base fiom General kzy last week. We have shared the cost data that includes 
Department of Energy costs with the commission because wc believe the cotnrn ission will rake a very 
different view of other agency costs than did the DOD directive on this matter. 

In his May 3 letter, General Lezy indionted that the Bnse Closure Exwutivc Group (BCEG) is 
plming to almost totillly change i ts Kirtland mlignrnent proposal in thc wccks ahcad. The BCFK.3 
has essentially conceded our criticisms with regard to Air Force costs, cosl shifting to other agencies, 
security and the synergy of the nuclear agencies. Yet the BCEG insists on trying to salvage its 
reputation by now changing almost every co~nponent of the original proposi\l. 

We regret this decision. But if this is the course the Air Forcc will take, wc and the Kirtland 
Retention Task Force must have routine access over the next moeth and a Iialf to the data and options 
being provided to the BCEG and by the BCEG to the BRAC. We can't wait for days or wccks for 
BCEG minutes. We can't wait for two months for refined cost data for the new realignment options, 
as we had to wait for the refinement we rcccivcd last wcck. 

We therefore ask for your assurance that the Air Force will provide routive updates to our staff 
and the Kirtland Retention Task Force on thc evolving BCEG proposal. We ask that all docunlents 
provided to the BRAC to justify the new Kirtland proposal (or proposals) be provided to us the same 
day. Wa ask for your assumnce that wc will not be caught by surprise by n totally ncw BCEG 
proposal with no time to analyzc it just before the commission votes in late June. 

Thank you for your ongoing attention to this matter and for your cor\sideration of our request. 

Pete V. Domenici ing w Stcvcn Schiff 
United States Senator House of Representatikcs 

> 4 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR F O R C E  
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20330 

3 MAY 1995 

HQ USAFICV 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

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

Dear Senator Domenici 

Thank you for your April 13, 1995, letter concerning the 
consolidation of the SMC/TE (formally SMCICU) at Kirtland Air Force 
Base (AFB), New Mexico. I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your 
concerns regarding SMCPTE. 

The actions outlined in my April 5, 1995, memo take a prudent 
course of action pending the final outcome of the 1995 BRAC process. 
This course allows SMCPTE to ensure the vital operational support to the 
space and missile missions is continued while holding actions that can 
reasonably be delayed. I can assure you the ability of SMCPTE to perform 
its mission is in no way jeopardized by awaiting the final decision 
concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to realign 
Kirtland AFB. However, we would be severely criticized for allowing the 
full SMOTE consolidation to proceed as originally planned if the 
recommended realignment is eventually approved. 

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

THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr. 
General, USAF 
Vice Chief of Staff 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 

3 MAY 1995 

HQ USAFJCV 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

Thank you for your April 13, 1995, letter concerning the 
consolidation of the SMCfI'E (formally SMC/CU) at Kirtland Air Force 
Base (AFB), New Mexico. I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your 
concerns regarding SMC/TE. 

The actions outlined in my April 5, 1995, memo take a prudent 

V course of action pending the final outcome of the 1995 BRAC process. 
This course allows SMC/TE to ensure the vital operational support to the 
space and missile missions is continued while holding actions that can 
reasonably be delayed. I can assure you the ability of SMCPTE to perform 
its mission is in no way jeopardized by awaiting the final decision 
concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to realign 
Kirtland AFB. However, we would be severely criticized for allowing the 
full SMC/TE consolidation to proceed as originally planned if the 
recommended realignment is eventually approved. 

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

THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr. 
General, USAF 
Vice Chief of Staff 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF  STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 

3 MAY 1995 

HQ USAFICV 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

The Honorable Steven Schiff 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schiff 

Thank you for your April 13, 1995, letter concerning the 
consolidation of the SMCJTE (formally SMCICU) at  Kirtland Air Force 
Base (AFB), New Mexico. I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your 
concerns regarding SMCfTE. 

The actions outlined in my April 5, 1995, memo take a prudent 

V course of action pending the final outcome of the 1995 BRAC process. 
This course allows SMCPTE to ensure the vital operational support to the 
space and missile missions is continued while holding actions that can 
reasonably be delayed. I can assure you the ability of SMCPTE to perform 
its mission is in no way jeopardized by awaiting the final decision 
concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to realign 
Kirtland AFB. However, we would be severely criticized for allowing the 
full SMC/TE consolidation to proceed as originally planned if the 
recommended realignment is eventually approved. 

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

THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr. 
General, USAF 
Vice Chief of Staff 



WASHINGTON. OC 206 10 

~gril 13, 1995 

General Thomas S. Mawman, J x ,  
Vice Chief o f  Staff 
United Stateo A i r  Force 
Room 46936 
The Pentagen 
Washington, DC 20301 

bear General Noorman: 

Thank you for roviding us w i t h  a copy of yout memo dated 
~ p r l l  5 ,  1995 on t e space t e s t  and exgerimcnhation ccneolida~i~n E 
a t  Kirtland Air Force Baee. 

we are, however, very disappointed w ~ c h  the contents of your 
rneir.0 to Genera]. Yates. E~~entially you di rec t  A i r  Force ~atsriel 
Command tc proceed w i t h  the Lor Angolee portion of the relocation 
(121 positions including oontractoro), to plan for  the San 
Bornardino por t ion  o f  the transfer beginning October 1, 1 9 9 5  ( 5 7  
positions including eontractorr), and to limit the Oniruka 
t r ans£  or ( 357  positions including contractors) to no mare than 20 
personnel pendkrq the final result8 of the 1995 BRAC proces.. 
You also limit t o t a l  m i l i t a r y  par~onrrsl in rhe apace test and 
expecimestction unit at Rirtland t o  62 i n  anticipation of 
implementing the Air Force recommendation on realignment of 
R i r L l a n d .  You put e f t  a f i n a l  decision on whether the SMC/Ts 
u n i t e  at  Sari-Bernadine and h i z u k a  will be consolidated at 
Kirtland until resolution of the BRAC 95 rceommendatfons. 

In i t a  December 8 ,  1994 report to the Secretary of the A i r  
Force, Materiel Command concluded that : 

"The btr.efits  o f  thie consolidatlan, modernization, and 
rtlocwcion o f  SMC/CU (now SMC/TE) far outweigh the relat ively  
small c o s t  involved. The A i r  Force space mi~sion w i l l  be 
strengthened; satellite control npsrating a d  maintenance 
caste will be reduced; customers will benefit from better 
support and lower costs; AFSPC will gain access to a 
spacecraft residual operations ten-er; the AFSCN CCS upgrade 
effor ts  will benefit from lessons learned w i t h  actual on-line 
open architecture syatema: the W E  will gain access to a 
wosldwidr s a t e l l l ~ ~  concr01 8yatem with minimal investment; 
and the W D  will preserve and strengthen the essence of i t s  
space and missile RDThE assete. There can be no question 
chat this is the d g h t  action to take - -  and with downsizing 
and declining budgets ahead. t h i ~  is tho r i g h t  time to take 
it! 

" Not j u s t  SMC, and not just AFMC, but the entire Air 
Farce Cop m - a g e m e n t  is committed LU Lhis forward-looking 



move which w i l l  strengthen i t s  space capability while cu t t i ng  
~ 0 8 t  8 ! " 

The only change eince t h i s  report w a s  v r i t t v a  is the A i r  
Farce BRAC recornmendatian. As we understand it, the Base Cloeuxe 
Executive Group irnposcd an arbitrary loo-psraori  limit on military 
pers~nnel at  ~ir t land  as p a n  of the  real~gnment proposal in 
order to insure that the support now provided to Kirtland tenanta 
by the 377th A i r  Bage wing would no longer be necessary. That 
arbitrary l i m i t  now appears to he denying the Air Force the F u l l  
benefits of fl ace TLl3 consolidation which were aa elequently and P enthusiaatica 1y deecribed in the AFMC repozt c i t e d  above. 

We obviously are fighting to reverse the A h  Force 
realignment proposal for Rirtland before the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. we hope to be succeeeful. But i n  
any case it makes no uenee ca delay tho consolidation of  SMC/TE, 
which would clearly reaide i n  the Phillips Lab cantonment even 
under the Air Force proposal. 

We understand that  hilli ips Laboratory and AFMC have already 
argued Ehat the minimum number of military personnel temaininy a~ 
Phillips under the Air Force proposal is 212. Your April 5 memo 
allows 62 more military perromel as p a r t  oE SMC/TE. Obviously, 
the 100-military personnel limit i s  now moat. Accordingly, we 
sea no reason not to preceed with the full SMC/TE consolidation, 
which would add another 97 military personnel under December fl 
AFMC plan. 

We therefare request that you recaneider your A p r i L  S 
decision and that you direct that the full SMC/TE consolidation 
proceed aa planned. In any case, we request tha.t  no act ion be 
taken by, the A i r  Forccir  hat would preclude  he f u l l  consolidation 
from taking place and the f u l l  benefits from being achieved as. '  
originally planned by AmC, 

Thank you for your consideration of our views. 
b 

united States Seaator 

Steven Schiff 
Member of Congreaa 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

5 APR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFMUCC 

FROM: HQUSAF/CV 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Space Test and Experimentation (SMUCU) Consolidation at Kirtland AFB, NM 
(HQ USAF/CC 14 Mar 95 Memo, same subject) 

1. Reference HQ USAFICC letter placed the entire consolidation of the SMUCU (now 
SMC/TE) on hold pending the final outcome of the 1995 BRAC process. After an on-site review 
at Kirtland, the following direction is provided: 

a. Continue the relocation of the Los Angeles portion of SMC/TE to Kirtland. This unit, 
which is in transition, is unable to efficiently accomplish its mission. Reconstitution of this 
wrtion of thc SMCA'E will ensue the vit~operational support to the space and missile missions 

continued. 

b. Proceed with the planning for transfer (beginning 1 Oct 95) of all SMCITEB Rocket 
Systems Launch Program Office (RSLP) military and civilian positions and personnel from 
San Bernardino (Norton AFB) CA to Kirtland AFB NM. This action will be accomplished in 
accordance with the Brown Amendment. 

. .  . c. h4mmue the transfer of SMC/TEO p e t  2, SMC) positions and p e r s o ~ e l  (to no more 
than 20) from Onizuka AS CA to Kirtland AFB NM pending final results of the BRAC 95 
process. These personnel are required to maintain and operate already installed satellite 
command and control equipment at Kirtland AFB which will be required to prevent a break in 
mission capability associated with the transfer.' 

d. Delay any decision on where to locate SMCITEO's deployable telemetry system and 
their associated support personnel from O n i k a  AS CA pending results of the BRAC 95 
process. 

2. The Air Force will work to include SMCJTE as an organization that will remain at 
Kirtland AFB NM if the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Kirtland - AFB realignment is 
approved by the BRAC. 



3. In anticipation of Kirtland AFB realignment under BRAC, SMCITE will take no action which 
would preclude reaching an end state during the BRAC 95 impllementation period of a maximum 
of 62 military personnel. A final decision on whether SMCYTE units at San Bemard'ino CA and 
Onizuka AS will be consolidated at Kirtland AFB will be provided after resolution of the BRAC 
95 ~tcommendations. 

- 
THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr. 
General, USAF 
Vice Chief of Staff 

CC: 

HQ SMC/CC 
SMC/TE 
Phillips Lab Director 
377 WWCC 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETAR'I MAY 0 3 1995 

SAFILL 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 160 

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

Dear Senator Domenici 

This is a follow-up to my April 28th response to your April 25, 1995, 
letter to the Secretary of the Air Force requesting the refined cost data 

w associated with Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

Attachment 1 summarizes the differences between the estimated 
costs for the original Air Force COBRA and the results of the site surveys, 
as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) on May 2, 1995. 
Attachment 2 is a COBRA run incorporating the revised numbers, from 
which Attachment 1 was derived. This information will also be provided 
to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) for 
their evaluation. 

As we indicated in our previous letter, we found significant cost 
increases in some of the actions, particularly the relocation of the 58th 
Special Operations Wing (SOW) to Holloman AFB. After reviewing the 
cost information, as well as the concerns raised by you and others 
relating to security, transferred costs, and the synergy of nuclear 
agencies, the BCEG directed that alternatives to some portions of the 
original recommendation be evaluated. The alternatives will examine 
retention of the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) at Kirtland, military 
security for the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Center 
(KUMSC), and continued Air Force control of the land associated with 
Department of Energy (DOE) activities, as well as lower cost 



opportunities for the relocating units, such as the 58th SOW. 
Additionally, because of the need to retain a higher number of active 
duty personnel, we will also evaluate the level of Kirtland AFB support 
activities that will be required. 

In addition to the COBRA run that incorporates the new cost 
estimates, we are also providing a COBRA run that responds to your 
request to include DOE one-time and recurring costs. Since this COBRA 
is not consistent with Department of Defense guidance, we do not believe 
it represents a valid COBRA estimate of the proposed action and this 
information will not be provided to the Commission. 

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

Sincerely 

Major General, US 
Director, Legislati 



D E P A R T M E N T  O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
MAY 0 5 I995 

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 a follow-up to my April 28th response to your April 25, 1995, 
letter to the Secretary of the Air Force requesting the refined cost data 
associated with Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

Attachment 1 summarizes the differences between the estimated 
costs for the original Air Force COBRA and the results of the site surveys, 
as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) on May 2,1995. 
Attachment 2 is a COBRA run incorporating the revised numbers, from 
which Attachment 1 was derived. This information will also be provided 
to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) for 
their evaluation. 

As we indicated in our previous letter, we found significant cost 
increases in some of the actions, particularly the relocation of the 58th 
Special Operations Wing (SOW) to Holloman AFB. After reviewing the 
cost information, as well as the concerns raised by you and others 
relating to security, transferred costs, and the synergy of nuclear 
agencies, the BCEG directed that alternatives to some portions of the 
original recommendation be evaluated. The alternatives will examine 
retention of the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) at Kirtland, military 
security for the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Center 
(KUMSC), and continued Air Force control of the land associated with 
Department of Energy (DOE) activities, as well as lower cost 



opportunities for the relocating units, such as the 58th SOW. 
Additionally, because of the need to retain a higher number of active 
duty personnel, we will also evaluate the level of Kirtland AFB support 
activities that will be required. 

In addition to the COBRA run that incorporates the new cost 
estimates, we are also providing a COBRA run that responds to your 
request to include DOE one-time and recurring costs. Since this COBRA 
is not consistent with Department of Defense guidance, we do not believe 
it represents a valid COBRA estimate of the proposed action and this 
information will not be provided to the Commission. 

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

Sincerely 

Major General, 
Director, Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

MAY 0 3 1995 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

SAFILL 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 160 

The Honorable Steven Schiff 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schiff 

This is a follow-up to my April 28th response to your April 25, 1995, 
letter to the Secretary of the Air Force requesting the refined cost data 

w associated with Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

Attachment 1 summarizes the differences between the estimated 
costs for the original Air Force COBRA and the results of the site surveys, 
as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) on May 2, 1995. 
Attachment 2 is a COBRA run incorporating the revised numbers, from 
which Attachment 1 was derived. This information will also be provided 
to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) for 
their evaluation. 

As we indicated in our previous letter, we found sig-nificant cost 
increases in some of the actions, particularly the relocation of the 58th 
Special Operations Wing (SOW) to Holloman AFB. After reviewing the 
cost information, as well as the concerns raised by you and others 
relating to security, transferred costs, and the synergy of nuclear 
agencies, the BCEG directed that alternatives to some portions of the 
original recommendation be evaluated. The alternatives will examine 
retention of the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) at  Kirtland, military 
security for the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Center 
(KUMSC), and continued A i r  Force control of the land associated with 
Department of Energy (DOE) activities, as well as lower cost 



opportunities for the relocating units, such as the 58th SOW. 

Qrrr, 
Additionally, because of the need to retain a higher number of active 
duty personnel, we will also evaluate the level of Kirtland AFB support 
activities that will be required. 

In addition to the COBRA run that incorporates the new cost 
estimates, we are also providing a COBRA run that responds to your 
request to include DOE one-time and recurring costs. Since this COBRA 
is not consistent with Department of Defense guidance, we do not believe 
it represents a valid COBRA estimate of the proposed action and this 
information will not be provided to the Commission. 

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

Sincerely 

Major General,  US^ 
Director, Legislative Liaison 





SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/12 MAY 95 

May 12, 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 request of May 10, 1995, for re- 
fined Air Force costs and savings information relating to the rec- 
ommended closure of Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. The refined 
cost data was developed during site surveys conducted after the 
Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations were submitted to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The data reflect 
a cooperative effort of Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) and Air 
Force Headquarters personnel. 

The attached information is a portion of the briefing given 
by AFMC representatives to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) 
on May 2, 1995, on a number of AFMC-related closure recommenda- 
tions. These numbers do not represent a final Air Force position, 
and have not been transmitted to the Commission staff because the 
BCEG has asked for clarification of some items. We expect those 
issues to be resolved soon, after an additional briefing by AFMC 
to the BCEG. The Rome Laboratory estimates attached are the best 
and most refined to date. 

When final, we will provide the BCEG-approved costs and sav- 
ings figures with a final COBRA run incorporating these estimates. 
We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to Senators Moynihan and D'Amato. 

Sincerely 

Attachments 

COORD AF/RT 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

DBCRC 



May 12, 1995 

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

The Honorable Alfonse M. DtAmato 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator D'Amato 

This is in response to your request of May 10, 1995, for re- 
fined Air Force costs and savings information relating to the rec- 
ommended closure of Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. The refined 
cost data was developed during site surveys conducted after the 
Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations were submitted to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The data reflect 
a cooperative effort of Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) and Air 

V Force Headquarters personnel. 

The attached information is a portion of the briefing given 
by AFMC representatives to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) 
on May 2, 1995, on a number of AFMC-related closure recommenda- 
tions. These numbers do not represent a final Air Force position, 
and have not been transmitted to the Commission staff because the 
BCEG has ,asked for clarification of some items. We expect those 
issues to be resolved soon, after an additional briefing by AFMC 
to the BCEG. The Rome Laboratory estimates attached are the best 
and most refined to date. 

When final, we will provide the BCEG-approved costs and sav- 
ings figures with a final COBRA run incorporating these estimates. 
We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to Senator Moynihan and Representative Boehlert. 

Sincerely 

Attachments 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 



May 12, 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 request of May 10, 1995, for re- 
fined Air Force costs and savings information relating to the rec- 
ommended closure of Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. The refined 
cost data was developed during site surveys conducted after the 
Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations were submitted to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The data reflect 
a cooperative effort of Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) and Air 
Force Headquarters personnel. 

The attached information is a portion of the briefing given 
by AFMC representatives to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) 
on May 2, 1995, on a number of AFMC-related closure recommenda- 
tions. These numbers do not represent a final Air Force position, 
and have not been transmitted to the Commission staff because the 
BCEG has asked for clarification of some items. We expect those 
issues to be resolved soon, after an additional briefing by AFMC 
to the BCEG. The Rome Laboratory estimates attached are the best 
and most refined to date. 

When final, we will provide the BCEG-approved costs and sav- 
ings figures with a final COBRA run incorporating these estimates. 
We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to Senator D'Amato and Representative Boehlert. 

Sincerely 

r - 

Attachments 

\ 1 ,  

STEPHEN D. 'BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



Rome COBRA 
BRAC 'a5 Costs Comparisons 

One Time Recurring Return on 
Cost Savrnaa 1- 

(DOD BRAC 95 $52.8M $1 1.5Wr 4 Years 
Recommendatlon, 
20 Feb 95) 

REVISED COBRA FS7: 

(AFMC Budget $83.8M 
Inputs) 

B M C  '95 

$12.8M 6 Years 

ROME LAB 
SUMMARY* 

CLOSE ROME LAB. RELOCATE TO HANSCOM SURVEILLANCE, 
INTELLIGENCE & RECONNAISSANCE SOFTWARE TECHNOLOGY, 
ADVANCED C2 CONCEPTS, SPACE COMMUNICATIONS. RELOCATE 
TO FT MONMOUTH PHOTONICS, ELECTROMAGNETIC & RELIABILITY, 
COMPUTER SYSTEMS, RADIO COMM & COMM NETWORK. TEST 
SITES REMAIN THEN YR $M 

DESCRIPTION 96 97 98 99 00 01 TOTAL 

MILCON 0 20.1 27.0 0 0 0 47.1 

MIL FAM HOUSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OPS a MAINT 0.6 32.6 2 9  0.4 o o 36.5 
ENVIRONMENTAL .Ol 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 
OTHER 
PROCUREMENT 0 7.8 0 0 0 0 7.8 

TOTAL 0.7 60.5 29.9 0.4 0 0 91.5 

Does Not Include Milpers & AFBCA Costs Which are Estimated in COBRA sum 

Page 8 



BRAC W 

Rome Lab 
MILCON 

rn 
Renovate BLDG 1 105A (OC) 
Reconfigure BLDG 1302F (DO) 
Planning and Design 
Fac preservation & security 
SUBTOTAL 

m 
Renovate BLDG 1614 (IRIC3) 
Planning and Design 
Fac preservation & security 

17 
SUBTOTAL 

BRAC '95 

FOR Ft. MONMOUTY 

FY97 
Alter Meyer Center 
Alter BLDG 207 (ER) 
Planning and Design 
SUBTOTAL 

THEN YR $M 

Rome Lab 
MlLCON 

TOTAL (HanscornlFt Monrnouth) 

THEN YR $M 

Page 9 



BRAC '95 

Rome Lab 
Other O&M 

FOR HANSCOM AFB THEN YR $M 

E u z  
Install 63 work stations in 1102F 0.3 

FOR ROME. NY 
m 
Renovate BLD 101 

TOTAL 

Rome Lab 
Current Estimates vs 

BRAc '95 COBRA Model (20 Feb 95) 

Personnel 2.8 2.5 
(Early Retirement, 
New Hires, RIF, 
Unemployment) 

Prog PlanninglMthball 1.2 1 .O 

HAPIRSE, CIV Moving, 18.7 16.3 
Civilian PPS 

Freight, One-Time 7.0 3.0 
Moving Cost 

Page 10 

- (From COBRA) 



'(I. 

