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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

- - 
ATTENTION OF 

5 April 1995 

Mr. Ed Brown 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

This package contains information in response to a Senator Stevens memorandum 
regarding the Army's Fort Greely realignment recommendation. 

The information and data concerning the recommendation are accurate and complete to 
the best of my knowledge and belief 

Sincerely, 

V 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Enclosures 

Printed on @ ,kdhpr 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

ATTENTION OF 

5 Apr 94 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ATTN: Mr. Steven Desart 

SUBJECT: Review of Ft Greely Realignment 

1. Per your request, we have reviewed Senator Stevens' memorandum to GAO regarding the 
Army's Fort Greely realignment recommendation (Encl 1). The staff has determined that Fort 
Wainwright has excess space in every category which has been identified as needing additional 
construction (Encl2). The Army believes that Fort Wainwright can reallocate existing space in 
such a manner as to best accept the approximately 172 soldiers and 56 civilians transferring fiom 
Fort Greely without major construction. 

2. We have completed a sensitivity analysis using the suggested construction estimates in the 
COBRA model to see how they might affect the recommendation (Encl3). The result was to 
increase the "1-Tie Cost" fiom $22.7 million to $75.2 million and the "Return of Investment" 
fiom 1 year to 4 years. Even if increased MILCON requirements represent valid costs, which we 
do not believe to be the case, they would not alter the Army's recommendation to realign Fort 
Greely . 

3. POC, MAJ Shumate, 3-0078. 

Encl 
as COL, GS 

Director, The Army Basing 
Study 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 





COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

WASHINGTON. DC 2051-25 

Mr. Charles A .  Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the U.S. 
Room 7125 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

As part of your review of the Department of Defense's 1995 
- - recommendations to the Base Closure and Realignment Conanis~ion 

. - -4BRAC) . I ask that you evaluate the -&my'sproposed realignment - - 
of Fort Greely, Alaska, . . - -  - - - - 

During a recent visit to the port &eely/Delta amction . : . 
Alaska area. It came to my attention that the Department of the 

4 i .:. Axmy significantly understated,the;costs. as~ociated,*ith"the-&~' -' & m?- 7: 

k :  - .  P~OPOSM organizations reaii-t and perronnal ..ogi port to ~ t e e l y ' d k a d ~ 8 t z k i o n h y g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  F O ~  wainwright-,X ~ l a s k a " ~ d - ~ -  --if L). 5-35 - ? 

i :; s & ~ : k  - -:< * 2 . . 
- I appreciate your ass 

bte..:t, - a d  cocuplete asses 
f ;. -z -- ' inveitment' o f .  t h i s  

t 
t 

staff is available to 
1 

I look forward to working with you on 
! 

With best wishes. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT 

600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 203104600 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
(ATTN: MAJ Shumate) 

SUBJECT: MILCON Estimates for Fort Greely/Fort Wainwright Realignment. 

1. References. 

a. SEN Stevens 29 March 95 memorandum to GAO, with attachments. 

b. TABS forms A- 1IA-2 dated 2 1 February 95, with attachments. 

2. Upon review of the above references, this office cannot support the military 
construction estimates included in Senator Steven's inquiry to the GAO without 
substantial hrther justification. According to the Army's corporate databases of record, 
Fort Wainwright has fkilities in excess of their requirement in all of the types of &&ties .- 

requested in this estimate. W e  reallocating fkilities to existing tenants to ensure they 
occupy only their allowed W t i e s  is diicult,.prudcntstewkrdship of our. Mites  is. - .. . .. . 

required. 

a Motor pool (CRTA) (2 1,000 GSF, $10 million). As of December 1994, Fort 
Wainwright had a total of 336,000 GSF of Organizational, Direct Support, and DOL 
maintenance facilities in excess of their requiiernents. Even allowing for the use of most 
of these facilities for warm vehicle storage, better management of that space should d o w  
Fort Wainwright to meet CRTA's needs. 

b. Barracks Facility (CRTA) (19,800 GSF, $4.5 million) and Barracks Facility 
(NWTC) (19,800 GSF, $4.5 million). Neither of these projects are required under the 
Army's current barracks programming policy, which is in effect for both BRAC and non- 
BRAC realignments. Fort Wainwright has 1,474 permanent barracks spaces in excess of 
their current requirements, based on data reported by Fort Wainwright/USARPAC. This 
is based on a planning assumption of 2 soldiers per room, with at least 90 Net SF per 
soldier. Given the scope of the Army's Whole Barracks Renewal requirement, new 
construction to the 1 + 1 standard must be focused at locations with an existing shortfall or 
conditions that are completely unacceptable. Our policy is to plan realignments to fill 



D AIM-FDP- A 
SUBJECT: MILCON Estimates for Fort GreelyIFort Wainwright Realignment 

existing barracks counted at the planning assumption outlined above, before we allocate 
funds for new construction. 

c. Warehouse Facility (CRTA) (22,900 GSF, $3.5 million) and Warehouse Facility 
(NWTC) (22,900 GSF, $3.5 million). Fort Wainwright has surplus permanent storage - 

facilities far in excess of these two projects. In addition, Fort Richardson currently 
provides storage support to Fort Wainwright. A detailed assessment of current inventory 
and better storage methods must be conducted before any new storage facilities could be 
supported. 

d. Army Family Housing (80 dwelling units, $20.8 million). The DODI on 
programming family housing directs the Services to use off-post commercial assets before 
building new construction. Data provided by Fort Wainwright/USARPAC indicates that 
1,144 units omost meet affordabiity, distank, and quality criteria and are within the 
Army's estimated "fair sharen of commercial units. Before the realignment of any military 
fiom Fort W l y ,  408 of those units are excess to Fort Wainwright's needs. Therefore, 
the proposed construction is not supported. 

e. Water Utility/F.i.ie Protection ($2.0 million). The proposed realignment of 
organizations to Fort Wainwright does not appear to add d c i e n t  personnel or Gdities 
to  support this additional expense- At no point would incoming personnel exceed 300 
people (both military and civilian) and the Army's proposed alternative would increase the 
real property inventoty by only 30,000 GSF. Ifthe overali i n f h t m m  at Fort ' - -.- 

Wainwright requires an upgrade, then that should compete for W i g  within the MCA 
program, since BRAC h d s  cannot be used to fix aishg shodklls. 

3. A conference call with this office, DAIM-BO, TABS and the POC at Ft Richardson 
was held 2 1 March. Facilities issues were a specific point to discussion. We pointed out 
that there is a substantial excess of ficilities at Ft Wainwright and our expectation would 
be that Ft Wainwright would make every effort to use that excess space before 
considering new construction. We were assured that it was a Command position that first 
recourse would be to use available excess space with the hope that the full facilities 
requirement could be met with these assets. 

4. We would be happy to discuss this analysis with you in fbrther detail as required. POC 
for this action is Maureen Wylie, x443 13, or Mr. Macherey, ~35039. 

FOR THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT: 

Chief. ~ d p s i o n  
Facilities a d Housing Directorate 



29 Dec 1994 Ft Wainwright 
Analysis of Essential Facility Requirements - FY 00 - 

DAIM-FDP 

(Spaces1 
Families) 

V I 

n 
Notes: Data Sources: Sep 94 I-IQIFS, Aug 94 ASIP, 6 FY 00 Facilities Bill 

Mny 01 CAPCES (FY 92-96 MCA, BCA, AFH). 
* I h ~ t i j c k s  c:il)oclly ~ t m n n ~ ~ t o r l  nl  2 pooplo por room; Essential Only - $ 2.1 M 

(loon 1\01 ~rlnnn bnrrncks Irnvo been renovaled 10 FY 00 4,526 858 All Facililir?:; - 166.8M 
t t l ; l \  ~l;ll\ll:\fll 



As of: 13129194 DAIM-FDP-A 

. J '..: 
, p. 

Sources: 
f7equirernenls. Assels & Buyout from HQRPLANS Dee 94 (Ssp 94 HQIFS, A& 94 ASIP) 
T Y  92.96 rnnslr~tcltnn from CAPCES11391 Processor May 94 

- 

Au 94 ASIP Po ulation Faclllty Outlook - FYw 
4,371 F l  4,526 

HQRPLANS Permanent 
HQRPLANS Permanent Permanent Construction SurpluslDellcit Temporary 
Requirement Assels Surplus/Defktt N92-96 WOO Assets 

SF SF SF SF 0 1 0 I (SF) (SF) 
Ops Bldgs (SF) 240,000 377,000 137,000 0 137,000 0 
Admln (SF) 90,000 303,000 2 1 3,000 0 21 3,000 5,000 
Org Main1 (SF) 69,000 296,000 227,000 0 227,000 17,000 
DSlGS Maint (SF) 40,000 122,000 , B2,OOO 0 82,000 0 
DOL Mainl (SF) 26,000 53,000 27,000 0 27,000 0 
GIB Inst (SF) 0 0 0 12,000 12,000 0 
AIB lnst (SF) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SupplylSlor (SF) 233,000 344,000 1 1 1,000 12,000 123,000 1 74,000 

- ,  . 

Plannlng UEPH (PN) 1,646 3,120 . 1,474 0 1,474 0 
Trainee Barracks (PN) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AFH On Post(FA) 2,176 
AFH Off Post(FA) 1,144 

AFH Totals (FA) 2,912 3,320 :̂  408 0 408 0 
, . 

Deficit Buy-O\lt 
After Consl 

[$M) 
$0.0 
SO 0 
$0 0 
$0 0 
$0 0 
$0 0 
$0.0 
$1.8 

$0 0 
$0 0 

$0 0 

i 

I $l.8] in FY94 $ 
€#sentla1 Facllltlee Buy-Out: 

$2.11 In FYOO $ 

Notes: Buyout considers construction complete and adds 9% P&D and 26% for Org, DS/GS and DOL Maint Hardstands 
Buyout ($) is calculaled lor facnlty shortage at FCQ level - FCG grouping may reflect overall facility surplus (SF) 
Plannlng UEPH shows 2 person per room capacity of permanent barracks 
DOL Maint is comprised of the Special Purpose Maintenance FCG 
AFH On Post includes government controled lease8 ' 





CosRA REALIWENT SLI.t.1ARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:38 09/27/1994, Repor t  Created M:58 04/05/1995 

rkpaviment :ARMY 
Option Package : MT4-2-3 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\95OATA\MT4-2-3. CBR 
Std Fctn File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2002 (4 Years) 

NPV in 2015($K): -174,928 
1-Time Cost($K): 75.185 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
---- 

Hi lCon 5.521 
Person 0 
Overhd 920 
Moving 0 
Hissio 0 
Other 0 

Do1 lars 
1997 
---- 

60.163 
0 

981 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 6.441 61,143 -956 -19.045 -19,045 -19.045 

19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- --- ---- --- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIflINATED 

Off 0 0 9 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 141 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 1 26 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 276 0 0 0 

POSrnONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 32 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 1 92 0 0 0 
stu 0 0 33 0 0 0 
Clv 0 0 56 0 0 0 
lwl 0 0 31 3 0 0 0 

*ry: - - 
Reallgn. Ft. Greely: 

- 
. I , . =  - -  

(1) Relocat. Cold Reglons Test Actlvlty ( M A )  and Northem Warfare 
' 

Tralnlng Center (H.ITC) to Ft Watwdght. 
(2) nSafarlu froa, Ft Waimight as missions dictate. 
(3) No RC requirements for enclave. 
(4) Garrison at h l y  will tnactlvate. but small gamlson actlvlty wlll 
-In (731nan). 

Total 
----- 
65.684 

- 34.609 
-29.995 
3.383 
3.369 
1 ,660 

9.493 

Total 
----- 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
-10.247 
-9.921 

0 
1.123 

0 



COBRA R E A L I M N T  SUmARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  16: 38 09/27/1994. Report Cpeated 04: 58 04/05/1995 

Department : ARW 
Option Package : MT4-2-3 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\95DATA\MT4-2-3. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total Beyond 
---- ---- 

M i  lCon 5.521 60.163 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 920 981 
w i n g  0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 6.441 61,143 9,919 3.151 3.151 3.151 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Owrhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Hlssio 0 0 
other 0 0 

Total 

TOTAL 0 0 10.876 22.1% 22.1% 22.1% 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSm (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/4 
Data As Of  16: 38 09/27/1994, R e p o r t  Created 04: 58 04/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT4-2-3 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\95OATA\MT4-2-3. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 IMA Land Cost Tota 1 

hse  Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - - 
BASE X 
FT GREELY 
FT WAIWRIGHT 
-------------- 
Totals: 

. . .. . i .  - -  -. - . - .- . .. . . 

.. ti.. . .. -- ' -- . . .. 
La:&+.! L 5. :. \.&*.&& ,-a-2... .;:- ., - .+++,.: - . - A .. . . +T.?.. . .- ' ,, .. . . ., :;<+_LFq&$;.*+,%* & g . f ? * * & , @ ; q ~ :  -?.. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data As Of 16: 38 09/27/1994, Report Created 04: 58 04/05/7995 

Department : AiFn 
Ootion Packaae : KT4-2-3 
L n a r i o  ~i 12 : C: \COBRA\~~OATA\MT~-2-3. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: FT WAINWRIGHT. AK 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 

Description: 

AVIATION MAINT 
R & D  
r n R  POOL 
BARRACKS 
WAREHOUSE 
BARRACKS 
WAREHOUSE 
WATER 
FAMILY HOUSING 
---------------- 

Mi lCon 
C a t e g  
----- 
AIROP 
RDT&E 
MAINT 
OTHER 
STORA 
OTHER 
STOM 
OTHER 
FAnLQ 

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

Using Rehab New New Tota l  
Rehab Cost* M i l C o n  Cost' C o s t *  
----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 

0 0 13.000 5,017 5.017 
0 0 17.000 7.015 7.015 
0 0 21.000 6.733 6.733 

- 0 n/a 0 n/a 4.500 
0 0 22.900 4.079 4.079 
0 n/a 0 n/a 4.500 
0 0 22,900 4,079 4,079 
0 n/a 0 n/a 2.000 
0 0 80 22.810 22.810 

.................................................. 
Tota l  Construction Cost: 60.734 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 4.950 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Comtruction Cost Avoid: 0 ................................... 

TOTAL: 65.684 

* Al l  M i l k  b t s  jnclude Design. S i t e  Preparation. Contingency Planning. and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C.  2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

LT-0679-F 14 
BSATISB 
1 1 April 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The response to questions asked by Eric Lindenbaum of your staff, on April 3, 1995, 
concerning the Navy Nuclear Power Training Command (reference number: 950403-I), is 
attached. In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990, I certify the information provided to you in this transmittal is accurate and complete 
to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

We expect to be able to provide you with additional Cost of Base Realignments (COBRA) 
data, as promised in our response, by the end of April 1995. As always, if I can be of any further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Attachment 
Base Structure Evaluation mrnittee de 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION QUESTIONS 
CONCERNING THE NAVY NUCLEAR POWER TRAINING COMMAND 

Q1. Upon review of COBRA data two figures appear to need justification. These are: 

- Annual PCS cost avoidance of $6,237,000. This figure appears too high in view of 
$537,000 from certified data call which is backed by historical data from prior Nuclear 
Power School student PCS costs. 

- Annual non-payroll BOS costs for miscellaneous costs of $960,000. This figure also 
appears too high and may be due to using the pre-existing BOS for the Weapons Station 
which would be lowered (on a per capita basis) by the addition of students. 

Request comment on these figures as they drive the COBRA to two different final results 
depending on which amount is used. 

Al.  Permanent Chan~e  of Station (PC9 Cost Avoidance. The Department of the Navy's Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) believed that the initial $537,000 estimate of PCS 
savings was not reasonable for a variety of reasons, to include the number and type of students 
involved and the duration of the training evolution. In the absence of a more reasonable estimate, 
the BSEC chose to use the standard Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) algorithms for 
calculating moving costs to estimate this savings. 

Annual Non-Payroll Base Operating Support (BOS) Costs. We agree with your assessment that 
our initial estimate overstated non-payroll BOS costs at WPNSTA Charleston. We are correcting 
this overstatement and will provide you with a revised COBRA run as soon as we have finished 
our review. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

53335 RYNE ROAD 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92152-7260 

1 1000 
ser 00A/16 6 
11 Apr 95 

Mr. Jeff Mulliner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Mulliner, 

As discussed in your recent telephone conversation with my Executive Officer, I am 
forwarding two documents for your review and information in preparation for your visit to 
Navy Personnel Research and Development Center (NAVPERSRANDCEN) on April 25. 

Enclosure (1) describes the rationale and justification for NAVPERSRANDCEN's 
establishment. Enclosure (2) is Chief of Naval Personnel's collection of seven 
NAVPERSRANDCEN responses to various Navy Base Structure Analysis Team scenario 
questions and clarifications. 

I look forward to your visit. I think you will be impressed by the unique capabilities of our 
170-person Manpower, Personnel and Training facility. We will be prepared to discuss any 
issues or questions you may have. If you need any other information or assistance, please 
contact my Executive Officer, CDR Mike Keeney at (619) 553-78 12 or DSN 553-78 12. 

Sincerely, 

P. M. SPISHOCK 
Captain, U. S. Navy 
Commanding Officer 

Encl: 
(1) CHNAVPERS ltr Pers-A3p-jz Ser A31186 of 3 Nov 72 
(2) CHNAVPERS ltr 11000 Ser 02221602-94 of 22 Dec 94 
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.- oY+..c.;=- ,..) I1ers-A3p-jz 
.. ,_>.- _ -. . - ... - i ,.,... 

' . .  
Ser: A3/1:3h 

I:>\*.' - 3 1. .. , iiti.: 
Frcm: Chief of Nrval Personnel  
To: ' Chief of Nav;l Opera t ions  

h c l :  (1) CXP Hrmo Pers-/:1/?54 of 2 Allg 1972 
(2) Pac t  and J u s t i f i c a c i o o  F o m .  

1. The Eureau of  N-val Personnel  RDT&C e f f o r t  i s  c u r r e r l t l y  conducted a t  . 
the Naval Personnel  Resaarch and Developnenr Labora tory ,  Washington, D. C. 
and a t  t h e  Naval Pc r sczne l  and T r a i n i n g  Research L ~ b o r a t o r ~ ,  San 3ier.o. 

L 

- bgrccnen t  has been rczchcd with AS:\'(P&D) and OP-98 t o  c a n s ~ l i i = . c ~  t h e  if..-o 
Boiers  l a b o r a t o r i e s  i n c o  n Cente r  l o c a t e d  i n  San Diego es indicated i n  
enclosure (1). 

2. For the rgiisons o u t l i n e d  i n  r n c l o s u r e  (2) and i n  acc&-dzlcp vicil 
refcrci~cs (2) it i s  pro?osed t h a t  a Have 1 Zhnpoc-er, Personcel ;-d yr.-:.~j .-.rr . . 

d R o s ~ z r c h  2nd Davcloper:: Cen te r  locai-cd a t  S-n Dio;o bc e r w b ; i ~ h . ~ l .  I c  
is further rcques tcd  t h t  t h e  proposed Cen te r  be e s ~ a b i j . s ! ~ e d  in .Tani:zi:- 
1971.  ha phased c b n ; a l i ~ c t i o n  i s  plan-ed for c o l ~ p l e t i ; ~ ~  by Joiy  ~ 9 7 3 :  



?E:=~?:);EL 
,. ,- , .-*- !.%o 

E:Z-?~!:.-'J~;:~E.; 9 < i j i m p  SECpayjJ{y OF 11; C N A r '  ( y ~ n )  D K ~ L  
LA~c~>:3F,'1 

SuSj : Mm7ower a i ~ d  P e r s o ~ n e l  Rrcenrch and Dsvalop-neni- Cez t c r  

Ref: ( a )  A.%(?&D), ClIP, B'J.ED, OP-98 i . : e e t i n ~  o f  26 Ju? 1972 
(b) CNF F!ono SET: A3/l3F of 30 3m 1972 
(c) C??O !Om: OP-BP7?/lc S?r  2737387 of 75 J t l l  1972 

1 .  The purpose of t h i s  !!~mo is  ?o c o o f i m  agreements  re-chcd 6;rir.g ~ef2:- 
ence (a ) .  

2. The proposed plan f o r  c o a s o l i d a t i n g  t h e  t x o  Zu'er~ LaSoratai-2es in t r ,  G 

C a t e r  w i t h  head;oarters et S m  Ilisgo, a s  scbmitecd b;~ rePe?ence [b) T-?ZS 

approved as Phase 1 of a  b r o a d e r  soncrpr  of a t o t s 1  pa.;). r e s rz rch  c a p s b i l i t .  
Action w i l l  be taken t o  corpl=cc i n p l ~ r ~ e n t a t i o n  of  Phzrr I hj- 30 June 1972. 
In con junc t ion  wi th  t h e  c u r r e n t  o~ernll hPrrs rcc,rgani;c:io~ rlre Snr-el; 
r e s e a r c h  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  1ci11 b? re1ocat.d t o  thc L3P/EC<? o r  other  appro- 
p r i a t e l y  h igh  l e v e l .  6 .5  fund ing  rras i c d i s n t r d  a s  cpprcp;-:ace t o  cove- c o s t s  
of personnzl  t r x s i e r s  and ot!ter r e l a t e d  a c t i s n s  ia FY73 znd s t e ~ z  will be 
t aken  t o  s e c r r e  :hc requzrsd  .7  n i l l i o n .  tk- e a r l y  iJcri  Coast meeting with 
th2 XRAC Lab Advisory Eoard !rill be arr2ngel co a-:sure coordinated plann2ng. 
Z'he HaniXachine prupraz  at t h e  T2ashlnztoz Saborarcry trill be rev2cwd t o  re- 
aolvo d i ~ p o s i t i o n  inc lud i i lg  g o s s i b i s  t r a n s f e r  t o  Chief  of ;Java1 : -&te r in l  i s  
p r o ~ o s e d  by roJerenc-  ( c )  . P l ~ n a i o g  rill be accorq1ist:ed f o r  a d d i c i o n ~ 1  
program ftinding of 2 n i l l i o n  i n  FY 74.. . 

*? 

3. Fhsse I1 of t h e  brozder  concept  w i l l  i n v c l v e  c o n r i d z m t i o ; ~  of b r i n g i n g  i t 1  

e t h e r  e x i s t i a g  E:&n?o~<er, Pc rson~:e l ,  and T r a j c i n g  r e s e a r c h  crp;biiit)- c t r o v ~ g L -  
C3t t h e  Xa-q i n t o  t h e  C s ~ ~ t e r .  h - l y s e s  w i l l  a l s o  5 made of atter.d;r.: mfinzgc- 
mfnt re?at . ionzhi?s t o  e n s u r o  r;:uusive.~ess to n z j o r  clzic!ant r..eedr. Apprr- 

- r i - t e  c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i s h  icsoire~ ~zrtislpznCs w i l l  be e f fec te l  acd s Pre- 
lirni~-<.ar). Plan w i l l  be develop+d for  uui~mission to  Giir vi::,in 50 d~ys. 

4 -  I w i l l  izaks s u r e  t h a t  your c f f i c e  ;-d OP-98 o r e  kept  i r i f o i 3 ~ d  of evezits 
2s they ix.-agress. 

Copy t o :  
Die K O S ~ O V  
\r;s.Df l J ~ - ~ . s u t h  (3f-48) 

Q 3011x1 C o 1 l i . n ~  
t'kn! Pavia (%;.:EL?) 
Cept PIil;er 



Fact Sheet On: Navy Personriel Research ?nd Developnient Center ,  - 
. -San Diego, C a l i f o r n i a  

Background 

'The ~ u r e i u  of Baval Personnel  (BuPers) has  c.ghductzd research i n  
the a r e a s  of Gapower ,  personnel admin i s t ra t ion ,  and t r a i n i n g  s ince  
World War I1 at two a c t i v i t i e s  l o c a t e d  i n  k'asbington, D.C. and 
San Diego, Cali f o r c i a .  The D i r e c t o r  Zesearch, Development, Tes t  
and E v a i u a t i o n  (CNO) r eques ted  advice  and,guidance of the  Navy 
Research Advisory  Cornmi c t e e  ( K U C )  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  dgvelop~nent of t h e  
BuPers a c t i v i t i e s  i n t o  h i g h l y  p roduc t ive  and s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  ~ r i e n t e d  

I components of rhe Na7.y l a b o r a t o r y  system. 

A s  a r e s u l t  of the  1iPJC recommendations and review by t h e  A s s i s t .  
ant S e c r e t a r y  of the  Navy (?*search and Develo~mcnt) ;  Di rec to r ,  Research 
Development, T z s t  and Evaluat ion (CMO) ; and t h e  Chief of Naval Personnel ,  
a g r e e c e n t  was r sached  t o  c o n s o l i d a t e  t h e  two BuPers 1ab.ara tor ias  i n t o  a 
r e s e a r c h  c e n t e r  w i t h  heaiquarters  a t  San Diego. Ss izbl ishment  of t h e  
C e n t e r  i s  tbe f i r s t  ~ h z s c  i n  the development of 5. broader  conco,pt of a 
t o t a l  Kavy E:inpower, pe tsonnei ,  educat ion and t r a i n i n g  resea rch  c a p a b i l l  t y  
r e s p o n s i v e  tc  Navy-vi& "people" requirements.  

Mission 

The Navy Perscnce l  Research and Development: Cent.er is  the  p r i n c i p a l  
RDT5E o r g a n i z s t i o n  f o r  advancizp and app1.ying t h o s e  sc iences  and t echnc l -  
c g i e s  r e q u i r e d  t o  suFpcrt o p e r a t i o n a l  a d  r e s e a r c h  requireinents i n  Xanpover, 
Pe rsonne l ,  Educztior! and T r a i n i n g ,  and serves  as t h e  coord ina t lne  organ- 
i z a t i o r .  f o r  all R D T U  conducted i n  suppor t  of these  requirements.  

Establish a Xavy P e r s o n ~ e l  Research and Development Center zt 
San Diego e f f e c t i v e  no t  i a ~ e r  than  January 1 9 i 3 .  Begin phased c r a n s i e r  
of functions znd personnel  frcn Naval Ycrsonnel a c l  Tra in ing  Reasarch. 
bboracory, Szn C i n g o ,  Pu3ers, and t h e  ? l z t d  Y e ~ s c n n e l  fiesearch and 
Dew~clcpceat Th3cr?.rory, Washington, D.C. (iccated a t  Navy Pard) t o  the  
Center a t  San Eiego  i n  January 1373, and. complete transfer and d i s -  
e s t a b l i s h  the two e x i s t i n g  l a b o r 2 t o r i e s  i n  J u l y  1973. 

..- 

Rezsons f o r  Actior ,  - 
' T h e r e  i s  a long term need for Navy manpower, personnel ,  education 

and t r a i n i n g  r e s e a r c h  and development t o  be e l e v a t e d  i n  l e v e l  of e f f o r t ,  
broadened i n  s c c p e ,  s t rengthened i n  q u a l i t y ,  _coordinated a s  a t o t a l  Navy -- 

~ a b i l i t y  and respos?sive t o  Xavy-wide r e q u i r e ~ e n t s .  The consol idaclon 
of t h e  t w o - ~ u ? e r s  l ~ b o r a t o r i e s  i n t o  a Center n e a r  the f l e e t  and o t h e r  
N a r y  activities is a co;..structivc s t e p  i n  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n .  The e s r a b l i s h -  
mect of t h i s  Cccrzr ;~il:: - 

. . 



- 

(. ) 

(a) Provide(  dr c o r e  el f  i c i e n t  u s e  'of ava i l a .  -r r e sources  by p u t t i n g  
t h e  bulk of  the professfcnal personnel  r e sea rch  s t a f f  i n  one l o c a t i o n  where 
a r c a t e s t  c r o s s - u t i l i z a t i o n  of r e s e a r c h  t a l e n t  can be ach ieved  and p o s s i b l e  P 
dupLica t ion  of e f f o r t  e l iminated .  

(b) ~ s d u c c  t h e  nuinher of Navy employees i n  t h e  Ka t iona l  Capi to l  a r e a ,  
and p u t  r e s e a r c h e r s  c l o s e r  t o  t h e  prime u s e r s  of  the  r e s e a r c h  product  -- 
t h e  f lee t .  
. . 

( c )  Prov ide  f o r  g r e a t e r  economy of opera t ion  by reducing laborctoi-y 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  overhead,  requiring on1.y one a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  department,  one 
s t a t i s t i c a l  depart men^, one computer f a c i l i t y ,  and one l i b r a r y .  Est imated 
annual  s a v i n g s  of $ZS9,347. 

(d) Provirle t h e  Cen te r  v i t h  i n c r e a s e d  management a u t h o r i t y  and respon- 
s i b i l i t y  and reduce  Bureau of Naval Personnel  headquar ters  management staff, 
which w f l l  e l i m i n e t e  adyninis t ra t ive  l a y e r i n g ,  reduce. review echelons ,  re6uce 
managenlent workload,  enhance the  q u a l i t y  and t ime l iness  o f  r e s e a r c h  r e s u l t s ,  
and reduce cos ts  by es t ima ted  annual  $215,OCO. 

(e) b a b l e  t h e  Center  t o  c o o r d i n a t e  and i n t e g r a t e  personnel  r e s e a r c h  
more e f f e c t i v e l y ,  i n c r e a s e  i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  Havy's RD'S6;E community, p lan  
programs and evaluate  r e sources  t o  meet Navy-vide needs, exped i t e  necessary  
d e c i s i o n s  and i x p l e n 2 n t a t i ~ n  of r e s a z r c h  resrrlt's, a ~ d  .z .ssis t  and advisc - .\ k i g h e r  eche lons  inore ob jec  t i v c l  on a1 I. ~ n z t  t e r s  conc z rn ing  clanporer, persofine! ---_- 
e d u c a t i o n  and t r a i n i n g  ~rog~ra2 _and p o l i c i e s .  . - 
C 

The fo rmat ion  of t h e  Navy Personnel  Research and Wvelopment C s n t e r  w i l l  
have l i t t l e  geographic  im?act on t h e  Naval Personnel and Tra in ing  Research 
Laborz to ry ,  San Diego s i n c e  many of t h e  func t ions  and pe r sonne l  w i l l  be 
t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  the  Center  i n  t h e  same l o c a t i o n .  The Cen te r  w i l l  nove i n t o  
the spqcc and f a c i l i t i e s  of t h e  p r e s e n t  l a b o r a t o r y  p lus  a d d i t i o n a l  s p a c e  t o  
be prov ided  by ::he hos t  a c t i v i t y ,  the Naval E lec t ron ics  L a b o r a t c - y  Center .  