Rome Lab 
Current Estimates vs 

BRAc 95 COBRA Model (20 Feb 95) 

One Time Unique 1.2 23.2 
(Comm, Equipment, 
Purchased Services 
Annual LV, BCA Charge) 

Mliitary EiimlMoving 0.1 s!.l = (From COBRA) 



SAFLLP/Maj or Snyder/cfm/77950/10 May 95 

May 10, 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 May 1, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the Phillips Laboratory 
Geophysics Directorate. 

The proposal to change the laboratory affiliation of the 
Geophysics Directorate would be an Air Force administrative action 
independent of the BRAC 95 process. The proposal, if approved, 
would not involve a physical move of the Geophysics Directorate. 

The Air Force will not take any action that would 
inappropriately impact the BRAC 95 process. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator D'Amato and Representative Boehlert. 

Sincerely 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

COORD DBCRC 



SAFLLP/M~~ or Snyder/cfm/77950/10 May 95 

May 10, 1995 

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

The Honorable Alfonse M. DfAmato 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DIAmato 

This is in response to your joint letter of May 1, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the Phillips Laboratory 
Geophysics Directorate. - The proposal to change the laboratory affiliation of the 
Geophysics Directorate would be an Air Force administrative action 
independent of the BRAC 95 process. The proposal, if approved, 
would not involve a physical move of the Geophysics Directorate. 

The Air Force will not take any action that would 
inappropriately impact the BRAC 95 process. 

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

Sincerely -. r - I 

L u d d.4 
STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

COORD DBCRC 



May 10, 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 a joint letter of May 1, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning the Phillips Laboratory 
Geophysics Directorate. 

The proposal to change the laboratory affiliation of the 
Geophysics Directorate would be an Air Force administrative action 
independent of the BRAC 95 process. The proposal, if approved, 
would not involve a physical move of the Geophysics Directorate. 

The Air Force will not take any action that would 
inappropriately impact the BRAC 95 process. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators DIAmato and Moynihan. 

Sincerely 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 
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DPI DC 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

May 1, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila Widnall 
Office of the Secretary 
Department of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

We are concerned about the decision to realign the 
Phillips Laboratory Geophysics Directorate from Phillips 
Laboratory to Rome Laboratory effective October 1, 1995. The 
Geophysics Directorate was assigned to Phillips several years 
ago when the Air Force consolidated to four superlabs. Since 
then there have been unsuccessful efforts to move the 
geophyeics products center at Hanscom AFB to Phillips as 
well. 

NOW, right in the middle of the 1995 BRAC process, 
General Yates has decided to move the geophysics directorate 
to Hanscom. This is not the appropriate time for such a 
decision as it affects at least three bases that are under 
consideration by the Commission. We believe such a 
realignment and the accompanying planning process should be 
put on hold until the Commission has finished its work. 
Further, the timing of this announcement raises questions 
that we may want to pursue. 

In the interest of fairness and objectivity you should 
postpone this decision until the Commission has made its 
final determinations in June. 

a Sincerely, 

United States Senate 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 18, 1995 

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

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hobson 

This is in response to your letter of May 16, 1995, to the 
Under Secretary of the Air Force requesting information regarding 
manpower requirements, support costs, dining hall construction 
costs, and COBRA model requests for relocating Springfield Air 
Guard Station, Ohio, to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), 
Ohio. 

The 22 manpower position savings you referenced were not 
driven by force structure changes, but are attributed to BRAC. 
The personnel savings started with 35 manpower positions being 
identified. However, AF/PEP validated 13 requirements, six BOS 
and seven mission support for aircraft security, that must 
transfer to Wright-Patterson AFB. The net savings is 22 
positions. The original 35 positions identified are: 

17 aircraft security 
2 civil engineering environmental positions 
4 civil engineering 
4 communications 
7 air traffic control 
1 crash, fire, rescue 

Regarding your statement that the ANG manpower bill should be 
39 rather than 13, AFI 38-204 states HQ USAFIPEP is the final 
authority in resolving disagreements between losing and gaining 
commands on manpower issues. A review of host-tenant agreements 
for ANG flying units at other AFMC bases like Wright-Patterson AFB 
shows the ANG is not paying any manpower bill for similar base 
operational support (BOS) requirements. A review of all BOS 
functions on the base shows there should be a small additional 
manpower requirement to support the ANG. AFIPEP and the Base 
Closure Executive Group have determined that seven BOS and six 
weapons security positions are more correct at Wright-Patterson 
AFB . 



The mandatory support categories have been considered in 
calculation of annual recurring savings/costs. The  right- (IV Patterson AFB support agreement catalog describing support 
services and costs was researched by the ~ i r  ~ational Guard 
logistics, manpower, finance, and plans people. They could find 
no additional costs from the mandatory support categories that 
could be attributed to the Air National Guard. 

The COBRA models you requested are attached. One model 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 113 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, and the dining hall. The second 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 113 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, the dining hall, and 39 people for 
support. The final disposition of the dining hall issue is still 
being addressed. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Glenn and DeWine. 

0, 
Attachments 

ST HEN D. BULL, I11 
col 9$ nel, UsAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 18, 1995 
OFFICE OF THE S E Y P E T A Q Y  

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

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glenn 

The following information is provided in response to a letter 
of May 16, 1995, to the Under Secretary of the Air Force from the 
Honorable David L. Hobson, House of Representatives, which 
requested information regarding manpower requirements, support 
costs, dining hall construction costs, and COBRA model requests 
for relocating springfield Air Guard Station, Ohio, to Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base (AFB) , Ohio. 

The 22 manpower position savings you referenced were not 
driven by force structure changes, but are attributed to BRAC. 
The personnel savings started with 35 manpower positions being 
identified. However, AF/PEP validated 13 requirements, six BOS 
and seven mission support for aircraft security, that must 
transfer to Wright-Patterson AFB. The net savings is 22 
positions. The original 35 positions identified are: 

17 aircraft security 
2 civil engineering environmental positions 
4 civil engineering 
4 communications 
7 air traffic control 
1 crash, fire, rescue 

Regarding the statement that the ANG manpower bill should be 
39 rather than 13, AFI 38-204 states HQ USAFIPEP is the final 
authority in resolving disagreements between losing and gaining 
commands on manpower issues. A review of host-tenant agreements 
for ANG flying units at other AFMC bases like Wright-Patterson AFB 
shows the ANG is not paying any manpower bill for similar base 
operational support (BOS) requirements. A review of all BOS 
functions on the base shows there should be a small additional 
manpower requirement to support the ANG. AF/PEP and the Base 
Closure Executive Group have determined that seven ROS and six 

(r 
weapons security positions are more correct at Wright-Patterson 
AFB . 



The mandatory support categories have been considered in 
calculation of annual recurring savings/costs. The Wright- 
Patterson AFB support agreement catalog describing support 
services and costs was researched by the Air National Guard 
logistics, manpower, finance, and plans people. They could find 
no additional costs from the mandatory support categories that 
could be attributed to the Air National Guard. 

The COBRA models you requested are attached. One model 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 1/3 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, and the dining hall. The second 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 1/3 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, the dining hall, and 39 people for 
support. The final disposition of the dining hall issue is still 
being addressed, 

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

Sincerely 

SP~PHEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 18, 1995 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

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

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DeWine 

The following information is provided in response to a letter 
of May 16, 1995, to the Under Secretary of the Air Force from the 
Honorable David L. Hobson, House of ~epresentatives, which 
requested information regarding manpower requirements, support 
costs, dining hall construction costs, and COBRA model requests 
for relocating springfield Air Guard station, ~hio, to  right- 
Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio. 

w The 22 manpower position savings you referenced were not 
driven by force structure changes, but are attributed to BRAC. 
The personnel savings started with 35 manpower positions being 
identified. However, AF/PEP validated 13 requirements, six BOS 
and seven mission support for aircraft security, that must 
transfer to Wright-Patterson AFB. The net savings is 22 
positions. The original 35 positions identified are: 

17 aircraft security 
2 civil engineering environmental positions 
4 civil engineering 
4 communications 
7 air traffic control 
1 crash, fire, rescue 

Regarding the statement that the ANG manpower bill should be 
39 rather than 13, AFI 38-204 states HQ USAFIPEP is the final 
authority in resolving disagreements between losing and gaining 
commands on manpower issues. A review of host-tenant agreements 
for ANG flying units at other AFMC bases like Wright-Patterson AFB 
shows the ANG is not paying any manpower bill for similar base 
operational support (BOS) requirements. A review of all BOS 
functions on the base shows there should be a small additional 
manpower requirement to support the ANG. AF/PEP and the Base 
Closure Executive Group have determined that seven BOS and six 
weapons security positions are more correct at Wright-Patterson 
AFB . 



The mandatory support categories have been considered in 
calculation of annual recurring savings/costs. The Wright- 
Patterson AFB support agreement catalog describing support 
services and costs was researched by the Air National Guard 
logistics, manpower, finance, and plans people. They could find 
no additional costs from the mandatory support categories that 
could be attributed to the Air National Guard. 

The COBRA models you requested are attached. One model 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 1/3 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, and the dining hall. The second 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 1/3 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, the dining hall, and 39 people for 
support. The final disposition of the dining hall issue is still 
being addressed. 

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

Sincerelv 

S PHEN D. BULL, I11 
co 7 onel, UsAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:39 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COMMAUDT\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 2008 (11 Years) 

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

Mi lCon 1,727 15,547 
Person 0 -401 
Overhd 169 31 1 
Mov i ng 0 652 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 702 1,723 

TOTAL 2,598 17,832 1,212 -2,787 -2,787 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 2 2 0 0 0 
TOT 0 22 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 7 0 0 0 
En 1 0 54 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 233 0 0 0 
TOT 0 294 0 0 0 

Summar y : 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
17,275 
-4,348 
-6,723 

652 
0 

6,425 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

Beyond 

- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 
Community pays f o r  Con t ro l  Tower (100%). and CFR (33 1/3%), Din ing  H a l l  
a d d i t i o n  o f  $380 K added a t  Wr ight -Pat t  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data A s  Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K)  Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 1,727 15,547 0 0 
Person 0 333 260 260 
Overhd 169 540 235 235 
Mov i ng 0 652 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 0 0 
Other 702 1,723 4,000 0 

TOTAL 2,598 18,795 4,495 495 495 495 

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

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 734 
Overhd 0 228 
Movi ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 963 3,283 3,283 3,283 3.283 

Tota  L Beyond 

Tota 1 Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  11 :47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Year Cost($) Adjusted Cost($) 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

(ALL 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 Cons t ruc t i on  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Cons t ruc t i on  

Personne l 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i res  
E l iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program P tanning Support 
Mo thba 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 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 

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

T o t a l  - Other 

Cost Sub-Total  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 25,047,460 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances ‘ 0 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 0 
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 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 25,047,460 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 I MA Land 

Base Name M i  lCon Cost Purch 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD 0 0 0 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 17,275 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota ls :  17,275 0 0 

Cost T o t a l  
Avoid Cost -.--- - - - - -  

0 0 
0 17,275 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 17.275 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA 6.08) 
D a t a  A s  O f  11:47 05/15/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  13:36 05/15/1995 

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:\COERA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13~01.C8R 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SPRINGFIELD,  OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n  l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  

FORCE 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 i v i l i a n s  0 -14 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 - 16 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( 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 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
T o  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 i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
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 i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

( O u t  o f  
1997 

SPRINGFIELD, OH):  
1998 1999 2000 

SCENARIO P O S I T I O N  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 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 -22  0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 -22 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAG 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 SUMMARY 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 a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

269 

2001 T o t a l  

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

255 

2001 T o t a l  

2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - -  
0 7 
0 5 4 
0 0 
0 233 
0 294 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - 
0 0 
0 0 
0 -22 
0 -22 

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

0 

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

14,109 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - P a g e  2 
D a t a  A s  Of 11:47 05/15/1995. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  13:36 05/15/1995 

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:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F r o m  B a s e :  SPRINGFIELD, 

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 i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

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

7 0 0 0 0 7 
5 4 0 0 0 0 54 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

233 0 0 0 0 233 
294 0 0 0 0 294 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON,. OH): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 0 0 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 54 0 0 0 0 54 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
TOTAL 0 294 0 0 0 0 294 

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

3,716 3,047 0 14,342 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF w Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

- - - -  - - - A  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 

Ea r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Avai t ab le  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regu tar Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)'+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
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 0 0 0 0  2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 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  0 

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 l es .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i t t i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  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) - Page 113 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

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

OW 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

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

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

Unemp loyment 
OTHER 

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

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 11:47 0511511995. Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \COM-AUDT\F INAL.SFF 

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

RPMA 
BOS 
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 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 

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

MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
I -T ime  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - -  - - - ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

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

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 963 3,283 3,283 3,283 3,283 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995. Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

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

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o m  
Civ R e t i r I R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
M i l  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 Sa lary  
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota  l 
- - - - -  

Tota  1 - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 2,598 17,832 1,212 -2,787 -2,787 -2,787 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data A s  O f  11:47 05/15/1995. Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF w 
Base 
- - - - 
SPRINGFIELD 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 

Base 

Personne 1 
Change %Change 

SF 
Change XChange Chg/Per 

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

SPRINGFIELD -345,000 -100% 1,092 -1,690,410 -100% 5,349 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 22,199 OX 75 43.449 1% 148 

Base 
- - - -  
SPRINGFIELD 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 

RPMABOS($) 
Change XChange ChglPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-2,035,410 -101% 6,441 
65,648 OX 223 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

NetChange($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -164 -323 -323 -323 -323 -1,455 -323 
BOS Change 0 -21 -1,647 -1,647 -1,647 -1,647 -6,609 -1,647 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .--------------------------------------.-------------------------------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -185 -1,970 -1.970 -1.970 -1,970 -8,064 -1.970 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data AS O f  11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORGE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

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

Base Name St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 
SPRINGFIELD, OH Closes i n  FY 1997 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH Realignment 

Summary : 

CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 
Community pays f o r  Con t ro l  Tower (100%). and CFR (50%). D in ing  H a l l  
a d d i t i o n  o f  $380 K added a t  Wr igh t -Pa t t  

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD, OH 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from SPRINGFIELD, OH t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

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 ( t o n s ) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavylSpeci a 1 Veh ic les :  

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

16 m i  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 7 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 56 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 269 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
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) : 262 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 7 8 
Fre igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami ly  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  I n fo rma t i on :  

345 
0 

1,776 
0 
0 

0.89 
0 
0 

20.9% 
SPRING 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data AS O f  11:47 05/15/1995. Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR1350l.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 3,709 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 2,993 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 14,109 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 34.0% 
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 Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
Enl i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci t i t ies(KSF): 18,046 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 116 
En l i s ted  VHA (%/Month): 75 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 93 
Fre ight  Cost (%lTonlMile):  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications (%K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (WIYear):  
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (EKIYear): 
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: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

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

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 702 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($6): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construction Schedu le(%) : 100% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(%K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients /Yr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 262 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (8K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients /Yr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr : 0 
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

1,723 4.000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

377 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

42 169 169 169 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 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: 

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% 
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: 

Yes 
No 

(See f i n a l  page fo r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Oata As O f  11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
--. 

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 Scenar io Change: 
C iv  Scenar io Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sat 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 SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

Oescr i p t  i on 

Maintenance 
Muni t ions  
POL 
Ops and T ra in ing  
Meter u t i  l i t e s  
Corn Other 
P&O 
D in ing  Add i t i on  

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

New Mi lCon 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied:  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied:  66.90% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($lYear) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 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  t i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Fac to rs  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

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

( I nd i ces  are  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothba 11 Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quar ters(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 Tota 1 Cost ($K) 

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 i ce ($ ) :  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  Lian 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 Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New Mi lCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi LCon Contingency Plan 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.RPTIRO1: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHGPerOf fFami ly (Lb) :  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i  1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i  Lian (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack 8 Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi le)  : 0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Mi le) : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
RoutinePCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-TimeOff PCSCost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5.761.00 

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 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
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 F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

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

NOTE $1.2 M MILCON AVOIDANCE RESULTS FROM NOT MOVING 

ANG FROM RICKENBACKER AND MOVING SPRINGFIELD TO 

WRIGHT PATTERSON 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:40 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ S P R ~ ~ ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

V S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 2044 (47 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): 11,268 
1-Time Cost($K): 25,047 

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

M i  i con 1,727 15,547 
Person 0 508 
Overhd 169 31 4 
Mov i ng 0 65 2 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 702 1,723 

TOTAL 2,598 18,744 3,034 -966 -966 -966 

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

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 7 0 0 0 0 7 
En 1 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 5 4 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
TOT 0 294 0 0 0 0 294 

summary: 

Beyond ----.- 
0 

832 
-1,798 

0 
0 
0 

- - - - - - - -  
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 
Community pays f o r  Cont ro l  Tower (100%). and CFR (33 113%). Din ing  H a l l  
a d d i t i o n  o f  $380 K added a t  Wr igh t -Pa t t .  22 manpower savings taken out 
no s a l a r y  savings, p l u s  buy back 17 manpower p o s i t i o n s  a t  Wr igh t -Pa t t .  
T o t a l  39 manpower au tho r i za t i ons .  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:40 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($10 Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 1,727 15,547 0 0 0 
Person 0 729 1,053 1,053 1.053 
Overhd 169 542 237 237 237 
Movi ng 0 652 0 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 702 1,723 4,000 0 0 

TOTAL 2,598 19,194 5,291 1,291 1,291 

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

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 221 
Overhd 0 228 
Mov i ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 450 2,257 2.257 2.257 

Tota 1 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
0 

1,106 
8,370 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
221 

2,035 
0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Year Cost ($) Adjusted Cost($) 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  11:53 05/15/1995. Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

(A t ,  values I n  Do l la rs ,  

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  Ret i rement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi li t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program P Lanning Support 
Mothba 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 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 

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

T o t a l  - Other 

Cost Sub-Total  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 25,047,460 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances - 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Lend 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 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 25,047,460 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08)  
Data As O f  11:53 05/15/1995,  Repor t  Crea ted  11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
O p t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

W c o s t s  i n  ,, 
Tota  1 I MA Land Cost To ta  1 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avo id  Cost 
- - - - - - - - -  * - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD 0 0 0 0 0 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 17,275 0 0 0 17,275 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l s :  17,275 0 0 0 17,275 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA 16.08) 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\SPR~~~O~.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

)I PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SPRINGFIELD. OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
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  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ------.--- - - - - - - - - - -  

7 5 6 0 269 

FORCE STRUCTURE 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 -2 0 0 0 0 -2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 -14 0 0 0 0 -14 
TOTAL 0 -16 0 0 0 0 -16 

BASE POPULATION ( 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  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

7 54 0 255 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 

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  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

OH 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
7 0 0 0 0 7 

5 4 0 0 0 0 54 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

233 0 0 0 0 233 
294 0 0 0 0 294 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  SPRINGFIELD, OH): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 0 0 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 5 4 0 0 0 0 54 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
TOTAL 0 294 0 0 0 0 294 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED (No Sa lary  Savings):  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - a  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 - 22 0 0 0 0 -22 
TOTAL 0 -22 0 0 0 0 - 22 

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

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  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  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  -------.-- 

3,709 2,993 0 14,109 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SpRl3502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i t e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COMMAUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: 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  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

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

7 0 0 0 0 7 
5 4 0 0 0 0 5 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

233 0 0 0 0 233 
294 0 0 0 0 294 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 54 
Students 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 233 
TOTAL 0 294 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 
1998 1999 - - - - - - - - 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

OH): 
2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 7 
0 0 5 4 
0 0 0 
0 0 233 
0 0 294 

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 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 17 0 0 0 0 17 
TOTAL 0 17 0 0 0 0 17 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
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  



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data AS o f  11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : c:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2  
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Regular R e t i  rement 5.00% 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ O l O O O O  1 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 0 2 0 0 0 0  2 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
New 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 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 7  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 2 0 0 0 0  2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 3 0 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 7  

* 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  no t  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les .  

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

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  s 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  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
CIV SALARY 

Civ R IF  
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
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 M i  l es  0 HHG 

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

Mi sc 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 

ELim PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 

HAP / 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 702 1,723 4,000 - 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 2,598 18,449 4,000 0 0 0 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\C0MMAUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

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

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Mi sc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 2,598 19,194 5,291 1,291 1,291 1,291 

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

om 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond - - - - - - 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 450 2,257 2,257 2,257 2,257 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 /3  
Data As o f  11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - -  - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
Civ  R e t i r l R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

-323 
-1,644 

0 
0 

793 
0 

0 
39 

0 
0 

169 
0 

-966 

o o o a o o 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

Misc Recur 0 4 2 169 169 169 169 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 295 -966 -966 -966 -966 

TOTAL NET COST 2,598 18,744 3,034 -966 -966 - 966 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data AS of  11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Base 
- - - - 
SPRINGFIELD 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 

Personne 1 
Change XChange 

SF 
Change XChange ChgIPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

.262,000 -100% 829 
39,130 0% 126 

RPMA ($) BOS(8) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD -345,000 -100% 1,092 -1,690,410 -100% 5,349 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 22,199 OX 7 1 45.953 1% 148 

SPRINGFIELD 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 

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

-2,035,410 -101% 6,441 
68,152 0% 219 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As of 11:53 05/15/1995. Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - 
RPMA Change 0 -164 -323 -323 -323 -323 -1,455 -323 
BOS Change 0 -19 -1,644 -1,644 -1,644 -1,644 -6,596 -1,644 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -182 -1,967 -1,967 -1,967 -1,967 -8,052 -1,967 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data AS Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report  Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

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

Base Name St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD, OH Closes i n  FY 1997 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH Realignment 

Summary: - - - - - - - - 
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 
Community pays f o r  Con t ro l  Tower (100%). and CFR (50%). D in ing H a l l  
a d d i t i o n  o f  $380 K added a t  Wr igh t -Pa t t .  22 manpower savings taken out 
no s a l a r y  savings, p l u s  buy back 17 manpower pos i t i ons '  a t  Wr ight -Pat t .  
T o t a l  39 manpower au tho r i za t i ons .  

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: -----.---- 
SPRINGFIELD, OH 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers f rom SPRINGFIELD, OH t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

w 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  P o s i t i o n s :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
Heavy/Specia 1 Vehic les:  

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

16 mi 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

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 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-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 345 
Communications ($K/Year): 0 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 1,776 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($KIYear): 0 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 0 
Area Cost Factor :  0.89 
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ($ /V i s i  t ) :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  0 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 20.9% 
A c t i v i t y  Code: SPRING 

Homeowner Assistance Program: No 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORLUTION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

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  1 l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Ava 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/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: 

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: SPRINGFIELD, OH 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 702 
1-Time Unique Save ($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(%): 100% 
Shutdown Schedule ( I ) :  0% 
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 IY r :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 262 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

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 ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedu l e  ( X )  : 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  
Fac i  l ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

1,723 4,000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

377 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

42 169 169 169 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% OX 0% 

100% 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% OX 
OX 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 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Exp lanatory  Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data AS O f  11:53 05/15/1995. Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORWTION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C iv i  l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 
1996 1997 1998 1999 

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

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

Descript ion 

Maintenance 
Munitions 
POL 
Ops and Training 
Meter u t i  li tes 
Corn Other 
P8D 
Dining Addit ion 

Cat eg 
- - - - -  
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New M i  lCon 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 
8,600 
1.220 

0 
0 

26,910 
0 

2.400 

Rehab Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

85,782 
3.500 

0 
92,173 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Tota l  Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

3,700 
1,250 

440 
5,600 

205 
4,500 
1,200 

380 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Data AS Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF '* 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 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 36.148.00 
En 1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i  b i  L i  ty(Weeks): 18 
C l 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 l i a n R e g u l a r R e t i r e R a t e :  5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Fac to rs  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

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

( I nd i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mo thba l l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Family 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% 

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 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 ( 8 ) :  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Hat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale  Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i  l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64 .Om 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

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

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater iaUAss igned Person(Lb) : 710 w HHG Per O f f  Fami l y  (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) :  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb):  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  Lian (Lb): 18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost (81100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack 8 Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehic le($lMi l e )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Rout ine  PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($):  9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5.761.00 

STANDARO 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  
School Bui  l d i ngs  
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar ters  
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion Fac i  li t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Faci  l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
o ther  (SF) 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 
O p t i o n a l  Category F ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category G ( ) 
O p t i o n a l  Category H ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category I ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category J ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category K ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 
O p t i o n a l  Category M ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category N ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category R ( ) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Oata As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF '*' EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

NOTE $1.2 M MILCON AVOIDANCE RESULTS FROM NOT MOVING 

ANG FROM RICKENBACKER AND MOVING SPRINGFIELD TO 

WRIGHT PATTERSON 



OAWO L. HOBSON WPROFfUA7WNS COMMmE 

hc Dnnncr, OHIO Nrwurs 6ccu.m 
VA. WUO. rJla InafrPworm Ar$rrars 

'Cnr tNGTON OFFICE B u m m  C O M ~  

14 Lnnpwonn 1-06 CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
vcren's 'rarriMc 

wastibglon, D.C. 20515 STIUIOIRDC OF omau CONDUCT 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES R€PU.uC*N mIP O R ~ T I O N  
(202) 2264324 

May 16, 1995 

~ S e c r e t a r y o i 5 : ~ A i r F a r o e  
1670 A i r  Pbm3 Ewmgon 
-, D.C. 20330-1670 

at 2 p.m. GUI Tlmmchy, May 18, 1995, in 
t h e o f f i c e t h e ~ t e d S t a t e s S e n a l x ~ D e W ~ ,  I a m w ~ i t i n g i n ~ t c ,  
t h e p r n p o a e d c l ~ o f t b e ~ ( 0 h i o ) A i r N a t i o n a l ~ m ~ B a s e .  

1. S h x b g  a loss of 22 p e q h  in fiscal year 1997 3.8 rvrt a base 
 and^^ 0 S a V i n g s b c o a u s e i t i s C t i i v e n b y L a r a a ~  
changelrotbybaseclof3uKe. PrefaKcel3mcbm-dri*tbeee- 
h t b e ~ ~ t r n ~ ~ m ~ f m 1 E ; h r i x n a r y ~  
Ai.Ilcraft m) t 0 1 2 P A A a n d b i a l e v e l & p a t ~ .  Wsavhgswm3.d 
be realized at Spxbqfield if the unit does n9t m. (Eslclowrre #I) 

2. aseamnrdl--andfinancialwt-byAir 
N a w  Qrard W) units n?Locat* to W r i q h t - E ' a t ~  Air Farce Base is 39 
pecple--lwt 13 peaple--acxxdhg to AF'I 30-204 and AFI 65-503. This the 
 by^. t J h a t i s y w r a u t h x i t y £ a r s e t t i n g t b a t ~ a t  
u Pe@k? Dl19911 Wd@&-)?ZLt- fa 99 fi 
Ri- BAG Base, Ohio, vRrre relocated to Wright-Patterson. 

3. l4uChtmy sqprt atqmies ax ts  have heen anitted fmxn t h  
caluila* of annual 3 3 2 a l d q  ~ / c m t s .  (m- #I, El-lC- #2) - W k r ~ d o t h e a e ~ e h o w u p ?  Theaearecriticaltothe- 
aost far the 178th Fighter (;;raq, if nrrved to Nright-Patt-. 

' qperatw 

4. What is, and where is, the a x w u m x i o 6 1 ~  of the dining hall? 

THIS S'IATlOh'FRV PRINTFD ON PAPFR MADE OF fiECVCLECI FIRER5 ' 

- - - - - - - 

LANCAStER OFFICE 
212 S. Broad St. 

Room 55 
Lancemer, OH 43130-4389 



Please  prwide two 03EFIA runs, as soon as possible, sl2cwing: 

2. trur: abovr: &the Cityof qzhgfMdpqcirga1 100% of 
the air traffic mmxJ. ast ($480,000) an8 b) 33 1.31 of crash, 
fire, ard rreecue aoete ($400,000) . 



Annual Recurring Savingstcasts 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFCE C c  THE SECRETARY 

May 16, 1995 

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

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glenn 

The attached COBRA model for the Springfield-Beckley move to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, is an update to the 
recommendation COBRA. The update contains a more accurate figure 
of 22 personnel as a savings rather than 23. The screen four RPMA 
and BOS Non-Payroll also deducted too much as savings. The 

Qv corrected amounts are reflected in the new COBRA. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator De~ine and ~epresentative Hobson. 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFF CE OF T-E SE:QETARY 

May 16, 1995 

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

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DeWine 

The attached COBRA model for the Springfield-Beckley move to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, is an update to the 
recommendation COBRA. The update contains a more accurate figure 
of 22 personnel as a savings rather than 23. The screen four RPMA 
and BOS Non-Payroll also deducted too much as savings. The 

'bv corrected amounts are reflected in the new COBRA. 

We trust this information is useful. A simi1a:r letter is 
being provided to Senator Glenn and Representative Hobson. 

Sincerely 

S T ~ ~ H E N  D. BULL, 111 
~olMnel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

May 16, 1995 

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

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hobson 

The attached COBRA model for the Springfield-Beckley move to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, is an update to the 
recommendation COBRA. The update contains a more accurate figure 
of 22 personnel as a savings rather than 23. The screen four RPMA 
and BOS Non-Payroll also deducted too much as savings. The 
corrected amounts are reflected in the new COBRA. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Glenn and De~ine. 

Sincerely- 

HEN D. BULL, I11 

and Legislation 
Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMURY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - P a g e  112 
Oats A s  O f  15:22 05/09/1995. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:48 05111l1995 - 

' t p a r t m e n t  : A I R  FORCE 
t i o n  Package  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSEO 

n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOAT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR 
t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF w 

S t a r t i n g  Yea r  : 1996 
F i n a l y e a r  :I997 
ROI  Yea r  : 2005 (8 Y e a r s )  

not costs (So C o n s t a n t  
1996 ---- 

W1 LCon 1.689 
Cmrson 0 
Overhd 253 
Moving 0 
U l s s i o  0 
O t h e r  702 

TOTAL 2.644 17.521 373 -3.626 -3,626 -3.626 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n  1 0 0 0 0 '0 0 
C i  v 0 22 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 2 2 0 .  0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 7 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 54 0 0 0 0 
S t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 

T o t a  I. ----- 
16.895 
-4.348 
-6,964 

652 
0 

6.425 

T o t a  l 
- - - - - ,  

S u r a r  y : - - - - - - - -  
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

'npartrnent : A I R  FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR 
F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 - -- - - - - -  

W i  [Con 1,689 15.205 
Person 0 333 
Orerhd 253 602 
h l n g  0 652 
Mi88 io  0 0 
Other 702 1.723 

TOTAL 2.644 18.516 4.494 494 494 494 

Savings ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 734 
Overhd 0 260 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 995 4,120 4,120 4,120 4,120 

T o t a l  

T o t a l  

0 
5.723 

11,752 
0 
0 
n 

Beyond 

Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:22.05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 0511111995 

spartment : AIR FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
enar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR 

wd F s t r s  F i  l e  : C: \ ~ ~ B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ ~ M - A U D T ~ F I N A L . ~ F F  

Year 
- - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

cost ($) 
- - - - - - -  

2.644.300 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

2.608.674 
16.822.278 

349.030 
. -3.297.984 

-3.209.71 7 
-3,123.812 
-3,040,206 
-2,958,838 
-2.879.648 
-2.802.577 
-2.727.569 
-2.654.568 
-2.583.521 
-2.514.376 
-2.447.081 
-2.381.588 
-2.31 7.847 
-2,255.81 2 
-2,195,437 
-2,136,679 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data A s  Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

Oepartment : A I R  FORCE 
~ t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
enar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-spR.CBR 

t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - -------  
Construct ion 

M i l j t a r y  Construction 
F u l l y  Housing Construction 
I n f o r u t i o n  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Construction 

Perwnne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C l v l  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i  l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
U m m p  Loyment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Lbvi  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 
Fre igh t  
One-Time Moving Ccsts 

To ta l  - Moving 

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

W I RSE 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

To ta l  - Other 

To ta l  One-Time Costs 24.81 4,038 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Tine Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
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 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Savings 0 

To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 24,814,038 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

lepartment : AIR FORCE 
w>tion,Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 

cenarlo FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\CDM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

~ l l  Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 IMA . Land Cost Tota 1 

Base Name Mi  [Con Cost Purch Avoid Coat ------.-- -- - - - -  ---- - - - - -  ----- ----- 
SPRINGFIELD 0 0 0 0 0 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 16.895 0 0 0 16.895 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Totals: 16.895 0 0 0 16.895 



PERSONNEL SUlrMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
D a t a  As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:48 05/11/1995 

* p a r t s e n t  : A IR  FORCE 
: i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR 

F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SPRINGFIELO, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f  i c e r s  - E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  

7 56 0 269 

FORCE STRUCTURE 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 - 2 0 0 0 0 -2 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C l v i  l i a n s  0 -14 0 0 0 0 -14 
TOTAL 0 -16 0 0 0 0 -16 

BASE POPULATION ( 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  C i v i  l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

7 54 0 255 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

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

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 0 0 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 5 4 0 0 0 0 54 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
TOTAL 0 294 0 0 0 0 294 

r(rU PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out  o f  SPRINGFIELD. OH): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 0 0 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 5 4 0 0 0 0 54 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
TOTAL 0 294 0 0 0 0 294 

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 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C I v i  l i a n s  0 - 22 0 0 0 0 -22 
TOTAL 0 -22 0 0 0 0 - 22 

 BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En  l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY 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  En  l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3,709 2,993 0 14,109 



PERSONNEL S U W Y  REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2 
Data  As  O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Repor t  Crea ted  14:48 05/11/1995 

q c p a r t a e n t  : AIR FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\mM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR 

d F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F r a  Base: SPRINGFIELD. OH 

1996 1997 . ---- - - a -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 
E n l l s t e d  0 54 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 
C l v l  l l a n o  0 233 
TOTAL 0 294 

,1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - --  --a- ---- ---- ----- 
0 0 0 0 7 
0 0 0 0 54 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 233 
0 0 0 0 294 

TOTAL PERSONNEL RWIOW(IENTS ( 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 l s t e d  0 54 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 
C l v l  l l a n o  0 233 0 0 
TOTAL 0 294 0 0 

OH) : 
2000 2001 T o t a l  

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

3.716 3,047 0 14.342 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

-partrnent : AIR FORCE 
i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 

F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR-CBR 
F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Rtqular Ret i  reaaent* 5.00% 
C l v i  l f  an Turnover* 15.00% 
Clvs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civ iL ians Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i  l f a n  Posi t ions Avai table 

C I V I L I A N  POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Rogular Retirement 5.00% 
C l v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00X 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)'+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placerent# 60.00% 
Clvf  l i a n s  Avai lab l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i i i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

2001 Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i  l i ans  Moving 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
Ncw C iv i  l i s n s  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i  l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS . 0 2 0 0 0 0  2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 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  0 

Ear ly  Retirements. 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 are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les. 

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

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Piacements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion.  The rate 
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 - 0 8 )  - P.ge 113 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/.1995. Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

lepartment : AIR FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
enario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 

e d  Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (SK) - - - - - 
COWSTRUCTION 
LaLCMl 
F r  Housing 
Land Purch 

0844 
C I V  SAURY 
Clv RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

C IV  W I N G  
Per Diem 
POV M i  tes 
Hora Purch 
HYi 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemp Loyment 
OTHER . 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
M e u  Hire 
I-Tlme Move 

'IL PERSONNEL 
I L  MOVING 
Per O i c r  
POV Ui les 
mG 
Mi  sc 

OTHER 
E l i n  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
I - T i m e  Other 

TOTM ONE-TIME 

To ta l  
--..-- 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

spartment : A ~ R  FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
enar io  FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR-CBR 
d F c t r s  FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
-----($K)----- 
FAU HOUSE OPS 
o€in 
RPU* 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C l v  SaLary 
CHALPUS 
Caretaker 

N IL  PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTMR 
N l r s i o n  
Misc  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 2,644 18,516 4,494 494 494 494 27.135 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

ONE-TIM SAVES - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
om 

1 -Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Environmentat 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL WE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08b( 

RPMA 
60s 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary 
CHMlPUS 

NIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En 1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 995 4,120 4,120 4,120 4,120 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - PIIOe 3/3 
Data As o f  15:22 05/0g/lgg5, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

-psrtment : AIR FORCE 
:ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
nar io  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\ss-SPR.CBR 
F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
-----($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
F u  Housing 

. OIY 
Clv  Rot i r /RIF 
Clv noving 
Other 

UXL PERSONNEL 
MIL Wving  

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1 - T i w  Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - -  

FMI HOUSE OPS 
Od# 

RPUA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

MALPUS 
YIL  PERSONNEL 

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

'i t Salary 
n Allow 
R 

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y i s c  Recur 0 42 169 169 169 169 
Unlque Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 -649 -3,626 -3.626 -3.626 -3.626 

TOTAL NET COST 2,644 17 -521 373 -3,626 -3,626 -3.626 



PERSONNEL, SF. RPMA, AN0 BOS OELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Oata As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

qepartment : A I R  FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELO FOCUSED 
enario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR-CBR 

F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Base 
Personne 1 

Change XChang-e 
SF 

Change %Change ChgfPer - - - -  - - - - - -  -------  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD -316 -1OOX ' -262.000 -100% 829 
VRICM-PATTERSON 294 1% 36.730 OX 125 

R W ( $ )  f3OS(Sl 
Baa. Change %Change ChgfPer Change m a n g e  ChgIPer ---- ------ ------- - - - - - - -  ------ - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
SfRINGFIELO -345.000 -100% 1.092 -2.528.000 -100% 8.000 
WRIGHl-PATTERSON 20.837 OX 71 43.449 1% 148 

RPMABOS($) 
Base Change %Change ChglPer ---- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELO -2.873.000 -101% 9.092 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 64.287 OX 219 



RPMAlBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/1111995 

Qepartaent :AIRFORCE 
t ion  Package : SPRINGFIELO FOCUSED 
nar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 

Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

RPU change 0 
BOS Change - 0 
Wwlng Change 0 ------------------------ 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total  Beyond 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  
Oata As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

-rpartment : AIR FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
enario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR Y t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

&do1 does Tilac-Phasing o f  Construction/shutdovn: No 

Ik# Name Strategy: --------- --------- 
SPRINGFIELD. OH Closes i n  FY 1997 
mIGHT-PATTERSON. OH Rea L i g m n t  

w r y :  
- - - - - - * -  

CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AN0 RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PAT1 

(Sea f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Froa Base: --.---.--- 
SPRINGFIELD, OH 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

INPUT SCREEN THREE -.MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from SPRINGFIELD, OH t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 
 listed Posit ions: 
v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
udent Posit ions: 

Yissn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mt l f t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Specia 1 Vehicles: 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
16 m i  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

T o t a l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l t s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(USF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l t s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le)  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll (*/Year) : 

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

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

345 
0 

2.656 
0 
0 

0.89 
0 
0 

20.9% 
SPRING 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

qepartment : AIR FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFZELO FOCUSED 

cenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR 
M d  Fctrs  f i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUOT\FINAL .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

N w :  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

To ta l  Of f icer  Eaployees: 
To ta l  Enl is ted Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
MI 1 fui l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Mot Y i  114ng To Move: 
O f f l c o r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
E n l l ~ t o d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
?or O i e m  Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi Le) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll (%/Year) : 
Communications (S lyear ) :  
BOS Won-Payroll (%/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  (S lyear ) :  
F u i  l y  Housing ( S l y e a r )  : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
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  Information: 

Wane: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Tima Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Yoving Save (%): 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(%): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (a) : 
Act i v  Mission Save (a) : 
'aim Recurring Cost($K) : w isc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (a) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedu l a  ( X )  : 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc(%) : 
F w  Housing Avoidnc(%) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($U): 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr : 
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

H-e: WRIGHT-PATTERSON. OH 

1-Tine Unique Cust (%): 
1-Time Unique Save (a): 
1 - T i n  Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save (%): 
Env Hon-MiLCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (%): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (%): 
Misc Recurring Cost(%) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (%): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-PatientslYr:  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
1.723 4.000 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
377 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
42 169 169 169 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 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: 

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: 

Yes 
No 

(See f i n a l  page for  Explanatory Notes) 

w 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 3 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995.,Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

"~par tment  : AIR FORCE 
:ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
nar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR-CBR 

d Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Maw: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Cfv Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  k .nar io  Change: 
En1 Scmar io Change: 
Clv Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sat Save): 
En 1 Change(No Sa 1 Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

Descr ip t ion Categ - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
Maintenance OTHER 
Munitions OTHER 
POL OTHER 
Ops and Training OTHER 
Meter u t i  l i t e s  OTHER 
Com Other OTHER 

' 0  OTHER 

DARO FACTORS SCREEN ONE - 

New Mi (Con 

PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi LCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enl istedSalary($lYear):  36.148.00 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Uncmploy Ccst($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  l ity(Weeks): 18 
C i v l  l i a n  Salary($lYear): 46.642.00 
C l v t l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C j v l l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 

. SF F i  l a  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

R W  Bui Lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Fami l y  Quarters(SF) : 1,320.00 
APPOET.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  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  -----. 

85,782 
3,500 

0 
92,173 

0 
0 
0 

Cost (SK) 
. -  - - - - - - -  

3.700 
1,250 

440 
5.600 

205 
4.500 
1.200 

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 ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 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% 
IMP 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: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
Mi lCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

Oeparaent : AIR FORCE 
>tion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
enario F i l e  : C:\WBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR-CBR 

w d  F c t  F i  Le : C: \WBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

htarial1Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
MHGPerOffFamily(Lb): 14.500.00 
WQ Per En1 F u i  l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
IM Per Mi L Single. (Lb): 6.400.00 
IM Per Civ i  Lian (Lb): 18.000.00 
Total  H W  Cost (S1100I.b): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi la): 0.20 
Y1.e mp (Vo i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 Light Vehicle(S/Ui la): 0.43 
HaavylSpec Vehicle(f /Mi le) : 1.40 
POV Reimbursoaent ($/Mi 10) : 0:18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Yurs): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Perr/Tour): 6.437.00 
One-TI- O f f  PC3 Cost($): 9.142.00 
One-Time €11 PCS Cost($): 5.761.00 

STAmWUI FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Op.rations 
Operational 
Ah in i s t ra t i ve  
School Bui ldings 
Uaintenance Shops 
B.chelor Quarters 
F u i  Ly Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Oining Faci li t ies  ' 

Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
u n i c a t i o n s  Faci 1 
a lpya rd  Maintenance 
ROT a E Fac i l i t i es  
OOL Storage 

n f t ion  Storage 
a 1  Faci L i t ies  

Category UM 

other (SF) 
OptionalCategoryB ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
OptionalCategoryD ( ) 
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 ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
OptionalCatagoryP ( ) 
m t i o n a l  Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

NOTE $1.2 M MILWN AVOIDANCE RESULTS FROM NOT MOVING 

ANG FROM RICKENBACKER AND MOVING SPRINGFIELD TO 

WRIGHT PATTERSON 





llllYr CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO BROOKS AFB, TEXAS 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

MAY 0 5 19% 

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

The Honorable Frank Tejeda 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Tejeda 

This is in response to your joint letters of February 15, 
1995, to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Brooks Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. Specifically, you expressed concerns regarding the 
possible downsizing of activities at Brooks AFB. 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
for closure and realignment were submitted to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) on February 28, 1995, 
and Brooks AFB was recommended for closure. The components will 
be relocated to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, Tyndall AFB, Florida, 
Kelly AFB, Texas, and Lackland AFB, Texas. As an installation, 
Brooks AFB ranked lower than other bases in the Laboratory and 
Product Center subcategory. By closing Brooks AFB, the Air Force 
reduces excess capacity in the laboratory category and will more 
efficiently meet its current and projected research requirements. 
The closure recommendation was not based on subjective judgment, 
but reflected evaluation based on certified data against the eight 
DoD selection criteria. 