. The Naval Fersonnel  Resosrch 2nd Developnen t Laboratory,  IJashicigton w i l l  
t r a n s f e r  ap?roximate ly  62 of i t s  159 c i - ~ i l i a n  on board s i n f f  LC t h e  C c n t c r  i n  
San CTeeo. Zc  is e,ctis\.r?,ted thac  42 of t h e  Wzshingtsn Lsbora tory  . s taf  C v?.rr.r:id 

- .  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  o t h e r  assignments o r  n o t  choosc t o  transfer to t h e  Ccntcr. 
4 Approxinately 65 w i l l  be t r m s f c r r e d  t o  t h e  Naval Personnel Progran Sup?o=t 

A c t i v i t y ,  !Jzshingtor, and occcpy a p r o p o r t i o n a t e  Znouzt of t h e  spacc a t  t h e  
Navy Yard; t h c  remaining space w i l l  be available for  o t h e r  use.  Eight  add:- 
t i o n a l  c i v i l l s n  personnel  w i l l  be t r a n s f e r r e d  from t h e  B ~ r e a u  of f laval  Pcrzcnn* I 
t o  t he  C e n t e r  i n  San Diego. There w i l l  be no d i r e c t  impact on t h e  o p e r a t i n g  
f o r c e s  , 

Personne l  -Data 
'. 

a. Navy Personnel  Research and Development Center ,  San Diego . 
Civ i l i an . '  The planned c i v i l i a n  employee c e i l i n g  a t  t h c  Center i n  

San DXcgo is 294 w i t h  e s t ima ted  annual  s a l a r i e s  inc luding b e n e f i t s  t o t a l i n g  
$5,126,6.74. C i v i l i a n  p o s i t i o n s  w i l l  be ob ta ined  by - t r a n s f e r  of 273 posit j .ons 
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from the twc persocnel l abo ra to r i e s  and 16 from t h e  Bureau of Naval 

! Personnel. 1 t . i s  an t i c ipa t ed  t ha t  210-230 pos i t ions  w i l l  be f i l l e d  by 
personnel who Cransfer t o  t he  Center i n  San Dicgo. 

N i l i t a r y .  The planned m i l i t a r y  allowance f o r  t h e  Cegtcr is  9  
o f f i c e r s  and.27 e n l i s t e d  b i l l e t s  wi th  estimated annual s a l a r i e s  t o t a l i n g  
$353,295. Y i l i t a r y  b i l l e t s  w i l l  be obtained by . t r a n s f e r  from the  two 
personnel research l abo ra to r i e s ;  I t  i s  planned t o  make a  f u t u r e  kequest 
f o r  an i nc rease  i n  the a l l o r~ance  f o r  t he  Cenber of 6 add i t i ona l  o f f i c e r  
b i l l e t s  and 6 addition2:l e n l i s t e d  b i l l e t s .  I t  i s  an t i c ipa t ed  t h a t  a  
number of t h e  o f f i c e r  b i l l e t s  w i l l  be spec ia l ized  i n  the  a rea  of persorlnel 
managmen t/human resources.  

b. Naval Personnel and Training Research Laboratory, San Dicgo 

A t o t a l  of 200 c i v i l i a n  pos i t i ons  and 5 o f f i c z r  and 20 en l i s t ed  
b i l l e t s  w i l l  b e  t r ans fe r r ed  t o  the  Center. The Laboratory had 158 c i v i l i z n ,  
5 o f f i c e r  and 27 e n l i s t e d  personnel on board on 30 November 1972. No 
physical  move v i l l  be involved. 

c. Naval Personnel Research and ~ e v e l o ~ m k t  Laboratory, tlsishl~lp, ton - 
The Laboratory had 169 c i v i l i a n  employees on board and c e i l i n g  

of 161 a s  of 30 November 1972. Estimsted annual sc.'.aries f o r  1 6 l . c i v i l i r i n  
employees inc lud icg  b e n e f i t s  i s  $2,737,000. I t  is an t i c ipa t ed  that-. 76 
c i v i l i a n  p o s i t i o n s  w i l l  be t r ans fe r r ed  t o  the Research Center in Ssn Diego, 
It i s  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  approxinate ly  83 c i v i l i a n  pos i t ions  w i l l  h e  t r ans -  
f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Naval Personnel Program support Ac t iv i t y  loca ted  a t  t he  
Washington Navy Yard. 

The Washington Laboratory had 7 o f f i c e r s  and 35 on board a n d  an 
allowance of 8 o f f i c e r s  and 30 e n l i s t e d  b i l l e t s  a s  of 30 Novesbcr 1972 with 
annual s a l a r i e s  t o t a i i n g  $358,242. Four o f f i c e r  and ? e n l i s t e d  b i l l e r r  w L S l  
be transferred t o  thc  Research Center i n  San Diego, and 4 o f f i c c r  2nd 22  
e n l i s t e d  bi:lcts w i l l  'be t r ans fe r r ed  t o  t h e  Xavcl ~ ' c r sonne l  Progrz ;~  S:ippi>rt 

d Activity, Washington t o  cont inue work on the  Navy O c c u p ~ ~ i o n a l  Data Bank, 
which is  sc5sduled t o  become opera t iona l  by L Ju ly  1973. 

I n s t 2 l l a t i o n  Data 

a. Navy Personnel Research and Developsent Center loca ted  i n  San 
Diego w i l l  b e  a  tenant of t h e  Naval Electronics  Centcr,  and w i l l  occupy 
51,920 square  f e e t  of space i n  11 barrack type bui ldings .  The Cen te r  
w i l l  der ive  i t s  maintenance and operat ing funds from RDT&E,N and from. 
custome% orders .  

Estimated re loca t ion , . separs t ion  and modification c o s t s  a r e  
$721,000, t o  b e  paid from KDT&ESfunds. 



C.. . - J 

b. Naval Personnel and Training Research Lborat cry, San D2ego. 
A l l  of thr space: property, equipment and opera:ing funds w i l l  be 
assmed by t h e  Research Center  i n  a. above. 

C .  Naval Personnel b r a a r c h  and Doveloprdent Laboratory, Washington 
occupies 25,877 square f e e t  of  space a s  a t e a a t .  i n  the  blashingron Nevy 
Yard. P e r s m n c l  not t ransfer red  t o  the  Center i n  i t 2 3  a. w i l l  occupy 
13,000 square  f e e t  of space. Estimated re locat ion,  separat ion cos t s  are, 
included under a. above. 

Assis tance to kf fectad C i v i l i a n s  

Career  and career-conditions1 personnel scheduled for separat ion 
by reduct ion- in- torcs  w i l l  be provided a l l  the advantages out l ined i n  
the  DOD p o l i c y  on s t a b i l i t y  of  e r n ~ l o p e n t  for  ca ree r  e q l o y e e s  includitlg 
p r i o r i t y  r i g h t s  t o  vacancies i n  o ther  WD a c t i v i t i e s ,  p r i o r i t y  Po- 7 reem- 
ployment, and payment of t ranspor ta t fon  and t r a v e l  expenses f o r  career  
employees who must be r e loca t ed  t o  o the r  W D  a c t i v i t i e s .  The loca l  
office of t h e  U.S. C iv i l  Serv ice  Conmission, S t a t e  Emplo~mtent Servica 
Off ice  and buainers firns ;?so w i l l  be so l i c i t ed  f o r  a s s i s t ance  i n  
l oca t ing  employment. Personnel w i l l  be advised of r e t r c i n i n g  prcgrz.r;s 
which a r e  a v a i l a b l e .  



Administrative and Management Inforamtion for Navy Personnel Research 
and Development t e n t e r  

a. Abbreviated Ntime (Prapooed) 
I 

I b .  Main Address (Proposed) 

Commanding O f f  i c  cr  
Navy Personrtel Research and ~ e j e l o ~ m e n t  Center 
San Diego, California 32152 

C.  Status of Activity [ProposedJ - 
Fully Operational 

I 

d. Effect ive Date - 
.. 

Proposed date for establishaent - 1 January 1973 

e. T i t l e  of  M i l i t k r ?  Aoad of 4ctivi-ty ( ~ r o ~ o ~ e d j  -. 
Commanding Officer 

f .  Echslon of C o m + ~ d  (Proposed) 

Chief of Naval Perscnnel -- 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
-- 

BUREAU O F  NAVAL PERSONNEL 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20370-5000 IN REPLY REFER TO 

11000 
Ser 0222/602-94 
22MC w 

From-: Chief sf Naval Personnel 
To: Base Structure Analysis Team 

~ubj: SCENARIO DATA CALL 13-20-0173-047 

Ref: (a) BSAT fax of 18 Nov 94 
(b) BSAT fax of 20 Nov 94 
(c) BSAT fax of 23 Nov 94 Control IS101 
(d) BSAT fax of 27 Nov 94 Control IS104 
(e) BSAT fax of 27 NOV 94 Control IS108 
(f) BSAT fax of 7 Dec 94 Control fS118 

/ 

Encl: (1) NAVPERSRANDCEN scenario Data Call 13-20-0173-047 with 
Clarifications 

1. Per references (a) through (f) , enclosure (1) is provided. 
This enclosure has been reviewed and certified to the best of my 
knowledge. 

vice ~ d m i r a i ,  U . S .  Navy 

Copy to: 
NAVPERSRANDCEN 
NAWC HQS 
NAWCTSD ORLANDO 

c,,,,( I - 

bJ f ~brl. & / I r n  $en. d o / /  (, l / d L /  

\ 

a Y N PRD e 1% 11 ;.. A b6 , a be, ,,,- 
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N ~ P ~ C  b / lCQ1) odfi/7& 
a f h v  

d f ~ w  h ~ ( c t ~  A 00 /7 / /  
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  NAVY 
BUREAU OF NAVAL PERSONNEL 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20370-5000 IN REPLY REFER TO 

11000 
Ser 0222/602-94 
22m I994 

From-: Chief of Naval Personnel 
To: Base Structure ~nalysis Team 

Subj: SCENARIO DATA CALL #3-20-0173-047 

Ref: (a) BSAT fax of 18 Nov 94 
(b) BSAT fax of 20 Nov 94 
(c) BSAT fax of 23 Nov 94 Control #S101 
(d) BSAT fax of 27 Nov 94 Control #S104 
(e) BSAT fax of 27 Nov 94 Control #S108 
(f) BSAT fax of 7 Dec 94 Control #S118 

Encl: (1) NAVPERSRANDCEN Scenario Data Call 13-20-0173-047 with 
Clarifications 

1. Per references (a) through (f) , enclosure (1) is provided. 
This enclosure has been reviewed and certified to the best of my 
knowledge. 

Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy 

Copy to: 
NAVPERSRANDCEN 
NAWC HQS 
NAWCTSD ORLANDO 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

53335 RYNE ROAO 
SAW DIEM. CALIFORNIA S2lS2-7260 

1 lo00 
Ser 00A/654 
18 Nov 94 

Fromc Commanding Officer, Navy Personnel Research and Development Center 
To: Deputy Chief of Naval Personnel (PERS-OOB) 

S ubj: BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL TASKING (SCENARIO 
NUMBER 3-20-0173-047) 

Ref: (a) CHNAVPERS (PERS-022 1) fax of 18 Nov 94 

Encl: (1) BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Call 

1. Reference (a) tasked NAVPERSRANDCEN to respond to the following scenario: 

"Close NAVPERSRANDCEN San Diego. Move appropriate functions to 
NAVAIRWARCENTRASYSDN Orlando and BUPERS Memphis." 

Our response is at enclosure (1). An alternative (Scenario 3-20-0173-047A) has been forwarded 
under separate cover. 

2. To respond to the scenario, the following assumptions were made: 

a. NAVPERSRANDCEN San Diego's Manpower and Personnel research functions would 
be relocated to BUPERS Memphis. These functions comprise our Workforce Management and 
Personnel and Organizational Assessment research departments. Functionally, these departments 
include personnel force management modeling, assignment systems, training resource 
management, testing and classification, personnel surveys, women and multicultural research, and 
organizational assessment. Our Classroom and Afloat Training research depamnent would 
become part of NAVAIRWARCENTRASYSDIV Orlando. 

b. The Manpower and Personnel functions moved to BUPERS Memphis would remain a 
Research and Development Laboratory rather than become a division within BUPERS. (The loss 
of R&D lab status would cause certain loss of access to Program 6 (R&D) funding.) 

c. The move of the Manpower and Personnel Eunctions to BUPERS Memphis should 
coincide with the completion of the transfer of BUPERS to Memphis. Therefore, the Manpower 
and Personnel functions could begin moving in 1999 and complete their move by 2000. 

d. The timing of the transfer of the Training research functions to 
NAVAIRWARCENTRASYSDIV Orlando will depend on availability of space. We assume that 
moves can begin in 1999. 



Subj: BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL TASKING (SCENARIO 
NUMBER 3-20-0 173-047) 

3. The scenario, if executed, would have the following consequences: 

a. Loss of Navv's oniv Manmwer, Personnel, and Training (MPT) research 
laboratorv. NAVPERSRANDCEN San Diego has the unique capability of uniting all major 
people-related research areas--Manpower, Personnel and Training. It is the Navy's & MPT 
laboratory. Significant Navy problems (e.g., measuring and predicting readiness, managing 
personnel and training resources, testing and evaluating personnel) &I require an integrated MPT 
approach and multidisciplinary research skills. Splitting those functions will result in the loss 
of this critical capability and less effective solutions. 

b. Closure of NAVPERSRANDCEN San Diego will incure costs rather than vield 
savin~s. NAVPERSRANDCEN San Diego is a tenant activity of the Naval Command, Control, 
and Ocean Surveillance Center (NCCOSC). We own no property and pay only for building 
maintenance. Closure and transfer would produce no identifiable real estate savings. Assuming 
that one-half the the command's personnel move to either Memphis or Orlando, the moving 
costs alone would be estimated at $3.2 million. 

c. Moves would substantiallv erode research ca~abilitv. Previous experience in 
relocating military research labs suggests that few personnel would elect to move. Generally, 
those who move are less talented and have fewer employment options. Commitments to San 
Diego (e.g., spouse employment, children's education) often make moves impossible. The loss 
of experienced, talented researchers and support personnel would be significant and would 
devastate capabilities important to BUPERS and other customers. 

d. Loss of ~roximitv to fleet and training units. In conducting MPT research, 
NAVPERSRANDCEN San Diego relies heavily on immediate access to fleet and shore 
installations and personnel. San Diego provides the largest single fleet concentration in the Navy 
as well as a wide variety of shore facilities. These activities serve as research test-beds and 
provide rapid and inexpensive sources of subjects and expertise. Relocation to Orlando and 
Memphis prevents convenient access and makes research less efficient. In addition, while the 
Manpower and Personnel group would be located closer to some of its traditional customers (e.g., 
detailers, community managers) in Memphis, extensive travel would still be required to service 
customers remaining in Washington, DC (e.g., BUPERS policy functions; Headquarters, Marine 
Corps; Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower and Reserve Affairs)). Overall, travel costs 
could increase. 

4. My point of contact is Mr. Murray Rowe, Technical Director, DSN 553-7813 or (619) 553- 
7813. 

Acting - 
Copy to: 
BSAT Technical Centers Team 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1-3300 

ECONOMIC SECURITY 

Mr. Ben Borden 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Borden: 

I am forwarding information on inpatient utilization and out-of-catchment area 
usage for Kenner Army Hospital, Fort Lee, Virginia. This information was requested of 
the Joint Cross Service Group on Military Medical Treatment Facilities by Mr. David 
Lewis. 

Copies of this information are being forwarded to the reading rooms of the 
Senate and House of Representatives. 

d 

~ i rec to r  
Base Closure Office 

Enclosure 



HEALTH AFFAIRS 

MEMORANDUM FOR OFFICE OF THE ASD (ECONOMIC SECURITY) 
ATTN: DIRECTOR, BASE CLOSURES 

SUBJECT: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Request for Information 

Mr. David Lewis, from the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission staff, 
requested information regarding inpatient utilization figures for CONUS military treatment 
facilities (MTFs) and data regarding out-of catchment area usage information for Kenner Army 
Community Hospital, Fort Lee, Virginia. The information provided at attachments one and two 
respond to his requests. 

Attachment one provides patient discharge information, by MTF in DoD Health Services 
Region Two, which includes Kenner Army Community Hospital, Fort Lee, Virginia, for Fiscal 
Year 1993. One chart shows a referral matrix in number of discharges, the other the percentage 
of discharges. The charts depict discharges for beneficiaries by location of residency (i.e., from 
the catchment area of the MTF to which admitted or from outside that area). This information 
was not part of the base closure and realignment decision making process and therefore is not 
subject to certification. 

Attachment two provides various information regarding (1) inpatient workload by 
beneficiary category, (2) CONUS CHAMPUS workload by catchment area, (3) DoD visits by 
beneficiary category, (4) catchment of patients receiving non availability statements, (5) facilities 
issuing non availability statements. All data provided in this enclosure is for Fiscal Year 1993. 
This specific data is not certified; however certified workload data previously provided the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission were part of the base closure and 
realignmentxdecision making process. 

Point-of-contact for additional information is LTC Richard A. Jones or LTC Edward 
Ponatoski, (703) 614-4705. 

&wad- 
Edward D. Martin, M.D. 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Attachments: 
As stated 





REFERRAL MATRIX FOR DOD REGION 2 

SumofCOUNT 
MTF 
Womadr AH 
Seymour Jdnson 
NH Camp L6Jeune 
NH Cherry Point 
Lanaey AFB 
McDonald AH 
Kenner AH 
NH Port.6rnoulb 
Other 
CHAMP US 

rGtad Totel 

CATCH I 
Wornack SeymourMnm Cemp W n s  Cherry Polnt Lengloy McDonald Ksnner Porlsmouth Non Cat N. C. Nw CalS. YA other 

16- 126 26 10 5 9 12 11 419 23 822 
18 IN6 7 4 0 0 o o 51 0 5 
19 40 7518 376 1 2 1 (2 205 11 467 
4 6 28 21R 0 0 I 3 9 0 B 

15 60 1 0 264% 1103 20 5m 17 16 78 
2 0 0 0 465 2718 44 289 9 16 60 

18 3 0 0 7 16 2320 13 42 134 912 
34 43 270 1P 1042 911 132 17947 549 I58 26542 

1333 174 274 123 212 S31 471 SB1 556 379 863260 
3641 849 8426 1068 1437 1763 1662 la42 4592 173% 213872 

23598 3218 1 1650 a864 Ii815 6817 4W3 32712 8448 2478 682158 

mmd~otat 
> 

19900 
1800 
8652 
2232 
4487 
3027 
3465 
23849 

667701 
247P1 
889304 



REFERRAL MATRIX FOR DOD REGION 2 

IP ATCAT I (&I) I 
Surnof COUNT 
MTf 
W O ~ C ~  AH 
Seymour Jolnooa 
NH Camp Leletfne 
NH Cheny Pdnl 
h d e y  AFB 
MoODnald AH 
Kenner AH 
HH ~ortsmourn 
0 t h ~  
CHPMPUS 
QrMd Total 

CATCH I 
Womack S # ) ~ U I  Johnwn Camp leJcrme Chony fWnt Langley McDonald Kwnsr Porkmlh  Non Cel N. C. Non Cat 6. VA Olhw 

=TI% 0.68% L13K 0.05% 0.03% 0.0275 0.08% 0.06Ya 2-089'. 0.12% 4.13% 
a s %  Q6.58Sb 9.37% 0.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.08% o.m% 02m 
0.22% 0.46% 88.89% 4.35% 0.01% 0.02% 0.01% 0.14% 2.37% 0.13% 6.40% 
Q.1EK 4.27% 1.25% 87.31% 0 . m  0.00% 0.04% 0.13% 0.40% 0.m OAOOA 
0.33% 1.34% 0.02% 0.00% 68.m 24.68% 0.45% 11.01% 0.38% 0.- 1.76% 
a . 0 ~  0.00% 0.00% 0.Om 12.- 74.94% 121% 8.08% 0.25% O M %  221% 
ObW. 0.0996 0.00% 0.0096 0.2016 0.4Wo 68.86% ' 0 . M  1.21% 3.87% 26=% 
0.14% 0.18% 1.13% OR% 4.a73b 3.823~ 0.689~ 76256~ 2.30% 0.86% 11.12% 
0.21% 0.03% 0.04% 0.0296 0.03% 0.05% 0.07% 0.0896 0.01% 0.06% 9933% 
1.47% 0.88% 1.3Eb% 0.13% 0.68Y0 0.71% 0.8Wa 5.3996 1 .B6% 0.70% 88.42% 
2.40% 0.93% 1.17% 0.39% 0.59% 0.69% 0.47% 8.33% O.M% 0.25% 89.71%. 

Qrand Told 
lOO.OU% 
Iclo.oa% 
lrn.oQ/. 
lCO.OO% 
100.00% 
100.003C 
100.0016 
10o.omb 
100.m 
100.00% 
100.00% 





INPATIENTVVORKLOAD BY BENEFICIARY CATEGORY 
FY 93 

BENEFICIARY 
CATEGORY DISCHARGES 

ACTIVE D U N  
FAMILY OF ACTIVE WTY 
FAMILY OF RETIRED 
GUARD 
OTHER 
RETIRED 
SURVIVOR 
UNKNOWN 

ADPL RWP 

185,572,OO 
363,632.00 
85,086.00 
6,204.20 

20.076.00 
1 30,703.00 
21,455.00 

0.1 2 

TOTAL 735,540 2,927,61 5 3.98 8,020.86 632,728.32 

SOURCE: RCMAS CENTRAL 



-~ ------ - 

0 3 / 2 8 / 9 5  14:15  B 7 0 3  756  2012 OASD (HA)BSO-RUS 

CONUS WORKLOAD BY CATCHMENT 
CHAMPUS - FY95 

CATCHMENT 

FOX ACH 
NOBLE ACH 

L W R  ACH 

MAXWELL AFB 
BLISS ACH 
LUKE AFB 
DAVlS MONTHAN AFB 
LITIIE ROCK APB 
DAVlD QRANT USAFMC 
BEALE AFB 

MATHER AFB 
CASTLE AFB 
VANDENBERG AFB 
EDWARDS AFB 
MARCH AFB 
LETTERMAN U.S. ARMY HOSPITAL 

HAYS ACH 
NH CAMP PENDLETON 
NH LONG BEACH 
NH OAKLAND 
NH LEMOOKE 

NH M N  DIEQO 
NH TWENlYNINE P A W  

FITZSIMPNS 
EVANS ACH 
USAF ACADEMY HOSPITAL 
NH CiROTON 
DOVER AFB 
WALTER REED AMC 

NH PENSACOLA 
NH JACKSONVILLE 
NH ORLANDO 
EGUN AFB 
MNDALLAFB 
MACPILL AFB 

PATRICK AFB 
EISENHOWER AMC 
MARIN ACH 
WlNN ACH 
MOODY AFB 
ROBINS AFB 

MOUNTAIN HOME AFB 

S C O T  AFB 
NH GREAT LAKES 
IRWIN ACH 
MUNSON ACH 
WANCHFIELO ACH 
IRELAND ACH 

BARKSDALE AFB 

ADPL 



OASD (HA) HSO-R4MS 

CATCHMENT 

EAYNEJONES ACH 
LORING APE 

MALCOLM GROW USAF ME0 CTR 

NH BETHESM 
NH PATUXENT RIVER 
KIMBROUGH ACH 
CUTLER ACH 
KI. SAWYER AFB 

IQ!WLeR MEDICAL CENTER 
COWMBUS AFB 

L WOOD ACH 
WHITEM4N AFB 
OFFUlT AFB 
NEUIS AFB 
PAlTCRSON ACH 
WALSON ACH 

KlRTLAND AFB 
HWOUAN AFB 
CANNON AFB 
KELLER ACH 
PLATTSBURGH APB 

ORIFFIS8 M B  
WOLlACK AMC 

SEYMOUR JOHNSON AFB 
NH CAMP LWEUNE 
NH CHERRY POINT 
GRAND FORKS hFB 
MINOT AFB 
USAFMC WRIGHT-PAlTERSON 

VNKER AFB 
ALTUS AFB 
REYNOLDS ACH 
NH NEWPORT 
S M W  AFB 
NH CHARLESTON 

NH BE4UFORT 

MONCREF ACH 
ELLSWORTH AF8 
NH MILLINGTON 
WILLIAM BEAUMONT AMC 
BROOKE AMG 
DARNAU ACH 
REESE AFB 
DYESS AFB 
SHEPPARD AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
BEUGSTROM AFB 
ROBERT THOMPSON STRATEGIC HO 
WILFORD HALL USAFMC 

CONUS WORKLOAD BY CATCHMENT 
CHAMPUS - FY93 

ADPL 

9.m 
1.78 

16.20 

18.86 
3-70 

18.87 
30.92 
2 .a 

28.1 6 

7.35 

12.38 
8.76 

27.m 
42.65 

17.27 
13.m 
24.43 
12.08 
7.19 
9.34 
5.40 

8.20 

59.64 
17.60 
48.24 
18.71 
3.55 

2.78 
18.58 
29.a 
7.64 

26-97 
19.17 

13.33 

86.55 

1459 
32.31 
7.14 

24.92 
z0.w 

87.41 
7.58 

15,a 
7.88 
1.8s 

a6.04 

34.39 
421 5 



OASD (HA) HSO-RUS 

CATCHMENT 

NH CORPUS CHRISTI 
HILL Am 

LANGLEY AFB 

MCDONALD ACH 
KENNER ACH 
DEWrrr ACH 
NH PORTSMOUTH 
MADIGAN AMC 
NH BREMERTON 
NH W K  HARBOR 
FAIRCHILD AFB 
F.E. WARREN AFB 
WEED ACH 
WYlMAN PARK USTF BALTIMORE 
ST JOHNS USTF NASSAU BAY 

PACIFIC MEDICAL USTF SEAnLE 
MCCLEUAN AFB 
H A M  ACH 
MCGUIRE AFB 
W C A T  ALABAMA 
NOKCAT ARIZONA 
NOKCAT ARKANSAS 
N O W T  COLORADO 
NOKCAT CONNECTICUT 
NOKCAT DELAWARE 
NOKCAT GEORGIA 
NON-CAT IDAHO 
NONOAT ILLIN018 

NON-CAT INDIANA 

NON-CAT IOWA 
NON-CAT KANSAS 

N O W T  KENTUCKY 
NON-CAT WINE 
NON-CAT MARYLAND 
NOKCAT MASSACHUSETIS 
NOKCAT MICHIGAN 
NOKCAT MINNESOTA 
NOKCAT MlSSlSSlPPl 
NON-CAT MISSOURI 
NONGAT MONTANA 

NONGAT NEBRCIBKA 

NO-T NEVADA 

NON-CAT NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NONCAT NEW JERSEY 
NON-CAT NEW M W C O  
NOKCAT N E W  YORK 
N-T N O R M  CAROUNA 

NON-CAT NORTH DAKOTA 
NON-CAT OHIO 

CONUS WORKLOAD BY CATCHMENT 
CNAMPUS - FY93 

ADPL RWP 
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CONUS WORKLOAD BY CATCHMENT 
CHAMPUS - FYQ3 

CATC)(MENT DISCHARGES BEDDAYS Alas ADPL RWP 

NOKCAT OKLAHOMA 2 , w  12341 6.03 33.81 2.470.99 
NOKDAT OREGON 2,100 9,860 4.70 27,Ul 2,017.59 
N D W T  PENNSYLVANIA 4,661 S.014 5.72 7L27 6,131.10 
NON-CAT RHODE ISLAND 84 261 3.46 0.80 64.61 

NON-CAT SOUTH CAROLINA f 367 14.588 6.08 39.42 3,131 .fD 
NON-CAT SOUTH DAKOTA 3!3l 1 ,a87 4.31 4.62 370.89 
NON-CAT TENNESSEE 3,603 21,467 5.97 60.99 4,401.W 
N O W A T  UTAH JTI 2.994 5.75 8.20 576.66 
NON-CAT VERMONT 277 1,331 4.81 3.85 283.04 
NON-CAT WASHINGTON 1.230 6,530 531 1789 1,40A10 
NONCAT WEST VIRGINIA 1,749 8,803 5.03 24.12 1.822.80 
NOKCAT WISCONSIN 1,691) 8,461 5.01 23.18 1,787.4 
NOKCAT WYOMING 360 1 am 4.79 472 49.91 
NON-CAT NORTH CALIFORNIA 1.037 5,041 4.86 13.81 1 ,183.39 
NON-CAT SOUTH CALIFORNIA 2,728 12,836 4.w 34.m 2,aSe.W 
NON-CAT EAST FLORIDA 4 , m  35.630 7.63 07.a 6,121.40 

NON-CAT WEST FLORIDA 436 3.171 7.27 8s 563.28 
NONGAT EAST LOUISIANA 2,159 1 1,974 5.55 32.81 2,091 .2[1 
NON-CAT WEST LOUISIANA 1,598 9219 5.77 25.26 1,862.00 
N O W  EAST TEXAS 7,898 81,257 7.76 167.83 10,231.00 
NON-CAT WEST tUVIs 14 32 22s 0.09 8.67 
NON-CAT NORTH VIRGINIA 639 3-1 6.68 8.82 6a3.88 
NON-CAT SOUTH VIRGINIA 1.780 8.920 5.M 24.44 1,951 .OD 