The DBCRC will conduct an independent analysis of the DoD 
recommendation and submit its report to the President by July 1, 
1995. Although Brooks AFB is recommended for closure by DoD, this 
does not preclude the Commission from removing a base from its 
listing if its analysis supports such a recommendation. 
Additionally, based on a Commission inquiry concerning family 
housing at Brooks AFB, the Air Force informed the DBCRC that it is 
looking into the possibility and impact of transferring the 
responsibility for Brooks housing to other bases in the San 
Antonio area. 



We appreciate your comments and trust the information 
provided is useful. A similar letter is being provided to 
Representatives Gonzalez, Smith and Bonilla who joined you in your 
letter. 

Sincerely 

LES L;. FOX 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
~egislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRE i4RY 

MAY 0 5 29% 

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

The Honorable Lamar S. Smith 
House of Representatives 
washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Smith 

 his is in response to your joint letters of February 15, 
1995, to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Brooks Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. specifically, you expressed concerns regarding the 
possible downsizing of activities at Brooks AFB. 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
I for closure and realignment were submitted to the Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) on February 28, 1995, 
and Brooks AFB was recommended for closure. The components will 
be relocated to Wright-Patterson AFB, ~hio, Tyndall AFB, Florida, 
Kelly AFB, Texas, and Lackland AFB, Texas. As an installation, 
Brooks AFB ranked lower than other bases in the Laboratory and 
Product Center subcategory. By closing Brooks AFB, the Air Force 
reduces excess capacity in the laboratory category and will more 
efficiently meet its current and projected research requirements. 
The closure recommendation was not based on subjective judgment, 
but reflected evaluation based on certified data against the eight 
DOD selection criteria. 

The DBCRC will conduct an independent analysis of the DoD 
recommendation and submit its report to the President by July 1, 
1995. Although Brooks AFB is recommended for closure by DoD, this 
does not preclude the commission from removing a base from its 
listing if its analysis supports such a recommendation. 
~dditionally, based on a commission inquiry concerning family 
housing at Brooks AFB, the Air Force informed the DBCRC that it is 
looking into the possibility and impact of transferring the 
responsibility for Brooks housing to other bases in the San 
Antonio area. 



We appreciate your comments and trust the information 
provided is useful. A similar letter is being provided to 
~epresentatives Tejeda, Bonilla and Gonzalez who joined you in 
your letter. 

Sincerely 

@&J$ LES L. FO 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

3FFICE OF T d E  SECRETARY 

MAY 0 5 1995 

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

The Honorable Henry Bonilla 
House of Representatives 
washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Bonilla 

This is in response to your joint letters of February 15, 
1995, to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Brooks Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. specifically, you expressed concerns regarding the 
possible downsizing of activities at Brooks AFB. 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
for closure and realignment were submitted to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) on February 28, 1995, 
and Brooks AFB was recommended for closure. The components will 
be relocated to Wright-Patterson AFB, 0hi.0, Tyndall AFB, ~lorida, 
Kelly AFB, Texas, and Lackland AFB, Texas. As an installation, 
Brooks AFB ranked lower than other bases in the Laboratory and 
Product Center subcategory. By closing Brooks AFB, the Air Force 
reduces excess capacity in the laboratory category and will more 
efficiently meet its current and projected research requirements. 
The closure recommendation was not based on subjective judgment, 
but reflected evaluation based on certified data against the eight 
DoD selection criteria. 

The DBCRC will conduct an independent analysis of the DoD 
recommendation and submit its report to the president by July 1, 
1995. Although Brooks AFB is recommended for closure by DoD, this 
does not preclude the  omm mission from removing a base from its 
listing if its analysis supports such a recommendation. 
~dditionally, based on a commission inquiry concerning family 
housing at Brooks AFB, the Air Force informed the DBCRC that it is 
looking into the possibility and impact of transferring the 
responsibility for Brooks housing to other bases in the San 
Antonio area. 



We appreciate your comments and trust the information 
provided is useful. A similar letter is being provided to 
Representatives Tejeda, Smith and Gonzalez who joined you in your 
letter. 

Sincerely 

@ LES L. FOX 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASH I NGTON DC 203 30- 1 000 

OFFlCE OF THE SECRETARY BAY 0 5 1996 

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

The Honorable Henry B. Gonzalez 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Gonzlez 

This is in response to your joint letters of February 15, 
1995, to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Brooks Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. Specifically, you expressed concerns regarding the 
possible downsizing of activities at Brooks AFB. 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
for closure and realignment were submitted to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) on Febru.ary 28, 1995, 
and Brooks AFB was recommended for closure. The components will 
be relocated to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, Tyndall AFB, Florida, 
Kelly AFB, Texas, and Lackland AFB, Texas. As an installation, 
Brooks AFB ranked lower than other bases in the Laboratory and 
Product Center subcategory. By closing Brooks AFB, the Air Force 
reduces excess capacity in the laboratory category and will more 
efficiently meet its current and projected research requirements. 
The closure recommendation was not based on subjective judgment, 
but reflected evaluation based on certified data against the eight 
DoD selection criteria. 

The DBCRC will conduct an independent analysis of the DoD 
recommendation and submit its report to the President by July 1, 
1995. Although Brooks AFB is recommended for closure by DoD, this 
does not preclude the Commission from removing a base from its 
listing if its analysis supports such a recommendation. 
Additionally, based on a Commission inquiry concerning family 
housing at Brooks AFB, the Air Force informed the DBCRC that it is 
looking into the possibility and impact of transferring the 
responsibility for Brooks housing to other bases in the San 
Antonio area. 



We appreciate your comments and trust the information 
provided is useful. A similar letter is being provided to 
~epresentatives Tejeda, Smith and Bonilla who joined you in your 
letter. 

Sincerely 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



February 15, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Room 3E880 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

As you begin to finalize your recommendations for base realignment 
and closure activities, we would like to take this opportunity to express several 
concerns regarding possible downsizing activities at Brooks Air Force Base in 
San Antonio, Texas. 

One of our major concerns deals with the costs involved with any 
proposed relocation of the essential missions currently housed at Brooks AFB. 
As you may know, the Armstrong Laboratory, USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine, and the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence all perform 
vital functions for the Air Force and must remain viable after the 1995 base 
closure decisions are made. All have multi-million dollar facilities under 
construction which will enhance the performance of each organization. 
However, the importance of these activities and the fact that each is housed in 
modern facilities specifically designed for its mission suggest that it would be 
cost prohibitive to relocate. 

Our second major concern relates to the outstanding educational and 
biomedical research resources which exist in San Antonio. The University of 
Texas Health Science Center, the University of Texas at San Antonio, the 
Texas Research and Technology Foundation, the Southwest Foundation for 
Biomedical Research, the Southwest Research Institute, Wilford Hall Medical 
Center, and Brooke Army Medical Center are all tremendous resources which 
provide Brooks AFB with an unparalleled opportunity for cooperative 
activities. We have enclosed some information which provides a brief 
overview on how Brooks AFB works with these local facilities. In our view, 
the loss of this unique synergy would be to the Air Force's and the 
Department of Defense's detriment. 

Before you make any final decisions, we would urge you to give 
serious consideration to the potential relocation or closure costs of the 
organizations at Brooks AFB. Included in these cost factors should be the cost 
of losing the wealth of San Antonio's educational and research assets, which 
have worked hard to develop a tightly woven fabric with Brooks AFB. We do 



The Honorable William J. Perry 
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not want to see this fabric unravel piece by piece, and we believe that the 
Department of Defense and our nation's educational and bioscience 
communities would benefit from a strong and robust Brooks AFB. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. Please feel free to 
contact us if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

FRANK TETEDA 
Member of 

LAMAR SMITH 
Member of Congress 

HENRY B. GONZALEZ 
Member of Congress 

 ember of Congress 



SOUTHWEST FOUNDATION FOR BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH {SFBR) 

1. SW Foundation has worked closely with scientists at Brwks on a number of prvjects 
related to the safety of astronauts in thc shuttle program. Scientists at SW Foundation 
havc an intimate working knowledge of the capabilities at Brooks and have developed 
professional relationships that are priceless in thc pursuit of scientific development. 

2. The Foundation has the largest baboon colony in the world and works closely with the 
Amstrong Labs in thc evaluation and prevention of adverse physiological effects of G- 
forces on flight crew members. 

3. Anticipated projccts with Brooks AFB include the use of  Foundation baboons in safkty 
tests iovolving gas exposure at high altitirdes and the physiological effects of pregnancy 
in female pilots. Relocation would put these programs at risk due to geographic 
separation of the scientists from the special exptrimcntaS facilities at B m k s  AFB. 

W E R S T T Y  OF TEXAS HEALTH SCIENCE CENTERISAN ANTONIO RJTHSCSA] 

1. Currently working in a collaborative study with the Air Force Office of Prevention and 
HeaIth Services Assessment at Brooks AFB to assess the availability, accessibility and 
adequacy of health care experienced by USAF active duty women assigned in theater 
during Operation Desert ShieldDesert Storm (ODs). Results of this research will lead 
to integration of validated womcn's hcalth issucs into preventive mcdicine planning and 
planning for onsite medical capabilities during deployments and military operations. 

2. The participation of USAF officers from Brooks AFB as adjunct faculty played a major 
role in the development and maintenance of the Mastcrs of Public Health program at 
UTHSCSA. Withdrawal of this faculty and thc public health resources of Brooks AFB 
would put this program at risk. Lost would be a wealth of resources in the fields of 
occupational health. toxicology, environmental health, preventive mcdicinc, and acrospacc 
mcdicine. 

3. Thc: Depxlmerit of D e f e M . S .  Air Force, operating through Breaks k!?B ax! *k 
Armstrong Laboratory, assistcd in thc dcvclopmcnt of a unique antchoic thambcr and 
dual frequency microwave transmitter for joint research into the biocffccts of microwave 
radiation with special attention to the mutagenic hazards. This effort was funded jointly 
by n Department of Defense University Equipment Grant ($300,000) and the Penmanent 
University Fund of the Uniycrsity of Texas ($180.000). The facility has subsequently 
bem employed by University scientists to @om Air Force sponsored research. 

4. Armstrong Laboratory pmonnel play an activc role in the newly formed UTHSCSA 
Center for Environmental Radiation Toxicology, a multi-institutional endorsed entity 
created to foster rcscarch and education in radiation biocfftcts and encourage collaboration 
among over 55 staff mtmbcxs at six San Antonio research institutions. T̂he Air Force, 
Armv. and Naw personnel at Armstrong direct segments of and lecture in a first-ever 



graduate course in non-ionizing radiation, lending their expertise in microwave and laser 
sources, dosimetry, bioeffccts, and standard setting. Their loss, and the loss of the 
facilities at Armstrong fix off-site studies, would be a major blow to the Center. 

5 .  Conducting joint research into laser-caused damage to tissues of the eye. 

6.  Working together on thc capture and provision of data on human retinal disorders to 
support development of a USAF computer modcl to predict visual disturbance and 
pcrformmce dler injury or exposurc to cnvironmcntal threat. 

7. Close educational and clinical collaboration between the Armstrong Laboratory and the 
Department of Ancsthcsiology in research and teaching of hyperbaric medicine. 

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE (SwRI) 

1. Brwks experts in physiology and medicine provide consultation to Southwcst Rcswrch 
Institute in support of advanced drug testing for the commercial biotechnology and 
pharmaceutical industry, worldwide. 

2. SwRI is dcpcndent on the closed runways at BAFB for joint research and crash testing 
for the Dept. of Transportation. 

3. Brooks AFB is an active participant in the efforts of the Southwest Research Consortium. 

4. SwRI has scrvcd as host for numerous symposia and seminars which have included and 
given visibility and PR to Brooks staff and the Air Force. 

WILFORD HALL MEDICAL CENTER (WHMC) 

1. Brooks is one of only four hyperbaric treatment facilities in the DoD. Closure wouid 
dcprivc thc Air Force's major teaching and rcfcml ccne of this treatment modahty. 

2, Highly specialized lob tests for clinical wc and research fiom UrIiMC arc pcrformcd by 
the Occupational and Environmental Lab at Brooks AFB. Movement of this lab would 
result in both delays and expensive contract services. 

3. A major resource for reference for both Wilford Hall and BAMC is the Armstrong 
Library at Brooks AFB. Many students and faculty usc this frne facility for clinical and 
research reference. 

4. Prototype and developmental medical equipment is built by the fabrication shop (AL/DO) 
at Brooks. Non-patented equipment is also reproduced there. 



5 .  Brooks is a primary source of information systems cxpcrtisc, backup, and contracting. 

6. With rccent reductions in the nation's mctroIogy program, Brwks AFB is one of the few 
places critical medical equipment can be calibrated. 

7. As the major referral ccntcr for thc Air Force, WHMC relies heavily on the expertise 
from the Officc of Pnvcnti~e and Health Assessment (OPSA) at BAFB. 

8. RrHMC is currently involved in a number of joint research protocols with agencies at 
BAFB. Among thcm an: scveral high profile studies such as "Injury and Illness Among 
Air Force Female Military Recruits" and "Outcomes of a Ncw Physical Fitness Training 
Program in Air Force Basic Military Training." 

University of Texas at San Antonio (UTSA) 

1. Armstrong Labontory, through a CRDA with UTSA, has developed an intelligent mtoring 
systcm to cnhaacc the quality of secondary cducation in mathematics, scicnce and writing. 
This joint activity has rcccntly bccn Iiccmcd to thc private sector to M e r  develop and 
market this technology. 

2. Development of new doctoral-level programs at UTSA has bccn significantly enhanced 
by the proximity of Brooks scientists and engineers. 

3. UTSA has activity interacted with Brooks AFB and the Annstrong Laboratory in 
developing innovative concepts to improve technology transfer policies and increase 
opportunities. 



February 15, 1995 

The Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
101 0 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1010 

Dear Secretary Deutch: 

As you begin to fmalize your recommendations for base realignment 
and closure activities, we would like to take this opportunity to express several 
concerns regarding possible downsizing activities at Brooks Air Force Base in 
San Antonio, Texas. 

One of our major concerns deals with the costs involved with any 
proposed relocation of the essential missions currently housed at Brooks AFB. 
As you may know, the Armstrong Laboratory, USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine, and the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence all perform 
vital functions for the Air Force and must remain viable after the 1995 base 
closure decisions are made. All have multi-million dollar facilities under 
construction which will enhance the performance of each organization. 
However, the importance of these activities and the fact that each is housed in 
modem facilities specifically designed for its mission suggest that it would be 
cost prohibitive to relocate. 

Our second major concern relates to the outstanding educational and 
biomedical research resources which exist in San Antonio. The University of 
Texas Health Science Center, the University of Texas at San Antonio, the 
Texas Research and Technology Foundation, the Southwest Foundation for 
Biomedical Research, the Southwest Research Institute, Wilford Hall Medical 
Center, and Brooke Army Medical Center are all tremendous resources which 
provide Brooks AFB with an unparalleled opportunity for cooperative 
activities. We have enclosed some information which provides a brief 
overview on how Brooks AFB works with these local facilities. In our view, 
the loss of this unique synergy would be to the Air Force's and the 
Department of Defense' s detriment. 

Before you make any fmal decisions, we would urge you to give 
serious consideration to the potential relocation or closure costs of the 
organizations at Brooks AFB. Included in these cost factors should be the cost 
of losing the wealth of San Antonio's educational and research assets, which 
have worked hard to develop a tightly woven fabric with Brooks AFB. We do 
not want to see this fabric unravel piece by piece, and we believe that the 
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Department of Defense and our nation's educational and bioscience 
communities would benefit from a strong and robust Brooks AFB. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. Please feel free to 
contact us if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

FMNK ~=w 
Member of Congress 

LAMAR SMITH 
Member of Congress 

HENRY B. GONZALEZ 
Member of Congress 

HENRY RONILLA 
Member of Congress 



SOUTHWEST FOUNDATION FOR BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH (SFBR) 

1. SW Foundation has worked closely with scientists at Brooks on a number of projects 
related to the safety of astronauts in thc shuttle program. Scientists at SW Foundation 
havc an intimate working knowlcdgc of the capabilities at Brooks and have developed 
professional relationships that are priceless in thc pursuit of scientific development. 

2. The Foundation has the largest baboon colony in the world and works closely with the 
Armstrong Labs in thc evaluation and prevention of adverse physiological effects of G- 
forces on flight crew members. 

3. Anticipated projccts with Brooks AFB include the use of Foundation baboons in safety 
tests involving gas exposure at high altitudes md the physiologicd effects of jxegnaxicjt 
in femalc pilots. Relocation would put these programs at risk due to geographic 
scparstion of the scientists from the special expcrimcntal facilities at Brooks AFB. 

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS HEALTH SCIENCE CENTEWSAN ANTONIO WlXSCSA) 

1. Currently working in a collaborative study with the Air Force Office of Prevention and 
Health Services Assessment at Brooks AFB to assess the availability, accessibility and 
adequacy of health care experienced by USAF active duty women assigned in theater 
during Operation Desert ShieldfDesert Storm (ODs). Results of this rcscarch will lead 
to in te rnon  of validatcd women's hcalth issucs into preventive medicine planning and 
planning for onsite medical capabilities during deployments and military operations. 

2. The participation of USAF officers fiom Brooks AFB as adjunct faculty played a major 
role in the development and maintenance of the M a m  of Public Health program at 
UTHSCSA. Withdrawal of this faculty and thc public health resources of Brooks AFB 
would put this program at risk. Lost would be a wealth of resources in the fields of 
occupational health, toxicology, environmental health, preventive mcdicinc, and acrospacc 
medicine. 

3. The Department of Cdem4J.S. Air Force, apexstkg k o u &  B m h  AFB and the 
Armstrong Laboratory, assistcd in the dcvclopmcnt of a unique anechoic chamber and 
dual frequency microwave transmitter for joint research into the bioeffeds of microwave 
rodintion with special attention to the mutagenic hazards. This effort was fhaded jointly 
by n Department of Defense University Equipment Grant ($300,000) and the Permanent 
Univcrsity Fund of the University of Tcxas ($180.000). The facility has substquently 
been employed by University scientists to perform Air Force sponsored research. 

4. Armstrong Laboratory personnel play an activc role in the newIy formed UTHSCSA 
Center for Environmental Radiation Toxicology, a multi-institutional endorsed entity 
created to foster mcarch and education in radiation bioeffxts and encourage collaboration 
among over 55 staff membcrs at six San Antonio research institutions. The Air Force, 
Annv. and Naw personnel at Armstrong direct segments of and lecture in a first-ever 



graduate course in non-ionizing radiation, lending ?heir expertise in microwave and laser 
sources, dosimetry, bioeffccts, and standard setting. Their loss, and the loss of the 
facilities at Armstrong for off-site studies, would be a major blow to the Center. 

5 .  Conducting joint research into laser-caused damage to tissues of the eye. 

6. Working together on thc capture and provision of data on human retinal disorders to 
support development of a USAF computer modcl to predict visual disturbance and 
performance after injury or exposurc to environmental threat 

7. Close educational and clinical collaboration between the Amstrong Laboratory and the 
Department of Ancsthcsiology in research and teaching of hyperbaric medicine. 

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE (SwRI) 

1. Brooks experts in physiology and medicine provide consultation to Southwest Rcscarch 
Institute in support of advanced drug testing for the commercial biotechnology and 
pharmaceutical industry, worldwide. 

2. SwRI is dcpcndent on the closed runways at BAFB for joint research and crash testing 
for the Dept. of Transportation. 

3. Brooks AFB is an active participant in the efforts of the Southwest Research Consortium. 

4. SwRI has scrvcd as host for numerous symposia and seminars which have included and 
given visibility and PR to Brooks staff and the Air Force. 

WILFORD HALL MEDICAL CENTER WHMC] 

1. Brooks is one of only four hyperbaric treatment facilities in the UoD. Closure would 
dcprivc thc Air Force's major teaching and r c f d  mtcr  of this treatment modality. 

2. Highly specidizd lob tests for clinical cat and research tiom WHMC arc performed by 
the OccupationaI and Environmental Lab at Brooks AFB. Movement of this lab would 
result in both delays and expensive contract services. 

3. A major resource for refercncc for both Wilford Hall and BAMC is the Armstrong 
Library at Brooks AFB. Many students and faculty usc this h e  facility for clinical and 
research reference. 

4, Prototype and developmental medical equipment is built by the fabrication, shop (AL/DO) 
at Brooks. Non-patented equipment is also rrproduced there. 



5 .  Brooks is a primary source of information systems cxpcrtisc, backup, and contracting. 

6. With recent reductions in the nation's metrology program, Brooks AFB is one of the few 
places criticd medical equipment can be calibrated. 