TOTAL 248,837 I ,MI ,408 6.77 4,m.W 298,031.10 

SOURCE: RCMAS CENTRAL 



DOD VISITS BY BENEFICIARY CATEGORY 

DIRECT CARE 
FY 1993 

BENEFICIARY CATEGORY OUTPATIENT V.?SllS 

ACTIVE DUTY 
DEPENDENTS OF ACTIVE DUTY 
DEPENDENTS OF RETfRED/SURVIVOR 
OTHER 
RETIRED 

CHAMPUS 
FY 1992 

BENEFICIARY CATEGORY 

DEPENDENTS OF ACTIVE DUTY 
DEPENDENTS OF RETIRED/SURVIVOR 
OTHER 
RETIREiD 

OVERALL: 

TOTAL VISITS 

SOURCE DMIS (DDRECT CARE FROM BIOMETlUCS) 
NQTEi 1 : CHAMFUS FY93 DATA IS NOT AVAILABLE THROUGH DMIS 



CATCHMENTS OF PATIENTS RECEIVING #ASS 
FY 93 

CATCHMENT 
ID CATCHMENT COUNT 

OOOl FOXACH 980 
0002 NOBLEACH 045 
0003 LYSTERACH 1 ,T38 

NYUCWEUAPB 1,148 
0005 BASQEllACCl 136 

0006 ElMENDORF AFB 481 
0007 BH NAVSTA ADAK 34 

BLISSACH 823 
W09 LUKEAFB 2,549 
OM0 DAVlS MONTHAN AFB 1,087 

OM3 Urr1.E ROCK AFB 2.24 

OM4 DAVlD GRANT USAFMC 857 
O&l5 BEALEAFB 1.033 
OOl6 MTHERAFB 1,831 
OM7 CASTLE AFB 1,292 
0018 VANDENBERG AFB 566 
0019 EDWARDS AFB 597 
OCQ1 MARCHAFB 1.570 

MIO? LmERMAN U.S. ARMY HOSPITbL 692 
0de3 HAYSACH 1,600 
OM4 NH CAMP PENDLETON 9,259 
Om5 NH LONG BEACH 6,171 
We7 NHOAKUND 1.1* 

NHLEMOORE 800 

0029 NHSAN DIEGO 5,483 
0030 NH TWENTYNINE PAWS 428 
OC51 FITZSIMONS AMC 492 
Oil32 EVANSACH 72l 
0433 USAF ACADEMY HOSPITAL 362 
0036 NHQROTON 1,644 

DOVERAFB 5W) 

W WALTER REED AMC 249 
NH PENSAC0l.A 1 ern 

CUBQ NH JACKSONVILLE 5,561 
0040 NHORLANDO 2,991 

W 2  EQUNAFB 2,029 
0043 NNDALLAFB 7 ma 
0 0 6  MACDILLAFB 2,577 
0046 PATRICKAFB 2,589 
OW7 EISENHOWER AMC 503 
0048 MARTIN ACH 1 ,I 88 
00119 WlNNACH 696 

0069 MOODYAFB 962 
0051 ROBINS AFB 1.493 
0052 TRIPLERAMC 1,492 
0053 MOUNTAIN HOME AFB 188 
0055 SCOTTAFB 638 
0056 NH GREAT IAKES 2,215 
0057 IRVIIN ACH 644 



OASD (HA) HSO-RUS @ 0 0 ~ / 0 1 5  

CATCHMENTS OF PATIENTS RECEIVING NASs 
FY 93 

CATCHMENT 
ID CATCHMENT COUNT 

W1 FOXACH 980 
0058 MUNSON ACti 1,464 
0050 BUNCHFIELO ACH 1.303 
0061 IRClANOACH 1.134 
0062 BARKSDALEAFB 1,107 

0064 BAYNE JONES ACH 388 
0085 LORINGAFB 229 
9088 MALCOLM 6ROW U W  ME0 CTR 418 
0067 NHBETHESDA 801 
0066 NH PATUXENT RIVER Ma 
W89 KIMBROUGH ACH 763 
0070 CUTLER ACH 2.3135 

0072 KI. SAWYER AFB 337 
0073 KEESLER MEDICAL CENTER 857 
0074 COLL'MBUS AFB 482 
00f5 LWOODACH 278 
0076 WMTeMANAFB 885 
0078 OFFWAFB 7 , I U  

0079 NELLIS AFB 2,094 
0081 PATIERSON ACH 855 
0082 WALSONACH 2,914 
0083 KlRTLANDhFB 1,012 

HOUOMANAFB 036 

ObS5 CANNONAFB 400 

MB6 KELLERACH 264 
0087 PLATTSBURGH AFB 452 
O W  GRlFFlSS AFB 691 
0089 WOMACKAMC 2,874 
O W 0  SEYMOUR JOHNSON AFB 1,5O4 
0091 NH CAMP WEUNE 3,881 

0002 NH C i-IERRY POINT 1.999 
0093 GRAND FORKS APE 321 
0094 MlNOTAFB 1 92 
OOgS LJSAFMC WRIGHT-PATTERSON 758 
0088 TINKERAFB 2,185 
rn ALTUSAFB s2s 

0088 REYNOLDS ACH 030 

O I M  NH NEWPORT 817 
0101 SHAW AFB m3 
0103 FIH CHARLESTON St= 
0104 NH BEAUFORT 953 
0105 MONCRIEF ACH 1-4 

0106 ELLGWORTH AFB 636 

0107 NH MllllNGTON 1.408 
0108 WILLIAM BEAUMONT AMC 51 2 
0108 BROOKE AMC 904 
0110 DARNALL ACH l,l% 
0111 REESE AFB 509 

0112 WESS AFB 777 
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CATCHMENTS OF PATIENTS RECEIVING N4Ss 
FY 93 

GA'I'CWENT 
ID CATCHMENT 

WM FOXACH 
0113 SHEPPARD AFB 
0114 MUGHLIN AFB 
M 15 BERCSTROM AFB 

b(16 ROBERT THOMPSON STRATEGIC HOSPITAL 
MI 7 WILFORD HALL USAFMC 
MI8 NW CORPUS CHRIST1 
0119 HILLAFB 
0120 LANGLEY AFB 
M2i MCbONALD ACH 

M22 KENNER ACH 
0125 DEWlTT ACH 
0124 NH PORTSMOUTH 
0125 MADIGAN AMC 
0128 NH BilEMERTON 
6127 NH OAK HARBOR 
01% FAlRCHlLDAFB 

0129 F.E. WARREN AFB 
0131 WEED ACH 
0190 WYMAN PARK USTF BALTIMORE 
0192 ST JOHNS USTF NASSAU BAY 
0194 PACIFIC MEDICAL USTF SEATILE 
0% HAWCEYACH 

0603 USA HOSP BERLIN 
0605 USAMEOOACFRANKFURT 
Og)6 USA HbSP HEIDELBERG 

0607 USA HOSP LANDSTUHL 
0(198 USA HOSP NUERNBERG 

0699 USA HOBP WUERZBURC, 
6617 USA HOSPVICEWA 

6812 l a s t  EVACUATION HOSPITAL, SEOUL 
a$13 GDRGASACH 
W5 NH GUANTAWO BAY 
OBIS NH ROOSEVELT ROADS 
0617 NHNAPLES 

0618 NCI ROTA 

0620 NhGUAM 
0621 NH OKINAWA 
0622 NHYOKOSUKA 
0623 NH KEFUVIK 
0024 BH SIGONELLA 
6626 BITBURGAB 

0627 HAHNAB 
6829 65th MEDICAL GROUP, LAJES FIELD 
06% RAF UPPER HEYFORD 
0834 IRAKLIONAS 
0895 INClRLlK AB 
W OSANAB 

OMB MISAWA 

COUNT 

Bao 
345 
50 

1,294 
2,ow 
a 1 

l a 8  
885 

1 An 
1,281 

13Ql 
1 3-77 

14,523 
el 

1,090 
SM 

w1 
318 
471 

1,165 
7x1 
444 

907 

5 

31 
16 
31 
35 
17 
1 

24 
17 
1 

33 
2 
7 

17 

22 
4 

3 
3 

16 
4 

2 
5 
3 
1 
0 

7 
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CATCHMENTS OF PATIENTS RECEIVING NASs 
PI 93 

CATCHMENT 
ID CATCHMENT 

OW1 FOXACH 
0640 YOKOTAAB 
-1 NON-SATALABAMA 
OOOa NON-CAT ALASKA 
a9M NON-CAT ARIZONA 
0904 NON-CAT ARKANSAS 
0905 NONbCAT CALIFORNIA 
0808 NON-CAT COLORADO 
0907 NON-CAT CQNNEGVCUT 
OQOS NON-CAT DELAWARE 

OBI0 NON-CAT FLORIDA 
W11 NONEAT GEOROlA 
0912 NON-CAT HAWAII 
6913 NON-CAT IDAHO 
0914 NON-CAT ILLINOIS 
0913 NON-CAT INDIANA 
0016 NON-CAT IOWA 

0917 NON-CAT KANSAS 
0918 NON-CAT KENTUCKY 
0919 NON-CAT LOUISIANA 
b82a NON-CAI MAINE 
O X t l  NON-CAT MRYLAND 
OQ22 NON-CAT MASMCHU8El'TS 

NONmCAT MICHIGAN 
0%?4 NON-CAT MINNESOTA 
9925 NON-CAT MISSISSIPPI 
WZ6 NON-CAT MISSOURI 
0927 NON-CAT MONTANA 
0928 NON-CAT NEERASKA 
opZp NON-CAT NEVADA 

0930 NOtJ-CAT NEW HAMPSHIRE 
0831 NON-CAT NEW JERSEY 
0932 NON-CAT NEW MEXICO 
0933 NON-CAT NEW YORK 
0954 NON-CAT NORTH CAROLINA 

0835 NON-CAT NORTH DAKOTA 
0936 NON-CAT OHIO 
0937 NON-CAT OKLAHOMA 
0938 NONdGAT OREGON 
0939 NON-CAT PENNSYLVANIA 
0999 NON-CAT RHODE ISLAND 
0841 NON-CAT SOUTH CAROLINA 

dP41 NONCAT SOUTH DAKOTA 
O W  NON-ZAT TENNESSEE 
O W  NON-MTTWAS 
0845 NON-CATUTAH 
994% NONZAT VERMONT 
0947 NON-SAT VIRGINIA 
OQ48 NON-=AT WASHINGTON 

COUNT 

980 
13 
94 

14 
2nl 
86 
288 
13 
17 
18 

399 

108 
26 
7s 

1 Dl  
31 
0 

33 
37 
ge 
17 
51 
70 

78 
15 

120 
50 
7 

13 
23 
a3 

79 
33 
94 

is7 
6 
38 
87 
22 
73 
17 

113 

5 

48 
228 
37 
5 

165 

SI) 



CATCHMENTS OF PATIENTS RECEIVING NASs 
N 93 

CATCHMENT 
ID . C4TCMNT COUNT 

OOOi FOXACH MI 
W 9  NON-CAT WESTVlRGlNlA 18 
0950 NQN-CAT WISCONSIN 17 
0661 NON-OAT WYOMINQ 13 
(S!% NONCAT PUERTO RlCO 12 

OR57 NONCATGERMANY 38 
N3NCAT ITALY 8 

0961 NON-CAT JAPAN 1 
WE3 NON-CAT PHlLfPPlNES 2 
0985 NON-CAT KQRM 4 

0966 NON-CAT SPAIN 3 

0967 NON-CAT TURKEY 2 
09W NON-CAT UNITED KINGDOM 13 

NON-CAT CANADA 1 
0970 NON-CAT O f  HER CARIBBEAN 4 
0972 NON-CAT SOUTH AMERICA 1 

WT? NON-GAT MIDEAGT 3 

OgeZ NON-CAT OTHER EUROPE 4 
Ogg3 NON-=AT OTHER PACIFIC 2 
0998 NAW AFLOAT WITH UNKNOWN HOMEPOIIT 29 
0999 UNKNOWN LOCATION 130 

TOTAL 163,037 

SOURCE: REMAG CENTRAL 
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L 

DMlSlD 

0001 
OOOZ 
oom 
Mo4 
om5 
om 
OOQI 
OOOB 
OOQo 
mio 
0 1  1 
om2 
w3 
0014 
001s 
M16 

W17 
0018 
wl9 
Oaab 
0021 
00p 

W a  
0024 
WQ5 
m 
9928 
002F) 

on3cJ 
m1 
a032 
0033 
m34 
aW5 
0036 

M37 
0038 
0039 
OOQO 

ow 
0043 
OM4 

owl 
6046 
0047 
0048 

0043 
0050 

9051 
oos2 

. FACILITIES ISSUING NASs 
FY 93 

FACIUTY 

FOX ACH 
NOBLE ACH 
LYfTER ACH 

MAXWELL AFB 
WSfZlTACH 
WENDORF AFB 
BH NAVSTA ADAK 
BLISS ACn 

LUKE AFB 

DAVIS MONTHAN AFB 

WIUIAMS Am 
EAKER AFB 
LllTL€ ROCK AFB 
DAVID GRANT USAFMC 
BCALEAFE 

WTHER AFB 
CASTLE AFB 
VANOWBERG AFB 
EDWARDS AFB 
GEORGE AFB 
MARCH AFB 
LETTERMAN U.S. ARUY UCSPITAL 

HAYS ACH 
NH CAMP PENOLETON 
NU LONG BEACH 
NH OAKLAND 
NH LEMOORE 

NH 8AN DIEGO 

NH TWENTVNINE PALMS 
FlTZSlMONS AMC 
EVANS ACH 
USAF ACADEMY HOSPITAL 
USCG CUNlC NRN LON DON 
NH OROTON 
DOVER AFB 

WALTER REED AMC 
NH PENSACOLA 
NH JACKS0NYlLI.E 
NH ORLANDO 
EGUN AFB 
TYNDALL M B  
HOMESTEAD AFB 
MACDILL AFB 
PATRICK AFB 
USENHWER AMC 
MARTIN ACH 

WlNN ACH 

MOODY AFB 

ROBINS AFB 
TRIPLER AMC 

COUNT 

1 ,- 
860 

1.197 
1,144 

158 . 
479 
34 
639 

2,568 
1 ,m 

313 
2 

2,m 
-.. . 1 ,= 

1,1(23 

1.339 
1,312 

51B 
577 
20 

2,068 
724 

1 ,= 
2,917 
5P99 

BBO 

897 

5 m  
41 6 
491 
661 
w 

1 
1,547 

633 
861 

1,671 

5,498 
v=' 
2102 
1.841 

4 

z= 
2,867 

5m 
1,166 

rat 
1,072 
1 ,s8f 
1,509 



OASD (HA) HSO-RUS 

FACILITIES ISSUING W s  
FY 93 

FACILITY 

MOUNTAIN HOME AFB 
CHANUTE TTC HOSPITAL 
S C O n  AFB 
NH GREAT U E S  
! W I N  ACH 
MUNSON ACH 

MCCONNW AFB 
BLANCHFIELD ACH 
IRELAND ACH 
BARKSDALE AFB 
CNOLAND AF6 

WNEJONES ACH 

LORING AFB 
MALCOLM GRdW USAF MEP CTR 
NH BETHESOA 
NH PATUXENT RIVER 
KIMBROUW ACH 

CUTLER ACH 

WURTSMITH AFB 
KI. SAWYER AF8 
KEESLER MEDICAL CENTER 
COLUMBUS AF6 
L WOOD ACH 
WHrrEMAN r V B  
OPFUTT Am 

NELLlS AFB 
PAlTERSON ACH 
WALSON ACH 
KlRTLAND AFB 
HOLLOMAN AFB 
CANNON AFB 
IQU-ER ACH 

PLATTSBUROH AFB 
GI?IFF ISS AFB 
WOMACK AMC 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON AFB 
NH CAMP WEUNE 
NH CHERRY POINT 

GRAND FORKS AFB 
MINOT AFB 
USAFMC WRIGHT-PATTERSON 
TINKER AFB 
ALTUS MB 
REvNOLOS ACH 

NMCL PHILADELPHIA 
NH NEWPORT 
SHAW AW 
WRTLE BEACH AFB 
NH CHARLESTON 

NH BEAUFOAT 

COUNT 

242 
143 
642 

2 . M  
el 3 

1.878 

4 
1 ,T85 
1,116 
1,134 

18 

441 

225 
5W 

1,031 
935 
474 

2 , w  
15 

371 
872 
!m 
203 
887 

I ,m 
m7 

R21 
2,302 
1,015 

71 9 
623 

240 

465 
720 

2,- 
1,333 

stsee 
f,o22 

51 3 
196 
781 

2,281 
590 
991 

15 
m 
729 
14 

3,871 

887 



FACILITIES ISSUING NASs 
PI 93 

DMSlD FAClUTY 

Ol05 MONCRIEF ACH 
01 06 W O R T H  AFB 
0107 NH MILINGTON 
01 08 W l U M  BEAUMONT AMC 

I B R O O M W E  
1 MRNALLACH 
0111 REESE AFB 
0112 DYESSAFE 
OI 13 SHEPPARD AFB 
01 14 LAUGHUN AFB 
01 15 BCRQSTROM AFB 

01 16 ROBERT 1)IOMPSON STRATEGIC HOSPITAL 
M 17 WlLFORD HALL USAFMC 
Ol18 NH CORPUS CHRISTI 
Ot19 HlUAFB 
M 20 LANGLEY AFB 
M2l NCDONALD ACH 
0122 MNNER ACH 

0123 DEWTITACH 
M U  NH PORTSMOUTH 
W25 MADIGAN AMC 
a28 NH BREMERTON 
M27 NH OAK HARBOR 
0128 FAIROHILD AFB 

W29 F.E. WARREN AFB 
0131 WEEDACH 
M 90 WYMAN PARK USTF BALTMORE 
0192 ST JOHNS USTF NASSAU BAY 
M94 PACIFIC MEDICAL USTF SmTTLE 

0187 ST NlPIRYS USTF PORT ARMUR 
0260 MCCLEUAN AFB 
6172 TUrrlEAHC 
0294 HAWLEYACH 
0308 KlRKAHC 
0326 MCGUIREAFB 
0388 SUBACT LANFLT 
W16 NH R O O S E W  ROADS 

USAHC FT. WLlCK PANAMA 
1W3 5461h GENERAL DISPENSARY, NANNHEIM 
1028 DMIS ID NOT FOUND 
1075 MAIS ID NOT FOUND 
1076 DMLS ID NOT FOUND 
1103 OMlS ID NOT FOUND 
11 1 DMIS ID NOT FOUND 

1824 TMGl , FT. SILL 
1627 IMC-4, FT. SILL 
85a1 TRlCARE SERVICE AREA (PORTSMOUTH) 

TOTAL 

COUNT 

1,354 
657 

1 flss 
467 
550 

1 ,o5a 
!m 
848 
34s 
63 

,- 
2,117 

1,429 
lrn 
blje 

&lW 
330 

1 3 9  
996 

14,97l 
41 4 

1 ,m 

858 
326 
464 

1,190 
729 
443 

1 
33s 

a 
81 3 
I 

71 7 
1 

49 
4 
1 
1 
2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

183,037 

SOURCE: R C W  CENTRAL 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -3300 

ECONOMIC SECURITY 

Mr. Ben Borden 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Borden: 

I am forwarding information on alternative health care services at BRAC sites 
and the TRICARE and Medical Program Guidance. This information was requested of 
the Joint Cross Service Group on Military Medical Treatment Facilities by Mr. David 
Lewis. 

Copies of this information are being forwarded to the reading rooms of the 
Senate and House of Representatives. 

Director 
Base Closure Office 

Enclosure 



HEALTH AFFAIRS 

MEMORANDUM FOR OFFICE OF THE ASD (ECONOMIC SECURITY) 
ATTN: DIRECTOR, BASE CLOSURES 

SUBJECT: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Request for Information 

Mr. David Lewis, from the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission staff has 
requested information regarding DoD plans to provide alternative health care services once 
military treatment facilities at BRAC sites are closed. He also requested information regarding 
the TRICARE program and Medical Program Guidance. The information provided at 
attachments one through three respond to his requests. 

This information contained at attachments one through three listed below was not part of the 
base closure and realignment decision making process and therefore is not subject to certification. 

Point-of-contact for additional information is LTC Richard A. Jones or LTC Edward 
Ponatoski, (703) 614-4705. 

cE2UJun.w 
Edward D. Martin, M.D. 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

Attachments: 
1. Medical Care for Beneficiaries in BRAC Areas 
2. DoD TRICARE Managed Care Program 
3. DoD Medical Program Guidance, FY 1997 - 2001 





MEDICAL CARE FOR BENEFICIARIES IN BASE REALIGNMENT 
AND CLOSURE (BRAC) AREAS 

BACKGROUND; The first three rounds of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) legislation will result in 
the closure by September 1996 of twenty-five military hospitals and an additional number of health clinics in 
the continental United States. In the past, when a military hospital closed, residual beneficiaries used either 
CHAMPUS or Medicare for their health care needs. That no longer is the situation. With strong 
Congressional support for the Department to do more for beneficiary populations affected by base closures, 
we have enhanced our planning and programs to specifically address their needs. DoD eligible beneficiaries 
remaining in areas affected by BRAC actions will be provided with alternative health care delivery options 
after their local military treatment facility closes. The Department's actions to lessen the medical impact 
include transition health care programs, managed care initiatives, retail pharmacy networks and meetings with 
beneficiaries at affected BRAC sites. 

CURRENT STATUS: The military departments were charged to develop transition medical plans for their 
military medical facilities scheduled for closure. These in turn are reviewed by a joint working group at the 
Defense Department level to ensure a consistent and integrated approach to the identification of resource 
requirements, allocation, and access at closure sites. 

Our goal is to have TRICARE, the Department's managed care program, implemented throughout the 
United States by 1997. This initiative provides a uniform, triple option set of benefits for eligible beneficiaries 
and will offer stable, comprehensive, health care coverage, improved beneficiary access and choice while 
containing overall DoD health care costs. Once TRICARE is implemented, the managed care support 
contractor will be able to develop networks of providers for those locations having a sufficient density of 
eligible beneficiaries. In the interim, we are including in our fiscal intermediary contracts the requirement for 
development of preferred provider networks in BRAC areas. This will provide our beneficiaries an optional 
point-of-service network of health care providers, reduce cost and eliminate claims paperwork. 

A retail pharmacy benefit is also included in each location where a provider network is developed. 
This program for CHAMPUS-eligible personnel will also be available to military Medicare-eligible 
beneficiaries residing within former BRAC catchment areas, when no other military medical pharmacy is 
present. 

In addition, the Department has begun to test a mail service pharmacy benefit in Hawaii and two 
multi-state regions that include Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina and Pennsylvania, Delaware, and New 
Jersey. (The mail service benefit in Hawaii has been implemented under the auspices of the California/Hawaii 
TRICARE Support Contract and is available in California as well as Hawaii). Implementation of this 
demonstration program has now begun and will continue for two years at which time a report evaluating the 
project and recommending future deployment of the program is required to be submitted to the Congress. As 
with the retail pharmacy benefit program, the mail service pharmacy demonstration is also available to 
Medicare eligible beneficiaries residing within former BRAC catchment areas, when no other military medical 
pharmacy is present. 

Our BRAC Health Care Beneficiary Working Group is composed of representatives of each 
Military Service, Health Affairs, and an independent member appointed from among private citizens qualified 
to represent all personnel entitled to military health care. Since May 1993, selected members of the Working 
Group have visited 16 installations scheduled for closure. They have met with beneficiary organizations, local 
officials, Congressional representatives and their staff, base personnel, and retired personnel at each of the 
closure sites. Town meetings were held at each site and attendance has averaged approximately 200 - 600 
people. 

The group has gained valuable insight into specific health care issues and concerns affecting 
beneficiaries who remain after a base medical facility has closed. Information gathered during these visits will 
be the basis for future recommendations to the ASD (Health Affairs) and the Congress concerning health care 
delivery systems within affected BRAC sites. 
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The DoD TRICARE Managed Care Program 

TRICARE is the DoD regional managed care program for members of the uniformed services 
and their families, and survivors and retired members and their families. TRICARE brings together 
the health care delivery systems of each of the military swices, as well as the Civilian Health and 
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS), in a cooperative and supportive effort to 
better serve military patients and to better use the resources available to military medicine. 

Cooperation among the military services is inherent in the organization of TRICARE. Across 
the United States, twelve Regions have been identified, csch administered by a Lead Agent (See 
map). These Lead Agents are the commanders of one of the military medical centas located within 
the Region. With the designation of Lead Agent Comes the responsibility to develop, in 
~Uaboration with all military treatment facility m&nanders in the Region, an integrated plan for the 
delivery of health care to benehciaries residing within tbe:Region. 

TEUCARE introduces to beneficiaries three choices for their health care delivery: TRICARE 
Standard, a fee-for-se~ce option wbich is the same as standard CHAMPUS; TRICARE Extra, 
which offers a preferred provider option with discounts; and TRICARE Prime, an enrolled health 
maintenance organization (HMO) option All active duty members will be enrolled in TRJCARE 
Prime. AU Medicare-eligible DoD beneficiaries, and those CHAMPUS -eligible b e n ~ ~ e s  who 
elect not to enroll in TRICARE Prime, will remain eiigible for care in military medical ficilities on a 
space-available basis. 

ARE Standard - This option is the same as the standard CHAMPUS program. 

mCARFi  Extra - In the TRICARE Extra program, when a CHAMPUS4giile bendciary 
uses a pref'med network provider, Wshe receives an out-of-pocket discount and usually does not 
have to 51s any claim forms. CHAMPUS beneficiaries do not enroll in TRICARE Extra, but may 
participate in Extra on a case-by-case basis just by using the network providers. 

CARE Prime This voluntary enrollment option offers patients the advantages of 
managed health care, such as primary care managers, asshnce in making specialty appointments, 
and someone else to do their claims &g. The Prime option offers the scope of coverage available 
today under CHAMPUS, plus additional preventive and primary care semices. For Prime enrollees, 
the new cost sharing provisions do away with the usual standard CHAMPUS cost sharing. Of 
particular note, fsmiIies of active duty persoanel will have no enrollment fees. CHAMPUS-eligible 
retirees who enroll in Prime will pay an enrollment fee, but wiil pay onIy $I I per day for civilian 
inpatient care in comparison to the $323 per day plus 25% of professional fees charge faced by those 
retirees who use TRICARE Standard. For Prime enrollees there d l  be copayments fbr care 
received &om civilian providers. These copayments are significantly less than the other two options. 
Enrollees in TRICARE Prime obtain most of their care within the integrated military and civilian 
network of TRICARE providers. Additionally, under a n p  point of senice option, Prime enrollees 
may retain fieedom of choice to use non-network providers but at significantly higher cost sharing 
than TRXCARE Standard. 



The cost sharing provisions for TRICARE Prime enrollment (see attached chart) meet the 
statutory requirements of the NationaI Defense Authorization Act for FY 1994. These new Prime 
cost sharing provisions will be published soon in a proposed Federal rule, and the effects of the 
implementation of TRICARE Prime will be evaluated and documented each year. Based in part on 
the results of that evaluation, consideration may be given b introducing a fee beginning in fiscal year 
1998, for care rendered in military facilities for some or all outpatient care for some or all retirees, 
their family members, and survivors. Workable and desirable alternatives will be analyzed. 

A major component of TRICARE is the series of managed a r e  support contracts that 
supplement the capabilities of regional military health care delivery networks. There are to be seven 
fixed-price, at-risk contracts, supporting the twelve Regions, competitively awarded prior to the end 
of fiscal year 1996. The new TRICARE Prime cost sharing provisions will be phased in as each 
regional T R I C M  contract begins operations. TRICARE Prime will first be offered to beneficiaries 
living in Washington and Oregon when the new regional TRICARE contract begins health care- 
delivery services on March 1,1995. 

An important element of TRICARE, which is not visible to the patient population, is the new 
method of funding military medical facilities. ?he military departments receive resouras based upon 
the population they serve. In turn, they allocate funds to their medical facilities on a similar basis, It 
is called a modified capitation methodology. By funding in this manner, the milita~y medical 
managers are motivated to provide the best care possible for their patients in the most appropriate 
setting and in a timely way. 

The Military HeaIth Services System change to TRXCARE has been an evolutionary 
one, beginning several years ago and gradually, with considerable legislative guidance and support, 
reaching the point where it is being implemented. TRICARE will continue to be evolutionary, 
addressing new difficulties and obstacles, as well as phasing in new methods and initiatives for 
improving the delivery of care to military beneficiaries. TRICARE has already been successful in the 

' 

areas it has been implemented, and the Department will continue to push to meet the fiscal year 1996 
deadline for awarding all contracts. 



Uniform HMO Benefit Fee and Conavment Schedule 

Jl4 aud Below Family E5 and Above Family Retirees o ~ ~ d  Survivun 
Members Members and llteir Fa~nlly 

Members 
Annual Enrollment Fee $0 $0 $230/$460 

I~adivIF~tt~ily 
Copnyrnents for services outside Milihry 
Trea trnent Facilities 

ditrg S e l ~ a ~ t e  
IZadiulugy ur hi Services urtd IIurtre 
IleaItlt Visits $6 

$12 $12 

Etnergency Room Visits $10 s.rn $30 

I Ou tpaticnt Visits, luclu~ 

t 
I .I-. " 

Me~ltol Health Visits, Individual 
L I I 

7-- 

Me~ital Healtl~ Visits, Group $6 $12 $17 

Ambulatory Surgery $25 

( Inpatient per Diem, General 







THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1 200 

H E A L T H  A F F A I R S  
MAR 3 1 1945 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARhZS OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
DIRECTOR, PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION 
UNIFIED COMMANDERS-IN-CHIEF 
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Medical Program Guidance, FY 1997 - 200 1 

The attached Medical Program Guidance supplements the Defense Planning Guidance, 
FY 1997 - 2001 and the associated POM Preparation Instructions. It sets forth refinements to the 
plans and programs comprising the Department's health care mission. 