7. As the major referral ccntcr for thc Air Force, WHMC relies heavily on the expertise 
from the Officc of Prcvcnti~e and Health Assessment (OPSA) at BAFB, 

8. WKMC is currently involved in a number of joint research protocols with agencies at 
BAFB. Among thcm arc scverd high profile studies such as "Injury and Illness Among 
Air Force Female Military Recruits" and "Outcomes of a Ncw Physical Fitncss Training 
Program in Air Force Basic Miiitay Training." 

Universitv of Texas at San Antonio KJTSAf 

1. Armstrong Laboratory, through a CRDA with UTSA, has dcvcioped an intelligent tutoring 
systcm to cnhancc thc quality of secondary cducation in mathematics, science and writing. 
This joint activity bas rcccntly bccn licensed to thc private sector to further develop and 
market this ttchnology. 

2. Development of new doctoral-level programs at UTSA has bccn significantly enhanced 
by the proximity of Brooks scientists and engineers. 

3. UTSA has activity interacted with Brooks AFB and the Armstrong Laboratory in 
developing innovative concepts to improve technology transfer policies and increase 
opportunities. 



February 15, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Room 4E871 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20330-1670 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

As you begin to finalize your recommendations for base realignment 
and closure activities, we would like to take this opportunity to express several 
concerns regarding possible downsizing activities at Brooks Air Force Base in 
San Antonio, Texas. 

One of our major concerns deals with the costs involved with any 
proposed relocation of the essential missions currently housed at Brooks AFB. 
As you may know, the Armstrong Laboratory, USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine, and the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence all perform 
vital functions for the Air Force and must remain viable after the 1995 base 
closure decisions are made. AU have multi-million dollar facilities under 
construction which will enhance the performance of each organization. 
However, the importance of these activities and the fact that each is housed in 
modem facilities specifically designed for its mission suggest that it would be 
cost prohibitive to relocate. 

Our second major concern relates to the outstanding educational and 
biomedical research resources which exist in San Antonio. The University of 
Texas Health Science Center, the University of Texas at San Antonio, the 
Texas Research and Technology Foundation, the Soutli'iiizst Foundation for 
Biomedical Research, the Southwest Research Institute, Wilford Hall Medical 
Center, and Brooke Army Medical Center are all tremendous resources which 
provide Brooks AFB with an unparalleled opportunity for cooperative 
activities. We have enclosed some information which provides a brief 
overview on how Brooks AFB works with these local facilities. In our view, 
the loss of this unique synergy would be to the Air Force's and the 
Department of Defense's detriment. 

Before you make any final decisions, we would urge you to give 
serious consideration to the potential relocation or closure costs of the 
organizations at Brooks AFB. Included in these cost factors should be the cost 
of losing the wealth of San Antonio's educational and research assets, which 
have worked hard to develop a tightly woven fabric with Brooks AFB. We do 
not want to see this fabric unravel piece by piece, and we believe that the 
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Department of Defense and our nation's educational and bioscience 
communities would benefit from a strong and robust Brooks AFB. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. Please feel free to 
contact us if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

/L.Y t 

FRANKTEJEDA HENRY B. GONZALEZ 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

LAMAR SMlTH 
Member of Congress 

HENRY BONILLA 
Member of Congress 



1. SW Foundation has worked clostly with scientists at Brwks on a number of projects 
related to the safcty of astronauts in thc shuttle program. Scientists at SW Folmdation 
havc an intimate working knowlcdgc of the capabilities at Brooks and have developed 
professional relationships that are priceless in thc pwuit of scientific development. 

2. The Foundation has the largest baboon colony in the world and works closeIy with the 
Annstrong Labs in thc evaluation and prevention of a d v e  physiological effects of G- 
forces on 'flight crew members. 

3. Anticipated projccts with Brooks AFB include the use of Fomdation baboons in safety 
tests involving gas exposun at high altitudes and the physiological effects of pregnancy 
in femalc pilots. Relocation would put these programs at risk due to geographic 
separation of the scientists from the special e x p e r i m d  facilities at Brooks AFB. 

UNXVERSITY OF TEXAS HEALTH SCIENCE CENTERISAN ANTONIO WIHSCSA) 

1. Currently working in a collaborative study with the Air Force Office of Prevention and 
Health Services Assessment at Brooks M B  to assess the availability, accessibility and 
adequacy of health care experienced by USAF active duty womcn assigned in theater 
during Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm (ODs). Results of this rcscarch will lead 
to integration of validated womcp'~ hcalth issucs into preventive medicine planning and 
planning for onsite medical capabilities during deployments and military operations. 

2. The participation of USAF officers from Bmks  AFB as adjunct faculty played a major 
role in the development and maintenance of the Mastcrs of Public H d t h  program at 
UTHSCSh Withdrawal of this faculty and thc public health resources of Brooks AFB 
would put this program at risk. Lost would be a wealth of resources in the fields of 
occupational health. toxicology, environmental health, preventive mcdicinc, and aerospace 
medicine. 

3. The Deparbnent of I ) e f h d C J . S .  Air Force. operating through Brooks AFS md t k  

Armstrong Laboratory. assistcd in thc dcvclopmcnt of a unique anechoic chamber and 
dual fkquency microwave transmitter for joint rtscarch into the biocffm of microwave 
radiation with special atttntion to the mutagenic hazards. This effort was W e d  jointly 
by n Department of Defense University Equipment Grant ($300,000) and the Permanent 
University Fund of the University of Tcxas ($180.000). The facility has subscqucntly 
been employed by University scientists to perform Air Force sponsored research. 

4. Armstrong Laboratory pmomcl play an activc role in the newly formed UTHSCSA 
Center for Envirorrmentai Radiation Toxiwiogy, a mufti-institutional endorsed entity 
created to foster rcscarch and education in radiation biotffccts and encourage collaboration 
among over 55 staff manbcrs at six San Antonio research institutions. The Air Force, 
Army. and Navy pcmnnel at Armstrong direct segments of and lecture in a first-ever 



graduate course in non-ionizing radiation, lending their expertise in microwave and laser 
sources, dosimetry, biwffccts, and standard setting. Their loss, and the loss of the 
facilities at Armstrong for off-site studies, would be a major blow to the Center. 

5 .  Conducting joint research into laser-caused damage to tissues of the eye. 

6. Working together on thc capture and provision of data on human retinal disorders to 
support dcvtloprnent of a USAF computer modcl to predict visual disturbance and 
performance &er injury or exposurc to environmental threat. 

7. Close educational and clinical collaburation between the Armstrong Laboratory and the 
Department of Ancsthcsiology in research and teaching of hyperbaric medicine. 

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE (SwRI) 

1. Brooks experts in physiology and medicine provide consultation to Southwest Rcsearch 
Xnstitutc in support of advanced drug testing for the commercial biotechnology and 
pharmaceutical industry, worldwide. 

2. SwRI is dcpcndent on the closed runways at BAFB for joint research and crash testing 
for the Dept. of Transportation. 

3. Brooks AFB is an active participant in the efforts of the Southwest Research Consortium. 

4. SwRI has scrvcd as host for numerous symposia and seminars which have included and 
given visibility and PR to Brooks staff and the Air Force. 

WILFORD HALL MEDICAL CENTER (WJXMC) 

1. Brooks is one of only four hyperbaric treatment facilities in the DoD. Closure would 
dcprivc thc Air Force's major teaching and rcfcnal ccntcr of this treatment modality. 

2. Highly specidid lob tests for clinical cart and research fion; WHMC art performed by 
the Occupational and Environmental Lab at Brooks AFB. Movement of this lab would 
result in both delays and expensive contract services. 

3. A major resource for refemcc for both Wilford Hall and BAMC is the Armstrong 
Library at Brooks AFB. Many students and faculty usc this fine facility for clinical and 
research reference. 

4. Prototype and developmental medical equipment is built by the fabrication shop (AL/DO) 
at Brooks. Non-patented equipment is also reproduced there. 



5.  Brooks is a primary source of information systems cxpcrtisc? backup, and contracting. 

6. With recent reductions in the nation's mctrdogy program, Brooks AFB is one of the few 
places critical medical equipment can be calibrated. 

7. As the major referral ccntcr for thc Air Force, WHMC relics heavily on the expertise 
from the Officc of Pnvcnti~c and Hcalth Asstssmcnt (OPSA) at BAFB. 

8. WHMC is currently involved in a number of joint research protocols with agencies at 
BAFB. Among thcm an: scveral high profile studies such as "Injury and Illness Among 
Air Force Female Military Recruits" and "Outcomes of a New Physical Fitncss Training 
Program in Air Force Basic Military Training." 

Universitv of Texas at San Antonio KJTSAl 

1. Armstrong Labommy, through a CRDA with UTSA, has devclopcd an intcfligent tutoring 
systcm to cnhancc the quality of secondary education in mathematics, scicnce a d  writing. 
This joint activity has rcccntly bccn licensed to thc private sector to further develop and 
market this technology. 

2. Development of new doctoral-level programs at UTSA has bccn significantly enhanced 
by the proximity of Brooks scientists and cnginccrs. 

3. UTSA has activity interacted with Brooks AFB and the ArmssOng Laboratory in 
developing innovative concepts to improve technology transfa policies and increase 
opportunities. 



CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO DYESS AFB, TEXAS 



May 16, 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 letter of May 1, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning the potential capacity of 
Dyess Air Force Base (AFB), Texas, to receive additional aircraft 
force structure. 

The information on the ability of Dyess AFB to accept 
additional aircraft has been reviewed, including the specific 
minutes to which you refer. Taken as a whole, the Air Force 
analysis in 1995 regarding Dyess AFB was consistent in its 
evaluation that, while the base has the capacity to receive 
additional aircraft, there is some concern that the additional 
loading would result in a high operational tempo for the airfield 
and supporting facilities. 

The 1992 capacity analysis was not used in the 1995 process. 
Instead, Air Combat Command (ACC) briefed a capacity review for 
all its bases on July 21, 1994. The view of ACC, based on a force 
of 48 B-lB, 26 C-130H, and 4 T-38 aircraft, and reflecting ramp 
space and facility capacity only, was that an additional 5 B-1B 
aircraft could be added at no cost, and an additional 16 Primary 
Aircraft Assigned (PAA) B-1B squadron could be added at nominal 
cost. 

The minutes from December 15, 1994, reflecting a meeting with 
the Secretary on December 14, indicate that adding an additional 
16 PAA squadron would "put Dyess to about maximum capacity." This 
review was based on more than just ramp and facility capacity, and 
considered the impact on operations from the move. The minutes of 
January 6, 1995, reflect an examination of an alternative 
Ellsworth AFB closure with a 16 PAA unit being assigned to Dyess 
AFB, but nothing in the minutes indicates that the same concerns 
did not still exist. Ultimately, after reviewing an additional 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



V scenario regarding movement of B-1B aircraft to Dyess AFB, the 
Secretary found no scenario for a closure of Ellsworth AFB that 
was operationally sound. 

The record supports the Air Force conclusion that, while 
Dyess AFB can accommodate an additional 16 PAA B-1B squadron, 
there are some operational impacts that are undesirable. This is 
not to suggest that such a move would never be feasible, but that 
the specific scenarios examined in the BRAC 95 analysis did not 
warrant further pursuit of this option. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 



- cI-IARLES W. STENHOLM Please Respond to: 
17TH DISTRICT 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

TEXAS 
1211 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON D C 20515 

(D.mgroee of *e Nnitea Matee (202) 225-6605 

COMMITTEES: 
Hmtte of Bepreaentntiuett 0 DISTRICT OFFICES 

BUDGET P 0 Box 1237 STAMFORD TX 79553 

AGRICULTURE 3llllashingtan. DM 20515 
(915) 7753623 

RANKING MEMBER. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

GENERAL FARM COMMODITIES 

SUBCOMMlllEE ON 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION. 

RESEARCH a FORESTRY 

May 1, 1995 
0 P.O. BOX 1101 

ABILENE, TX 79604 
(915) 673-7221 

33 E. TWOHlG AVENUE, #318 
SAN ANGELO. TX 76903 

(91 5) 655-7994 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall, Ph.D. 
Secretary of the Air Force 
1600 Air Force, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

The Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) made statements about 
Dyess AFB in its December 15, 1994 minutes that concern me. 
specifically, BCEG minutes stated that there was a potential 
problem with assigning additional aircraft to Dyess and, 
consequently, dropped all options to relocate additional force 
structure to Dyess. Moreover, the GAO picked up on the BCEG 
statement and repeated it on page 68 of its April 1995 report on 
the DoD1s BRAC 95 process. 

The Air Force's on-site facility survey and capacity analysis, 
which took place on June 24-26, 1992, determined that Dyess could 
accept a 50 percent increase in assigned force structure. At the 
time of the site survey, Dyess had 73 aircraft assigned to is as 
follows: 

28 PAA B-1Bs 
16 PAA KC-135s 
26 PAA C103-s 
3 PAA T-38s 

In this certified survey of Dyess, the Air Force stated 
that: 

* Each of the four operations squadrons (one B-1, two C- 
130 and one KC-135) and one training squadron (B-1) 
could accept 15 to 30 percent more aircraft at little 
or no cost. 

* The former SAC alert area could be used to bed down an 
additional 20 bombers, tankers or airlift aircraft. 

Since Dyess now has about the same number of aircraft as in 1992, 
the Air Force's own survey supports the fact that Dyess could 
easily take on additional aircraft without concerns of 
overloading. 

Dyess clearly has the capability to handle additional aircraft. 
In fact, the BCEG minutes from January 6, 1995 appear to 
acknowledge the Air Force survey and contradict the December 15, 
1994 minutes by indicating that Dyess could accept additional p,- Ci.? 

'b 



aircraft. 

Given these apparent inconsistencies in the Air Force's position, 
I would appreciate correction of the BCEG's December 15, 1994 
statement. Since this information is important as part of the 
base closure process, I request a response as soon as possible. 

With warm regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

Charles W. Stenholm 
Member of Congress 

CWS : cn 
cc: 1995 BRAC Commission (Air Force Team) 
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May 11, 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 letter of April 27, 1995, 

requesting a copy of the AMC Pamphlet 55-57. A copy of AMC 

Pamphlet 55-57, dated September 15, 1993, is provided per 

your request. 

We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 
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SENT BY: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HeudqutWs Air Mobility Command 
Scott Air Force Base, Illinois 62225-5302 

ASSAULT ZONE AVA.UABILn'Y REPORT 0 

lhir pamphlet govern tho purp~rc 4 avahbUQ of drop mn#, trading nosr, md extraction zones, in 
the c a h a n h l  United Stda (CONUS), appmad for AMC ura. b q p b  to Air N & d  Guud (ANG) 
w h  publinhed in NGR (AF) 0-2 d to United Strkdl Air Pone Rscerver (USAPR) w h  pubbhd in 
AFR6sR 0-2, volrrma 2. 

1. f f d .  A-1 t o t h i s ~ c w t a i n r r c o m p ~ v t I t t i n g . b y ~ , o f n U i s r r u l t  
zoacrr rppnrvbd for ume by AMC and AMC-g&ind d m d t  d ahcram, Thin infomatian daer not 
replrosba#dfotmapprwadmrvsytoflyarpeeificmtrian. 

2. Putpore. Thsprirmrypurposcofm~t~uwayisbra#r,p#dbbbPurdrtotbod~~ 
a n d r i r o t a r p e r f ~ t h c ~ o n .  ' L h e ~ ~ i a t o p n w i d c i n f o n d ~ ~ ~ t o m i u i o a  
plurnsn md + ptaaanel who use AMC aimaft to re#h their PLnrl objootiw. (AMCR 5540, 
AgRplt ZaPb Pmwhms, prcacrib the survey raview and qrproval procdco). 

3. to Publicution. Approved w y g a  will be included in this daammt rrad publiehed on a 
r a m i e  basis. AU urrult znne kurvsyr appmvcd prior to 1 Jan- 1983 us no langer valid. Also. 
tf&&o 1 June 1994, aU rwault m e  mmcya & p&r to 1 Jfmuuy 1987 will nat be valid. Unitr 
rhaold~pnrcbdurclrantlinsdtnAM(=RS~prrrt52,mfaUdtoraqutct~8fm~ 
assault mwa approval prior to 1987. 

4. rhphndirm 0fTerma: 
4.1.Zamename-dtlcmsnwmradtypc 
4.1.1. DZ-drop m. 
4.1.2. LZ=)rodiag zone. 
4.1.3. JZ=axtnction me-for low altitdo pmachutc extraction oyrtom (LAPES). 
4.1.4. SF=p&l opentians form-indicrting tba tbdb ib) TbB(iiCtbd fixwe by u u o m v ~ i ~  units. 
4.2. Imcrtion-iudie tho nurrst town or milimy htallotian. 
4.3. survey datlHk3 oumnt may wu Capdnctdd 
4.4. Apprdatc-dite cunmt may. 
4.5, Lsciadc-of the of ~ ~ t r  d the nmt. 
4.6. Lnapritudbof ths oeattr of nmu of dm mu. 
4.7. UTM cmdhtm-univcxsal tnawbt80 mrcator 0 grid znne ind coordinrtes of the center of 
rmurr of the m e  for plo#ing on Amy Mapping Savicc (AM)  map. 
4.8, Wa-of the arne in yards (DZ), ar k t  (IZ or EZ). 
4.9. hqdi-of  the pops in y u 6  (DZ) ar fat (LZ or EZ). 
NOTE3: If DZ dimsnrione are lo meters on rhs smcy,  this will be annotated in the reanuh metion of 
b A Z A R  
4.10. AZ-rdmuth of the W M  m d6- trpe. 

- 
No. of Ainted Pages: .- 39 -., . 
o m  xmtcapt ulodzkoI'> 
OCR; TAC-XY ( S S ~  ~t*ccy Poland) 
Approved by : Myor G d a d  Jams L Hoboon, ITL 
Ediir: Fatrich A. Cfilliam 
Distribution: P; X (X dirtribtian maintained by OPR) 



SENT BY: 5- 5-95 ; 9:17 ; 16182562502- 703 693 9707;# 3/40 

N a .  A value of 360 under AZ coupled with a vdm of 1 under R B  indicates a circular drop m e .  
Refer to the survey fom for possible restrictions to -in heading. A value d v w  in the RCP block that 
is not 180 d q g e e  aff the value givm in the AZ block indicates thrR my runin heading betwcm those 
two vllw is approved. For axrmpk AZ* 100, RCPp240. Any run-in true coma bstwssn 100 
degrees md 240 degraoe is ncccptnblc. 

4.12 Elev-clevati~d of the highest point on th;: zone in feet above mean ma level. 
4.13. R e u w k s ~ ~ v d ~ a n d p w 0 i ~ b ~ ) ~ o n ~ ~ .  Appmvalcodesrre~ 
follow& 
4.13.1. P-appmvod farpersannel. 
4.13.2. C=rppmv& for wnrriner dtlhry ryztcm (CDS). 
4.13.3. H-appnwcd fhr heavy equipma 0. 
4.13.4. N-qprovcd ford@ &'drop8 (ace nwcy form for specific load cgpsb rffectad). 
4.13.5. R - f e ~ W ~ l l d  wid thrt n-ub of detailad to list (rat 8\wey form for pcifica). 
4.13.6. K R C = r p p d f ~ r c o m b . t ~ b b c r r r r i d i n g d ( ~ C ) . .  
4.13.7. A-approved for high rllituds law opening (HAIX)) &drops. 
4.13.4 T=~pprovbd fb~ s tuadd  iitdtop training bmdlw (SATB). 
4.13.9. D=reettictcd to day opaaths only (See survey form far qmific load cypm &led). 
4.13.10. Ztwrrttt zane. 
4.13.11. W=wuvcrInefftct(Seesr~rreyfarmfor@fics). 
4.13.12. DB=rppravcd far door bundles. 
4.13.13. HS-~clppmved for high-speed l o w - I d  a d d  ddivay system (HSIlADS). 
4.13.14; MOB=X-indiutsr tho &um total number of rLc& on $rormd that is physically Limited 
to X (I,Za only). 

THOMAS A. DARBY, Colonel, USAP 
Director of Information Management 

RONALD R POOLBMAN, General, USAF 
Commmdu 
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CHARLES W. STENHOLM 
17TH DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

COMMITTEES: 

W w  BUDGET 
AGRICULTURE 

RANKING MEMBER. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

GENERAL FARM COMMODITIES 

SUeCoMMlTTEE ON 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION. 

RESEARCH 6 FORESTRY 

Please Rmpond to: 
WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

0 1211 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20515 

(202) - 
- .  

B m s e  of %epresentntiuee DISTRICT OFFICES: 
P.O. BOX 1237 

STAMFORD. TX 79553 

Bnsfyingtan, BM 20515 (915) 773-3623 

0 P.O. BOX 1101 
April 27, 1995 ABILENE. TX rn 

(915) 673-7221 

0 33 E. WHK~ AVENUE. X318 
SAN ANOELO. TX 76903 

(815) 8557994 

Ma j . Gen. Normand G. Lezy 
Director 
Office of Legislative Liaison 
Room 4D927 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1160 

Dear General Lezy : 

We have been reviewing the certified BRAC 95 Air Force 
Base Questionnaire for Dyess AFB. Overall, the 
questionnaire provides good information. Hqever, it does 
not specifically identify Dyess' on-base drop zone IDZ) 
and landing zone (LZ) capability. Instead, the 
questionnaire references AMC Pamphlet 55-57 (9 Jun 94) as 
the source for its DZ and LZ information. 

Please provide me a copy of this AMC Pamphlet or at least 
the applicablepages that cover the identificationof the 
DZs and LZs. Your immediate support of this request is 
appreciated. With kind regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

Charles W. Stenholm 
Member of Congress 

CWS : cn 
cc: 1995 BRAC Commission (Air Force Team) 





CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO McCLELLAN AFB, 
CALIFORNIA 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/7 79 5 0/ 19 MAY 95 

w moyer/bases95/ALCf azio18 

May 19, 1995 

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

The Honorable Vic Fazio 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Fazio 

This is in response to your letter of May 18, 1995, 
requesting the standard factors file for the level COBRA runs. 