Defined within this document are the core areas comprising the Department's health care 
program and the broad priorities which will shape the form and structure of the Department's 
health care mission into the next century. 

Each Component's program submission should be developed in accordance with this 
guidance. Each Component should construct its program based on the currently approved 
resource levels (i.e., fbnding and personnel) for the Defense Health Program (Dm). These 
fbnding levels will be revised, ifnecessary, after revised fiscal guidance is issued to the DHP. This 
submission represedts a refinement of the currently funded DHP future years defense program and 
should not be viewed as an opportunity to completely rebuild the total DHP. 

As indicated in the FY 1997 - 2001 POM Preparation Instructions of February 13, 1995, 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) (ASD(HA)) is responsible for compiling 
Component input and developing the Department's DHP POM submission. Component input is 
due to ASD(HA) by noon on May 15, 1995. My point of contact is CDR Brian Brannrnan, MSC, 
USN, at (703) 693-1710. 

?L$-w Stephen . Joseph, .D. M.P.H. 

Attachment: 
As stated 



MEDICAL PROGRAM GUIDANCE (MPG) 

FY 1997 - 2001 

Program Definition: The health care mission of the Department of Defense is (a) to provide, and 
maintain readiness to provide, health care services and support to the armed forces during military 
operations and (b) to provide health care services arid support to members of the armed forces 
and others entitled to DoD health care. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) 
(ASD(HA)) shall be the DoD officer responsible for the effective execution of the Department's 
health care mission. 

Authority, direction, and control over medical personnel, facilities, programs, funding, and 
other resources within the Department of Defense has been delegated to the ASD(HA). 
Execution of that authority, direction, and control shall be by the issuance of direction to the 
secretaries of the Military Departments. 

Proyram Preparation: The six Components of the Defense Health Program (Army, Navy, Air 
Force, Office of the Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services 
(OCHAMPUS), Defense Medical Program Activity (DMPA), and Uniformed Services University 
of the Health Sciences (USUHS)) shall prepare their Program Review POM submission using the 
guidance provided in the Department of Defense POM Preparation Instructions (PPI). Their 
submissions will reflect the direction provided in the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) and in 
this Medical Program Guidance. Specific technical descriptions of document preparation and 
submission dates will be provided separately. 

Personnel: The Military Components will make a vigorous effort, in accordance with the Defense 
Planning Guidance, Section 4.c. Equal Employment Opportunity, to increase the role and 
representation of women and minorities at all levels in the Military Health Services System and in 
the leadership and administration of the TRICARE program. 

Fiscal Guidance: This Program Review represents an update of the FY 1996-2001 POM. The 
FY 1996 - 1997 President's Budget represents the baseline funding level. Fiscal Guidance 
reflecting program modifications or adjustments made by the Director, Program Analysis and 
Evaluation (D, PA&E) will be issued separately when received. 

Military De~artments: As in the development of the President's Budget, the Military Departments 
shall employ capitation based financing to identify program requirements. 

DMPA. The Fiscal Planning Guidance (FPG) for the DMPA will reflect the current FY 
1996 - 1997 President's Budget EYDP adjusted to reflect fact-of-life changes. The portion of the 
FPG devoted to funding medical automation will be as previously coordinated and prioritized by 
the ASD(HA). The Military Construction (MILCON) program funded requirements are from the 
current Defense Medical Facilities Office (DMFO) plan as approved by the ASD(HA). 



OCHAMPUS: The FPG for the OCHAMPUS reflects the current FY 1996 - 1997 
President's Budget FYDP adjusted to reflect fact-of-life changes. 

USUHS: The FPG for the USUHS reflects the Department's decision to implement a 
four-year phased closure of the University starting in FY 1996 as directed in the Defense Planning 
Guidance, and in the Deputy Secretary's Program Budget Decision (PBD) 086, dated 25 
November 1994. 

In general, all Components shall program for,resources to sustain the level of effort 
contained in the FY96 President's Budget as adjusted for force structure and population changes. 

Core Are*: This program review will emphasize the following core areas of the DHP mission: 

Readiness: 

a. Develop and field mission capable medical units and individuals which are ready for 
rapid mobilization and strategic deployment to sustain medical support for any mission 
within the operational spectrum. Plan and program for joint medical operations to 
eliminate redundancies and reduce deployment lift requirements. Incorporate new 
technologies and treatment regimes to reduce theater bed requirements without increasing 
morbidity or mortality. Provide a medical evacuation system which incorporates multiple 
evacuation platforms into a seamless intra- and inter-theater patient evacuation system; 
which employs interoperable patient movement items that function on any evacuation 
platform. Utilize Action Plans prepared to support the Department's Medical Readiness 
Strategic Plan to develop resource requirements to be submitted for preparation of the FY 
1997 Presidents Budget Submission. 

b. The Military Departments shall develop a comprehensive medical surveillance plan to 
monitor and protect the health of service members who participate in deployments. 
Develop integrated pre-deployment, deployment, and post-deployment phases of military 
operations. Establish expanded capability to identify and document deployed personnel, 
conduct pre- and post deployment medical screening and health education, and assess the 
environmental health hazards encountered in the theater of operations. Focus on 
developing a surveillance program which facilitates implementation of preventive medicine 
countermeasures to protect the deployed force, and allows early detection of health 
consequences which may result from deployments. 

c. The Military Departments will use the Medical Planning Module (MPM), a subsystem 
of the Joint Operations Planning and Execution System (JOPES) to project wartime bed 
requirements supporting a minimum 15-day theater evacuation policy during peak demand 
through conclusion of operations for al l  Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) scenarios for 
two nearly simultaneous Major Regional Contingencies(h4RCs). The Military 
Departments will translate this data into medical force structure. 

d. The Military Departments will plan for incremental mobilization of the medical force, 
including the Reserve Component (RC), to ensure optimum use of high demand health 
care resources. 



- e. The medical resources, including equipment, supplies, personnel, and training will be 
programmed at the same levels as the units they support. Provide resourcing for the 
CONUS-based mission to receive and treat Service members evacuated from any 
contingency or combat theater and ensure provision of health care to all eligible 
beneficiaries during any contingency operation. 

f. Program to ensure aeromedical evacuation (fixed and rotary wing) assets (personnel, 
platforms and in-flight support equipment) a.rp capable of supporting the work load 
generated by a 15-day theater evacuation policy. Continue resourcing of the medical 
support portion of the Civil Reserve Augmentation Fleet (CRAF) to ensure early 
integration into medical support requirements. 

g. Establish and maintain initial operating material stocks to support the dual MRC 
scenarios. Program for sufficient stockage levels of medical war reserve material pending 
the availability of the industrial base to support sustainment operations to include potency 
and dated items. Implement initiatives to maximize availability of war reserve material 
from the commercial to industrial base to sustain the rapid deployment of medical forces. 

h. Develop and field highly capable, rapidly deployable medical units that can be quickly 
tailored to provide medical support for the range of contingencies from operations other 
than war to general war. Plan and program for joint medical operations to eliminate 
redundancies and reduce deployment lift requirements. Incorporate new technologies and 
treatment regimes to reduce theater bed requirements without increasing morbidity and 
mortality. Provide adequate aeromedical evacuation capability to adapt to changing 
requirements in the theater of operations. 

Mana~ed Care: 

a. The Components shall program for the continued expansion and full implementation 
by FY 1997 of the regionalized TRICARE Managed Care Support contracts, offering 
CHAMPUS-eligible beneficiaries a triple option benefit, 

b. Support through personnel and financial resources for the expansion of the TRICARE 
program within the European and Pacific theater. 

c. Active duty personnel shall be enrolled in the TRICARE Prime option. Other eligible 
beneficiaries will be offered the opportunity to enroll in the TRICARE program and will 
be subject to fees and cost shares as specified in the approved uniform benefit. 

d. The Department's medical program and budget assumes major accomplishments in 
health care utilization management in order to ensure quality and access, and hold the 
annual medical cost growth rate to levels below the national norm. The Military 
Departments have responsibility to ensure the development and implementation of health 
care utilization management plans in conjunction with the plans developed annually by 
each lead agent. The Military Departments will establish utilization management 
programs, goals, and objectives consistent with such plans. Standard utilization 

3 



management practices will be applicable both to care provided within military treatment 
- facilities and care purchased under TRICARE from civilian sources. 

e. Responsibilities of the regional lead agents include meeting with the regional MTF 
commanders at least once a quarter to work collaboratively to coordinate the military and 
civilian healthcare networks within the regions, including overseeing the development and 
maintenance of the regional health services plans. 

f. Support for the establishment, staffing, and operations of the twelve regional lead 
agent offices will be programmed by the Military Departments from within existing 
resources. 

g. The Components will program to integrate, right size and eliminate unnecessary 
duplication at Ft, Carson Army Community HospitaVAir Force Academy Hospital, at 
Brooke Army Medical Center~Wilford Hall USAF Medical Center, and in the National 
Capital Region 

h. The Military Departments will ensure the availability of adequate dental care for all 
beneficiaries overseas. 

i. Access standards have been established for active duty for acute care and clinical 
preventive services via the DoD "Report Card". These standards are to be implemented 
by FY 1997. Standards are to be expanded to include other beneficiary groups by FY 
1998. 

Environmental/Occupational Medicine: 

As directed by Program Decision Memorandum I1 of 27 October 1994, each Component 
will fund EnvironrnentaVOccupational Medicine support at appropriate levels from within 
existing resources. A specific prioritization of requirements is under development by a 
joint working group and will be provided separately to support program development. 

Prevention: 

a. The Military Departments will program for a transition from intermittent catastrophic 
care to an emphasis on individual- and population-based health prevention and disease and 
injury prevention. In order to optimize readiness and performance, as well as the health of 
all MHSS beneficiaries, the Military Departments will create the infrastructure to meet 
DoD appropriate Health People 2000 objectives by 1997. This can be accomplished by 
continuing emphasis on such programs as "Put Presentation into Practice" and full 
implementation of the TRICARE Prime Enhanced Benefits Package. 

b. The Military Departments will plan and program for the support of a new doctrine that 
will emphasize preventive medicine to reduce casualties resulting from disease and non- 
battle injuries, immediate life-saving treatment, resuscitative care and stabilization, and 
evacuation to definitive care at CONUS-based facilities. 



Medical Construction: 

a. With the implementation of TRICARE, the emphasis on health care delivery requires 
greater utilization of existing buildings to provide services in an ambulatory setting. 
Military Departments' MILCON submissions should reflect those projects (ambulatory 
clinics, addition, alteration, and modernization of the existing structures) that directly 
support and enhanice a medical treatment facility's ability to implement managed care. 
Those projects should provide for a quality environment recognizing and incorporating 
JCAHO environment of healthcare standards: Focus on facilities of the future that will 
support ambulatory surgery and the increased emphasis on transitioning from inpatient 
health care to outpatient health care delivery. 

b. The Military Departments shall develop an investment strategy that reduces the current 
lengthy facility replacement cycle. This is possible only by investing in the sustainrnent 
facility life cycle management. Sustainrnent consists of established preventive maintenance 
programs, major repair programs, and a renewal program on a 25-year cycle. Currently 
real property maintenance is funded at a minimum of 2 112% of replacement value. 
Through the remainder of the FYDP this level shall be increased to no less than 3%. 

c. Components shall identify and program for Life Safety Upgrade requirements for 
inclusion in either Real Property Maintenance or Military Construction programs. 

Education and Trainins: 

a. The Military Departments shall program for a level of readiness training that assures 
adequate initial training for all personnel and a rninimum of five days training for 
deployable medical systems personnel on either their platform or at a comparable training 
site or simulator. The program will provide resources to ensure the Military Department's 
compliance with deployability criteria. All training shall be documented, monitored, and 
reported in such a way as to allow assurance that deployable personnel are properly 
trained. In addition, as required by the DPG, the Military Departments shall program for 
inclusion of deployable medical system participation in at least one major exercise per 
year. 

b. The Military Departments will continue efforts to maximize Tri-Service consolidation 
of medical education and training programs. Physician Assistant, Optician, and Tropical 
Medicine shall be consolidated in FY 1996. By FY 1997, an aggressive plan for 
consolidation will be finalized. The Military Departments will reflect this in their FY 1997 
budget submissions. 

c. The Military Departments will continue to program and maintain regional field medical 
training sites and schedule medical units for training at these sites assuring full Tri-Service 
utilization of field medical training sites. 

d. The Military Departments with the Joint Staff wdl program to support at least one 
major CJCS-sponsored exercise annually that requires a rninimum of one hospital unit 
from each Military Department and activates the required active/reserve Component 
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complement to ensure the entire medical system to include backfill and bed expansion is 
functional. 

Graduate Medical Education (GME): 

The Components shall integrate remaining duplicate training GME programs in the 
National Capital Region and San Antonio, TX, not later than FY 1998. Substantial 
specific justification must be provided for any duplicate programs not integrated. As a 
continuation of the November 1993, PDM direction regarding GME, resources to support 
GME will be programmed to consider that: 

a. GME programs with no interns/residents/fellows input for two consecutive years shall 
be phased-out by 200 1; 

b. The number of interns/residents/fellows shall continue to be reduced to maintain no 
more than the aggregate FY 1994 proportion to the total number of active duty 
physicians; 

c. The Military Departments will assure that a focus on military unique aspects of each 
specialty is documented, monitored, and reported; and 

d. According to clinical guidelines and best practices, the focus of GME and other 
educational programs will transition to ambulatory settings. 

Technologv: 

a. Telemedicine. The Military Departments shall aggressively pursue the development 
and fielding of interactive Telemedicine applications throughout the Defense Health 
Program, and where appropriate, in deployable medical platforms and forward units of the 
operating forces. 

1. By FY 1997 the Military Departments shall comply with DoD requirements for 
standardization of medical information systems architecture and supporting 
hardware and software. 

2. The Military Departments shall program for the components/elements of the 
theater medical information program. (TMIP). 

3. The ASD(HA) approved the selection of health migration systems on 
September 1, 1994, and forwarded the MHSS Automated Information System 
(AIS) plan to the Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) for approval. The 
DEPSECDEF approved the MHSS AIS plan on September 26, 1994. 



4. The DHP Components shall execute the MHSS AIS migration strategy 
specified in the approved MHSS AIS plan. 

5. The DHP Components shall comply with the DoD requirement to terminate 
funding of MHSS legacy systems by the end of FY 1997. Waivers to this policy 
must be approved by the MHSS information Management Proponent Committee. 

6. The DHP Components and/or the designated Executive Agent, will program 
and budget for all costs associated with the procurement, design, development, 
deployment, testing, training, operation, and maintenance of health migration 
systems. 

7. The DHP Components shall complete, by the end of FY 1995, a Functional 
Economic Analysis (FEA), or Integration Decision Paper (IDP) for all MHSS 
migration systems in accordance with the PDASD(HA) letter dated February 8, 
1995, (Subject: Completion of Functional Economic Analysis (FEAs) or 
Integration Decision Papers (IDPs) for All Selected Health Migration Systems). 

8. The DHP Components shall fully comply with all technical standards 
established by the Department and the MHSS. 

9. The DHP Components will fully comply with the Department's policy 
regarding mandatory use of Commercial Off-The-Shelf (COTS) systems or the 
Ada programming language as directed by the ASD(C3I) letter dated April 17, 
1992, (Subject: Delegation of Authority and Clarifying Guidance on Waivers from 
the Use of the Ada Programming Language) and the USD(A&T)/ASD(C31) letter 
dated August 26, 1994, (Subject: Use of Ada). 

c. Communications. The Military Departments will identify requirements and acquire 
communications equipment which allows inter- and intra-Sewice (medical to nonmedical) 
units/vessels and all evacuation platforms to communicate. 

d. Research and Develoument: 

1. The Military Departments will ensure a comprehensive, yet threat-focused 
research, development, and acquisition (RD&A) program is in place that 
incorporates advances in medical technology, and adapts medical equipment to 
meet prospective deployments. The RD&A programs will emphasize reduced in- 
theater medical footprint and smaller, lighter medical equipment sets with 
accompanying support equipment. Specific emphasis is to be given to health 
promotion and maintenance, preventive medicine programs, in order to reduce 
casualties from disease and non-battle injuries; immediate life-saving treatment; 
resuscitative care and stabilization; and rapid casualty evacuation with enhanced 
enroute medical support. 

2. The Military Departments will continue to plan and program for RD&A 
programs for the enhancement of medical response and readiness capability to 
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address nuclear, biological and chemical (NBC) threats to our forces. This 
includes drugs, vaccines and antidotes, antitoxins, and other material and 
equipment needed to prevent and provide timely treatment. 

General CommenQ: This program review is a refinement of the FY 1996 - 2001 POM and FY 
1996197 President's Budget. It is not intended as an opportunity to rebuild the total Defense 
Health Program and Component submissions should be developed accordingly. The DHP point 
of contact is CDR Brian Brannman, MSC, USN, Director, Programs at (703) 693-1710. 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1-3300 

ECONOMIC SECURITY 

1 8 APR 1995 

Mr. Ben Borden 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Borden: 

I am forwarding information regarding initiatives to reduce Military Health 
Services System infrastructure through means other than the base realignment and 
closure process. I am also forwarding information regarding the "733 Study" and the 
economic analysis conducted on the Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. This information 
was requested by members of the Commission staff during a recent meeting with 
representatives from the Military Treatment Facilities Joint Cross Service Group. 

6 . ~ .  ~ e ~ e r i  
Director 
Base Closure Office 

Enclosure 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 1 0 0  

IN REPLY 

To CAAJ(BRAC) 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am aware that Ogden has contacted the Commission with the argument that a 1993 KPMG Peat 
Marwick study claimed it to be the most efficient depot in the Defense Logistics Agency @LA). 
This assertion is not supported by facts, nor is their contention that the Peat Marwick study 
identified them as the most efficient. 

The Peat Marwick study addressed costs at only three of the DLA depots: Defense Distribution 
Depots Susquehanna, PA (DDSP); San Joaquin, CA @DJC); and Ogden, UT (DDOU). 
Additionally, the study did not use certified data because it was only intended to provide the basis 
for a data review of all of DLA's depots in preparation for BRAC 95. The study concluded that 
"Analysis based on line count . . . may not accurately reflect differences in handling characteristics 
for a unit cost comparison." 

Individual depot efficiency wasaassessed in this review. The study addressed whether or not 
there was a "level playing field" for the comparison of depots based on mission cost. The study 
results indicated that this was not the case. A de~ot's cost effectiveness is driven by the types and 
-tities of inventory ~rocessed there (which is not determined by the depot itself), and is 
complicated by the way in which costs are accounted for at each location. The study concluded 
that there were s i d c a n t  variations in both workload mix and accounting ~rocedures at the three 
sites reviewed. T;. As a 
result, efficiencv com~arisoqs muld not be made because of disparate accounting systems and 
workload mix. 



C AAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 
Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

Since only three of DLA's then thirty distribution depots were reviewed. no conclusion about "the 
most effective depot in the DLA svstem7T could have been derived fiom this effoa Therefore, the 
efficiency argument made by Ogden is without merit. The Peat Marwick study clearly indicated 
that efficiency comparisons are not appropriate because the workload package at each of the 
depots is not the same. 

Additionally, there has been a rumor circulating that Ogden is being closed because of DLA's 
stock positioning policy. This is not true. The stock positioning policy adheres to the war plan 
and places fast moving common stocks at the two Primary Distribution Sites (PDSs), DDSP and 
DDJC, to enhance support to the wartighter. The PDSs are large mechanized facilities with high 
throughput and storage capabilities located close to Military aerial and water ports of embarka- 
tion. Materiel is also stocked near customers and vendors to take advantage of their location and 
commensurate lower transportation costs. DDOU is closing because it is excess to DLA's 
storage needs. The remaining depots are fully capable of meeting our wartime and peacetime 
requirements with no degradation in support. 

Along with this information, another copy of the 1993 KPMG Peat Marwick study is included for 
your review. Please contact my replacement, Major General George T. Babbitt, if you have any 
questions regarding the study. 

1 Encl 
&"d?( LA NCE P. FARRELL, JR. 

Lieutenant General, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
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PETE V. DOMENICI 
NEW MEXICO 

?tlnited Btstee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3101 

COMMITTEES: 

BUDGET 
APPROPRIATIONS 

ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

April 28, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

On April 14, 1995, Senator Jeff Bingaman, Congressman Steve Schiff and I sent a letter to  
Carol Browner, Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A copy of that letter 
is enclosed. You will note that the letter referred to the air quality problem the Air Force said it 
encountered when considering possible expansion of Kirtland Air Force Base, as a "receiver" base 
under the current BRAC process. We asked Administrator Browner to have the EPA take 
expeditious action to confirm that air quality standards are not a problem for expansion of Kirtland 
Air Force Base. 

Also enclosed is a copy of the EPA's response. It is an April 27, 1995 letter from Jane N. 
Saginaw, Regional Administrator of EPA Region 6 in Dallas. In this response, it is most instructive 
that the EPA addresses the Kirtland expansion issue as follows: 

I would like to emphasize that the allowance for growth in Albuquerque's 
redesignation plan is acceptable, and use of the growth allowance within the 
maintenance plan is acceptable now and is not tied to the EPA's final approval. I 
hope this helps provide clarity before the upcoming realignment dates. 

On behalf of the other members of the New Mexico Congressional Delegation and everyone 
interested in retaining Kirtland Air Force Base as the important national defense asset it is, this letter 
is submitted to confirm that air quality is not a problem for the expansion of that base. If you, other 
Commissioners, or Commission staff have questions or need more information, please let me know. 

united States Senator 

Enclosures 

cc: Senator Jeff Bingaman 
Representative Steve Schiff 
Representative Bill Richardson 
Representative Joe Skeen 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 



Bnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

April 14, 1995 

The Honorable Carol Browner 
Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Dear Ms. Browner: 

Today New Mexico's Governor, Gary E. Johnson, formally submitted to Jane Saginaw, the EPA 
Region VI Administrator, the State Implementation Plan (SIP) documents pertaining to carbon 
monoxide in Bernalilio County and requested final approval of the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County 
inspectionfmaintenance portion of the carbon monoxide SIP. 

We write to ask that Governor Johnson's request be given expedited review by your regional 
office. As you know from previous correspondence, the Air Force has incorrectly and without 
consultation with your agency raised questions about whether Kirtland Air Force Base (KAFB) could 
receive significant numbers of additional personnel because of air quality concerns, specifically 
pertaining to carbon monoxide, in Albuquerque. Mr. Russell Rhoades of your Dallas office wrote 
Senator Bingaman April 6 that "it is our understanding that there is substantial room for growth and 
the City of Albuquerque has not identified any significant obstacles relating to air quality concerns that 
would inhibit expansion of KAFB." 

We understand that there has been very close cooperation between your regional office and the 
Albuquerque Environmental Health Department and New Mexico Environment Department in 
anticipation of Governor Johnson's submission. While expansion at KAFB can already be done under 
Albuquerque's current air quality status, we desire to absolutely eliminate any misconceptions on the 
part of the US Air Force. Therefore, we ask that the EPA review and approval sought by the 
Governor be carried out by May 15, and in any case no later than June 9. The reason for these dates 
is that by May 17, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissior. ( B M C )  mQst decide 
whether to add bases for realignment consideration and the last chance for Members of Congress to 
testify to the BRAC will come on June 12-13 with decisions made by July 1. 

We believe that it is already clear that the Air Force erred in its environmental analysis in 
Albuquerque. Final EPA approval of the documents submitted today by Governor Johnson would 
make that absolutely clear. 

Thank you for your consideration _of our request. 

Sincerely, 

Pete V. Domenici Steven Schiff 
United States Senator Member of Congress 
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1JNITC.D STATES EbIVIHONMENTAL PROTFCTION AGENCY 

Honorable Pete V. Domcnici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051.0-3102 

Dear Senator Donenici: 

Thank you for your letter of April 14, 1995, to 
t-he Ilonorahlc Carol Browner regarding your request for an 
expadited review of the Albuqucrque/Bernalillo County 
inspection/maintcnance (I/M) portion of the carbon monoxide (CO) 
State Implementation Plan (SIP). Your letter also discusses 
concerns about future growth at Kirt land A i r  Force B a s e  ( K n F B ) .  

Regardinq your first concern, we do plan to act 
expeditiously in approving not only the 1/M portion of the 
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County CO SIP, but also the companion 
plan containing Albuquerque/Bernalillo county's request for 
redesignation to attainment for the CO standard. The 
redesiqnation request contains a plan showing maintenance of 
the CO standard through the year ZuOG. Your letter was correct 
i n  stating that there has been close cooperation between our 
office and thc Albuquerque Environmental Health Department 
(AEIID) in reviewing draft plans. The draft maintenance plan 
has shown substantial room for growth in the area relating to 
air q u a l i t y  concerns, as previously mentioned in s letter dated 
April 6 ,  1995, from our officc to t h e  Honorable Jeff Bingsrnan. 

Our current plan is to conduct an expeditious completeness 
review of the I/M and CO redesignation plans upon receipt in our 
office. Since my staff has worked very closely with the AEHD, we 
anticipate making this determination within two weeks of receipt 
of the submittal from the Governor of New Mexico. Once our 
office deems the p1,ans complete, the I/M sanctions clock will 
stop. Our office will then immediately proceed in drafting a 
not-ice to be published in the zedera1 Resister for public review 
and comment on the U . S -  Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) 
proposed action. The goal is to send this notice for publication 
within four months after the plans are deemed complete. A final 
Federal Rcqistek notice will then be developed after review of ----- 
the public comments, with a goal of sending forth the final 
r~otice fox- publication withjn three months after the close of the 
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public comment period, 1 am aware of your concern w i . t h  resol.ving 
this issue before the  Defense Basc Closure and Realignment 
Commission must decide whether to add bases for realignment 
consideration, I would l i k e  t o  emphasize t h a t  t h e  allowance for 
the growth i n  Albuquerque's redesignat ion plan is acceptable, and 
use oE the growth allowance within the maintenance plan is 
acceptable nov and is not t i e d  to the EPA1s f i n a l  approval. 1 
hope this helps to provide clarity before the upcoming 
reaLignment consideration date s .  

In closing, I hope that the information above adequately 
addresses your concerns. If I c a n  be of further assistance, 
please  contact me. 

Regional ~dministrhtor 

cc: Ms Sarah Kotchian 
Environmental Health Department 
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WASHINGTON. D.C. 20510 

April 27, 1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
and Commission Members 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite #I425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon and Members of the Commission: 

We are writing you regarding the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 
recommendation to close the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT). 
We do not believe that DLA's data and analysis support the recommendation to close 
DDMT. Two areas in particular are of concern to us, and we would like to discuss them 
with you. 

ITEMS OF CONCERN 

DEVIATIONS FROM DOD POLICY AND BRAC GUIDANCE 

DOD BRAC Study Guidelines 

Our review of the DLA recommendations has convinced us that its BRAC 95 
study process did not result in a fair and objective selection procedure. Both Public Law 
101 -5 10 and the Secretary of Defense's January 7, 1994, BRAC policy guidance mandate 
that the Military Services and Defense Agencies must consider all their military 
installations for closure on an equal footing. 

DLA decided at the very beginning of its study process, however, that it would 
not review for closure its depots co-located on other military installations; the decision 
to keep these DLA facilities open or to close them would rest on that Military Service's 
decision with regard to the underlying installation. 



Chairman Dixon and Commission Members 
April 27, 1995 
Page 2 

Such co-located depots were positioned originally to serve an on-base client. 
Many of these depots cannot be defended based on their original justification, either 
having had their underlying maintenance depot's workload drastically reduced or having 
expanded their own workload to service distant activities. For example, 65 percent of 
the workload at Defense Depot San Antonio (DDST) is unrelated to its support for 
activities on Kelly Air Force Base and 93 percent of the workload at Defense Depot 
Barstow (DDBC) is unrelated to its location on Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base 
(see Tab A). 

In the stand-alone category, DLA's actions illustrated that its BRAC conclusions 
were already established as the DLA BRAC process was being structured. First, DLA 
had established a Primary Distribution Site (PDS) on each coast -- "super depots" formed 
by combining DLA depots and nearby Army depots. DLA then exempted Defense Depot 
Richmond (DDRV) from consideration, due to the fact it supported Defense Depot 
Norfolk (DDNV), a co-located depot. The DLA BRAC study process, in actuality, 
reviewed only three stand-alone depots for closure. In doing this, DLA ignored the 
guidance to review all installations equally for closure and waived the opportunity to 
review for closure installations of low military value. 

• Military Value 

Another example of DLA's mis-directed focus is the Installation Military Value 
Analysis process, where Mission Scope was defined as being largely dependent on 
portable functions and tenant activities. The importance of these tenant activities, in turn 
was minimized in that DLA excluded activities which employed under 300 employees, 
although it counted all of its own activities irrespective of their sizes. 

This decision had two clear consequences. First, it continued the DLA propensity 
toward under-valuing an installation's distribution capabilities and such factors as 
operating costs. For example, DLA's own analysis showed Defense Depot Columbus 
(DDCO) has "obsolete" facilities and performed only one percent of the Persian Gulf 
workload; DDRV is designated to back up DDNV, even though other DLA facilities 
could perform this function and still allow same day delivery of needed items. Second, 
by focusing on portable functions and tenant activities the BRAC study process judged 
installations not on their underlying military value but on how good of a host they were. 

Most worrisome, the portability of these measured functions and tenant activities 
meant that DLA could and did influence the BRAC study outcome by using unilateral, 
non-BRAC actions. This issue ensured that the analysis would execute the DLA concept 
of operations' coastal focus; it alone skewed the preeminent military value analysis to the 
point where DDMT went from a third place overall ranking to being ranked sixth -- and 



Chairman Dixon and Commission Members 
April 27, 1995 
Page 3 

slated for closure. 

A summary of the actions taken by DLA negatively affecting DDMT over the last 
two years (see Tab B) provides evidence that the BRAC process was not designed to be 
objective but to ratify and execute decisions the DLA leadership had previously made. 

Transportation 

The DLA's evaluation of its depots for BRAC 95 minimizes the value of 
transportation capabilities. This contradicts the orientation and substance of the DOD 
Logistics Strategic Plan. Developed in 1994 by the Undersecretary of Defense 
(Logistics), the Logistics Strategic Plan states that: 

Ships and aircraft (both military and commercial) available to the DOD 
that are able to carry military equipment to both improved and unimproved 
locations will continue to be a constraint to deploying forces. fipanded 
intermodal transportation, including containerization, will somewhat 
compensate for this constraint. For airlift, there will be an increased 
reliance on commercial assets to augment military strategic airlift 
capability in the future. As transuortation rather than storage becomes the 
prime contributor to the DOD's abilit?, to deliver materials on time . . . 

For the military value analysis of the stand-alone depots, DLA developed a 1000 
point assessment, of which only 20 points relate to a depot's transportation capabilities. 
Without the accompanying transportation infrastructure, a distribution depot becomes 
nothing more than a collection of warehouses. 

In our particular case, DDMT was disadvantaged because its unparalleled 
transportation capabilities -- whether by air, rail, road, or water -- were not fully taken 
into account. As a matter of more general concern, what DLA has done in BRAC 95 
is focus on storage functions rather than the prime concern of getting equipment and 
supplies to the troops. 

Lack of Focus on Joint Operations 

The Secretary of Defense and the Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have worked 
hard in recent years to increase DOD's joint operations. A Joint Cross-Service Group 
was established as part of the DOD BRAC 95 process to ensure that no opportunities to 
eliminate excess capacity in the depot maintenance system were overlooked and to 
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encourage more joint operations. 

In its BRAC 95 study process, however, DLA is moving away from the 
maximization of efficiencies and common support that are found in centralized supply 
operations. They are instead increasing operations at locations that cater to individual 
Services and are de-emphasizing true joint operations depots such as DDMT. In fact, 
the General Accounting Office (GAO) alludes to this de-emphasis of joint capabilities on 
page 120 of their April 14, 1995, report when they address the possibility of DLA's 
having under-estimated storage requirements: 

To gwrd against such an occurrence, DLA negotiated with the Air Force 
and the Navy for use of space on their bases (where DLA already has a 
presence) should it be needed. 

An additional concern related to this issue is that much of what is being proposed 
for transfer from DDMT and other DLA facilities is considered for COBRA purposes 
to be transferred to "Base X. " Given the February 7, 1995, minutes of the DLA 
leadership briefig, the Air Force offer (not endorsed by the Joint Cross-Service Depot 
Maintenance Group) of useable space at its ALCs, and the positions to which members 
of the DLA leadership have been re-assigned since the DLA BRAC decision process, we 
feel a credible argument can be made that the DLA BRAC process had as one of its 
underlying goals assisting in the retention of all five ALCs. 

To us, it seems that the supply and distribution functions that are specifically 
service-related should be minimized, and the services should be negotiating to have DLA 
absorb all but the service-essential functions. 

Force Structure Plan 

We question whether the DLA concept of operations provides adequate support 
to the DOD Force Structure Plan. The DLA concept of operations, in fact, was 
developed concurrently with the BRAC 95 process and shares its flaws. 

As you know, the Force Structure Plan requires the nation's military forces to be 
capable of waging two regional conflicts nearly simultaneously. In limiting itself to two 
coastal Primary Distribution Sites, the DLA concept does not adequately provide for the 
need for a massive surge capacity or for one theater to rapidly increase in criticality. 

Internal DLA studies in the wake of Desert ShieldIDesert Storm (see Tab C) have 
cast considerable doubt on the feasibility of the cross-country support of one coastal 
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depot by its opposite number; the concept of operations (in addressing the two coastal 
PDS sites) and 1995 BRAC criteria, however, omit any visible consideration of the 
lessons learned in 1991. 

DDMT is DLA's foremost power projection platform, as demonstrated by its 
Desert ShieldIDesert Storm performance. It is also DLA's only depot that can ship 
goods directly to eastern, western, and southern theaters through the use of on-site 
strategic air and efficient access to Pacific, Atlantic, and Gulf Coast ports. 

SCOPE AND ACCURACY OF DATA 

Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems (SAILS) 

DLA utilized a commercial logistics model, SAILS, to estimate operating costs 
of different distribution configurations. Several areas of concern with SAILS are 
apparent. First, DLA did not optimize the model to take into account the fact that the 
supply of equipment and support to our defense establishment is not a commercial 
undertaking. SAILS assumes the modeled firm has control over both supplier and 
customer base locations; DOD has little control over the geographic locations of 
companies who win competitive procurements and no control over where the next 
contingency will arise. 

Further, SAILS, as configured, did not address overseas transportation costs. 
SAILS also tends to favor co-located over stand-alone depots in that it is demand-driven 
and the majority of the commodities modeled are those handled by the predominantly 
maintenance activity support depots. Finally, the data used in SAILS itself often 
contained inaccuracies. We can identify $1,300,000 in excess infrastructure costs 
attributed to DDMT which further skew the SAILS analysis (see Tab D). 

Condition of Installations and Facilities 

An important factor in any facility evaluation should be the cost of maintaining 
and repairing an installation's structures for service in the decades ahead. In fact, DLA 
commissioned the Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, to conduct a Facilities Condition 
Assessment Program in 1994 of all DLA depots. Each depot's infrastructure was 
evaluated for condition and cost of needed repairs. 

The implications of the results of this study were clear to DLA officials. The 
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minutes from the DLA BRAC Executive Group meeting of February 7, 1995, contrast 
the "great facilities" of DDMT with other depots' "obsolete facilities" and "more costly 
to maintain and operate warehouses. " 

DLA's final BRAC 95 recommendations, however, minimized the relevance and 
impact of the physical condition of its facilities. The analytical process was not set up 
to rank depots on the basis of their operating condition and roles in a synergistic supply 
system; it instead emphasizes the condition of individual buildings irrespective of their 
location. 

Attached to this letter (see Tab E) is a summary of the more than $130,000,000 - 
- expenses justified under the need to replace and improve facilities -- that it will take to 
upgrade the distribution facilities of other depots to replace the existing capabilities of 
DDMT. Not only is this spending unnecessary, but there is no assurance it will be 
provided through the Congressional authorization and appropriations process. 

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE CLOSURE SCENARIOS 

We request that the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
consider three alternatives to the DLA recommendations for addition for formal review 
in the May 10, 1995, "Adds" hearing. These alternatives are summarized below. 

Alternative One - Re-establish DDMT as the Central Primary 
Distribution Site (PDS); Re-analyze the Stand- 
alone Depots Category, Deleting The 
Inappropriate Mission Scope Sub-Factor and 
Close the Lowest-Rated Depots. 

The re-establishment of DDMT as the central Primary Distribution Site 
will preserve a highly effective and valuable facility and maintain a needed 
capability to surge in support of contingency force missions. DLA's most 
costly-to-operate facilities and duplicative back-up installations can be 
closed, with their missions being absorbed by any of several locations. 
This option would entail less new military construction funding and yield 
greater personnel savings than DLA's February 28, 1995, 
recommendation. 
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Alternative Two - Close the Three Lowest-rated Co-located Depots. 

Fully evaluate the military value and contribution of the co-located depots, 
re-evaluate, excluding the DLA Mission Scope criteria, the co-located 
depots vis-a-vis the stand-alone depots. This analysis will allow the 
Commission to make its decision based on a true assessment of the 
military value of DLA's installations. Re-establish DDMT as the central 
Primary Distribution Site, and return the off-base missions of the co- 
located depots to the stand-alone depots. 

Alternative Three - Close the Two Lowest-ranked Air Logistics . 
Centers 

The closure of the two lowest Air Logistics Centers will remove excess 
storage capacity from the DOD system while having a minimal impact on 
its distribution operations; re-establish DDMT as the central Primary 
Distribution Site. An indication of the excess storage space at the Air 
Logistics Centers can be gauged from the Air Force offer to DLA of 
18,870,000 square feet of available space at the Centers -- the 11,480,000 
square feet offered at one ALC fully 61 percent of the capacity offered to 
DLA. 

This move will maintain our ability to support our forces in the field and 
still significantly reduce the excess capacity in the supply system. It will 
also save military construction funds in the out years since DLA will not 
be compelled to retrofit storage facilities to function as replacements for 
the distribution facilities it already possesses. 

CONCLUSION 

DDMT is unique in its distribution design, its synergy with community intermodal 
capabilities, its central location, and the accessibility of container ports on the Atlantic, 
Pacific, and Gulf Coasts. We feel that allowing the DLA recommendation to stand will 
eliminate from the supply system the most capable and most jointly-oriented distribution 
depot that DLA operates. We would appreciate your detailed review of DDMT and 
alternatives to its closure. 
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Thank you for your consideration of our request. We look forward to working 
with you and your staff as you address our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

U!S . Representative H X ~  Ford 

sentative John Tanner 

Enclosures: Attachments 
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SUBJECT: Summary of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 95 
Executive Group (BRACEG) Meeting - 18 March 1994 

C. Key points in the distribution briefing were: 

1. The distribution concept complements the 
distribution strategic plan and the ICP Concept of Operations. 

2. It is developed around concepts of readiness and 
wartime contingencies balanced by peacetime support requirements. 

3. Workload is declining. Only 57% of the thruput 
capacity (handling of lines in and out) is be-ing used. 

4. After BRAC 95 decisions are made we expect to have 
25 million attainable cubic feet of storage capacity available or 
4.7% excess capacity. The need to meet Service and DLA inventory 
reduction goals was discussed as was the fact that much of our 
capacity is used for Service asset stockage. We must rely on the 
Services to achieve their inventory reduction goals. 

5. A command and control element (i-e., distribution 
regions) will continue to be needed in the east and west. The 
size needs to be determined. 

6. Two Primary Distribution Sites (PDSs-) or 
megacenters were identified--Defense Depots San Joaquin and 
Susquehanna. These PDSs cannot be replaced because of their 
mix of storage capacity and thruput capability. 

D. We need to insure the concept of operations is well 
crafted so it fully supports our BRAC 95 decisions. 

E. The DLA Internal Review Office (DDAI) will be reviewing 
the concepts of operations to insure data reflected in them is 
supported with back-up documentation. 

111. DECISIONS REACHED: 

A. Primary Distribution Sites at San Joaquin (Tracy and 
Sharpe facilities) and Susquehanna (Mechanicsburg and New 
Cumberland facilities) will not be reviewed in BRAC 95. Data on 
the sites will still be collected since both locations could be 
potential receivers. The data might also be required if the 
President's Commission or the OSD BRAC 95 Review Group requests 
alternatives to DLA recommendations. 
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MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

SUBJECT: S u m m ~ y  of Basc RealigMlcar and Closun (BRAC) Excartive Graup (BRACEG) 
Meeting - 6 July 1994 

I. PURPOSE: To revisit tbe lnveatory Control Point (18)  rrd Didbution Conoeptr af Opr?tionr prior to 
presenting the Corrept to tbe Director. A lia ad BRACEG atteaks is at ~ o s m e  1. BrMng dmrcs are a 
enclosure 2. Revised ICP a d  Diwibrrtion Cooapu of Opntiorrr am endoarres 3 ard 4, rrrpedivet).. 

II. BRIEF SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

A Gcn Babbitt indicated tht k hd sam cmwn abaxt tk broad orgmkhq principla assuh!d 
withtkICPcaxeptafapastiaarpproMdbytbtBRACEGrm 12AprW. A r e v i s a d q d  
q x m ~ c m  was pmcukd thst will alluw more flcxibllrty. 

1. ~ h v l c t m d m a d y  
. . 

becn ass@ to DLA ICPs rm the basu ofiDdustry groupings. 
Assi~itrmsbasedmtbe~~p~invohad(i.c.,nrilrtvy~~w.~ 
item), or m u e  (i.c., A irbdSea) ,  or w e a p  systems m@U maLe more s a ~ ~ .  ?he baditid ordcr 
focuses on tbc supplier. Vaue  ard weapons systan ye o r i d  more to the custrma. Stnrchuing d 
ma~agaacntprocasismmmtansllyfoaued ' I b a e m a d v p a t n s n a n d ~ t o a c h p r i a c i p k .  
Modern technology a d  Gmmdty  BwiDess Units albw tim cboia of M o r p n h i q  principk to be 
mdq#ldmtofbasingdecisiau. T h e ~ d o a o f t b e c u m p t p h i l o w p h y w o u l d b e ~ b y  
what made the most bwiness saue in light of tbc BRAC analysis pl.ocess. 

. - 
2. MMS r#;oounapded using tbe mimapmi  process as tbe orgdnidng principle. Stverai 

sigruficant amcerns were ra id ,  including dt-cmphasizing mwbg to mort commacial p d c e ~ ,  mavins 
a w a y f r o m n o a c ~ t o m d u s t r y , " ~ d i l ~ c m p ~ o n ~ s y s t a n s u p p r t i t c m s .  

3. Thc BRACEG a@ that the ideas and issues should be taken to tbe Duecbr. 

B. Minor cbangcs associated with tht Distribution ngim coacept were reviewed. 

1 .  The distributim C4acept of Opedo(u was changed to ranovt any appearance of a prcdecisim 
about'& l d r m  oftbc primary distribution sits. The concept was a h  changed to anphask that 
~rnmand and control is tbc primary fundm of tbc Regiou. 

2. An* change anphasizcs that the Commaodcrs of D e p ,  which DLA is permmed to operrzrc, 
should be tbc Base CoaunaDda. All ~ tbc r  Depots shouid "buy" support services h d  do not require 
-on from whatevcr source makes sense. 

CLOSE HOLD 
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the S m  Joa uin primary distribution system on the &t 
Coast. whi& is coin sed of two s i t s .  Sharp and Tracy. 

CHAIRMAN EXON: ~ r a b .  
GENERAL FARRELL: And we leR open the Richmond 

facility in Richmond. V i r ~ i n i a .  
CIIAIRhtAN DIXON: And h e n  clo.cd Columbus. Memuhis 

>Iul t i - l ' ; l . r ' .  "" 
3 - 

.,'7/95 E l U C  Iic:trir~g 
Paye 125 1'agc 2 3  

I GENERAL FARRELL: That 's right. 1 --.lnrs and who wasn't. 
CflAIRhlAN DIXON: Lct's say wc war~rcd :o lol)L: ..; Ect you c m  cila~ige the ana,Iysis simply by changing 

7 sus icio~lsly. I . , : c  m ' ~ ' u r e s  of merit m d  the we1 .Ilts which you a u i p  to 
GENERAL FARRELL: Lf I wanted to fake ail the . ~ ; ~ r n .  h n d  if you ask w c h  indivihual depot to d o  the u m e  

and Oeden? 
GENERAL FARRELL: W e  r m l i ~ m d  Columbus - 
CH.kIRh1AN DIXON: Rulimcd Columbus thachad a 600 

; ,uablz workload in the system and put it in Susquehanna. 
5 Susquchanna would be dlc most efficient depot in the system. 

ClIAIRM+ DIXON: And I'd Lkc to see now - Ict me 
8 set  that here a aunute. It's been long enough ago in the 
9 testimony I !und o f  lost it. There are the six. h n d  of ,  
;O m l n  ones there. 
! I  GENERAL FARRELL: Those are  the general 
:3 distribution o r  stand-alone depots. The  're not associated 
j wlth a rnrintenancc facili o r  a m t r  d' ~t activity., 
. 4  CHAIRMAN D I X ~ N :  S o  w en this dls t ingu~shed 
I5 con ressman from the First District in Utah talks about 
I 5 0gSen.  he's talkin a h u t  one of these s i x  m r ' o r  ones hcre. 
17 G E N E M L  FARRELL: I think he IS. f think he IS. 
' 8  CtlAlRhlrW DIXON: Yeah. .4nd then Ict rnc 3cc. now. 
:Q you left open out of those which ones? 
: o GENERAL FARRELL: We IcR open thc Susq~cstlanna 
; I  conipl<x on h e  East Coast, which is comprised of New 
2 Curntxrlsnd. blcchanicsburg. two scpantc sitcs. Wc left open 

and somc!hing loss, I remember. YGU had some loss, but you ( 10 

5 ~ a l  sis. you would get 18 differmt,maiyses F u s e  the 
a uourd put ihe value, probably, on different t h m g ~ .  proba r, iy 
7 on their strengths. 
s CHILURh.IAN DIXON: There ye a number of  other 
5: aucstions that the congressman a s h ,  and wc'm going to send 
I C  those to you in writln , G e n z n l  F a m l l .  
I I J im Chapman, tze Honorable C o n p s m s n  From First 
I: 31strict in Texas regarding the Red River Depot asks these 
12 questions. I'm noing to send all of them to YOU because it 's 
lr somewhat lenptgy. r( 

15 But the two I'm going to ask you, he  says, 'Defense 
1 6  Logistic Agency's b a s s  for analysis for CO- laa t+  depots 
17 was 'when a military service determined that a mnlntmance 
18 d e p t  was surplus to their nreds, Defense Logistics ,4gency 
I9 would consider closing co-located distnbutlon functions.' 
10 And then he says, "Complete closure of the 
21 facility's infmtructure generates the best economic return 
21 to the Department o f  Defense, and my questlon IS since the 

Iigned 11. 
GENERAL FARRELL: Correct. 
CI!AIR%tAN DIXON: And then c loxd  Ogden end Mempllis. 
GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir. 
CIIAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Now. I guess I have to ask 

YOU, d o  to the fact that I pursued this further, is there an 
bhjrctive analysis o f  this dlat supports what  you said, o r  is 
that entirely a judgment call, o r  cap you show us some kind 
of - in tile record, is there sonle land o f  material support 
for that that  would bear out your derision-making process? 

GENERPLL FARRELL: Well, we did not try,to take $to 
account efficiencies of individual depots. We s~mply  didn't 
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Army recommends laving the ammunition musion School of 
En incering and Logistics and Rubber Products facility open 
at Aed, River. and since the operatton w l l  require bnse 
o n t l o n  support - Red k v e r  maintenance, sewag?, water P" . p ant mln tenance ,  n i l  crew support and power statlon 
maintenance, how docs just changlng the command to Lone Star 
Army Ammunition Plant rcduce the infrnstmcture cosU for he 
Department of Defense?' 

GENERAL FARRELL: I'm not sure how to addrkss that 
question exccpt to say that when the maintenance guvs lesve, 
whoever is  left is soin to bar a pmportlon, a hicher 
proportion of  the lnstabation i n h v t r u c t u e  costs h a t  
remain behind, and some of  those tend to be ftxed. 

T h e  number of people to run installation, %tard oates, that's a fixed. S o  when one guy leaves, e rest of  
h e  people share a higher proportion o f  the cost. And the 
w o n  w e  didn't  stay there i s  because w e  didn't  need it for 
distribution. 

And ~f w e  had stayed there, we  would have had to 
have found a m s o n  to stay there. Wc couldn't h d  a -son 
to stay there, and if we did stay there, we would have to 
f ird sorrtplacc clsc to close. 

I 

Page 7-28 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, he's got a number of  

q~lrstions in writing. I'm going to send them lo you a3 wcll. 
Gcnenl. And would you have your shop answer thovc as soon 
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I think that we could calculate it. 
- ClIAIRhfAN DIXON: Wcll, I gucss what I'm referencing 
; there, ,General Farrell, and I don't want to pursue thls too 
J Icng nght  now because I r a l i z e  that the hour  is rettlny 
5 late, and you've done a fine job  and made a p o d  
s prcsentatlon, but the other services had this objective 
7 svsrcm w h c ~  thcy gave poinu and things. Do you use that at 
x all m your process? 
9 G E N E R A L  F A F E L L :  Ycs, sir. In the military value 

analys~s,  we cave [nts. 
: 1 C I ~ ~ I R ~ I A I S O D L Y O N :  o h .  you do? 
I I GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir. 
I3 ClihIRMAN DIXON: So in other words, i f  we did an 
1 4  analysis of  those grading systems, would i t  support what 
1 5  you ve done? 
: 6 GENERAL FARRELL: I believe so. ycs. sir. Let me 
1 7  just say anybody can go do an analysu. and yo11 can establish 
rs your OUP criteria, and you can almost make the analysis say 
" ,hat vorl want ~t to say. 

?\'hat we did was establish our criteria before we 

as you can? 
GENERAL FARRELL: Yes, sir. 
CHAIRh.fAN DIXON: T h e  last question - and 

incidintallv. this is a series. believe it o r  not. of  27 

I 
? 
3 
.I 
< 
6 

1 
, 0 

' 13 
1 1  
I I 
13 
14 . . 
I : 
I6 
17 
18 
I 0 

. . 
questions. Relax. I'm ~ o t ' ~ o i n ~  to ask them, but I'm going 
to send them to you, all right? 

But Congressman Harold Ford. the distingt~ishe? 
congressman whose, district contains Memphis, asks thls 
question. two questions: 

"Was the impact a base closure would have on  
cconomicslly diwdvan~sged comrnuni~ies consirlcrcd by DLA when 
the:, assessed the economic impact and their recommendations? 
Did DLA compare the overall unemployment n t e  of rhc 
community in relation to the uncmploymrnt rate of r u t  of the 
s u r e  and surrounding a m ?  And do you betieve the 
Cammission should use this comparison as a c n t e n o n  in its 
4 ~ 1 s 1 o n - m a l u n g  procrss?" 

Now we're getting down to this economic question 
,, >-,A '.-. ... Lirge  tinemployrnrnt. I take it, in his dis tnct  

cvcr aj?[>lccd any p i n t s .  and wl1c11 we did arply 1I1c }win&, wc 
1: d ~ J n ' t  l l t t  rt~c names off. So wc didn'l  knew wtro rr8as gc:r~nc -. 

I 
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WBILIZATION VERSIONS OF SUBSISTENCE ITEMS: Mobi 1  i z a t i o n  ve r s i ons  o f  
c e r t a i n  subs is tence  i tems were c rea ted  f o r  ODs. An example was t h e  
i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  pouched bread wrapped i n  ce l lophane .  Pouched bread i s  a  new 
i tem which i s  a  smal l  i n d i v i d u a l  l o a f  o f  bread n o r m a l l y  packaged i n  heavy 
lamina ted  m a t e r i a l  t o  extend s h e l f - l i f e .  For  ODs, adequate amounts o f  t h e  
heavy 1 aminated m a t e r i  a1 were n o t  ava i  1  a b l e  f o r  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  q u a n t i t i e s  
needed. Therefore,  approval  was ob ta ined  f rom t h e  Army t o  package t h e  bread 
i n  a  ce l lophane  t y p e  o f  package because consumption would be ve ry  c l o s e  t o  t he  
manufacture da te ,  making t h e  l o n g  she1 f-1 i f e  an unnecessary c o n s t r a i n t .  
Requirements f o r  pouched bread grew from an a n t i c i p a t e d  requ i rement  of 
6 m i l l i o n  t o  ove r  20 m i l l i o n  u n i t s .  

UNITIZED 0-RATION SUPPORT 

P r i o r  t o  ODs, u n i t i z e d  B-Rat ions had n o t  been used i n  l a r g e  q u a n t i t i e s  
and were n o t  purchased by DPSC. ODS was t h e  f i r s t  r e a l  employment o f  u n i t i z e d  
0-Rat ions wor ldwide.  U n i t i z e d  8-Rat ions c o n s i s t  o f  p a l l e t i z e d  meals 
c o n f i g u r e d  t o  suppor t  200-400 personnel  ( i n c l u d i n g  en t rees  w i t h  condiments and 
u t e n s i l s ) .  The food  i tems a re  prepared, cooked, and served by mess personnel  
and a re  n o t  cons idered  a combat meal. These u n i t i z e d  B-Rat ions were c r i t i c a l  
t o  meet ing s h o r t f a l l s  i n  combat r a t i o n s ,  p e r m i t t i n g  MREs and Tray-Packs t o  be 
r e t a i n e d  f o r  use by combat u n i t s  who lacked  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  p repare  and cook 
meals. I n  excess o f  -53 m i l  1  i o n  u n i t i z e d  B - R a t i o n m a 1  s  were s h i w e c f  f o r  ODS 
suppor t .  

Dur ing  t h e  e a r l y  phases of ODs, Defense Depot Memphis, TN (DDMT) was 
g i ven  an a d d i t i o n a l  m iss ion  o f  assembling and s h i p p i n g  u n i t i z e d  B-Rations. 
DDMT's work f o r c e  responded t o  t h e  cha l l enge  w i t h  n o t  o n l y  inc reased  
p r o d u c t i o n  bu t  a1 so increased p r o d u c t i v i t y .  From an i n i  t i  a1 requi rement  o f  
p roduc ing  70,000 meals a  day, DDMT was assembl ing and s h i p p i n g  more than  
516,000 meals each day by t he  end of t h e  h o s t i l i t i e s .  Per person p r o d u c t i v i t y  
r o s e  f rom 286 t o  619 meals pe r  day. An a d d i t i o n a l  846 temporary personnel  
were h i r e d  t o  suppor t  t h e  B-Ration p r o j e c t .  

0-Rat ion assembly was a l s o  performed a t  Defense Depot Region West (DDRW) 
r e q u i r i n g  250 a d d i t i o n a l  personnel  t o  be h i r e d  and a p r o j e c t e d  need f o r  up t o  
800 i n  a  t imef rame of  3 months. The new personnel  were h i r e d  and i n  p l ace  t o  
suppor t  ODs requi rements  w i t h o u t  degrada t ion  t o  normal personnel  se r v i ces  and 
t h e  ongoing DDRW c o n s o l i d a t i o n  o c c u r r i n g  as a  r e s u l t  o f  Defense Management 
Dec is ions .  

HEALS-READY-TO-EAT 

The demand f o r  MREs a l s o  g r e a t l y  inc reased  i n  suppor t  o f  ODs f rom a 
peacetime norm o f  3 . 6  m i l l i o n  meals pe r  month t o  12 m i l l i o n  meals p e r  month. 

Demands were s a t i s f i e d  th rough  i n n o v a t i v e  c o n t r a c t i n g  i n i t i a t i v e s  and 
s i g n i f i c a n t  achievements i n  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  support .  These 
i n i t i a t i v e s  i nc l uded  shipments t o  t h e  t h e a t e r  o f  o p e r a t i o n  f rom commercial 
sources. d e ~ o t s .  and caves i n  Europe. These a c t i o n s  enabled us t o   lace over 
60 m i l l  i o n  iase; o f  MRE war reserves  i n  t h e  t h e a t e r  w i t h i n  t h e  f i r s k  60 days 
of  ODs. 



WCUnEKTATION ENHANCEMENTS 

Based upon a request from the theater that the backlog of cargo created 
difficulty in locating specific shipments, DLA took the lead to develop 
revised marking techniques. For subsistence shipments, DLA personnel designed 
and applied never before used labels to permit the receiving activity to 
immediately determine the contents of each container upon receipt. As a 
further step, procedures were establ i shed to provide advance notification for 
each container shipped, description of the contents, and the name of the 
vessel. 

Additionally, for all depot shipments, DLA took the lead to develop a 
prototype DoD laser optical card record to replace the paper shipping 
manifests. The prime objectives of the card were threefold: 

a. Facilitate receipt confirmation at destination (DSU, primary 
storage facility, etc.) with one transaction. 

b. Preclude opening of vanlcontainer to view contents. 
c. Permit development of a line-itemlquantity record of contents of 

loaded containers/436L pallets. 

Although this project wacnot completed prior to tbg conclusion of Desert 
Storm, it remains a viable project and promises to help alleviate problems of 
in-transit visibility of cargo in the pipeline from depot to the end user. 

DONATION PROGRAH 

In addition to meeting mission requirements, DLA transportation personnel 
were actively involved in the movement of items donated by the private sector 
to U.S. Forces in the Persian Gulf. DLA transportation personnel provided 
transportation movement information to the donor including packaging 
information and to which OLA depot to ship the donated items. After receipt 
at the depot, personnel verified the property, checked for proper packaging, 
stuffed containers for shi pment, and arranged onward movement to USCENTCOM or 
other approved destinations with appropriate authorities. While special 
arrangements were frequently required for shipment of the donations, the 
shipments were made without any degradation to the primary military missions. 

TRANSPORTATION OBSERVATIONS 

ACHIEVEMENTS 

-- D L A  shipments were integrated into dedicated movement programs. 

-- Extensive use of Containers at DLA depots and at vendor locations promoted 
efficiency and economy and reduced overall transportation costs. 

FUTURE CHALLENGES 

-- Readily available and accurate information regarding contents of containers 
requires additional work. 



UNCLASSIFIED 

JULLS LONG REPORT 

1. (U) JULLS NUMBER: 11443-24871 (00013), submitted by M.D. 
SALISBURY, DDOU-TT, 790-7398! (801)399-7398. 

2. (U) Operation DESERT SHIELD/STORM conducted by USCINCCENT on 
08/09/90. 

3. (U) KEYWORDS: CCP, CONTAINER CONSOLIDATION, SHIPMENTS, ODs, 
DESERT SHIELD/STORM. 

4. (U) TITLE: WEST COAST CONTAINER CONSOLIDATION POINT (CCP). 

5. (U) OBSERVATION: SHIPMENTS OF MATERIAL FROM DLA ACTIVITIES 
WEST OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER TO THE EAST COAST CCP WERE BOTH 
INEFFICIENT AND EXPENSIVE. 