The standard factors file for AFMC bases (depot95.sff) and 
all other bases (1evel.sff) are provided on the enclosed disk. 

We trust the information is useful. 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 
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VIC FAZIO 
.rlllm~ O*lnlCT 

C*umn~u 

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS-CHAIRMAN 
of MOCRATIC STEERlNCi 

COMMITTEE 

HOUSE OVERSIGHT 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMImE 

SUOCOMMin'Etf: 

ENCHtiY AND WATER USVELOPMENT 
LEG)gI A'I WE Rouere of Btpre%entatibe$ 

PAGE L 

U~lne!~itrgtan, ?o% 205154503 
May 10, 1995  

Major Cynthia Snyder 
A i r  Force Pentagon 
washington, DC 20330  

Dear Major Snyder: 

I would appreciate your immediare assisrance in fulfilling 
che following request: 

1. the standard factors file, e i t h e r  on paper o r  on disc, 
f o r  the level COBRA rune. 

Due t o  time s e n s i t - i v i t y ,  I would appreciate your reaponse to 
this request by t h e  end of coday if possible. Thank you f o r  your 
h e l p  i n  this regard. 

Sincerely,  

7~ 
VIC FAZIO 
Member of ~on&~dss 

THIS SYATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF HECV<:LED FIBERS 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

May 16, 1995 

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

Mr. Dan Hipes 
SM-ALC/LIAOS 
McClellan AFB, California 95652-5000 

Dear Mr. Hipes 

This is in response to your memorandum of April 14, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the BRAC 95 recommenda- 
tion concerning the Technical Repair Center at the Sacramento 
Air ~ogistics Center (SM-ALC), McClellan Air Force Base (AFB), 
California. The following information is provided to help clarify w the rationale and methodology used in the instrument and displays 
portion of the BRAC 95 depot evaluation. 

The information that was forwarded to Headquarters USAF was 
based on analysis by the individual Technology Repair Center (TRC) 
process teams and reviewed by the Headquarters Air Force Materiel 
Command (HQ AFMC) Senior Business Planners. A meeting was held 
April 3-7, 1995, at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, and representa- 
tives from all ALCs reached consensus on the consolidations based 
on TRC studies from an overall command perspective. Those recom- 
mendations were briefed to and subsequently approved by the Center 
Commanders and General Yates on April 7. 

Reference your paragraph 312, we believe there is a reasonable 
explanation for the disparity in OC-ALC's yield rate of 1284 vs. 
1615. The TRC process teams were initially directed to use his- 
torical performance data; however, OC-ALC used actual Fiscal Year 
(FY) 1994 workload data instead. The mistake was spotted during 
final certification review, and OC-ALC subsequently provided the 
correct data which substantiated changing the yield rate from 1284 
to 1615. All centers and HQ AFMC/LGP agreed that the data were 
accurate and the new yield rate was input into the COBRA cost 
model. 



Apparently, it is possible for a production shop to carry a 
high PE yield rate over an extended period of time. Several shops 
did so during FY 1994: SM-ALC Airborne Electronics (1540), SM-ALC 
Composites (2000), WR-ALC Airborne ~lectronics (l612), SA-ALC 
Software IPE (1538), 00-ALC Plating (1500), OC-ALC Airborne Elec- 
tronics (1538), and OC-ALC Harness Manufacturing (1718). These 
rates appear to be realistic and reflect shops across AFMC that 
have taken very active roles in decreasing their overall cost to 
the customer through process improvements. 

Considering all relevant information, it appeared that a con- 
solidation of all instrument workload at OC-ALC and WR-ALC was the 
preferred option. Recognizing that yield rates change yearly 
based on the workload, other factors were also considered such as 
future workload, technology, facilities, cost of operation, etc. 
The consolidations briefed to HQ USAF reflect a corporate HQ AFMC 
decision that was also reviewed and agreed upon by the command's 
Senior Business Planners. It is their consensus that these 
consolidations represent an integrated command perspective and 
reflect what is the best for the command as a whole. 

We hope this information helps clarify the concerns mentioned 
in your memorandum. 

S PHEN D. BULL, I11 ** 
and Legislation 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HUWUAI ITEIS llACMMMTO L14 LOOlJTICS CENTER (AFRCI 

WcCLLUAM AIR FORCE DAW, CALICORNIh 

MEMORANDUM POR SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 

FROMI SM-ALC/LIAOS 
DAN HIPES 

SUBJECT1 TGCHNXCAL R E P A I R  CENTER ASSESSMENT (TRC) 
RECOMMENDATIONS, INSTRUMENT AND DISPLAYS 

1. 1 have n o t  aeked permission or consulted with anyone 
prior to sending this. I am writing because o f  t h e  recent  
recommendations made by HQ/AFMC concerning the TRC aaaeasment 
recommendations. 

2 .  I cannot believe your o f f i c e  would knowingly and 
willingly condone and reward the misleading and d e c e i t f u l  
actions o f  some of the people wfthFn your command. I believe 
the d a t a ,  used f o r  the baeie of the ~ e c a m m e n d a ~ i o n o ,  was 
intentionally skewed and does not reflect the beat o r  most 
cast-effective options 

3. I e a y  this for the following reasonat 

a I was one of the repreaentativen for SM-ALC that was 
aaaigned to the team working the Inatrument sad D f s p l a y a  
TRC . 
b. The COBRA Model was used to assimilate the data and 
generate t h e  various o p t i o n s  base on ce r tmin  s c e n a r i o s .  
The COBRA Model i s  s e n s i t i v e  to t h e  number of p e o p l e  to 
be mcved and the amount o f  earned hours a worker producas 
i n  a year, l . e , ,  PE Y i e l d .  - 

c. O n e  sLmplified example of the d a t a  b e i n g  akewed,  SM- 
ALC earned 3 0 0 , 6 8 0  hours o f  d i r e c t  labor  i n  f i s c a l  year  
9 4 ,  we had 2 0 4  p e o p l e  assigned, t h e r e f o r e  our PE Y i e l d  
equates to approximately 1473. The PE Y i e l d  uaed in the 
study was 1 4 7 1 .  OC-ALC on t h e  o t h e r  hand earned 2 0 6 , 7 6 9  
hours o f  direct labor,  according t o  t h e  f i g u r e 6  they 
reported in the study and . t h e y  r e p o r t e d  161 people 
assigned to do the  work of the Inatrument TRC. D i v i d i n g  
2 0 6 , 7 6 9  by 161 equate8 to a PE Yield of 1284, They 
reported and used a  PE Y i e l d  of 1 6 1 5  in the final PRC 
Study and i n  t h e  f i n a l  COBRA runs. 

4. When the COBRA rune were made with OC-ALC using a PC 
YIELD o f  1 4 5 9 ,  the outcornea were much d i f f e r e n t .  And t h e  
recommendations were much d i f f e r e n t .  



! 

5 .  I have qever in my 1 3  year8 with the Federal Government 
seen a production shop carry a PE Y i e l d  over 1500 f o r  any 
extended period o f  time. (It l a  possible in t h e  s h o r t  r u n . )  
I f  a ehop ii capable af  doing so, they  have extremely f a t  
labor standqrds o r  an exceptionally high quality deficiency 
rate. 

6 .  If we are trying t a  make the best d e c i s i o n  and the most 
cost-efFect4vs d e c i s i o n .  then  someone needs to take a cloae 
look  at the d a t a  that was used to substantiate t h e  
recommendations t h a t  were submitted. 

7. My tele 'hone number is DSN 633-2775,  e x t .  341 and f a x  
number ia DIN 631-1209. 

SM-ALC/ L I A O S  
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SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/10 MAY 95 

May 10, 1995 

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

The Honorable Vic Fazio 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-0503 

Dear Mr. Fazio 

This is in response to your May 8, 1995, inquiry concerning 

the Air Logistics Centers. The requested information is provided 

w in the attached question/answer format. 

We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



A. QUESTION: What is the total base population for each of the ALCs broken down 
by ALC mission personnel, ALC base operations support (BOS) personnel, and tenants? 

ANSJYER: -Manpower projection for FY9714 from the August 1994 manpower file 
(used as baseline for BRAC95 analysis) is at attachment 1 

B. QUESTION: What is the methodology and baselines used to determine the number 
of BOS personnel at each of the ALCs (i.e., what program element codes (PECs) were 
used to determine the number of BOS personnel)? Any information on how and why the 
PECs were augmented in any way. 

ANSWER: The unique internal structure of the ALCs, as compared to the normal 
Air Force objective wing structure, forced use of functional analysis (i.e., personnel, 
budget, civil engineering, etc.) rather than program element code to identify support 
manpower at ALCs. For example, the base contracting function, a normal base 
support activity, is embedded within the ALC contracting function and can not be 
identified through analysis of program element codes alone. However, a more 
detailed analysis down to individual work center level allowed us to break out the 
base support manpower from other ALC manpower. Thus, no PECs were used or 
augmented to determine BOS manpower for the ALCs. 

C. QUESTION: Provide a description of the process used to determine savings for both 
mission and BOS personnel. 

ANSWER: There are two major components of BRAC manpower savings; base 
support (infrastructure) savings, and mission consolidation savings. 

-- The process for determining the base support savings is recapped at attachment 
2 and displayed in the sample spreadsheet template at attachment 3. The fust step is 
to determine the total mission manpower at a base that must move upon closure. 
Then determine the base support tail needed at receiving bases to absorb the mission 
increases. Any support manpower left at the closing base is potential closure savings. 

-- Mission consolidation savings are taken in addition to the support manpower 
savings when identified by the functional community. The ALC analyses assumed 
workload from depot (ALC) closures could only go to other depot (ALC) bases and 
would therefore not require duplication of existing ALC overhead structures. As a 
result, an overhead consolidation savings was estimated to be six percent of the depot 
population. In addition, the support tail earned by the 6% consolidation savings was 
also taken as savings. 



D. QUESTION: Provide any spreadsheets or other resources that were used to compute 
the above information. 

ANSWER: The individual base worksheets are at attachments 4 through 8. 

E. QUESTION: Provide any information that was required in order to establish an audit 
trail for how personnel realignments and eliminations were determined for the base closure 
scenarios for each of the ALCs. 

ANSWER: There were numerous computer runs and spreadsheets used to develop 
the final base worksheets attached. This backup data is readily available for review by 
a staff member upon request but is too bulky to conveniently duplicate. 

Attachments 
1. Manpower by function at depot bases 
2. Determination of support manpower savings 
3. BRAC95 Baseline Analysis Worksheet Template 
4. Hill AFB worksheet 
5. Kelly AFB worksheet 
6. McClellan AFB worksheet 
7. Robins AFB worksheet 
8. Tinker AFB worksheet 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

MANPOWER BY FUNCTION AT DEPOT BASES 
FY97f4 PROJECTION 

ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION 635 4,214 7,974 12,823 1,361 14,1841 

ALC MANPOWER (excl support) 151 114 5,073 5,338 0 5,338 
SUPPORT MANPOWER 169 838 1,194 2,301 0 2,301 

I OTHER MANPOWER 315 3,182 1,707 5,184 0 5,1841 

KELLY 
ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION 748 3,190 11,515 16,464 3,341 18,795 

ALC MANPOWER (excl aupport) 165 95 7,404 7,754 0 7,754 
SUPPORT MANPOWER 113 697 1,663 2,203 0 2,263 

1 OTHER MANPOWER 471 2,498 2,468 5,437 0 6,437) 

McCLELLAN 
ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION 431 2,125 7,516 10,072 261 10,333 

1 ALC MANPOWER (excl support) 

1 OTHER MANPOWER 98 1,020 716 1,834 0 1,834 

ROBINS 
ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION 1,001 3,771 9,870 14,842 582 15,224 

ALC MANPOWER (excl support) 124 9 6,867 6,800 0 6,800 
SUPPORT MANPOWER 170 851 1,253 2,274 0 2,274 

I OTHER MANPOWER 707 2,911 1,950 5,668 0 5,5681 

TINKER 
ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION 1,279 6,927 10,928 18,134 

ALC MANPOWER (excl support) 107 11 7,460 7,587 0 7,587 
SUPPORT MANPOWER 211 1,133 1,546 2,890 0 2,890 

I OTHER MANPOWER 961 4,783 1,813 7,657 0 7,657i 



DETERMINATION OF SUPPORT MANPOWER S A V I N B  

w 1. DETERMINE BASELINE POPULATION: 
- Authorized manpower (excluding ANG and AFRES) for FY 9714 using the lMarch 
94 base manpower file, or August 94 manpower file for AFMC bases 

- Get ANG and AFRES manpower data from respective reps to RT 

- Add student manpower based on average daily student load 

- Make "mission" and "support" adjustments in coordination with appropriate 
MAJCOM XPMs to bring the base manpower files into alignment with changes 
already loaded in the FYDP but not yet extended down to base level 

2. DETERMINE "SUPPORT" MANPOWER: 
- Use the objective wing structure and program element codes as shown in the Mar 
94 base manpower file to identify "support" manpower 

- Consider spaces as support manpower only if they are both in a "support" unit and 
in an appropriate "support" program element code (for example, aircraft security 
manpower is not considered support even though it is in the security police 
squadron because it is in the mission PEC) 

- Only host MAJCOM manpower is considered support, tenants are assumed to be 
on the base for a specific mission reason 

- Air Force Audit Agency, Legal Service Agency (Area Defense Counsel), OSI, etc. 
treated as mission to make their resources available for transfer to receiving bases 

3. COMPUTE POTENTIAL SAVINGS 
- Compute the mission manpower to move by subtracting the support population 
from the total base population with appropriate adjustments 

- Compute the appropriate BOS tail for the mission manpower to move 

- Subtract the "support manpower to be retained" 
-- Total medical manpower, DHP resources cannot be taken as savings 
-- 15 spaces for AFBCA detachment per AF/US letter 
-- 7 spaces for AFCEE requirement per AFIUS letter 
-- 3 spaces for CARE office as done in BRAC93 
-- 5% of non-medical support manpower to cover "fenced" support functions 

such as child development centers and for non-Air Force tenant support 

- Remaining support manpower becomes the potential BRAC closure savings 



BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: TEMPLATE UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
STEP 1: COMPUTE ADJUSTED POPULATION P E E W  CN IQI P B l l L m -  

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (M 97/4) 650 2375 750 3775 1850 5625 1 

FY DP chan~e r l  -10 -50 -5 -65 0 -65 
N D P  change it2 0 0 -5 -5 -250 -255 
FYDP change t 3  Q 25 4 29 Q 29 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: -10 -25 -6 -4 1 -250 -291 
SGPPORT FttANPOWER ADLUSTMENTS 

FYDP change #I 0 4 -8 -12 0 
FYDP change #2 0 0 0 0 0 
FYDP change #3 Q Q Q Q Q 

SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 -4 -8 -12 0 -12 1 
ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: 640 2346 736 3722 1600 5322 11 

STEP 2: DETERMINE TOTAL "SUPPORT" MANPOWER 
SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDlP & NFlP PECs) 7 

Center Statt 19 13 86 118 0 118 
Operations Support Squadron 6 55 15 76 0 76 

Support Group 5 15 15 35 0 35 
Mission Support Squadron 7 62 83 152 0 152 
Civil Engineer Squadron 12 123 49 184 0 184 
Communications Squadron 2 103 99 204 0 204 
MWR 8 Services Squadron 2 10 60 72 0 72 
Security Police Squadron 2 107 19 128 0 128 

Logistics Group 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Logistics Support Squadron 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Comptroller Squadron 1 20 26 47 0 47 
Contracting Squadron 1 0 53 54 0 54 
Supply Squadron 4 87 22 113 0 113 
Transportation Squadron 3 45 37 85 0 85 

Medical Group 2 Q 9 4 l . 3 3 5  Q 356 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 170 849 605 1624 0 1624 

NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 110 243 91 444 0 444 
(15 AFBCA. 7 AFCEE. 3 CARE. 100°/0 medical. 5% other) 

STEP 3: MOVE MISSION & BOS TAIL, WHA 7s LEFT IS "SAVINGS" 
NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 

AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 650 2375 750 3775 1850 5625 
+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS -10 -25 -6 -41 -250 -291 - TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER ~~~~ Q :1624 
= ADJUSTED MISSION TO MOVE 470 1501 139 2110 1600 3710 

from UAF, excludes AFRES 8 ANG 
ANG 8 AFRES data from RT reps 

data from MAJCOMs 

data from UAF based on 
space by space analysis 

22 for AFBCA 8 AFCEE 
but 44 for depot bases 

mission manpower to move 

I BOS TAIL FOR MISSION TO MOVE 2 176 56 234 0 234 I BOS tail to move 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 170 849 605 1624 0 1624 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 0 4 -8 -12 0 
- BOS TAlL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE -2 -176 -56 -234 
- SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED ~ u Q 2 ! u a 1 4 4 4  Q 4.44 

1 = NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS I remaining support manpower taken 
as savinns 

BOS TAlL COMPUTATION RULES 
Normal BOS computations 

officer BOS tail = 1% x ( (9.6% x total mission move) + (2% x drill)+ (1.8% x students) ) 
en l ied  BOS tail = 75% x ( (9.6% x total mission mwe) + (2% x drill) + (1 .Ph x students) ) 
civilian 8 0 s  tail = 24% x ( (9.6% x tdal mission move) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% students) ) 

BOS computations for AFMC bases (due to different miVciv population mix) 
officer BOS tail = 1% x ( (9.6% x military mission) + (8% x civilian mission) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% x students) ) 

enlisted BOS tail = 25% x ( (9.6% x miliary mission) + (8% x civilian mission) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% x students) ) 
civilian BOS tail = 74% x ( (9.6% x military mission) + (8% x civilian mission) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% x students) ) 

note: the 8% used only for AFMC bases 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: HILL AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY .. . . 

PEE AMN (;1Y D E U T O T A L  
BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 609 3989 7405 12003 1493 13496 

MISSION MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 
Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 255 255 0 
485 EIG Adjustment 26 225 326 577 0 
AFRES adjustment 0 0 -12 -12 -132 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 26 225 569 820 
SUPPORT MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 

-I3' " 
SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 0 0 0 0 

ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: 1 635 4214 7974 12823 1361 14184 "I 
SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDlP & NFlP PECs) 

Center Staff 
Operations Support Squadron 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR & Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Comptroller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
SupplyKransportation Squadron 

I Medical Group 2 ( 1 9 U  -422 Q 

I TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 169 938 1194 2301 0 2301 I 
NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 109 247 211 567 0 567 

(44 AFBCAIAFCEE. 3 CARE. 100% medical, 5% other) 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 609 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS 
- TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

BOS TAlL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 
- BOS TAlL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 
- SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED 

I = NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 

Maj Vaught, PEP, 52042 Date: 25 Oct 94 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: KELLY AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
PEE AMN 

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 749 3190 11271 15210 

MISSION MANP0WE.S ADJUSTMENTS 
Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 
AFRES adjustment 0 0 0 

MlSSlON ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 0 
SUPPORT MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 

I SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 0 0 0 0 

/ ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: 1 749 3190 11515 15454 3341 18795 11 1 
SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDlP & NflP PECs) 

Center Staff 
Operations Support Squadron 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR & Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Comptroller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
Supplyflransportation Squadron 

Medical Group 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 

NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 53 145 189 387 0 387 
(44 AFBCAIAFCEE. 3 CARE. 100% medical, 5% other) 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS 
- TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

BOS TAlL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 
- BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 
- SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 

Maj Vaught, PEP, 52042 Date: 12 Jan 95 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: McCLELLAN AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
BEE W C ; O I I Q I  P B U z l m  

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 438 2141 8563 11142 1078 12220 

MISSION MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 
Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 
F/EF-111 system drawdown -7 -8 -792 
AFRES KC-135 unit moves to Beale (BRAC93) 0 0 -215 -215 -817 -1032 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: -7 
SUPPORT MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 

FIEF-1 11 system drawdown BOS tail 0 -8 -25 

I SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 -8 - 2 L  -33 

I ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: 

SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDIP & NflP PECs) 

Center Staff 
Operations Support Squadron 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR & Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Comptroller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
SupplyTTransportation Squadron 

Medical Group 162 3 .9  m. mJ Q U4 

TOTAL HOST SUPPOAT MANPOWER: 222 1078 1238 2538 0 2538 

NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 166 425 257 848 0 848 
(44 AFBCAJAFCEE, 3 CARE, 100% medical, 5% other) 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 438 2141 8563 11142 1078 12220 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS -7 -8 -1022 -1037 817 -1854 
- TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 222.rlPzB 23.8 2538 Q 253 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 209 1055 6303 7567 261 7828 

BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 6 158 467 631 0 63 1 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 222 1078 1238 2538 0 2538 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 0 -8 -25 -33 0 -33 - BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE -6 -158 -467 -631 0 -631 - SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED ~ 4 2 5 ~ - ~  Q &I4 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS I 50 487 489 1026 0 1026 j 

Maj Vaught, PEP, 52042 Date: 3 JAN 95 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: ROBINS AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
QEE A!!dN 

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 735 3061 9495 13291 

MlSSlCN MANPOWEa ADJUSTMENTS 
Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 
JSTARS beddown 265 687 39 
SOF Adjustment 0 0 -40 
AFRES adjustment 0 0 0 -95 -95 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 265 687 
SUPPORT MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 

JSTARS BOS 1 23 71 

SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 1 23 71 95 0 95 

ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: [ 1001 3771 9870 14642 582 15224 /I 

SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDlP & NFIP PECs) 

Center Staff 
Operations Support Squadron 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR & Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Comptroller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
Supply~ransportation Squadron 

Medical Group 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 

lQ4 236 121 465 Q 

170 851 1253 2274 0 2274 "'I 
NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 112 269 222 603 0 603 

(44 AFBCNAFCEE, 3 CARE. 100% medical. 5% other) 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS 
- TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

BOS TAlL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 

I 

- -- 

Maj Vaught, PEP, 52042 Date: 25 Oct 94 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 
- BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 
- SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED 
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BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: TINKER AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
P E E W  PBILLTOTAL 

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 1279 5927 10888 18094 948 19042 

MISSION MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 
Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 
AFRES adjustment 0 0 -20 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 0 
SUPPORT MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 

SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 0 0 0 0 

I ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: 

SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDlP & NFIP PECs) 

Center Staff 
Operations Support Squadron 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR 8 Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Comptroller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
Supplyrrransportation Squadron 

/ Medical Group 3 . 5 2  142 644 Q - I / TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 211 1133 1546 2890 0 2890 I 
NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 149 393 26 1 803 0 803 

(44 AFBCA/AFCEE. 3 CARE. 100% medical, 5% other) 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 1279 5927 10888 18094 948 19042 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS 0 0 40 40 -80 -40 - TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER ; W  =.Ei4§ a Q &!B.x? 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 1068 4794 9382 15244 868 16112 

BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 13 333 985 1331 0 1331 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 211 1133 1546 2890 0 2890 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 - BOS TAIL FOR MlSSlON MANPOWER TO MOVE -13 -333 -985 -1331 0 -1331 - SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED 4 9 2 6 l a C l a  Q a 3  

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 

Lt Col Callahan, PEP. 54534 
- ~p 

Date: 25 Oct 94 
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VIC FAZlO 
TMD arm~cr 

CALWnrcu 

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS--CHAIRMAN 
DEMOCRATIC STEERING 

C O M M r n I  
HOUSE OVERSIGHT 

APPROPRIAllONS COMMITTEE 
WwoMMmCLn: QCongree$ of tbe aniteb States 

tNEROV AND WATER OEVCLOPMENT 
L C O l S ~ T I V E  

Dater May 8, 1995 

To r Major Cynthia Snyder 
BRAC Action Officer 
A i r  Force 

From: Janiae Morrie 
Legielative Director 
Reg. V i c  Fazio - 

Subjectt BEUIC Infomation Request 

trial awui I 

Congressman Fazio is requesting the following documentation 
related to information uaed by A i r  Staff Manpower (PEP) to 
develop personnel realignments and eliminations for each Air 
Logistics Center (ALC).  Congressman Fazio would appreciate a 24- 
hour turnaround on this request. .The information requested i~ as 
follows : 

a. The Total Base Population for each of the ALCs broken down by 
ALC mission personnel, ALC Base Operations Support (BOS) 
personnel, and Tenants. 