6. (U) DISCUSSION: NUMEROUS SHIPMENTS OF ODs MATERIAL FROM THE 
WEST COAST DLA DEPOTS WERE TRUCKED OR FLOWN CROSS-COUNTRY TO THE 
EAST COAST CCP AT NEW CUMBERLAND ARMY DEPOT (NCAD). MANY- 
SIGNIFICANT SHIPMENT DELAYS WERE ENCOUNTERED AT N C W  AS NCAD 
EXPERIENCED GRIT-LOCK. CUSTOMER SERVICE WAS COMPRQ&lISED, THE 
COMMERCIAL CARRrER INDUSTRY WAS FRUSTRATED AND INCONVENIENCED AS 
CARRIAGE UNDERLOAD DELAYS WERE ENCOUNTERED. FURTHER, IT WAS NOT 
COST EFFECTIVE DUE TO DEMURM-GE/DETENTION COSTS AND EXPENSIVE 
CROSS-COUNTRY LINE HAUL RATES. THIS ISSUE WAS SURFACED EARLY 
ENOUGH IN THE OPERATION THAT APPROPRIATE CHANGES COULD HAVE BEEN 
Y-qDE TO CORRECT THE PROBLEM. 

7. (U) LESSON LEARNED: MORE THAN ONE CCP IS NEEDED TO MEET 
TRANSPORTATION REQUIREXENTS OF LARGE CONTINGENCIES SUCH AS ODs. 

8. (U) RECOMMENDED ACTION: UTILIZE MORE THAN ONE CCP. A WEST 
COAST CCP, UTILIZING TNS-PACIFIC LINE HAUL SERVICES FOR DLA 
DEPOTS WEST OF THE MISSISSIPPI, WOULD HAVE IMPROVED CUSTOMER 
SERVICE (BY DECREASING PIPE-LINE TIMES AND AVOIDING THE NCAD 
GRID-LOCK) AND WOULD HAVE BEEN MORE COST EFFECTIVE. COST 
SAVINGS COULD HAVE BEEN REALIZED THROUGH SHORTER LINE-HAUL A N D  
AIR FREIGHT COSTS, AS WELL AS CHEAPER OCEAN CARGO RATES (BASED 
ON USE OF MID-EAST FEEDERS WHICH REDUCED INSURANCE COSTS OF 
PRIME CARRIER, THEREBY REDUCING CARGO RATES). LOGISTICS SUPPORT 
PLANNING FOR CRISIS/CONTINGENCIES MUST CONSIDER THE THROUGH-PUT 
CAPABILITIES OF THE CCPS AS WELL AS CUSTOMER SUPPORT AND 
TRANSPORTATION COSTS. 

9. (U) COMMENTS: OPR: DLA-0 
STATUS: OPEN 

- - -  (U) SUBJECT: LOGISTICS 

--- (U) INTEROPERABILITY: DOCTRINE 

11-A-18 

UNCLASSIFIED 





DDMT 
STRATEGIC ANALYSIS OF 

INTEGRATED LOGISTICS SYSTEMS (SAILS) 

INFRASTRUCTURE COST SUMMARY OVERSTATED BY $1.3M* 

REPLENISHMENT TRANSPORTATION COSTSlFlRST DESTINATION 
TRANSPORTATION OVERSTATED - SUPPLIERS ARE NOT 
REPRESENTATIVE OF DDMT SUPPLIERS** 

OUTBOUND TRANSPORTATION COSTSISECOND DESTINATION 
TRANSPORTATION OVERSTATED - CUSTOMERS ARE NOT 
REPRESENTATIVE OF DDMT CUSTOMERS** 

SOURCE: * FINANCIAL REPORTS 
"'DEFENSE MANPOWER DATA CENTER (SEE SLIDE 13 AND BACK-UP) 



DDMT (JY) 
INFRASTRUCTURE COST SUMMARY 

STRATEGIC ANALYSIS OF INTEGRATED LOGISTICS SYSTEMS (SAILS) 
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 

$16,406 SAILS INFRASTRUCTURE COST 

$15,095* DDMT FY 94 INFRASTRUCTURE COST 

$ 1,311 OVERSTATED 

$10,877 INFRASTRUCTURE OBLIGATIONS (JY) 
+ 1,247 RPM > $25K - (JQ) 
+ 2,742 UTILITIES (D4) 
+ 1,088 OTHER P900 - (D4) 
+ 1,528 P960/970 - (D4) 
- 2,387 P900 REIMBURSEMENTS 
$15,095* DDMT FY94 INFRASTRUCTURE COST 

SOURCE: SAILS 
DISTRIBUTIONS INFRASTRUCTURE COST ANALYSIS 
OBLIGATIONS REPORT - RCS 48 (JY) 94 
OBLIGATIONS REPORT - RCS 48 (D4) 94 
BRACVI.XLS SPREADSHEET 
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. .  
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E: n R E  STROAGE AIDS 51.3 (P) 
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95 

PALLET RACK $ 3 4 (P) 
ODs CYLINDER 1 9 1P) 

E: TIRE STORAGE AIDS 11.3 (P) 
E: EQUlr' HAZMAT 5 .6 IP) 

W. WIRE 8 CABLE 5 8 (P) 

96 

OIL STORAGE $9 5 (M) 
HAZMAT CONVERT $6 5 (M) 
HAZMAT PROC FAC 13 61MI 

E:DISP OFC 53.7 (M) 
E.FAM HSG 53.7 (M) 
E:INO STRG 52.0 (P) 
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98 
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E: FAM HSG 13.8 (M) 
E EDC ACT rl74 D(P $1 2 (P) 
E: BULK REC MECH 51.2 (P) 
E: WALKIPICK 5.43 (P) 

E:RPL TRANS DOCK 5 .9 (P) 
E:FAM HSG 54.0 (M) 
E:RPL GPW 384 SZ0.0 (M) 
E;LTL FRT CONS S2.8(P) 
E:NARROW ISLE PALLET 803$2.0(P) 

00 

DDMT 
- ,- . - -- -- .- 

HAZMAT CONVERT W12 RENO 
PROCESSING RECEIVOPACK $ 4  (P) 

HAZMAT 85 07.3 (MI 

E: EQUIP GPW B 314 5 6 6 (P) 
W NAFROW ISLE PALL 6045 2 O(P) 
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COLD STORAGE 512 4 (M) 

-- - - - 
GPW 11 $6 5(M) 

EQUIP GI'W $ 2  4 ( i J )  
GPW $6 5 (M) 
- 

HAZMAT (ARMY) $1 9 (M) 1 - . - - -- . 

RPL GPW W104llO6 $10 4(M) 
REC UPGRADE $2 1 (M) 

. - - - -- 

BULK ASlRS PHI V147 $4 2 (P) 
EQUIP GPW W1041106 $1 97 (P) 
UPGRADE HOTLINE PAD $1 3 (P) 

- - - -- - 

I 

EQUIP GPW Y lOOA $ 4  2 (P) 
RPL TOTE CNWR PH 1 8143 $2 03(P) 
BLK AYRS pH3 V147 14 2(P) - --- - - - - I 

RPL TRAIISPOtllA DOCKS $ 3(P) 
-- 

UPGRADE MINILOAD W143 13 0 (P) 
BLK AYRS PH2 V147 13 5(P) 
RPL GPW Y l  WA $8 3 (M) 

I 
I 
APL GPW S559 $10 1 (M) i - 

- - --- . 

RECEIVING UPGRADE $1 96 (P) 
- 

RPL CONV MED $ 73 (P) 
~. 

PKGIPALLET RACK $1 45(P) 
TRASH TAKE AWAY $ 3  (P) 
REPL TOWVEYOR $1 6 (P) 
GP IIIPALLET RACK $2 1 (P) 

- -  - 

CANTlLtVLH PIPE RACK Y 6 (P) 
MECti MTRL MOVEMENT W30 $1 3 (P) 
-- 
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RECEIVING $ 3 (P) 
- - - - - --- -- - 

CNlRL REC MOD $1 54 (P) 
CAROUSELS $2 5 (P) 

RPL PAL TRANS SYS W-135 W143 $ 5  
TRANSPORTER DOCK $ 6  
RPL TOE CNWR PH2 8143 $2(P) 
BLK ASIRS PH4 V147 $3 5(P) 

GPW 13 $7 0 (M) 
GPW 1 $18 9 (M) CST 

RPL SHED S873 $4 7 (M) 
RPL SHED 5875 $5 1 (M) 
EQUIP GPW 559 $2 5 (P) 





- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1025 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
5. LEE KLlNG 

May 12, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Harold Ford 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Ford: 

Thank you for forwarding to me an issue paper detailing your concerns about the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation for closure of the hfense Distribution Depot Memphis 
(DDMT). I certainly understand your continued interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the idonnation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defhse's recommendation on DDMT. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 
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April 12, 1995 

James B. Davis, Gen (Ret) USAF 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 

SUBJECT: Closure and Realignment of Brooks AFB 

Dear Commission Member: 

1. I am James R. Hickman, Jr., M.D., Col. USAF MC (Ret.). Since my retirement in 1993 
from the Armstrong Laboratory at Brooks AFB Texas, I have been a consultant in the 
Department of Internal Medicine at the Mayo Clinic with joint appointments in the 
Divisions of Preventive Medicine and Cardiovascular Disease. I am also a consultant in 
Aerospace Medicine. At the time of my retirement, I was completing a six-year tenure as 
the Chief of the Clinical Sciences Division, Aerospace Medical Directorate, Armstrong 
Laboratory. I am quite familiar with the USAF Biomedical Research Programs. 

2 .  I implore you to postpone your decision to move the resources of the USAF School of 
Aerospace Medicine and the Armstrong Laboratory from Brooks AFB until you have 
received the advice and counsel of a panel of select scientists who can evaluate the impact 
of such a decision on the long-range health and productivity of this critical segment of our 
country's scientific capability. 

3. Having carefully weighed the pending decision, I am convinced that the contemplated 
course of action will set back the USAF's sole aerospace medicine R&D capability by at 
least a decade, if not irrevocably. The ease with which a flying organization or a clerical 
unit can be relocated does not translate to the fragile environment of world class research 
organizations. 

4. This letter does not afford the opportunity to do more than briefly outline concerns which 
are widely shared among scientists knowledgeable of this arena. Please consider the 
following: 

1 . The Brooks complex is unarguabij [he closest aerospace medical counterpart to a 
Harvard or an MIT which the USAF has ever had. It takes decades to create a top 
quality scientific program, nurture long-term projects, create highly skilled 
successors, and mold the unit into a world class center. Regrettably, it is an 
established fact that the biomedical R&D organizations in the USAF have been in a 
state of continued turmoil and waning vigor for the past decade, largely due to 
declining funding, manning instability, and massive reorganizations produced by 
macro changes at the strategic level. Small, pristine scientific gems got caught up in 
major weapons system development restructuring at the hlghest levels, much to the 
detriment of highly productive and mique life sciences programs. The Brooks 
campus has been especially hard hit by almost continuous exposure to these forces. 
This analysis is not intended as a criticism of anyone--it is simply how things have 
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turned out. Ten years ago, if one had wished to formulate a plan to fatally cripple 
the USAF's aerospace medicine capability, one would have instigated a decade of 
continual reorganization, entangling the scientific personnel and their leaders in 
continual retrenchment, crippling productivity with bottom line oriented personnel 
decisions ("take the vacancies"), recurrent funding cuts, and leaving every scientific 
organization anemic and weakened rather than choosing a few vigorous survivors. 
At the end of this decade, one would then physically move the aerospace medicine 
organizations out of their facilities which were organically designed for the mission, 
fragment the teams, and then shoehorn the remnants into facilities designed for a 
different type of research. At the ead cf this decade, one would then also combine 
the inevitable disruptions and inefficiencies of geographic dislocation with the 
debilitating separation of the USAF aerospace medicine facilities from the San 
Antonio biomedical community. To obtain mandated savings, we have fostered 
expensive survival of weakened units--units which could be vigorous and 
productive for a small margin. But, we have spread around the cuts in a fashion 
which leaves many weak and few strong. Now, we are preparing to do it again. 
Where is your analysis of level field competition among R&D facilities, in order to 
identify the survivors? Under Item 4(3) in this letter, you will learn that this 
competition has already been held, and apparently ignored. We are unwittingly 
following a disastrous blueprint. The Aerospace Medicine Programs at Brooks are 
viable, but will not survive the contemplated move in a state remotely similar to the 
international status which they have previously enjoyed. In many facets of life, 
timing is everything. In your rurr;.nt plan. a bad plan has been elevated to 
devastating proportions by deadly timing. This is not simply a pessimistic view--it 
is the realistic view of every seasoned scientist that I have queried. It is almost 
inconceivable that an institution synonymous with world class excellence, upon 
whom our allies and the aviation world have depended so heavily, could have 
been handled in such a capricious manner, while organizations of less stature and 
accomplishment have been spared. It seems inconceivable that the USAF's 
aerospace medical capability could be virtually destroyed to save $6 million a year 
for 20 years. Quite the contrary, the USAF and the DOD should be deeply 
concerned about the current state of operational medical research, given the 
challenges which the G ~ l f  War, Grccada, and Panama demonstrated. If one 
wished to devise a plan today to strengthen and foster this critical mission, the last 
thing one would do would be to uproot the vital core elements. Your commission 
is preparing to make a decision which will have more impact on life sciences 
research in the USAF than any single decision in the history of this endeavor. The 
value of all facilities, materiel, and personnel must be translated into the total cost of 
producing the end product. Only tile end product has intrinsic value. It is my belief 
that the projected savings will be dwarfed by the degradation of the scientific end 
product. 

The combined expertise of the Brooks campus, Southwest Research, Wilford Hall 
Medical Center, Brook Army Medical Center, the University of Texas Health 
Science Center at San Antonio, Johnson Space Center, and the Texas Medical 
Center at Houston represents the greatest concentration of aerospace medical talent 
and allied disciplines in the world. Wright-Patterson Air Force Base Medical 
Center is a good hospital. The h i s t rong  Laboratory at Wright-Patterson is an 
excellent human factors laboratory. Wright State University is a growing institu- 
tion, but regrettably is not an institution of great distinction. At the risk of fraying 
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sensibilities in the process, it must be pointed out that the Dayton and San Antonio 
complexes, in terms of the totality of aerospace medicine resources and distinction, 
are in completely different leagues. The co-location of the Brooks campus and the 
Wilford Hall Medical Center were not accidental. I urge you to review the careful 
thought which went into the creation of the former Aerospace Medical Division, and 
all of its implications for teaching, research, and care of the aircrew member. The 
critical adjacencies of the San Antonio complex are, and have been too valuable to 
sacrifice for the current projected savings. There is a history of great wisdom in the 
development of the San Antonio complex--it must not be sacrificed for fiduciary 
gains which are massively overshadowed by ih: locg-tern negatives of the 
proposed plan. San Antonio, Texas is the center of specialty training in Aerospace 
Medicine. The education of the Army and the Air Force residents in Aerospace 
Medicine, including some from Canada and other countries, revolves around the 
vibrant nature of the San Antonio medical complex. The first year of the Aerospace 
Medical Residency is a Masters in Public Health. The University of Texas Health 
Science Center at San Antonio has been very accommodating in offering the first 
year Masters program, as an extension of the University of Texas Health Science 
Center at Houston. This allows many of the residents to complete all three years of 
training in one geographic location. The USAF Third Year Residency and the US 
Army Third Year Residency are heavily built around KellyIWHMC and BAMC, 
respectively. Moving USAFSAM and the Aerospace Medical Consultation Service, 
which is pivotal to the education of the residents, out of San Antonio is a colossal 
mistake. But if it iq moved, the re~idency must follow YOU cannot move the 
faculty to Dayton, and leave the residency in San Antonio. At least six years of 
intensive effort and great expense have gone into a revised residency program 
which meets the needs of both the U.S. Air Force and the U.S .Army. Wright 
State University does offer a residency in Aerospace Medicine, but it is a civilian 
oriented program, not designed to turn out military flight surgeons. Further, the 
breadth and depth of facilities and talent available in the Dayton area simply do not 
compare to the San Antonio complex. The current plan for Brooks will have a huge 
regressive effect on the training of specialists in Aerospace Medicine. Further, I 
can envision hundreds of thousands of dollars annually in excess PCS moves and 
TDYs which will resul: from aband~ning the cost effective adjacencies of San 
Antonio. Every facility at Brooks has been built with the referred aircrew member 
in mind. I have spent enough time at Wright-Patterson to tell you that such 
streamlining currently does not exist, and will represent a huge dollar cost to 
recreate. Travel in and out of San Antonio has become progressively easier for the 
1000 or so aircrew members who come to the consultation from world-wide 
referrals. Dayton, Ohio, represents a significant step backwards in this regard. 

3. The Aeromedical Consultation Service at Brooks evaluates aircrew referred world- 
wide with complex and obscure medical problems. Medical grounding of a USAF 
aircrew member is an instantaneous loss of somewhere between $6 and $13 million 
in training costs for the taxpayers. The Consultation Service was specifically 
designed for rapid and indepth evaluation of aircrew by medical specialists also 
trained in Aerospace Medicine. It has taken over 30 years to create this center in its 
present form, and to mold this service into its inextricable relationships with 
Wilford Hall and Brooke Anny. The epidemiological approach to aircrew 
standards, using long-term studies, has netted savings of over $750 million in the 
last 20 years. I urge you to have a formal briefing on this activity. It is housed in 
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organic facilities--built for the purpose, and well integrated into all of the other 
Brooks' laboratories. In 1990-9 1, Air Force Systems Command commissioned 
independent scientific reviewers to examine every single USAF R&D activity. The 
final goal of the review was to report and identify for the Secretary of the Air Force 
the top two research and development programs in the entire USAF. The long-term 
epidemiological approach to aircrew standards in the Clinical Sciences Division at 
the Armstrong Laboratory was chosen as one of the Air Force's two top R&D 
technologies. The Clinical Sciences Division is internationally renowned for this 
activity. Virtually every aviation service in the world has relied upon Brooks for 
aircrew standards. This activity competed with programs costing several 
hundredfold, and won out on a level field, in the areas which really counted-- 
mission relevance and technical excellence. I urge you to take a careful look at the 
operational cost of this unit and the return on investment. The data are available and 
well-documented. This research organization, like others at Brooks, has also been 
battered by the previously mentioned upheavals in Air Force R&D in recent years. 
I spent the majority of my professional career in this organization. This activity 
simply will not survive, much less retain its world class stature, if moved from 
Brooks and separated from the San Antonio arena. The proposed plan is a recipe 
for mediocrity. Long-term studies of 25-30 years' duration, in which millions have 
been invested, are coming to fruition. The potential dollar savings involved in 
selection and retention research are huge. I am completely convinced that the 
reversals and damage to this program will dwarf the envisioned savings when this 
activity is removed from Sm 4ntnr-is. The t imi~g is sin~ply devastating. I am 
mystified as to why we would gamble with the future, and the return on investment 
of the USAF's top R&D program. This program is one of the few money making 
propositions which the taxpayers actually have. Surely, the USAF's top R&D 
program, which is operated at very low expense, deserves more consideration than 
the purely materiel and personnel costs in the Brooks closing equation. 

The belief that you will not create huge unrecognized cost in recreating these 
specialized laboratories, for the Clinical Sciences Division alone, suggests an 
unfamiliarity with the mission requirements and facilities. There may also be a 
belief that you cm simply move the nedicid facilities to Vdriglit-Patterson Air 
Force Base Medical Center. There is a long history which must be factored into 
such a decision, for there is a lengthy history to show that the USAF Medical 
Centers, because of their sick patient mission, have not been able to do the 
intensive immediate aircrew evaluations, or to maintain the long-term epidemiologi- 
cal research projects. I urge you to receive some briefings on painful lessons 
learned in this regard, before the mistakes are repeated. The crush of an ever 
increasing demand for sick patient treatment has never allowed the Air Force 
Medical Centers to primarily conduct these aerospace medical activities, and yet 
the San Antonio medical centers has been an invaluable partner in subspecialty 
evaluations such as neurosurgery, orthopedics, and multiple other areas. The 
medical center at Wright-Patterson actually sends complex cases to WHMC, not 
vice versa. In which locale would you place the Air Force Consultation Service 
for aircrew members? 

4. The greatest future savings in aircrcw research will come from selection research-- 
medical outcome studies done on selectees who have undergone specialized exarni- 
nations in a stratified selection process. Such research and development has 
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previously never been feasible, because UPT candidates could be examined at over 
200 locations, except for the Air Force Academy cadets who are all examined in one 
locale. It was virtually impossible to equip even a handful of specialized exarnina- 
tion centers, much less 200. Further, TDY costs to specialized centers for 
applicants was prohibitive. After 15 years of active evolution, the aircrew selection 
mission is now possible, because all non-academy UPT candidates now come 
through San Antonio for reasons indzpendent of medical selection. Specialized 
stratified selection started at Brooks in 1994. On the very threshold of an R&D 
effort which can realistically save $25-50 million annually in training costs, the 
activity will be moved to Dayton, and this unparalleled opportunity will be lost. 
Again, the timing is simply devastating. I would not sacrifice this selection 
program for $25 million a year, much less $6 million. Will we recreate a third 
R&D unit in San Antonio, or send the aircrew applicants to Wright-Patterson, or 
simply write off this initiative which has been 15 years in the planning? I urge you 
to hear briefings on this subject. The destruction of this program alone will offset 
any realignment savings. 

5.  I am deeply concerned that the damages to USAF Aerospace Medical R&D will be 
profound, totally outweighing any proposed savings. I urge you to delay a 
decision regarding Brooks until you can receive a thoughtful and indepth review of 
the scientific impact of the proposed plan. Senior aerospace medical scientists 
throughout NATO are simply stunned that the USAF would close Brooks, a name 
synonymcus with inten'ntio~,~! ex-:>!lezce. The scientific community is shocked at 
what we are risking for ephemeral savings. 

Lastly, the Department of Defense must demonstrate that excellence will not be 
gambled for short-term paper savings. There is great sadness in offering up 
a world leader in the name of projected savings which are not only debatable, but 
are quite minimal in the overall picture within the Department of Defense. If any 
facility has ever earned the right to exist, Brooks has. When we have killed the 
international leader in the Aeromedical Sciences, we will have killed a portion of the 
USAF's prestige, world standing, and greatness. Every great organization needs to 
preserve its fines:. 

Thank you for reading my letter. 
Sincerely, /- ames R. Hickman, +?- A+ Jr., M.D., M. 
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THOMAS R. CARPER 
GOVERNOR 

April 27, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

As Governor of the State of Delaware and as a retired Navy Captain and 
former naval flight officer, I am very proud of the accomplishments of the Active 
and Reserve C-5 Wings at Dover AFB, Delaware. Their support of our nation's 
and the United Nation's airlift requirements have been extraordinary. The people 
of Delaware consider Dover AFB personnel as valued members of our 
community, and our state cooperates in a variety of ways to enable the Dover 
AFB team to perform its missions. 

For some time, there have been serious discussions concerning the 
assignment of tankers to Dover AFB in order to improve its overall capability. It 
is my understanding that Air Force studies show that this would be economically 
feasible, as well as operationally sound. 

During Operation Desert Storm, Dover AFB proved again its value and its 
airlift capability. Nevertheless, if a tanker unit had been co-based with the Dover 
C-5's, the airlift capability and reduction of backlog would have been greatly 
improved. I believe that most of us see Europe, the Mid-East and Africa as our 
greatest airlift support challenge, and that increasing the efficiency of the Dover 
C-5 operation is in our nation's strategic interest. 

TATNALL BUILDING 
DOVER. DELAWARE 19901 

(302) 739 - 41 01 
FAX (302) 739 - 2775 

CARVEL STATE OFFICE BLDG. 
WILMINGTON. DELAWARE 19801 

(302) 577 - 321 0 
FAX (302) 577 - 31 18 



Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Page 2 
April 27, 1995 

In closing, the information I have attached highlights what I believe to be a 
number of significant reasons for assigning a tanker unit to Dover. 

I would like to express my strong support for this relocation. In fact, if I 
can be helpful to you or your staff by hosting a visit to our state, or by arranging 
meetings as appropriate, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

b ' '* -, sincerely, 

Thomas R. Carper 
Governor 

-r;=NaL,-ooc,J=- 



REFUELING MISSION FOR 
DOVER AIR FORCE BASE 

In addition to continuing the critical air refueling support for transatlantic fighter 
movements, a refueling mission located at Dover Air Force Base would both 
facilitate movement and setup of a BRAC relocating unit and complement the 
AMC airlift mission in the following areas: 

PAGE SUBJECT 

Objective I - Provide the least cost alternative for 
relocation of an existing KC-135 unit. 

Objective II - Enhance the Active Airlift Mission 
of Dover Air Force Base 

Objective Ill - Increase air crew training effectiveness 
and eliminate air crew limiting factors 

Objective IV - Offers an opportunity to expand reserve 
associate missions to include KC-1 35 air crew 

Objective V - Increase the overall airlift efficiency of 
Dover Air Force Base 



OBJECTIVE I. Provide the least cost alternative for relocation of an existing KC- 
135 unit -- Dover has ramp space available to immediately accept a six aircraft 
unit, with the possibility of up to seven more spaces in the Christmas Tree area. 

1. Zone II (95th Area) has six parking spaces that are currently used for 
transient aircraft that remain overnight at Dover. 

2. Existing buildings could house maintenance functions while permanent 
facilities are budgeted and built. 

CI 
. . 

w fac~llty cost estimates for up to 16 new ~arklna s~ots:  

QTY UNIT COST TOTAL 
(000) (000) 

Aircraft Parking 16 ea.1 1,000 16,000* 
(includes hydrant outlet) 

Hydrant System LS 6,000* 

Apron Lighting LS 2,000# 

Environmental LS 2,000# 

Utilities LS LlJuQ 
TOTAL 28,000 

*Cost deferred by using existing facilities 
#Pending evaluation of existing facilities 

3. There would be minimum impact on the existing C-5 mission. Proposed 
construction site is not used for day-to-day C-5 operations. 

4. Procedures exist to fuel aircraft on main ramp and tow to parking in 95th for 
large fuel loads. A hydrant system could be budgeted and built at a later 
date. 

5. Towing aircraft with large fuel loads is a standard practice at Dover and other 
bases for certain types of missions. 



OBJECTIVE II. Enhance the Active Airlift Mission of Dover Air Force Base. 

Range of departing aircraft could be extended by basing refueling aircraft at 
Dover. 

Both Dover and Transient C-5s, as well as transient C-141s (C-17s in the 
future), could dramatically increase their payload andlor range by refueling 
shortly after takeoff. 

1. Weather conditions can severely limit takeoff gross weightlcargo load. 

2. Refueling at altitude will negate much of this operating limitation. 

OBJECTIVE Ill. Increase air crew training effectiveness and eliminate air crew 
limiting factors. 

Facilitate conducting air crew upgrade and currency training for both C-5 and 
KC-1 35 crews because of co-location of units. 

1. Streamline scheduling efforts by having accurate real time data on 
available resources. 

Historically, air refueling qualifications have been an air crew limiting factor. 

1. Having dedicated tankers would dramatically increase the amount of 
air refueling sorties available to crew members. 

2. Last minute cancellations by non-Dover receiver units could be picked 
up by Dover crews. This would save precious refueling opportunities. 

3. Would exponentially increase training effectiveness for both C-5 and 
C135 crews. 

4. Would benefit both active duty and reserve air crews. 



OBJECTIVE IV. Offers an opportunity to expand reserve associate missions to 
include KC-1 35 air crew. 

Implementing a reserve associate unit with gained KC-135 aircraft would 
increase DAFB ability to respond worldwide. 

I. Increasing missionlair crew capability would provide added flexibility and 
increase worldwide capability. 

2. An additional reserve unit would increase the overall capability of the 512 
AW. Historically, pilot crew positions are the easiest to fill and should 
pose no recruiting problem, as pilots make up 66 percent of the KC-135 
air crew complement. 

3. Would exponentially increase total benefits accrued to the Dover airlift 
mission. 

OBJECTIVE V. Increase the overall airlift efficiency of Dover Air Force Base. 

KC-135 aircraft are being retrofitted with roller systems which will 
accommodate up to six pallets of cargo. 

1. Dover is already the largest aerial port on the East Coast, and because of 
its size and location, it plays a prominent role in major military operations. 

2. Dover was the port of debarkation for Operations Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm. Backlogs and port hold times affected combat capability at 
operating locations. 

3. Increased airlift capability could dramatically reduce backloglport hold 
times. 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
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The Honorable Thomas R Carper 
Governor, State of Delaware 
Carve1 State Office Building 
Wdmington, Delaware 1 980 1 

Dear Tom: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to assign a tanker aircraft unit to 
Dover Air Force Base, Delaware. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission when considering 
any possible changes or modifications to the Secretary's recommendations regarding the 
assignment of tanker units. 

It's good to hear from a former colleague. I well remember our service on the 
Banking Committee together. I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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SHELDON SILVER 
Speaker 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 

THE ASSEMBLY 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 
Room 932 

Legislative Office Building 
Albany, New York 12248 

(51 8) 455-3791 

April 28, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am enclosing a letter of support for the United States Air Force's Rome 
Laboratory that has been sent to President Clinton by the Majority members of the New 
York State Assembly. This letter affirms the strong statewide support among New 
Yorkers for the retention of this important "super laboratory." The letter clearly 
demonstrates the facility's economic force in every region throughout the State of New 
York. 

The taxpayers of New York and their representatives are relying on you and your 
colleagues to thoughtfully review the arguments being put forward by the citizens of this 
State. We believe that the increasing State and local commitment to this laboratory are 
unique. We believe that there are clear and irrefutable arguments to reverse the 
unfortunate recommendation made by the Department of Defense. 

I look forward to testifying before the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
on May 5, 1995, along with Assemblywoman RoAnn Destito and other State officials. 

Sincerely, 

,/ SHELDON S I L ~  
Speaker 

SSIIk 
Enclosures 

cc: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissioners 



NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLY 

April 26, 1995 

Honorable William J. Clinton 
President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
washington, D.C. 20501 

Dear President Clinton: 

Please find enclosed a letter signed by members of the New 
York State Assembly Majority requesting your assistance in saving 
the United States Air Forcers Rome ~aboratory: This letter reflects 
the solid statewide support for the retention of this vital 
economic force in New York State. 

We sincerely appreciate your willingness to consider the 
strong, united support expressed by the Assembly Majority in this 
letter on behalf of keeping Rome Lab as a key asset in our staters 
economic future. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Assembly 



NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLY 

April 27, 1995 

Honorable William J. Clinton 
President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D. C. 20501 

Dear President Clinton: 

We, the undersigned members of the New York State Assembly Majority, request your 
unqualified support for the retention of the United States Air Force's Rome Laboratory. We join 
Speaker Sheldon Silver and Assemblywoman RoAnn Destito in declaring that this Air Force 
"super laboratory" is vital to the economic future of our region. We further join them in 
committing to your national defense conversion efforts. We know the growing importance of 
this facility to every region of our State and we assure you that there exists strong statewide 
support. 

The extraordinary achievements of Rome Laboratory are well known. Compact disc 
technology, latex paint, remote sensors and advanced telecommunications systems al l  have their 
genesis at Rome. Rome Laboratory is now bringing technological innovation to the regional 
economy of every comer of New York State. With our leading research universities, Rome 
Laboratory is bringing the reality of distance learning to both rural and urban schools. Rome 
Laboratory, with our Centers of Advanced Technology, is providing commercial use for defense- 
related technologies, reflecting the very essence of your Administration's defense conversion 
strategy. 

New York is the information capital of the world and home to the most advanced 
telecommunications and information resources. As the world's financial capital, New York 
State's economy, unlike any other, is driven by rapid and constantly evolving applications of 
information technology. As the premiere federal military laboratory for the development and 
deployment of information technology, Rome Laboratory belongs in New York State. 

No other state can offer the same potential for truly dual-use applications. No other state 
can match New York in its long-term commitment to the Administration's defense conversion 
strategy, as embodied in Rome Laboratory. 



Page Two 
Honorable William J. Clinton 

April 27, 1995 

The State Legislature has made a tangible and long-term commitment to the future of 
Rome Laboratory and to your Administration's broader defense conversion policy. Rome is the 
only BRAC community in the country to have put forward a complete redevelopment plan 
afterthe closure of the Griffiss Air Base. Its foundation rests on the Rome facility. After the 
last BRAC process, the taxpayers of our State must be assured that the federal government will 
treat New York in a responsible manner. 

This community has already been devastated by one Air Force closure. The community, 
the region and the State have pulled together in a partnership with the Air Force to address the 
challenge. That progress must not be discarded. We urge you to join us in ensuring the future 
of Rome Laboratory in New York State. 
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Honorable William J. Clinton 

April 27, 1995 
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The Honorable Sheldon Silver 
Speaker, New York State Assembly 
Room 932, Legislative Office Building 
Aibany, New York 12248 

Dear Speaker Silver: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a letter to President 
Clinton signed by the Majority members of the New York State Assembly regarding Rome 
Laboratory. I also appreciate the testimony you provided to the Commission during the 
New York City regional hearing on May 5, 1 995. 1 certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Rome Laboratory. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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GAO United States 
General Accounting Ofece 

Cincinnati Regional Office 

April 28, 1995 

Mr. Frank Cantwell 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Cincinnati Commerce Center 
600 Vine Street, Suite 2100 
Cincinnati, OH 45202-2430 

Dear Mr. Cantwell: 

As requested by Julia Denman, Assistant Director, Defense 
Management and NASA Issues, the enclosed folder containing 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center-related information 
is submitted for your review. The documentation includes 
GAO's December 1994 report entitled Aerospace Guidance and 
Metroloqv Center: Cost Growth and Other Factors Affect 
Closure and Privatization (GAO/NSIAD-95-60), and two 
assessment reports and briefing documents prepared by Coopers 
and Lybrand Consulting. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, 
please contact me (513/684-7181) or Julia Denman (202/512- 
4290). 

Sincerely, 

Frank T. Lawson 
Senior Evaluator 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR OHCE 
H W W U A R T E R S  S A N  ANTONIO AIR LOCI-ICS E N X R  AFMCI 

KEUY AIR FORCE RASE TEXAS 
I 2 I 

kfEMOR,LlDLiM FOR DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE . -OD r' (:Ob14I 1SSI( )r\c 

.ATTN: hls. Anne Recse 
1700 N Moore St Ste 1425 
Arlington VA 33209 1 <,3 ; i f  3 f h b r e y s j f  

,,,., . " * l - ' l ( - . j  . T  
8 ,  : .  1: ?5ma 1-7 

FROM: SA-PLLCICCE 
100 Moornlan St Ste 1 
Kelly AFB T;Y 7824 1-5808 

I .  We appreciate your inquiry about the high RPMA cost for1 ell! ME3 3s cornpart-d to  thc 
o thn  depot installations. We have rcsenrched this Issue md emined there w s  no o c n ~ ~ s t r . t ~ c ~  
between depots on reporting thc vanous cost elements. We ha ~nforrnation wh~ch lead us to 
belicve that utilities and custodial services should be includedl n RPW. whlch 1s wherc wc 

categorized these costs. However. it is apparent to us ihat the thcr depots did not ca tegnn~c  
utilities and custodial scrviccs as RPMA. It also appears the1 her depots may have i~lcludcd 
some or all of their utilities and custod~al services in Base OF ations ,and Support ! 
2. A comparison of RPMA counts submitted by each center r ect signilicant deviations as 
shown below: 

MLL AFB 

KELLY AFB $16.9M 

TINKER AFR S3.6M 1 



Utilities 
u I 

Custodial Services S7,5M 5 ;\f i 1 
Civil Engineering (CE) S e n ~ c e s  
CE Materials 0.9 ' I M  M I 
Demolition 0.SM 
hcbtecturnl and Engineering Desim O.3M 
Reimbursement of Base Produced Water 0.3,M 1 
All Other 0. ZM 

TOTAL' 

* Iflation factor of5.89/. applied to this total to 169M (FY96) cog  idcnll ficd 11) 

the Kelly COBRA. 

4. As ~ 0 ~ 1  can see tmm the above data. S128bt or 80% of 
for utliities m d  cus~ocilal 

services ~ h c h  were apparently left out of Uie other depot 

5 .  Based upon our review. inconsistent procedures were usedl cross the depot mmilations 
Therefore. we recommend the DBCRC: require a bottoms-up 5 v i m  (infonrat~on b, PC(: nlld I con category) be performed to standardize lllpua to ensure dl submissions a e  b r  I 

'I ~d 3 r d  
consistent throughout the conlmand. 

6. Our point of contact is Ms. Deborah Wilson. S A - U C i F  F DSN 9453757. ex[. 89 l 4 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
. "'@8B\ HEADQUARTERS SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFMC) 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE. TEXAS 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
ATTN: Ms. Anne Reese 
1700 N Moore St Ste 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

FROM: SA-ALC/CCE 
100 Moorman St Ste 1 
Kelly AFB TX 7824 1-5808 

SUBJECT: Real Property Maintenance A (RPMA) Cost 

1. We appreciate your inquiry about the high RPMA cost for Kelly AFB as compared to the 
other depot installations. We have researched this issue and determined there was no consistency 
between depots on reporting the various cost elements. We had information which lead us to 
believe that utilities and custodial services should be included in RPMA, which is where we 
categorized these costs. However, it is apparent to us that the other depots did not categorize 
utilities and custodial services as RPMA. It also appears the other depots may have included 
some or all of their utilities and custodial services in Base Operations and Support. 

2. A comparison of RPMA counts submitted by each center reflect significant deviations as 
shown below: 

INSTALLATION RPMA 

HILL AFB $6.1M 

KELLY AFB $16.9M 

McCLELLAN AFB $5.6M 

ROBINS AFB $6.1M 

TINKER AFB $3.6M 



3.  Cost categories included as RPMA in the Kelly AFB submission are as follows: 

Utilities 
Custodial Services 
Civil Engineering (CE) Services 
CE Materials 
Demolition 
Architectural and Engineering Design 
Reimbursement of Base Produced Water 
All Other 

TOTAL* 

* Inflation factor of 5.8% applied to this total to arrive at the $16.9M (FY96) cost identified in 
the Kelly COBRA. 

4. As you can see from the above data, S12.8M or 80% of the 16.1M is for utilities and custodial 
services which were apparently left out of the other depot installation's submission. 

5. Based upon our review, inconsistent procedures were used across the depot installations. 
Therefore, we recommend the DBCRC require a bottoms-up review (information by PEC and 
cost category) be performed to standardize inputs to ensure the submissions are valid and 
consistent throughout the command. 

6. Our point of contact is Ms. Deborah Wilson, SA-ALCIFMPF, DSN 945-4757, ext. 891. 
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DEPARTMENT OF r u t  AIR 
U E A W L J A R T W S  SAN ANTON0 A I R  LOGlh71CS 

K F I  I Y AIR FORCF RASE TEXAS 

C 2 3 APH 19% 

IWMORANDL~M FOR DEFENSE BASE CI.OSURE AND ALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
.4m: Ms. ,%me Reesc 

FROM: SA-ALC~CC 
100 Moorman St Ste 1 
Kelly AFB TX 7824 1-5808 

SUBJECT: Supervisor to Employee Ratio 

I .  Attached please find a talking paper in response to a questi on the  current supcrvlsur to 

employee ratio at San Antonio Air Logistics Center. The a? increased cincr ihc hrg,rlllirlg 

of FY95 to thc current level. 

2. Our point of contact is Ms Deborah Wilson. SA-ALCiTM . L)SN 045-1757. cxt 8') I ! 
Attachment: 
T a h g  Paper 



TALKING PAPER 
ON 

S A N  ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CE 
SUPERVISOR TO 

- BACKGROUND: An .4ir Force plan to increase supe managerial span of control is 
currently being formulated. This plan would bc based s[dent's Executive C),-dcr, ttlc 

National Performance Review (NPR), and Department e (DoD) guidance t:oncc.lnirry 
span of control. The Executive Order has requircd the nttol to & doublt.cf a d  the 
NPR has established s goal for supervisor to cmployee : 14.32 by tl1c year 1090 

DoD has determined it has an average supervisor to e 
(based on 30 Sep 93 baseline date) and has set a rou j by the 2000. 

- CURRENT STATUS: The SA-ALC Human Resources agernent Uuud was hr~clkd or, 

the above information on 35 Mar 95. During tius stat~stics wcrc y L e n  ;IS \+ell ,L\ 
a comparison of all Air Logistics Centers ( A L C s )  avarlable S ~ ; L ( ~ S ~ I C - \  :KC 'c. 
follows: 

Air Base Wing ,I I :  7 21 

Product Directorates 1: 10.78 
1 

-C.S CENTERS COMPA * * 
A,.Lc TOTAL POSWIO& D ~ A ~ ~ Q S I T I O D Y .  

'I 

Total SA-ALC 
I 

I 

l4.iI.I AFT3 UT (OO-L%C) 1:11.55 ,I I : l j . l6  
I 

1:10.12 

Kelly hFB TX (SA-ALC) 1 .I023 i:12.11 

* Based on locally derived sutist~cs 
* * Based on statistics provided by HQ MMG'/DPCC 

All stalirtics are based on assigncd persoanel as of 3 I Mar! 5 I 

McClellan .4FB CA (SM-ALC) 1 :1O.S4 

Robins AFB GA (WK-ALC) 1 : 10.94 

Tinker AFB OK (OC-ALC) 1:10.86 

1: 14.73 

i : i ?  61 



I 

p l A ,  I ' 3 4  *3 :  ::-I i +il,f , I I 1  I t  

- CONCLUSION: All the ALCs' Depot Maintenance s Area pos~tlons are gro~~ped 
between a 1 : 12 to 1: 15 ratio which is far above of 1 :7 average identified t )o I ) -~c~ t i t%  
Considering the "rightsizing" cffort underway. these not unexpected [.os.st:s i r i  

positions tend to take place first In the with reorgmi7311or1 3 r d  

supervisory losses ancntion given to tllcrc 
statistics, SA-ALC feels forth by the F;ut'cut~vt. )nlr.[. 
the NPR. DoD and the Air Force. 

- PREPARER: Mr. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

2 0  Apr  '13 

I f I , ,  1 ,.,I r L 1 l  t 1" 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFMC) 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE. TEXAS 

r:-$~r#Gag 

2 8 APR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
ATTN: Ms. Anne Reese 
1700 N Moore St Ste 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

FROM: SA-ALC/CC 
100 Moorman St Ste 1 
Kelly AFB TX 78241-5808 

SUBJECT: Supervisor to Employee Ratio 

1. Attached please find a talking paper in response to a question on the current supervisor to 
employee ratio at San Antonio Air Logistics Center. The ratio has increased since the beginning 
of FY95 to the current level. 

2. Our point of contact is Ms. Deborah Wilson, SA-ALCIFMPF, DSN 945-4757, ext. 891. 

Attachment: 
Talking Paper 



TALKING PAPER 
ON 

SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (SA-ALC) 
SUPERVISOR TO EMPLOYEE RATIOS 

- BACKGROUND: An Air Force plan to increase supervisory/managerial span of control is 
currently being formulated. This plan would be based on the President's Executive Order, the 
National Performance Review (NPR), and Department of Defense (DoD) guidance concerning 
span of control. The Executive Order has required the span of control to be doubled and the 
NPR has established a goal for supervisor to employee ratios of 1: 14.32 by the year 1999. 
DoD has determined it has an average supervisor to employee ratio of approximately 1:7 
(based on 30 Sep 93 baseline date) and has set a rough goal of 1 : 15 by the year 2000. 

- CURRENT STATUS: The SA-ALC Human Resources Management Board was briefed on 
the above information on 25 Mar 95. During this briefing, local statistics were given as well as 
a comparison of all Air Logistics Centers (ALCs). The most current available statistics are as 
follows: 

SA-ALC LOCAL statistics 

Product Directorates 

Air Base Wing 

Total SA-ALC 

A I R N T E R S  COMPARISON ** 
ALC TOTAL POSITIONS DMBA POSITIONS 

Hill AFB UT (00-ALC) 1:11.55 1:13.16 

Kelly AFB TX (SA-ALC) 1:10.23 1:12.11 

McClellan AFB CA (SM-ALC) 1:10.84 1:13.64 

Robins AFB GA (WR-ALC) 1:10.94 1:14.73 

Tinker AFB OK (OC-ALC) 1:10.86 1:12.61 

* Based on locally derived statistics 
** Based on statistics provided by HQ AFMC/DPCC 

All statistics are based on assigned personnel as of 3 1 Mar 95 



- CONCLUSION: All the ALCs' Depot Maintenance Business Area positions are grouped 
between a 1 : 12 to 1 : 15 ratio which is far above of 1 :7 baseline average identified DoD-wide. 
Considering the "rightsizing" effort underway, these ratios are not unexpected. Losses in 
positions tend to take place first in the non-supervisory ranks, with reorganization and 
supervisory losses following. However, with the high level of attention given to these 
statistics, SA-ALC feels confident that it can meet the goals set forth by the Executive Order, 
the NPR, DoD and the Air Force. 

- PREPARER: Mr. Dave Edwards, SA-ALC/DPCC, DSN 945-4208,26 Apr 95 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

April 10, 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 J. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

The attached response is being provided in response to a request from Mr. Mike 
Kennedy on April 6,1995. 

Point of contact for this action is LTC Sam McNabb, telephone (703) 693-0078. 

+- 
MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, TABS 

Attachments 

Printed on @ Recycled Pap,  



CHARLES E. KELLY SUPPORT CENTER 

1. Reconcile SAMAS ASIP station report (ASIP 96) against HQRPLANS ASIP ordered by 
major units (Troop List 96). 

The ASIP station report was prepared from SAMAS as of 16 May 94. The HQRPLANS 
ASIP was prepared from SAMAS as of 22 Nov 93. The command plans changes and other 
administrative corrections caused the adjustments which appeared in the May report. For this 
reason, the November report will not match the more recent edition. The 16 May 94 report 
(ASIP 96 data) was used by the TABS analysts when preparing the Army's recommendations. 

2. Reconcile the ASIP 96 MilICiv personnel numbers to the Screen 4 data. 

The ASIP 96 numbers shown on Sheet 2 are incorrect. Correct numbers for the Support 
Center are 139 military and 269 USC. To obtain these figures it is necessary add 128 USC 
positions, an extract of the Fort Drum Table of Distributions and Allowances, to the existing 
authorized strength of 139 military and 141 USC as reflected in ASIP station report for FY 96. 
Once completed, the consolidated numbers then equal the Screen 4 data. 
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DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  N A V Y  

THE ASSISTANT S E C R E T A R Y  O F T H E  NAVY 

( I N ~ T A L L A T I O N S  A N D  ENVIRONMENT)  

WASHINGTON.  0.C 2 0 3 6 0  5100 

21 April 1995 
I (.' - 

The Honornble Robert A .  Underwoocl - ,  , -  

House of Rep~.csentntives 
Washington, D.C.  205 15 

Dear hlr Uricle~-wood: 

I appreciate your corlcern over llle potential i~npncr of rhe Uzparrlnent of rltc 
K,:avy'b 1995 Ease I'<e:tlignrnzn t arid Clos[~~-e rriomtner~dntio~is r-e~nrclirly, 11:1val 
acti\,i[lcs on (;U:,III ~11cl the po~ellr~al that misil~tcrprerario~i 01' ilic flexit~ility 
c~iconipassed b y  o t ~ r  reco~nmenciations has on reuse. 

First. let Ine assure y o u  that is not our 111tention t o  Ii~rlder i l l  ; I I I ~  w:ly i l ~  

economic revi[;il~zntion o i  Gunln by restr~ctlng the C O ~ I ~ I I ~ L I I ~ I ~ \ :  r211~e o I  forr~~cr  I I ; I L . ; ~ ~  

propcrty and ;~\.\e[s. The Secrc:r'lry of [lie N a v v .  John L);~l[on, I~as inadc rl ~,t>rso~~:.il 
cu~ii~nit~nent [o sirpport tlitl F'res~clent ' s  "FI  ire Part I?o1nn7ulllry Kt:i~ii.es~r~l~~ril I J r o ! ~ r . t r  1 1 ' '  

io crcate new Jobs in nt'fecled xea s .  l3urr11g his test i ~i ior~y l>i:t'orc 1 1 . 1 ~  !\( ' 

coiiiniissiorl. [he Secrerr~ry commi~ted t11c Depnrtniellr to (10 rber y ~ l i r ~ l y ,  ~t L ' : ( I I  1 0  I l r ' l / . ~  

~ - e v i ~ a l i ~ ~ - '  the conllliullttles we ;Ire Ita\.ilig. 

l i  i \  o i~ r  ob jec~ i ve  10 C O I I V C ~ .  tlirot~;,li lo~~g-\t :r~n 1t3itscs. oi~tr 1gt11 I ~ : ~ I I \ ~ L ~ I  :,. O I  

ariy other ~n~~tt tnl ly  ;~greeable nl-rang:.lncrlt, ns niucli vf the land are;i ant1 f'r~cililic., 
possible fl-om Llle atfi-cted : \ C . ~ ~ V I L L O S  on Cji131ll SO as to $tin~uI;~fc I ~ i i l l  ecunortilc 
urowtli ~ f l i i l ~ .  A [  the same rirne, PI-oviding 11s with tlie sLr;lre):lc flcsil~il~r! 10 I ~ I ; ~ I I I I ; I I I I  
I 

the necessflrv ol~eraliurltxl access t i )  Guam pol-t f ; ~ ~ . ~ l ~ t i i . s .  L\!e will work wit11 1l1y 

G'ovzrrlll~cnt ol' Guam or i t5  aserlts to mi~iirn~ze ally reslrtillulls ro possihlc: 
Ltgreelllents. I l l  lllc contexL 01. OLII-  ~-eco~ii~ne~iclatio~l, we do Ilor hslisvc ~ I I ; I I  C . ~ . ~ I I L ~ I ~ L I C ~ ~  

nicess r.equi~-es rrbsnltrte o~\~~ier.sllip and : I ~ ) S O L U  tc tori t I-01 of strpport ~ J C I  I I 112s. 
4 . . -  . L~urcii~igly.  a dcctsio~i t o  rc~:~~ri faci titles (or ~iot j  i \  continyc:rl\ < ) I ]  ~ l ~ t .  < * I  ~ ~ , c . I I ~ . , L , I I L , : , \  

ot' ccrli1iiu:111)~ rcco~:~!iie~iilatio~is r e l ~ f ! ~ ~ ~  to Ieuw icrld a c r e s  ar rangc:ll~~~ir>. I I I  hI101.t 

we loirk f'orwnl-ci 10 wosbng \.vi lh ),ou to de~l~1~11) a ~ ~ i r r i d .  C C O I I O I I I I C ~ I I I Y  s ~ ~ I I . I ~ I ~ ; I [ I I ~ ~ ~ ,  

and mut~ral'ly acceptable rensc pl:lri. This 111-ocesh car1 be n M ~ ~ I I - L V I I I  ])~OCT:SS 1'01 t)oil\ 
the Navv and the local econolll.. 

You also asked about the r i ~ l t ~ r s  presence u i  the s~~brna~-int: tc-ndcr ~;rrrrcriti~ 
ststionerl 112 Guam. A s  yo11 21-e awarc. the Ya\;\: O I - [ C I . I  change> i r j  hoincporri~~;. 111;~11s 
clue to forcc ievcl cliarigcs and ~ I I : L I I ~ I I I ~  1liisii~)11 re i l~ t~r~ '~ l~c"~i t . \  Fr l )~:r( , i~~L:5 wI~i l<-  I 
c;ir;noi stare ~ , i L l l  ~ b s o l ~ ~ t c = ~ i ? . s ~  Lllilt [lie currellr sublnnrine Iftirlcr will rt.lii;~iri 111 ( ;11;1111 

t l~ro~rgl io~~[,  [ I I L  F JV?  Year Dci'erise Plan, rllc" V a b y ' ~  101ig r,~r~g,c ~ I : I I I  ,loc:s I I I C I ~ I ~ I C ~  I I I L ,  

reren~iorl nf all a l loa~ repail- slii:, 111 Gunnl. 



I hope this addresses your concerns We are interested in working with (.iunrr~ 10 

preserve options for the Navy in the event of filture military contingencies, but wc arc 
also concerned with assisting Guam in providing for its own econonlic rcvitaliz;lriorl afiei 
the  closures and realignments are complete. If you have any furtiler q~~cstions, please 
contact me I have provided similar responses to Gavenror Gutierrez and Syc'rkcr 
Parkinson. 

Sincerelv 
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DEPAHTMElJT O F  DEFENSE EXPLOSIVES SAFETY BOARD 
2461  E I S E N H O W E R  A V E N U E  

A L E X A N D R I A ,  V I R G I N I A  22331 -0600  

I 

DDESB-KO 
4% NOV 1% 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, U.S. ARMY TECHNICAL CENTER 
FOR EXPLOSIVES SAFETY, ATTN: SMCAC-ES 

SUBJECT: ~x~losives Safety Survey of U.S. Army Garrison, Fort 
Indiantown Gap, Annville, PA 

This explosives safety survey was conducted on September 9. 
1994 by Dr. Chester E. Canada, Physical Scientist, representing 
this Board. The purpose of the survey and its results were 
discussed with LTC D. L. Cook, Garrison Commander. 

There are no waivers or exemptions in effect at Fort 
Indiantown Gap. 

There were no findings of vafiances from explosives safety 
standards and practices. 

The obvious attention to detail and professionalism 
displayed by all personnel that Dr. Canada encountered at Fort 
Indiantown Gap is commended. Contributions from Mr. Gino Moraga 
(QASAS, Ammo Surv) toward solving explosives safety issues and 
improving the overall management of explosives safety are worthy 
of s2ecial note. 

/-------\r 

HARb WRIGHT,'  
USA C, 

Chairman 

cc: CDR, U.S. Army Garr i son ,  
Ft. Indiantown Gap 



AFPI-SO (SMCAC-EST/9 Dec 94) (385) 1st End 
SUBJECT: Explosives Safety Survey of U.S. Army Garrison, Fort 
Indiantown Gap, Annville, PA (SMCAC-EST File Number 750) 

Commander, United States Army Forces Command, Fort McPherson, GA 
30330-6000 2 0 DEC 1994 

FOR Commander, Fort Indiantown Gap, ATTN: AFZS-FIG-SO, 
Annville, PA 17003-5047 

1. Report of Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board 
Survey conducted on 9 September 1994, at Fort Indiantown Gap, is 
forwarded for your action. 

2. The laudatory remarks by the Department of Defense Explosives 
Safety Board and the Army Technical Center for Explosives Safety 
are well deserved. Congratulations to all for this fine safety 
effort and in particular to Mr. Gino Moraga. 

. Fcr further information, contact Mr. Lynn C. Clements, 
FORSCOM Safety Office, DSN 367-5764, and/or Mr. Joel Heath, 
Directorate of Logistics (QASAS), DSN 367-6217. 

Encl 
nc 



FY92 YEAR-END AUTHORIZATION/EXPENDITURE DATA 

( % I  
C O W  AMMO 

INSTL/CMD EXP RATE 

FIRST ARMY 65.4 
SECONE) ARMY 86.1 
FIFTH ARMY 76.1 
SIXTH ARMY 85.2 
FORT BELVOIR 56.7 
FORT BENNING 98.2 
FORT BLISS 78.8 
FORT BRAGG 95.3 
FORT CAMPBELL 
FORT CARSON 
FORT DEVENS 

824:; 
94.5 

FORT DIX 86.8 
FORT DRUM 92.7 
FORT EUSTIS 99.6 
FORT GORDON 100.5 
FORT B. HARRISON 100 ,% ' ;. 
FORT HOOD 84.a" 
FORT S. HOUSTON 38.9 
FORT HUACHUCA 30.7 

-@RT~!IND IANTOG ~'GAE!>??.~ 4  .2 -,; 
FORT IRWIN 63.1 
FORT JACKSON 53.6 
FORT KNOX 8 9 . 1  
FORT LEE 82.7 
FORT LEWIS 9 9 . 4  
FORT MCCLELLAN 88.8 
FORT MCCOY 94.2 
FORT MCPHERSON 105.3 
FORT MEADE 4 . 9  
NTC 92.2 
FORT ORD 95.3 
FORT POLK 82.3 
PRESIDIO OF SAN FRAN 72.8 
REDSTONE 0 
%ORT RILEY 95.6 
FORT RUCKER 97.8 
FORT SHERIDAN 0 
FORT SILL 96.8 
FORT STEWART 9 2 . 9  
FORT L. WOOD 6 9 . 3  

( % I  - DOLLAR NO. 
MSL AMMO AUTH NO. - VALUE '1QEG . 
EXP RATE ERRORS OVEREXPS .OVEREXP EXP 

13 
6 

PERFECT 
9 

PERFECT 
69 
1 
17 
1 
67 
PERFECT 
PERFECT 
8 
1 
9 

PERFECT 
5 

35 
, . 1 
t', .. PERFECT 

2 
PERFECT 
PERFECT 

1 
FERFECT 
PERFECT 

3 
PERFECT 

36  
PERFECT 

6  
37 

2 
3 

PERFECT 
PERFECT 
33 
PERFECT 

3 
5 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1-3300 

- 

ECONOMIC SECURITY 

Mr. Ben Borden 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
~rlington, ~irginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Borden: 

I have enclosed two copies for the Commission's use of the 
Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance Functional 
Analysis process Summary. 

I hope you find these useful. 

Sincerely, 

obert 
Director 
Base Closure 

Enclosure 

Copy to: House and Senate Reading Rooms 



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301 -3000 

2 8 MAR 135 #q'; f :,;;..: ' r '  > .  . . 
ACOUlSlT ION AND ,&&ij; B G ~ L )  

TECHNOLOGY 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

SUBJECT: Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance Functional Analysis 
Process Summary 

This memorandum forwards the Functional .Analysis Process Summary of the Joint 
Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance. 

3 
/ James R. Klugh 

/ Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense (Logistics) , 

Attachment: As stated 



BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance 

Functional Analysis Process Summary 

Section 1. IntroductionlBackground 

In previous Base Realigrnent and Closures (B3.P.C) 
cycles, the analyses and development of recommendations for 
closures and realignments were conducted solely within the 
DoD Components. As a result, alternatives that involved 
n ~ r ~ ~ ~ - ~ e r ~ i ~ e Q Q  actions were ~ o t  developed. 

To enhance opportunities for consideration of cross- 
service tradeoff and multi-service use of the remaining 
infrastructure, on January 7, i994, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense (DEPSECDEF) issued z zenorandum creating six Joint I 

Cross-Service Groups, includicg the Joint Cross-Service 
Group for Depot Maintenance (SCSG-DM). These joint groups . 
were to work with the Military Departments and the Defens'e 
Agencies in areas with significant potential for cross- 
service impacts in BRAC 95. 

In his memorandum, the DZ?S%CDEF pointed out that 
significant reductions in infrhstructure could only be 
achieved after careful studies cddressed not only structural 
changes to the base structure, but also operational and 
organizational changes, with E strong emphasis on cross- 
service utilization of comrnor. support assets. Throughout 
the BRAC 95 analysis process, the DoD Components were 
directed to look for cross-service or intra-service 
opportunities to share assets end for opportunities to rely 
on a single Military Service fcr support. 

One of the six cross-service groups established by the 
DEPSECDEF was for depot maintenance. It was chaired by the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defe-se (Logistics). Membership 
of the group consisted of: 

The Deputy Assistant SecretEry of the Army for Logistics 
The Assistant Secretary of the Navy (RD&A) 
The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics) 
The Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff Logistics 
The Marine Corps Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations 

and Logistics 
The Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
The Joint Staff Director of Logistics 



To support the JCSG-DM a Technical and Support Group 
component was established. Its membership was initially 
comprised of the DASD (ERLBRAC); the DASD (Production 
Resources); the ADUSD for Maintenance Policy; and 
representatives from the Military Departments. Joint Staf 
Defense Logistics Agency. Defense NuclearAgency. Program 
Analysis and Evaluation. DoD Comptroll-er. and the DoD 
Inspector General. 