'b. The methodology and baselines used to determine the number of 
BOS personnel at each of the ALCe ( i . e ,  what program element 
ccdee (PECa) were uaed to determine the number of Bos personnel). 
Any information on how and why the PECs were augmented in any 
way. 

c. A description of the process used t o  determine savings for 
both mission and BOS personnel. 

d.  Any spreadsheets or other  resources t h a t  ware used to compute 
the above information. 

e .  Any other information that was required in order to eetablish 
an audit  t r a i l  for how personnel realignments and eliminations 
ware determined for the  base cloaure scenarios for each of the 
ALCe . 
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This facsimile contains confldentkl, pdviie!ged information intended 
only for the person(s) to whom it h addressed. Do not read, copy or 
disseminate this idomation unless you are the addressee (or the 
person responsible for delivering it). If you have received this 
document in error, please call us immediately at (202) 225-5716, ruld 
return the originaI to Congessman Vfc Fazfo, 21W Rayburn fiOB, 
Washington, D.C. 20515, via mail. Thank you. 



CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO HILL AFB, UTAH 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

w 
WFKE OF THE UNMR SECRETARY 

May 18,1995 

The Honorable James V. IIa~lsen 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hansen: 

I appreciate your calling nay attention to the article in the May 18th edition of 
Inside tlre Pentapon, regarding Base Closure Commission action on depot installations. 
The article suggested that the "Pentagon's first choice for [depot] closure" would be 
Hill Air Force Base, Utah. 

I can assltre you that this is not an Air Force position. The Air Force continues to 
believe that the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to downsize rather than close a 
depot is the best alternative. The closure of Hill AFB would be inconsistent with the 
Air Force's analysis of depot installations. Our analysis placed Hill AFB in our top tier. 

I trust this information will prove helpful. 

Sincerely, 





CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO NEW COBRA RUNS 



DEPARTMENT OF THE A ! R  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Vic Fazio 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Fazio: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

3FClCE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable George E. Brown, Jr. 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- STE!PHEND. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-  1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Jay C. Kim 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Kim: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STE~HEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Norman Y. Mineta 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Mineta: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

~ealignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- ST HEN D. BULL, I11 
col t nel, usAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



O r F  ,.E OF - H E  ;. _ .: - I.,. . 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Fortney H. (Pete) Stark 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Stark: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STE HEN D. BULL, 111 
col B nel, usAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Sherwood L. Boehlert 
House of Representatives 
washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Boehlert: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STE EN D. BULL, I11 
cola -% el, usAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable John J. LaFalce 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. LaFalce: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPH~N D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF -YE SECRETARb May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Jack Quinn 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Quinn: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 11300 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
House of Representatives 
washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hobson: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 
/-- 

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

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



OFFICE CF THE SECPETARY 

DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Joe Scarborough 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Scarborough: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

*sig 
STE~HEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Earl Pomeroy 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Pomeroy: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Peter Deutsch 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Deutsch: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

--. 

- STEPPIEND. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Carrie Meek 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Ms. Meek: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

S T E P ~ E N  D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Dave Weldon 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Weldon: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

~ealignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STE&IEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



OFFICE OF T H E  S E I G E - A R r  

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Dan Schaefer 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schaefer: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 O W  

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Patricia Schroeder 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mrs. Schroeder: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEP EN D. BULL, I11 
Colo 1, USAF b2 
Chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on Division 
Office of ~egislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Bill McCollurn 
House of ~epresentatives 
Washington, DC ,20515 

Dear Mr. McCollum: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

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

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable John L. Mica 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Mica: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable J.D. Hayworth 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hayworth: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment  omm mission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Matt Salmon 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Salmon: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- STEPFEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



TAB ACTION 
f 1 AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR ACTIVITY 

2 BERGSTROM AIR RESERVE BASE 
3 BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE 
4 GREATER PITSBURGH IAP AIR RESERVE STATION 
5 MOFFElT FEDERAL AIRFIELD AIR GUARD STATION 
6 NORTH HIGHLANDS AIR GUARD STATION 
7 ONTARIO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AIR GUARD STATION 
8 REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR ACTIVITY 
9 REESE AIR FORCE BASE 
10 ROME LABORATORY 

ak 11 ROSLYN AIR GUARD STATION 
12 SPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT AIR GUARD STATION 
13 AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 
14 EGLlN AIR FORCE BASE 
15 GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE 

X 16 HILLAFB 
# 17 KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 

18 MALMSTROM AIR FORCE BASE 
19 ONIZUKA AIR STATION 
20 GRlFFlSS AFB- 485TH EIG 
21 GRlFFlSS AFB- AIRFIELD SUPPORT FOR 10th INFANTRY (Light) DIVISION 
22 HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE- 301st Rescue Squadron 
23 HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE- 726th Air Control Squadron 
24 LOWRY AIR FORCE BASE 
25 WILLIAMS AIR FORCE BASE 
26 MINOTAIRFORCEBASE 

8 - h / o ~  19 b o o k  4.1 of /OY4yY>' 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Phil Gramm 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Gramm: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment  omm mission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, - 
STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colanel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF T i i E  SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison 
united States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator ~utchison: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- ST HEND. BULL, I11 
col t nel, usAF 
chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 2 0 3 3 0 -  1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Rick Santorum 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, ,-, 

STEP EN D. BULL, I11 
Colo el, USAF I! 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Specter: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

~ealignment i om mission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

S$E HEN D. BULL, I11 
Col nel, USAF t 
chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on Division 
office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

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

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Dianne ~einstein 
United States Senate 
washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- STEYEND. BULL, I11 
Colo el, USAF t 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Alfonse M. DfArnato 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DIAmato: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure ~xecutive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

S T E ~ H E N  D. BULL, I11 
~olunel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of ~egisl.ative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1 000 

OFFICE O F  THE S E Y D E T A R Y  May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Daniel P. ~oynihan 
United States Senate 
washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Moynihan: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STE HEN D. BULL, I11 
Col nel, USAF k 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF T M E  S E Z P E - A ; ? ~  May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Mike De~ine 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator De~ine: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Exe.cutive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely ,. .. 

$!g!24/&- 
STE HEN D. BULL, I11 
Col nel, USAF d 
chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on Division 
office of Legislative ~iaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SEC?ETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable John H. Glenn, Jr. 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glenn: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

 ST^ HEN D. BULL, I11 
col Ii nel, UsAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

I F F C E  CF THE SECAE-4PY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Bob Graham 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Graham: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

~ealignment   om mission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STE,HEN D. BULL, I11 
Col nel, USAF 3 
chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 ' 

OFFICE OF THE SECPETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Connie Mack 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Mack: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Byron L. Dorgan 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Dorgan: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

~ealignment   om mission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STE EN D. BULL, I11 
Col nel, USAF f 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



OFFICE O F  T r i E  SECRETARV 

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

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Kent Conrad 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Conrad: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, - 
STE EN D. BULL, I11 
c01 2 el, usAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legisl.ative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Hank Brown 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Brown: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment   om mission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. BULL, 111 
colc+nel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



O'FICE OF T H E  SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
United States Senate 
washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Campbell: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

ST HEN D. BULL, I11 
Col nel, USAF 7 
C h i e f ,  Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Jon Kyl 
United States Senate 
washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Kyl: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
coldnel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on Division 
office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-  1000 

OFFICE OF T H E  SECRET4RY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable John McCain 
United States Senate 
washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator McCain: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- ST HEND. BULL, I11 
col P nel, UsAF 
Chief, Programs and 

  egis la ti on Division 
office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Lloyd Doggett 
House of ~epresentatives 
washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Doggett: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STE HEN D. BULL, I11 
c01 % el, usAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



OFFICE OF :HE SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Larry Combest 
House of Representatives 
washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Combest: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful, 

Sincerely, 

chief, Programs and 
 egisl la ti on ~ivision 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
W A S H I N G T O N  DC 2 0 3 3 0 -  1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Frank R. Mascara 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Mascara: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, -. 

. STEBHEN D. BULL, I11 
~oldnel, USAF 
chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on Division 
office of ~egislative Liaison 

Attachments 



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

OFFICE OF THE SECQETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Anna G. Eshoo 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Ms. Eshoo: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure ~xecutive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- S T ~ H E N D .  BULL, I11 
Col nel, USAF ri 
chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



w CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO COLUMBUS AFB, 
MISSISSIPPI 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

HQ USAFICC 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

11 8 MAY 1995 

The Honorable Trent Lott 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10-2403 

Dear Senator Lott 

Thank you for your letter of May 15,1995, reiterating your support 
for Columbus A i r  Force Base (AFB), Mississippi, and requesting I attend 
the Base Closure Commission's site visit to Columbus AF:B on June 8, 
1995. 

d First, let me assure you that I strongly oppose any effort to close 
Columbus AFB. Our recommendation to the Commission in the 
Undergraduate Flying Training category to close Reese AFB, Texas, still 
stands. Furthermore, I plan to restate my position on this issue to the 
Commission on June 14, at which time we will be given an opportunity to 
address the installations added by the Commission for consideration. 

You asked that I attend the site visit by the Commission on June 8. 
Unfortunately, my schedule will not permit me to attend. Because I am 
concerned about this issue, I am sending a senior official from Air  
Education and Training Command who knows the issue and can speak on 
my behalf. 

I appreciate your continued support of Columbus AFB. 

RONALD R. FOGLEMAN 
General, USAF 
Chief of Staff 



TRENT LOlT 
MISSISSIPPI 

RCE. SCIENCE AND TRANSPORTATION 
SUITE 407, nussELL SENATE OFFICF BUILDING 

* ~ . m u r o r  nu S l i w ~ a  ~ M ~ A T I I ~  
WASHINGTON. DC 20510-2403 

May IS, 1995 200 t .  Wum~citon Smccr 
Sun 145 

G n s e ~ w o o ~  M6 38930 

General Ronald Fogleman, USAF 
' - - .  

I _ Chief of Staff of The Air Force 
The Pentagon 

. .  Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear General Fogleman: 

As you know, Columbus Air Force Base (CAFB) was added to the 
Base Closure list May 10, 1995, during a hearing of the 
  om mission. I am writing to strongly request you attend the Base 
Closure Commission's si te  visit t o  Columbus APB scheduled f o r  
June 8,  1995. 

While I strongly believe the addition of Columbua AFR to the 
BRAC list is unfounded, every effort must be made to defend the 
base, tout its merits and importance to the Air Force. C M B  is 
the top rated Air Force pilot training facility in the country. 
Given Columbust top ranking by the Air Force, I need your 
personal involvement i n  defending the base, the Air Force's 
judgement and its recommendation. 

The Community of Columbus and the State of Mississippi are 
fully prepared to carry the bulk of the responsibility in 
defending the base. However, we all must contribute to this 
effort - -  including the Air Force. While I understand your busy 
schedule, I would be most appreciative of your effort to attend 
the site visit. Columbus AFB is far too important to both the 
A i r  Force and the State of ~ississippi. 

Thank you for your personal and prompt attention to my 
request. I look forward to hearing from you soon. If fur ther  
information is needed, please contact Sam Adcock of my staff a t  
202/224-6253. With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
4 # 

Trent Lott 



wllv CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO NEWARK AFB, OHIO 



DEPARTMENT r3F THE :\iR FCSCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-  10C.0 

MAY 0 5 7995 

The Honorable John R. Kasich 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205105 

Dear Mr. Kasich: 

 his is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense regarding closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of the Newark ~ i r  Force Base (AFB), Ohio, Aerospace 
~uidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload. 

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This 
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of 
other alternatives and the actual PIP proposals, the Air Force 
will render a determination as to the best direction for 
disposition of the workload at Newark. 

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to 
other organic depots, the costs for PIP, and the PIP proposal 
evaluation process. Coopers and Lybrand will observe the 
evaluation process and advise the source selection board members 
and chairman. In addition, Coopers and Lybrand will submit their 
independent certification expressing the extent of their agreement 
with methodologies and conclusions of the source selection board. 
On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed ~ i r  Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic 
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to discuss the Air Force's approach to the closure of Newark. 

The Air Force received many substantive comments from 
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments 
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a 
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition, 
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of 
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 recommendations, and is one which we 
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization. 
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific 
concerns with respect to the long-term viability, competition and 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



OHIO CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION CONCERNS 
ON THE CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION IN PIACE 

OF NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

LONG-TERM VIABILITY: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being 
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source 
basis. 

Response: The AF is maintaining as much of the original AGMC workloads 
for inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to other 
depots have never been considered part of the PIP effort. They were consciously 
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC 
when there was excess work a t  other depots. The magnitude of these workloads 
has decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in Mar 94 to under 5% today. In 
addition, the Army and Navy have decided to remove two of their workloads from 
AGMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy 
workloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the 
Air Force. This results in the loss of another 5% of the work. There has been no 
change in the AF' commitment to PIP. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The draft request for proposal. (DRFP) permits 
bidders to perform the work a t  Newark or at another location. 

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage 
of questions and comments from industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and 
others wanting to move work to their home plants. It has been the considered 
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to propose to accomplish the work a t  the 
location it deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed a t  Newark AFB 
because we are offering to provide signscant amounts of specialized test equipment 
in place, the facility will be provided to the community a t  little or no cost, and a 
skilled work force exists a t  AGMC. There will be some exceptions where good 
business decisions will demonstrate a benefit to accomplishing specific pieces of the 
work a t  other locations. The RFP has been structured to allow industry to propose 
the "best" arrangement and for us to consider this information as part of our source 
selection process. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting repair operations at a new location 
will be evaluated. 



COMPETITION: 

w Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of 
manufacturers' proprietary data for the repair of Government equipment under a 
Government contract. 

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air 
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is 
rightfully limited in use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal 
disclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF clearly has 
rights. Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data listed in the RFP. 
Additionally, the AF is seeking Government Purpose License Rights (GPLR) 
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The 
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to work out other arrangements directly with the 
potential offerors. When these GPLR agreements are hal ized,  the additional data 
will be released for use in preparing proposals and on the repah contract. We 
believe there is adequate experience among the potential offerors to gain the needed 
access to the remaining restricted data at reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost 
associated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole 
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i.e., missile, 
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need 
for creation of costly logistics plans. 

Response: The AF has decided to provide GFM for all workloads, except the 
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed test equipment, for the initial 2 years of 
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(s) should have gained enough experience 
to take over the parts supply function for the aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts 
will continue to be GFM-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements. 

COST: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The maintenance and metrology workloads 
may potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
administration and management oversight. 

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair 
work together as a single contract due to the commonality of support areas. The 
repair workloads represent over 90% of the AGMC effort and this action alone 
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more interested offerors for the metrology work 
than for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may limit the competition for 
metrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the 

I potential to realize some efficiencies from a common management structure for all 



of AGMC, these savings are assessed to be s m d .  These savings would be balanced 
by the probability that a combined team would still need to retain technical and 
management competence in both areas and would then add a layer of management 
to control the overall contract effort. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders have been directed to incorporate two 
separate wage scales. 

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology 
workload to be covered by the Senices Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act 
provides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage 
scales. Since the repair and metrology efforts will be awarded separately, this 
should be workable. 

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the 
Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected. 

Response: Aggressive Air Force downsizing efforts, system modernization, 
and the need for wartime surge capability make accurate workload predictions in 
the out-years difficult. The RFP will provide an estimated amount of work for all 
workloads, and the Air Force will make historical data available to potential 
offerors for use in this proposal process. 

*J The Air Force believes these actions will provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

MAY 0 5 1995 

The Honorable Frank A. Cremeans 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205105 

Dear Mr. Cremeans: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense regarding closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of the Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload. 

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This 
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of 
other alternatives and the actual PIP proposals, the Air Force 
will render a determination as to the best direction for 
disposition of the workload at Newark. 

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to 
other organic depots, the costs for PIP, and the PIP proposal 
evaluation process. Coopers and Lybrand will observe the 
evaluation process and advise the source selection board members 
and chairman. In addition, Coopers and Lybrand will submit their 
independent certification expressing the extent of their agreement 
with methodologies and conclusions of the source selection board. 
On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic 
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to discuss the Air Forcers approach to the closure of Newark. 

The Air Force received many substantive comments from 
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments 
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a 
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition, 
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of 
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 recommendations, and is one which we 
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization. 
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific 
concerns with respect to the long-term viability, competition and 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES @-&d$ L. 
Colonel, USAF ' 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



OHIO CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION CONCERNS 
ON THE CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE 

O F  NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

LONG-TERM VIABILITY: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being 
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source 
basis. 

Response: The AF is maintaining as much of the original AGMC workloads 
for inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to other 
depots have never been considered part of the PIP effort. They were consciously 
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC 
when there was excess work at other depots. The magnitude of these workloads 
has decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in Mar 94 to under 5% today. In 
addition, the Army and Navy have decided to remove two of their workloads from 
AGMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy 
workloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the 

r(lll Air Force. This results in the loss of another 5% of the work. There has been no 
change in the AF commitment to PIP. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The draft request for proposal (DRFP) permits 
bidders to perform the work at Newark or at another location. 

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage 
of questions and comments fiom industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and 
others wanting to move work to their home plants. It has been the considered 
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to propose to accomplish the work a t  the 
location it deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed at  Newark AFB 
because we are offering to provide signdicant amounts of specialized test equipment 
in place, the facility will be provided to the community at Little or no cost, and a 
skilled work force exists a t  AGMC. There will be some exceptions where good 
business decisions will demonstrate a benefit to accomplishing specific pieces of the 
work at  other locations. The RFP has been structured to allow industry to propose 
the "best" arrangement and for us to consider this information as part of our source 
selection process. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting repair operations a t  a new location 
will be evaluated. 



COMPETITION: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of 
manufacturers' proprietary data for the repair of Government equipment under a 
Government contract. 

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air 
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is 
rightfully limited in  use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal 
disclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF clearly has 
rights, Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data listed in the RFP. 
Additionally, the AF is seeking Government Purpose License Rights (GPLR) 
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The 
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to work out other arrangements directly with the 
potential offerors. When these GPLR agreements are ha l ized ,  the additional data 
will be released for use in preparing proposals and on the repair contract. We 
believe there is adequate experience among the potential offerors to gain the needed 
access to the remaining restricted data at  reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost 
associated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole 
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i-e., missile, 
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need 

.r/ for creation of costly logistics plans. 

Response: The AF has decided to provide GFM for all workloads, except the 
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed test equipment, for the initial 2 years of 
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(s) should have gained enough experience 
to take over the parts supply function for the aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts 
will continue to be GFM-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements. 

COST: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The maintenance and metrology workloads 
may potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
administration and management oversight. 

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair 
work together as a single contract due to the commonality of support areas. The 
repair workloads represent over 90% of the AGMC effort and this action alone 
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more interested offerors for the metrology work 
than for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may limit the competition for 
metrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the 

w potential to realize some efficiencies from a common management structure for all 



of AGMC, these savings are assessed to be small. These savings would be balanced 
by the probability that a combined team would still need to retain technical and 
management competence in both areas and would then add a layer of management 
to control the overall contract effort. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders have been directed to incorporate two 
separate wage scales. 

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology 
workload to be covered by the Services Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act 
provides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage 
scales. Since the repair and metrology efforts will be awarded separately, this 
should be workable. 

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the 
Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected. 

Response: Aggressive Air Force downsizing efforts, system modernization, 
and the need for wartime surge capability make accurate workload predictions in 
the out-years m c u l t .  The RFP will provide an estimated amount of work for all 
workloads, and the Air Force will make historical data available to potential 
offerors for use in this proposal process. 

The Air Force believes these actions will provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE All3 FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

MAY 9 5 1995 

The Honorable Robert W. Ney 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205105 

Dear Mr. Ney: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense regarding closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of the Newark Air Force Base (AFB) , Ohio, Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload. 

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This 
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of 
other alternatives and the actual PIP proposals, the Air Force 
will render a determination as to the best direction for 
disposition of the workload at Newark. 

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to 
other organic depots, the costs for PIP, and the PIP proposal 
evaluation process. Coopers and Lybrand will observe the 
evaluation process and advise the source selection board members 
and chairman. In addition, Coopers and Lybrand will submit their 
independent certification expressing the extent of their agreement 
with methodologies and conclusions of the source selection board. 
On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic 
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to discuss the Air Forcers approach to the closure of Newark. 

The Air Force received many substantive comments from 
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments 
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a 
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition, 
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of 
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 recommendations, and is one which we 
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization. 
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific 
concerns with respect to the long-term viability, competition and 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



OHIO CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION CONCERNS 
ON THE CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION IN PIACE 

OF NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

LONG-TERM VIABILITY: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being 
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source 
basis. 

Response: The AF is maintaining as much of the original AGMC workloads 
for inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to other 
depots have never been considered part of the PIP effort. They were consciously 
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC 
when there was excess work at other depots. The magnitude of these workloads 
has decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in Mar 94 to under 5% today. In 
addition, the Army and Navy have decided to remove two of their workloads from 
AGMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy 
workloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the 
Air Force. This results in the loss of another 5% of the work. There has been no 
change in the AF commitment to PIP. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The draft request for proposal (DRFP) permits 
bidders to perform the work at Newark or at another location. 

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage 
of questions and comments from industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and 
others wanting to move work t o  their home plants. It has been the considered 
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to propose to accomplish the work at the 
location it deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed at Newark AFB 
because we are offering to provide signficant amounts of specialized test equipment 
in place, the facility will be provided to the community at little or no cost, and a 
skilled work force exists at AGMC. There will be some exceptions where good 
business decisions will demonstrate a benefit to accomplishing specXc pieces of the 
work at  other locations. The RFP has been structured to allow industry to propose 
the "best" arrangement and for us to consider this information as part of our source 
selection process. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting repair operations at  a new location 
WLU be evaluated. 



COMPETITION: 

w Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of 
manufacturers' proprietary data for the repair of Government equipment under a 
Government contract. 

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air 
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is 
rightfully limited in use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal 
disclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF' clearly has 
rights. Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data listed in the RFP. 
Additionally, the AF is seeking Government Purpose License Rights (GPLR) 
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The 
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to work out other arrangements directly with the 
potential offerors. When these GPLR agreements are finalized, the additional data 
will be released for use in preparing proposals and on the repair contract. We 
believe there is adequate experience among the potential offerors to gain the needed 
access to the remaining restricted data at reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost 
associated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole 
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i.e., missile, 
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need 
for creation of costly logistics plans. 

Response: The AF has decided to provide GFM for all workloads, except the 
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed test equipment, for the initial 2 years of 
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(s) should have gained enough experience 
to take over the parts supply function for the aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts 
will continue to be GFM-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements. 

COST: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The maintenance and metrology workloads 
may potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
administration and management oversight. 

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair 
work together as a single contract due to the commonality of support areas. The 
repair workloads represent over 90% of the AGMC effort and this action alone 
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more interested offerors for the metrology work 
than for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may limit the competition for 
metrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the 
potential to realize some efficiencies from a common management structure for all 



of AGMC, these savings are assessed to be small. These savings would be balanced 

r, 
by the probability that a combined team would still need to retain technical and 
management competence in both areas and would then add a layer of management 
to control the overall contract effort. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders have been directed to incorporate two 
separate wage scales. 

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology 
workload to be covered by the Services Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act 
provides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage 
scales. Since the repair and metrology efforts will be awarded separately, this 
should be workable. 

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the 
Air Force has  not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected. 

Response: Aggressive Air Force downsizing efforts, system modernization, 
and the need for wartime surge capability make accurate workload predictions in 
the out-years difficult. The RFP will provide an estimated amount of work for all 
workloads, and the Air Force will make historical data available to potential 
offerors for use in this proposal process. 

..' The Air Force believes these actions will provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE O F  'hE SECPE74r?Y 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205105 

Dear Mr. Hobson: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense regarding closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of the Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload. 

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This 
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of 
other alternatives and the actual PIP proposals, the Air Force 
will render a determination as to the best direction for 
disposition of the workload at Newark. 

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to 
other organic depots, the costs for PIP, and the PIP proposal 
evaluation process. Coopers and Lybrand will observe the 
evaluation process and advise the source selection board members 
and chairman. In addition, Coopers and Lybrand will submit their 
independent certification expressing the extent of their agreement 
with methodologies and conclusions of the source selection board. 
On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic 
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to discuss the Air Force's approach to the closure of Newark. 

The Air Force received many substantive comments from 
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments 
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a 
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition, 
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of 
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 recommendations, and is one which we 
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization. 
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific 
concerns with respect to the long-term viability, competition and 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



OHIO CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION CONCERNS 
ON THE CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE 

OF NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

LONG-TERM VIABILITY: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being 
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source 
basis. 

Response: The AF is maintaining as much of the original AGMC workloads 
for inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to  other 
depots have never been considered part of the PIP effort. They were consciously 
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC 
when there was excess work at  other depots. The magnitude of these workloads 
has decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in Mar 94 to under 5% today. In 
addition, the Army and Navy have decided to remove two of their workloads from 
AGMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy 
workloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the 
Air Force. This results in the loss of another 5% of the work. There has been no 
change in the AF commitment to PIP. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The draft request for proposal (DRFP) permits 
bidders to perform the work at Newark or a t  another location. 

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage 
of questions and comments from industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and 
others wanting to move work to their home plants. It has been the considered 
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to propose to accomplish the work a t  the 
location it deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed at  Newark AFB 
because we are offering to provide sigzvficant amounts of specialized test equipment 
in place, the facility will be provided to the community a t  little or no cost, and a 
skilled work force exists a t  AGMC. There will be some exceptions where good 
business decisions will demonstrate a benefit to accomplishing specific pieces of the 
work at other locations. The RFP has been structured to allow industry to propose 
the "best" arrangement and for us to consider this information as part of our source 
selection process. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting rep air operations a t  a new location 
will be evaluated. 



COMPETITION: 

r, Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of 
manufacturers' proprietary data for the repair of Government equipment under a 
Government contract. 

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air 
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is 
rightfully limited in use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal 
disclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF clearly has 
rights. Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data listed in the RFP. 
Additionally, the AF  is seeking Government Purpose License Rights (GPLR) 
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The 
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to work out other arrangements directly with the 
potential offerors. When these GPLR agreements are finalized, the additional data 
will be released for use in preparing proposals and on the repair contract. We 
believe there is adequate experience among the potential offerors to gain the needed 
access to the remaining restricted data at reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost 
associated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole 
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i-e., missile, 
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need 

wlv for creation of costly logistics plans. 

Response: The AF has decided to provide GFM for all workloads, except the 
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed test equipment, for the initial 2 years of 
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(s) should have gained enough experience 
to take over the parts supply function for the aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts 
will continue to be GW-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements. 

COST: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The maintenance and metrology workloads 
may potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
administration and management oversight. 

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair 
work together as a single contract due to the commonality of support areas. The 
repair workloads represent over 90% of the AGMC effort and this action alone 
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more interested offerors for the metrology work 
than for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may Limit the competition for 
metrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the - potential to realize some efficiencies from a common management structure for all 



of AGMC, these savings are assessed to be small. These savings would be balanced 
by the probability that a combined team would still need to retain technical and 
management competence in both areas and would then add a layer of management 
to control the overall contract effort. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders have been directed to incorporate two 
separate wage scales. 

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology 
workload to be covered by the Services Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act 
provides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage 
scales. Since the repair and metrology efforts will be awarded separately, this 
should be workable. 

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the 
Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected. 

Response: Aggressive Air Force downsizing efforts, system modernization, 
and the need for wartime surge capability make accurate workload predictions in 
the out-years difEcult. The RFP will provide an estimated amount of work for all 
workloads, and the Air Force will make historical data available to potential 
offerors for use in this proposal process. 

I The Air Force believes these actions will provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 



March 6, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As Members of the Ohio Congressional Delegation, we are writing to you regarding a 
situation we believe demands your immediate attention, the closure of Newark Air Force 
Base and the ongoing "Privatization-in-Place" process. We have been following this issue 
from the beginning of the 1993 BRAC decision process and are seriously concerned that 
the Air Force is reneging on its commitment to privatize-in-place the work at Newark AFB. 

As you know, the GAO has found the decision process regarding closure of Newark 
AFB to be seriously flawed. In an unprecedented move, the GAO recommended 
reconsidering the decision to close this facility. In light of the GAO report, we believe the 
BRAC should remove Newark AFB from the list of those bases slated for closure. Should 
the BRAC choose to ignore the GAO recommendation, we would continue to support the 
Air Force's commitment to privatize-in-place. 

It has come to our attention that actions taken by the Air Force are undermining this 
effort. Specifically, the Air Force has issued a Draft Request for Proposal (DRFP) that 
would lead to a single source of supply, thus escalating costs and obstructing competition. 
While we are concerned with this aspect of the draft, we have additional concerns which 
are outlined in the enclosure which accompanies this letter. These concerns illustrate why 
we believe the DRFP is not consistent with the Air Force's commitment to privatize-in- 
place. 

Since the Request for Proposal (RFP) will be issued on April I I th of this year, we would 
greatly appreciate hearing your plan on how the Air Force intends to fulfill its commitment 
to privatize-in-place the workload at Newark AFB by March 17, 1995. In the meantime, we 
strongly urge you to keep all current workloads at Newark AFB until this process is 
concluded. 

We look forward to working with you and the Air Force on this vital issue. 



Secretary of Defense William J. Perry 
March 1, 1995 
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Actions that undermine the lona-term viabilitv of privatization-in-place 

* - Current workloads are systematically being moved from Newark and in some 
cases given to the companies on a sole source basis. 

- The DRFP permits bidders to perform the work at Newark or at another location. 

These actions directly affect DoD1s core capability and have long-term 
implications on costs to the government if sole source suppliers are fostered. This is 
particularly troubling in light of the Peacekeeper Inertial Guidance System example. It 
is my understanding that it costs the government $169,648 to perform this work at 
Newark AGMC and it costs $623,000 with the manufacturer. Another example is the 
ESGN workload for which the manufacturer now charges $80,000, while last year 
AGMC charged $24,373 to perform the identical procedures. 

Actions that restrict and undermine fair competition 

- Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of manufacturers1 proprietary data 
for the repair of government equipment under a government contract. 

- Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole source providers in different ways 
depending on the type of system (i.e., missile, aircraft or support equipment). This will 
add new risks and necessitate the need for creation of costly logistics plans. 

crr' These actions seem to drive the workloads again toward the sole source 
suppliers which violate every standard of fair and open competition. More importantly, it 
means that the taxpayer will be forced to spend more and more over the years for this 
work. 

The proprietary data rights issue is especially troubling because it appears to 
violate current policy directions under Title 10 U.S.C. 2320, Rights in Technical Data. 
This was prepared by the section 807 Technical Data Advisory Committee, underwent 
public comment, and is now undergoing final review by DoD prior to implementation. 

Actions that arbitrarilv and unnecessarilv drive up costs to the Qovernment 

- The maintenance and metrology workloads may potentially be split between 
bidders requiring additional contract administration and management oversight. 

- Bidders have been directed to incorporate two separate wage scales creating 
workforce confusion and disruption. 

- The Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads despite thirty 
years of historical experience. 
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO CHARLESTON AFB, 
SOUTH CAROLINA 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/7795 0/4 MAY 95 
moyer/bses95/charleston 

~llll& 

MAY 0 5 1995 

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

The Honorable Strom Thurmond 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-4001 

Dear Senator Thurmond 

This is in response to your letter of March 31, 1995, in 
behalf of Mr. James W. Bilton concerning the use of the Navy Annex 
and Hunley Park near Charleston Air Force Base (AFB), South 
Carolina. Specifically, Mr. Bilton suggests the Air Force use the 
properties to house military units departing closing bases. 

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(DBCRC) Report directed that family housing within the Charleston 
Navy Complex (which includes the Navy Annex and Hunley Park) be 
retained in support of the nearby Naval Weapons Station at 
Charleston. Subsequently, the Department of Defense (DoD) 
recommendations, submitted to the 1995 DBCRC, proposes relocation 
of additional Navy personnel to the Charleston Navy Complex. 

The Naval Weapons Station at Charleston, however, has offered 
the Air Force the use of 400 enlisted family housing units at 
their MenRiv housing area. This would be on a temporary basis 
pending approval of the DoD recommendations submitted to the 1995 
DBCRC, at which time Air Force occupants would be replaced with 
Navy occupants. 

DoD policy requires that we consider off-base housing units 
first in meeting our housing requirements. According to our 
latest housing survey (August 1994) there is a 832-unit surplus of 
adequate off-base housing units in the Charleston area. In 
accordance with DoD policy, the Air Force would only seek to 
acquire or construct family housing in the Charleston area if the 
local community was unable to provide that housing. 

COORD AF/RT AF/CEH DBCRC 



.r, 
We appreciate your interest in this matte rand trust the 

information provided is useful. 

Sincerely 

Attachment 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



, ~ T H U R M O N D  
scum- - - -- 

llYCIllr 
Vneylsmurrs 

mwOrUUlr1100UCLS qllvv WASHINGTON, DC 205 104001 

Major General Nonnand G. Lezy 
Chief of Iegislative Liaison 
-/Lt 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1160 

Dear General Lezy: 

Enclosed is a copy of correspondence which I have 
received from Mr. James Bilton. I think you rill find it 
self-explanatory. 

~ n y  assistance or information you may be able to provide 
Mr. Bilton rill be greatly appreciated. I thank you for your 
attention in this ratter. 

With kindest regards and best vishes, 

Sincerely, 



March 24, 1995 

Honorable S t r w  Th?irwnd 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator T h u m n d  , 

I azr mi t i n g  t o  express IQ csccer- a* i n v i t e  3sl;;r tFh-iar 
t o  a course, I be1 ieve, m u 1  3 5? a decjfei eco~~ l r j cc  ? t r z ? r ' z  
t o  the 503th Carolina Im cv i rZ -y .  Of s p K i f i c  CCF~ZE- 7s 2-e - 
Navy's Amex j f o m e r l y  an Air - x c e  Ra:ar stilt icrrj. 5-t % W - E ~  
Park, a Navy Hc.~sing area. 3cZa pr3pwt ics a re  ad jz=w-  -,z 
the Charleston A i r  Force Base. 

Neither property i s  essw:jal t o  :he ilnrediate s'r?i'+, 
mission. l o r  i s  t h e  housirq crmsiier& nKessary fs rim H 
current guide1 ines, i n  s p i t e  s' 993 personnel awai:iw(= ar-5zse 
quarters. 

I understand a reluctapce t o  v e s t  f u n d i q  ta r r + ~ ~ i q  
these propert ies *ere no c l e w 1  y ?e f  iW r i s s i o n  kas 2- 
ident i f ied.  

I propose the two l o c a t i w s  be cmsii,ered as a $I=SS~ b?e 
home f o r  m i l i t a r y  u n i t s  l e a r i ~  bases 5ei.g closed- -*is c ~ u s e  
would indeed s t i m l a t e  t h e  e c ~ r # j  and przvide job oppzrzi..Sties. 

Charleston A i r  Force Base ~ 5 s  acreage t o  exzaLC V e  elitq 
mission i n  our state. I fear  +,)re alterna?ire would s e  t ~ z C 4  
propert ies r e f l e c t i n g  adversely u p  t ke  air F o e e  irrz;e, 

'I h d l y  suggest a Co~;ressic-a1 i n e ~ i q  berfae a Pz-37 
decision i s  aade w i t h  r e s o e t  'LO t'lese tn i w c t a z t  : r c ~ e i e s ,  



CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO FORT PICKETT, 
VIRGINIA 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77590/2 MAY 95 
moyer/bases95/fort pick 

May 2, 1995 

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

The Honorable John W. Warner 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-4601 

Dear Senator Warner 

This is in response to your letter of April 13, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning the Secretary of Defense's 
decision to recommend Fort Pickett, Virginia, for closure and its 
possible impact on Air Force fighter aircraft operations at 
Langley Air Force Base (AFB), Virginia. For ease of reference, we 
have addressed your concerns in the following question/answer 
format. 

QUESTION 1: What coordination took place between the Army 
and the Air Force with respect to the Army's proposal to close 
Fort Pickett? 

RESPONSE: There was no formal coordination between the Army 
and the Air Force concerning the Army's decision to close Fort 
Pickett. 

QUESTION 2: Does the Air Force derive any benefit from the 
special use airspace at Fort Pickett? 

RESPONSE: The Air Force does get some benefit from Fort 
Pickett's special use airspace. 

QUESTION 3: If Fort Pickett were closed and the special use 
airspace presently available at Fort Pickett were no longer 
available, where would the Air Force operations from Langley AFB, 
which presently rely upon Fort Pickett, be performed? 

RESPONSE: Air Force operations at Langley AFB do not 
currently use Fort Pickett. 

QUESTION 4: What are the cost and readiness implications of 
training elsewhere? 

RESPONSE: Readiness would not be affected nor would there be 
a significant increase in cost because of the proximity of ranges 
in North Carolina. 

COORD AF/RT AF/XOOA DBCRC 



QUESTION 4a: Would aircraft travel greater distances to get 
there, require aerial refueling, have less time over target, incur 
greater scheduling difficulties, or be deprived of impact areas, 
if Fort Pickett were closed? 

RESPONSE: Aircraft would travel greater distances to 
outlying ranges. Specifically, air refueling is required for 
aircraft to utilize Townsend Range, Georgia, Avon Park, Florida, 
and Warren Grove, New Jersey. Concerning scheduling difficulties, 
we are unable to thoroughly assess the scheduling and impact areas 
of concern within the timeframe required to respond to this 
question. 

QUESTION 4b: If costs are greater, would that result in 
fewer or less effective training missions? 

RESPONSE: It would result in fewer training missions. 

QUESTION 4c: What are the availability and AICUZ limitations 
upon both day and night operations at other training sites? 

RESPONSE: All ranges have limitations which require prior 
scheduling, including Fort Pickett. It should be noted that 
letters of agreement normally further restrict usage of these 
ranges. 

Fort Pickett Townsend 

w By NOTAM (24 hours in advance) 0600-2400 Mon-Fri (24 hours 
in advance) 

Fort Braaq Avon Park 

Continuous 0900-2230 Mon-Fri 

Dare Countv Warren Grove 

0600-2400 Mon-Fri 
0700-1800 Sat-Sun 
(6 hours in advance) 

Sunrise to Sunset 
(48 hours in advance) 

Intermittent 
0600-2400 Mon-Fri 
0800-1600 Sat (8 hours in advance) 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. 

Sincerely 

CHARLES L. FOX 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



, JOHN WARNER . VIRGINIA 
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SMALL BUSINESS 
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P.O. BOX 8817 213 SOUTH JEFFERSON STREET 
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April 13, 1995 

Dr. Sheila Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10 

Dzar Dr. 'A'idnall: 

Included in the Secretary of Defense's list to the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission is a recommendation to close Fort Pickett, Virginia. In addition to the very 
high military value of Fort Pickett, there is a large, contiguous cubic area of special-use 
air space, which is adjacent to a Military Operations Area. It is my understanding that Air 
Force fighter aircraft fiom Langley Air Force Base use this air space, the impact area at 
Fort Pickett, and the adjacent Military Operations Area, for a variety of training 
operations. 

When asked about discussions with the other services in connection with the 
proposed closure of Fort Pickett, the Army representative at the Commission Hearing on 
7 March 1995 implied that there were no objections fiom the other services to the Army's 
proposal. Based upon that response, I request that I be provided the following 
information: 

1. What coordination took place between the Army and the Air Force with 
respect to the Army's proposal to close Fort Pickett? 

2 .  Does the Air Force derive any benefit from the special-use air space at Fort 
Pickett? 

3.  If Fort Pickett were closed and the special-use air space presently available 
at Fort Pickett were no longer available, where would the Air Force 
operations from Langley AFB, which presently rely upon Fort Pickett, be 
performed? 
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Dr. Widnall 
April 13, 1995 
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4. What are the cost and readiness implications of training elsewhere? 

a. Would aircraft travel greater distances to get there, require aerial 
refueling, have less time over target, incur greater scheduling 
difficulties, or be deprived of impact areas, if Fort Pickett were 
closed? 

b. If costs are greater, would that result in fewer or less effective 
training missions? 

c. What are the availability and AICUZ limitations upon both day and 
night operations at other training sites? 

Thank you for your attention to this request. I would appreciate an expedited reply 
since the Fort Pickett public hearing before the BRAC is scheduled for 4 May 1995. 

Sincerely, 