The JCSG-DM directed its efforts toward supporting the 
overall DoD goals for selecting bases for realignment and 
closure. These goals were outlined in the DEPSECDEF 
memorandum of January 7, 1994: 

DoD Components must reduce their base 
structure capacity commensurate with 
approved roles and missions. planned 
force draw downs and programmed workload 
reductions over the FYDP. For BRAC 95. 
the goal is to further reduce the 
overcll DoD domestic base structure by a 
minimum of 15 percent of DoD-wide plant 
replacement value. Preserving readiness 
through the elimicrtion of unnecessary 
infrastructure is critical to our 
national security. 

It is DoD policy to make maximum use of 
common support assets. DoD Components 
should throughout the BRAC 95 analysis 
process. look for cross-service or 
intra-service opportunities to share 
assets and look for opportunities to 
rely on a single Military Department for 
support. 

~onsequently. the JCSG-DX translated the DoD goals into 
the following objective: to develop a methodology that 
could generate alternative realignment and closure actions 
for further reducing capacity or replacement value of DoD- 
wide maintenance depots without adversely affecting 
readiness.  his objective was the foundation upon which the 
JCSG-DM shaped its analytical framework. 

The JCSG-DM further established a goal that the 
Military Departments should size to core. i-e.. retain only 
the minimum depot infrastructure needed to preserve the 
capabilities within organic depots to meet readiness and 
sustainability requirements of the weapon systems that 
support the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) contingency 
scenarios. 



Section 2. Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary 

Analysis Assumptions 

The JCSG-DM accepted only one basic assumption. It was 
assumed that the "people will follow the workload"; i.e., if 
a depot maintenance workload is transferred to another 
location, the JCSG-DM assumed that the number and types of 
qualified skilled labor needed to perform the workload will 
be either available in the new location or will relocate to 
the new location. This assumption was based upon the 
considerable experience in past BRAC efforts. 

General Analytic Concept 

For BRAC 95 analysis purposes the Military Departments 
will size to core, i.e., retain only the minimum depot 
infrastructure needed to preserve the capabilities within 
the DoD organic depots to meet the readiness and I \  

sustainability requirements of the weapon systems that e 

support the JCS contingency scenarios. Most of each 
Military Department's core caaability reqdrements would be 
retained by Service-controlled depots while the balance 
would be obtained from other Service depots through 
interservicing. 

The JCSG-DM recognized thct there might be special 
requirements that should be included in the core sizing 
considerations, such as last source of repair and efficiency 
and economy factors. However, final sizing decisions might 
be revised besed on future policy decisions, and those 
issues should be handled on a case-by-case basis. Military 
Departments seeking an exception to the size-to-core concept 
should justify that exception to the JCSG-DM. 

Analytical Baseline 

The JCSG-DM established its analytical baseline with 
the following eight criteria: 

The initial focus would be on the depot maintenance 
activities at 24 remaining DoD organic depot 
maintenance facilities. 
The analysis would be structured and performed on a 
commodity basis. 
Standard working definitions would be developed and 
provided to the Military Departments. 
The quantification of core capabilities and 
capacities would be based upon the FYDP. 



~roduction shop capacities and utilization would be 
based upon the current year funded and outyear FYDP 
programmed workload mix. 
Capacity and utilization would be measured in 
accordance with the principles established by the 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council study on capacity 
measurement. 
~ l l  measures would be based on a one-shift, 40-hour 
workweek. 

D a t a  Call 

Based upon the analytic essumptions, concepts, and 
baselines, the Technical and Support Group develoged for 
approval by the JCSG-DM a standardized report and data call 
for use by the Military Departments. The report w'nich was 
approved and forwarded to the Secretaries of the Military 
Departments on April 4, 1994, included the following: 

Section 1. Analvtical Foundation. This section 
contained the underlying JCSG-DM analytical 
foundations including the objective, analysis 
baseline, essum~tions, 2nd general analytic concept. 

on 2 .  Cateaor e ~ .  The JCSG-DM identified 1 4  
major categories or ccxnodity groupings for 
corsideration in BRkC 9 5 .  These categories were 
chosen because they represented the current major 
an6 projected commodity lines serviced by DoD'depot 
maintenance activities. These 14 major groupings 
were further divided izto 50 subgroupings. 
e ' v. This section provided 

l a p a c i t y  and the framework 
for the Military Depariments to calculate total 
cagacity and excess ca2acity. The concept of 
naximum potential capacity was identified and 
dcf ined. 
Section 4, Measllres of Merit/Common Data ~ l e m ~ ~  
The JCSG-DM provided suggested measures of merit for 
the Military Departments use in evaluating 
alternatives developed by the JCSG-DM. The measures 
were cross-walked back to the applicable approved 
Military Value Criteria. 

da. 1993 Rase Re 
and Cl-. This appendix provided 
policy guidance issued by the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense and the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Acquisition and Technology). 
B P D ~  x R. Woxklna D e f w  . .  . The JCSG-DM 
developed a set of common working definitions in 
order to establish a common foundation for 
deliberations on BRAC 95. It was stated that while 
these definitions had a basis in DoD policy, 



procedures, and operations, they were not considered 
"official' definitions but rather working 
definitions tailored to this specific task. 
ApDe dix C .  DoD Memoranda: Policv for Maintaining CoreDeDot This document defined core 
depot maintenance and provided the DoD-approved 
methodology-to compute core depot maintenance 
requirements. 
A~~endix D. Standard Data CaU. The JCSG-DM 
designed a standard data call to facilitate the 
required cross-service analysis. The data call 
consisted of two sections, one for capacity 
measurement and the second for measuring measures 
merit. Instructions and standard tables were 
provided to ease both preparation and evaluation. 
Preparers were instructed to contact their Milita 
Department's BRAC 95 office for any required 
clarifications. 

Section 3. Description of Functional Analysis Summary 

Joint Cross-Service Analysis Tool 

During the first week in June, members of the JCSG-DM 
were edvised of a linear proqra. called the Joint Cross- 
Service A.?clysis Tool (JCSAT), developed by the Center for 
Navzl Analysis for use in B W C  95. It was suggested .that 
this progrcq, with some modifications, could be used as a 
standard tool by all Joint Cross-Service Groups. The 
Technical and Support Group was tasked to evaluate the model 
to determine how it could be errgloyed and what 
specifications and assumptions would be needed for its 
operation. 

The stated goals of the JCSAT were to eliminate excess 
DoS infrestructure, maintain a kigh quality infrastructure. 
and generate a product that could survive in the BXAC 
environment. The data elements required for operation of 
the JCSAT were as follows: 

m c t b a l  v . The merit of performing a cross- 
service function at a given site or activity. 

ctional ca~aclt-e . I s .  The capacity of each site or 
activity to perform a given cross-senrice function. 
QoD cross - servic tional renuirernentq. The 
future DoD requirement to perform each cross-service 
function. 
Militarv Values. The Military Department assessment 
of the Military Value of each site or activity. 

Through these data elements the JCSAT would attempt to 
find the best allocation of the future DoD cross-service 
functional requirements to the activities for use as a 



baseline for further analysis. The best allocation was 
defined as consolidation of cross-service functional 
allocations into a small set of high value sites or 
activities that have the capacities required to perform the 
work. Given this set of sites or activities, allocations of 
core workload requirements would be based on functional 
value. 

A single Tri-Department ERAC Group consisting of 
representatives from each Military Department was formed to 
assist all of the JCSGs. This group was established to 
execute runs of the JCSAT using certified data, objective 
functions, and policy imperatives established by the JCSGs. 

The Technical and Support Group received briefings and 
documentation relating to the JCSAT. Notional data was 
developed and forwarded to the Tri-~epartment BRAC Group for 
a trial run. Additionally, nodel documentation wrs provided 
to Logistics Management Institute (LMI) for their analysis. 
The trial run was successfully eccomplished in a timely 
fashion. LMI advised that the JCSAT was sensitive to 
military Values and recommended that Military Values be 

8 

* 
provided on a broad range scale. LMI further suggested that 
the JCSAT be modified to reflect workload shifts from 
activity to activity. The findings of the Technics1 and 
Support Group were briefed to the JCSG-DM, and use of the 
JCSAT was approved on July 29, 1994. 

Use of the JCSAT require6 the development of f~~ctional 
values. In order to develop fcactional values, Eeasures of 
merit applicable to performance of workloads st specific 
locations were identified and mrximum points were assigned 
to each category: 

Core workloads/core ca2ebilities - 30 points 
Unique/peculiar core workload, capabilities, and 
capacity - 15 points 
~nique/peculiar core workload test facilities - 15 
points 
Other workloads - 25 points 
~nvironmental issues - 10 points 

From those broad categories specific questions were 
developed to assist in the application of each value to a 
commodity. It was envisioned that these weights would be 
applied to each commodity at each activity and an overall 
rating would be developed for each commodity at each 
activity. Decisiori Pad Analysis Software (DPADS), a simple 
spreadsheet software, was approved for use in assisting in 
the calculation of these functional values. 



Costs 

The JCSG-DM investigated if costs could be considered 
as part of the joint analysis process. The Defense Depot 
Maintenance Council had developed, apart from.BRAC, a 
methodology designed to estimate the costs and savings 
associated with potential interservicing of depot 
maintenance workloads. There was a proposal to use this 
methodology as a tool to screen alternatives for feasibility 
prior to forwarding the alternatives to the Military 
Departments for complete evaluation. It was recognized that 
the Military Departments would use COBRA in their 
evaluations. 

It was subsequently determined that the cost accounting 
prcctices of the Military Deprtments were too diverse to 
make meaningful comparisons et the commodity level without 
further leveling. It was believed by the JCSG-DX that there . . 
was not sufficient time to i~~:ie a revised data call and I 

conduct the cost normalizatio~ that would be required to i 

conduct equitable comparisons. 

It was proposed and acce7ted that the JCSG-DM would 
utilize a modified or functicxal COBRA as a cost feasibility 
test for the JCSG-DM develop€< alternatives. This course of 
action would be consistent with the expressed plczs of the 
other JCSGs. The JCSG-DM wss eclvised that such a functional 
COBRA was under development by a separate joint group 
composed of representatives of each of the Services. 

On July 29, 1994, the JCSG-DM formally approved: 
DPADS 
Optimization Model 
General functional value methodology 
Alternative developmezt process 
Requested site Militzry Values be provided 
simultaneously with functional values in a standard 
broad range scale 

On August 24, 1994, the JCSG-DM approved: 
Specific functional value weights 
Use of functional COBRR 
Site Military Values on a range from 0-100 
The over-all analytic methodology 

On August 25, 1994, the BiiAC Steering Group was briefed 
on the JCSG-DM planned analytic methodology. 

The JCSG-DM was subsequently approved to receive data 
and to begin the analysis process on August 29, 1994. 



D a t a  Review 

Military responses to the data call were requested to 
be delivered on September 6, 1995. A t  that time the Data 
Analysis Team began meeting full-time in spaces located in 
the Hoffman Building. 

Initial submissions were incomplete. However, database 
input was prioritized and the LMI representative began 
construction of the database with the data available. 

The development of the database enabled the Data 
Analysis Team to identify many data discrepancies. Those 
discrepancies were then provided to the representetive from 
the owning Service for resolution. Purification of the 
database continued throughout September and October with the 
last revision being made on Kavember 2, 1994. All changes 
to the data were certified in accordance with individual 
Military Department certification procedures. All entries 
in the datzbase were provide6 to the representativss of the . a 

Military Departments for validztion. In additioa to * 
auditing individual inputs to the database, the DoDIG 
completed a comprehensive detabase audit on Noverher 2, 
1994. No significant discre~ezcies were found. 

Excess Targets 

The decision by the JCSG-DM to "size to core" made the 
establishment of excess capecicy and reduction ttxgets a 
straightforward procedure. target range for excess 
capacity was established. Tks top of the range was defined 
as capacity minus core workload. The bottom was capacity 
minus total programmed workloz5. Excess ca2acity targets 
were then established from certified data DoD-wide, by 
Service, by commodity group, azd by activity. 

The establishment of excess capacity targets resulted 
in a large amount of the DoD excess capacity being 
classified in the "Other" comnodity group. It was - - 
determined by the JCSG-DM that there were not sufficient 
categories of commodities to properly identify this 
workload. The Services were asked for any new recommended 
commodity groupings. Additiozal commodity groupings were 
approved at the October 11, 1994, meeting of the JCSG-DM. 
Revised excess capacity targets were updated based upon 
certified data to include the new commodity groupings. 

Functional Values 

~t was required that functional value be established 
for every commodity at every location. This would result in 
a ranking by activity, by comnodity, across Service lines. 



There were three elements necessary for calculating 
functional value: 

Data required for numeric calculations (this 
comprised the largest portion of the functional 
value) 
I~dependent Service evaluation 
Data Analysis evaluation 

In order to level the playing field, members of the 
Data Analysis Team reviewed each of the scores. Pour 
scoring conventions were developed: 

Relative importance of workload is not degendent 
upon size. 
For purposes of calculating functional values, 
workloads less than oze work year (1615 DL%) were 
considered zero. 
If no unique and/or peculiar workload was reported 
in response to the deza call, then no credit was 
given for unique and/or peculiar capacity or test 
facilities. 4 I 

Wfen scori~g for envlrorimental issues, a coinpliance 
waiver constituted a problem by definition. The - 
distinction between a "significant" and 'minorn 
problem was a Service judgment. 

The ZCSG-DM approved worksheet was replicated for each 
commodity at each depot in the database. The database 
applied scores to be calculcted from the data. The Data 
Analysis Team then reviewed tke Service scoring end applied 
their scores in accordance wich the conventions detailed 
above. 

Site Military Values 

The JCSG-DM had asked for the site Military Values on a 
standard broad range scale. It was decided by higher 
authority that site values would be provided on a one-to- 
three scale. These values were received by the JCSG-DM on 
November 16, 1994. 

Optimization Runs 

During the months of October and November, 1594, 
several requests were processed to the Tri-Department BRAC 
Group to obtain optimization runs. The results of each run 
presented the top three solutions for each of the optimized 
criteria. 

The first request, dated October 14, 1994, coatained 
certified data from the JCSG-DM database for capacity, core, 
and maximxm potential core. 



Request Number 2, dated October 17, requested runs that 
would (1) minimize the number of sites and (2) minimize 
excess capacity based on data provided by Request Number 1. 
The JCSG-DM decided that workloads in commodity groups 14, 
15, and 16 should be excluded from optimization run 
calculations because they represented workloads that were 
peculiar to individual Services and/or individual depots. 
Core requirements were not to exceed current capacity. 

Reqxest Number 3, dated October 25, contained 
functional values and changes received in certified data and 
requested new runs as requested in Request Number 2 as well 
as additional runs to maximize functional value. Secause 
runs from Request Number 2 did not sufficiently decrease 
excess cepacity, this request asked that core could be 
allocated up to maximum potential capacity. 

Request Number 4, dated October 28, contained some 
changes axd corrections in certified data used in previous 
runs. Tke analysis of previous runs indicated tkst there 
were many depots that the optimization model could not 
select as potential closures because of core requirements 
for one or two commodity groups (termed "show stoppersn). 
In order to enable the optimization model to select any 
depot as a potential closure candidate, a notional depot was 
created that had sufficient maximum potential to create 
enough slack to absorb core for these "show stoppers." This 
request established the notional depot with selected'inaximun 
potential capacity mounts m d  asked for runs cocristent 
with Rewest Number 3. 

Rewest Number 5, dated November 1, contained some 
changes iz certified data and to the maximum poteztial 
capacity ettributed to the notional depot. This request 
specified that core should fill up capacity at resl depots 
before shifting any core to the notional depot. 

Request Number 6, dated November 2, containe6 some 
recalcu1a:ions of functional values based on new information 
from depots and some minor corrections. This request asked 
that previously requested optimization calculations be 
accomplished using updated information. 

Request Number 7, dated November 4, corrected maximum 
potential capacity for Oklahoma City ALC to zero and 
indicated other minor corrections. In a subsequect meeting 
with representatives from the Tri-Department BRAC Group, the 
Data Analysis Team was advised that the optimization model 
had difficulty in processing data when the input ranged from 
hundreds to millions. To overcome this, the data was 
rounded, :nus giving the impression that there were data 
input errors. Dr. ~ickel also expressed reservations on the 



reliability of runs and the potential for Pentium chip 
problems. 

Request Number 8, dated November 16, contained Military 
Value information and asked for only a set of runs to 
maximize Military Value combined with other constraints. 

Request Number 9 1  dated November 17, contained minor 
adjustments in data for the notional depot and asked for a 
full set of runs. 

Runs received from the Tri-Department BRAC Group were 
verified via an Optimization Model created and operated by 
LMI representatives to the Data Analysis Team utilizing a 
"486" computer. thus avoiding any questions concerning 
potential errors introduced by faulty Pentium computer 
chips. 

Development of Alternatives 

The Deta Pnalysis Team met on numerous occasions to 
1 

* 

review optimization information. The first concern of the 
Data Analysis Team was to ensure that the optimiz-L c~ion model 
contained the correct certified numbers. In this context, 
rneny discrepancies were determined after certified data were 
input into the JCSG-DM database. The correction of these 
discrepaacies resulted in additional optimization requests 
being processed. 

The ~ e x t  concern of the Data Analysis Tern ves whether 
the optimization runs could eliminate sufficient excess 
capacity. This was solved through use of the maximum 
potential capacity and use of a notional depot as previously 
described. 

 ina ally. the Data Analysis Team wss to make 
recornrnendztions for closures and realignments. To 
accomplish this task. the Data Analysis Team reviewed each 
optimization run line-by-line. The Data Analysis Team was 
directed to challenge the Mildeps to consolidate workloads 
including increased interservicing. 

The Data Analysis Team concentrated their efforts on 
optimization runs that produced significant numbers of 
potential closures. The computer spread of core was then 
analyzed to determine what further consolidations of 
workloads wire feasible. The end results were 
recommendations to the full JCSG-DM of alternatives that 
included significant numbers of potential closures along 
with major reductions in the number of locations performing 
work in the same commodity. 



Four of the six best model runs had identical closure 
recommendations. The best of the fifth run also presented a 
viable alternative. The best of the sixth provided only 
limited reductions in capacity and was not considered 
further. 

Using the procedures outlined above, the Data Analysis 
Team analyzed the five best runs and developed two 
alternatives for consideration by the JCSG-DM. 

On November 21, 1994, the JCSG-DM approved the two 
alternatives. On November 2 2 ,  1994, the alternatives were 
forwarded to the Military Departments. 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3XK) 

f CONOMIC 
SECURITY December 1 3 ,  1994  

MEMOWINDUM FOR BRAC-95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP CHAIRPERSONS 

SUBJECT: Joint cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary 

~t our December 2nd meeting. we discussed the need for a 
summary describing each Joint Cross-Service Group's (JCSG) 
functional analysis process to help document the Department's 
BRAC 95 effort. Your summary will be valuable in supporting our 
process during the Commissionls independent analyses and in 
preparation for Commission hearings. 

Your summary should follow the general format shown at 
Attachment 1. Please forward a copy to the Office of the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations by Canuary 27. . 
1995. to help us in drafting the DoD report to the Commission. 

Additionally, your sub-group/study team should be 
maintaining records and files documenting your process as 
indicated at Attechment 2. We will give you more information on 
document reproduction and distribution requirements later. 

If you have questions. contect Mr. Bob Meyer at 61415356. 

Attachments 



FORMAT FOR JCSG SUMMllRY 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Senrice Croup on 

Punctional Analysis Process S u m n a r y  

Execut ive Summary 

section I. IntroductionlBackground 

- JCSGps text is not limited to. but should include discussion 
of its vision for balancing functional requirements with capacity 
and readiness. 

section 2. Joint Crons-Senrice Functional Analyria Proceas Summary 

- Concise~succinct, brocess-oriented descri~tion of the JCSG's 
overarching functional analysis process (e.g., should include 
organization and relationships of the JCSG and its subgroup(s); 
developmeat of overall analytical framework. internal controls. 
and data gathering; functional capacity analysis; consideration 
of non-EX=.C policy for develc~ing functional closure or 
realignment alternatives; aaC the follow-on interactive process 
with the Military Depertments). 

Section 3. Description of Punctional Aaalyser Suuunary 

- Concisc/succinct, analvsis-oriented descri~tion of the JCSG's 
analyses and methodologies for developing functional closure or 
realignment alternatives (e.g.. should include criteria/measures/ 
factors. =rlytical methods ~ 3 6  tools; analysis of capacity; 
functional value analyses; interaction with follow-on Military 
Departments' analyses, etc.) . 

Section 4. Joint Crorr-Service Functional A l t m ~ t i v ~ s  

- The alternatives fo-warded to the Military Departments 

Appendices (if requirmd) 

Attachment 1 



JCSG RECORD KEEPING AND DOCUMENTATION REQUI-S 

. . 
1, *Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary 

- A short summary with concise, succinct descriptions of (1) the 
JCSG1s process, ( 2 )  its analyses/methods, and (3)-its 
alternatives 

2. *Internal Control Plan 

3- *JCSG Analytical framework 

- Criteria/Measures/Factors - Data Calls/Questionnaires 

4. *Functional excess capacity analyses (plan and results) 

5 .  *A.nalytical tool outputs/runs with supporting data/screens/ 
analyses produced to develop alternatives forwarded to the MILDEPs 

6. *Alternatives transmitted to the Military Departments 

Consistent with the requirements of law and DoD policy, JCSGs will 
reproduce and provide copies to the Commission, the Congress, and GAO. 
JCSGs will maintain and make availaSle upon request all othe~ policy, 
deta, information, and analyses considered by the JCSG in developing 
fuictional closure and realignment alternatives. 

NOTE: See also BFlAC 95 "Kickoff" Xeagrendun, January 7, 1994, and 
Joint Internal Control Plan, April 13. 1994, for documentation 
requirements. 

Attachment 2 

L 
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Prepare Reply for Commkioner's Signature 

PrepareDirect Response 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature 1 
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Prepare Reply for Staff Director's 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -3300 

ECONOMIC SECURITY 

pt2 , ,>,. .," 8 ; I * : { !  1 ;:*> a :-&:;ikx 

Mr. Alex Yellin , - 13 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington. Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

I have enclosed two copies of the Rand study, entitled 
U.S. Submarine Production Base. I understand you had requested 
this study from the Navy. 

I hope you find these useful. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Base Closure 

Enclosure 

Copy to: House and Senate Reading Rooms 





SDSTO- P 25 April 1995 

TO: Ms. Ann Reese 

SUBJECT: Historical Profile - Personnel Moved with Workload 

1. Per a request from the BRAC Staff visit at Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, 31 March 1995, enclosed are three charts on the above 
subject. 

2. The charts indicate Tobyhannals experience relative to the 
number of personnel moving with the workload as a result of BRAC 
actions. 

3. If you need any additional information or have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me at DSN 795-6310. 

Denise k@k7 Lyno 



MISSIONS TRANSFER OFFERS 

HISTORICAL PROFILE 

COMMUNICATIONS SECURITY (LEXINGTON-BLUE GRASS) to 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

* DUE TO CONSOLIDATION EFFICIENCIES 

ACTION 

Initial Lexington-Blue Grass 
~uthorizations 

Initial Lexington-Blue Grass 
Authorizations to TOAD 

Lexington Blue-Grass Authorizations 
After BRAC Reductions* 

Lexington Blue-Grass Authorizations 
to TOAD After BRAC Reductions* 

COMSEC Authorizations to TOAD After 
BRAC Reductions* 

COMSEC Authorizations After TOAD 
Reductions** 

Actual Transfers to TOAD 

**  DUE TO WORKLOAD REQUIREMENTS 

It should be noted that the Lexington-Blue Grass transfer to 
Tobyhanna was in two major work categories--communications 
security and communications electronics. The communications- 
electronics mission was absorbed without any additional manpower 
authorizations. Communications Security authorizations were 
effected and are displayed in this chart. 

% 

87% 

86% 

39% 

34% 

3% 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

1407 

1219 

478 

410 

185 

161 

15 



MISSION TRANSFER OFFERS 

HISTORICAL PROFILE 

VINT HILL FARbrIS STATION to TOBYaANNA ARMY DEPOT 

* DUE TO CONSOLIDATION EFFICIENCIES. 

**DUE TO WORKLOAD REQUIREMENTS. 

r 

ACTION 

Initial VHFS Autnorizacions 

Initial VHFS Authorizations to TOAD 

VHFS Authorizations After BRAC 
Reductions* 

VHFS Authorizations to TOAD After 
BRAC Reductions* 

VI-IFS Authorizations to TOAD After 
TOAD Reductions** 

Actual Transfers to TOAD (projected) 

% 

69% 

68% 

32% 

12% 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

1071 

737 

73 

50 

23 

9 



TRANSFER OFFERS 

HISTORICAL PROFILE 

SACRAMENTO ARMY DEPOT to TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

* DUE TO CONSOLIDATION EFFICIENCIES 

ACTION 

Initial SAAD Authorizations 

Initial SAAD Work Positions to TOAD .. 
SAAD Work Positions After BRAC 
~eductions* 

SAAD Authorizations to TOAD After 
BRAC Reductions* 

SAAD Authorizations After TOAD 
Reductions** 

Actual Transfers to TOAD 

**  DUE TO WORKLOAD REQUIREMENTS 

It should be noted that this was a BRAC 91 action that required 
competition for the Sacramento Army Depot workload. These 
numbers reflect the bid wins by Tobyhanna A m y  Depot. This was a 
transfer of function. 

AUTHORIZATIONS % 

2798 

2470 

644 

88% 

568 88% 

232 36% 

5 00.7% 
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DIANNE FElNSTElN 
CALIFORNIA 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504 

April 24, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I urge your consideration of a proposal to move Marine Corps 
helicopters to March Air Force Base, while keeping fixed winged 
aircraft at Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar. 

As you may know, the current Pentagon proposal is to close 
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Tustin and MCAS El Toro, and move 
both rotary winged and fixed winged aircraft to NAS Miramar. In 
turn, Navy aircraft from NAS Miramar would move to other bases on 
the east and west coasts, and Miramar would become a Marine Corps 
Air Station. 

The enclosed proposal by the March AFB Joint Powers 
Authority could offer superior operational effectiveness and 
increased cost-savings over the current Pentagon plan. By 
redirecting most Marine Corps rotary winged aircraft from MCAS 
Tustin to March AFB and leaving Navy and Marine Corps F-14, F/A- 
18 and E-2 aircraft at NAS Miramar, fixed winged and rotary 
winged aircraft would not be single-sited at one base, thereby 
increasing operational effectiveness and decreasing safety 
concerns. In addition, with infrastructure already in place at 
both March AFB and NAS Miramar, substantial military construction 
costs at other proposed receiving bases could be avoided. 

I urge the Commission to carefully review the enclosed 
proposal. Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
3 

nited States Senator 

DF : ram 
Enclosure 

- - 

-- - 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

COMMITTEE O N  RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

''00 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 p ,?:?? .- .;-.- 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -u.~53< 

703-696-0504 . . -&jkl?/-/ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 15,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RFT) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

Thank you for your letter requesting consideration of a proposal to move Marine Corps 
helicopters to March Air Force Base, while keeping fixed wing aircraft at NAS Miramar. I also 
appreciate receiving a copy of "The March Opportunity," and have shared it with the other 
Commissioners. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will carefully review the material you have 
provided as we proceed with our review and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's base closure 
and realignment recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of 
additional assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 
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BRUCE TODD 
MAYOR 

April 26, 1995 

P.O. BOX 1088 

AUSTIN. TEXAS 78767 

A/C 512 499-2250 

FAX 512 499-2337 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you again for the time many of you took to listen to 
our concerns at the hearing in Dallas two weeks ago. Certainly, 
your job is not an easy one, and I know there is a great deal of 
information for you to ponder as you go about making your final 
recommendations. 

In the previous meeting, I was asked what representations 
were made to the public concerning the fact that the conversion 
of Bergstrom Air Force Base to a civilian airport would indeed 
result in the retention of the reservists. I have enclosed 
copies of letters sent out to the general public, as well as to 
members of the retired military community, that indeed outlined 
the retention of the reservists as an important factor in the 
consideration for a favorable vote on the airport conversion. 
This statement was also repeated many times by me in various 
forms across the city as I urged people to help us, not only 
convert the airport for civilian uses, but to retain the 
reservists by voting yes for the bond proposition, 

As I have said before, we have relied upon the promise that 
we believe was made three years ago, and have been fulfilling our 
commitment to convert the base to a first-class, joint-use 
airport. I trust you will take this into consideration during 
your deliberations. 

Thanks again for your attention and your hard work on this 
very important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Todd 
Mayor 



April 13, 1993 

~onnie Miller 
9808 Timberidge 
Austin, TX 76746 

Dear ~onnie Millcr: 

We are ~ i i  t i ;:g tc yor? t a z q  er, a matter of Uzaent imortace t~ 
gll militaxv uerso~i~lel. ueLa~.ans. their de~endents 
w i d v w s  livirlcl in Austin and the sur*xoundina area. 

Without a fully fu~ictionil~y airport at Bergetrom, there is 
absolutely no hopa of retaining or expanding the ~ i r  Fotce 324th 
~ e s e r v u  ~ r ' u u p  and Headquarters 10th nir Force in Austin. 

& b i t  withuut  the Reserve units, there is no hope of retaining a 
CVIIUII i ssaz y ur other enci tlements and services that are so critically 
i rnport-ant. t.o our military community. 

WL 11 ao to the pollti i 1 1  ULiil 011 M ~ v  1 to decide. . . or. rluL LU 111ake &rusfrvlu AJ?B the City's n e w  airwork. 

As n~exlberb 01; the military community in   us tin, we think itr is 
the common sense solution. Take a look at the facts:  

* M u e l l e l -  ~irport has already exceeded existing cargo capacity and 
i:s 1.1ea~i11g both passenger capoci ty (parking, baggage claim, 
pasucilycr loading and unloading) and airfield capacity. The 
single nlnway limits ui~li~lt? s~lleduliilg and is inadepuate by FAA 
standards fo r  regional opcrztians. 

* Exycrrlsivil a L  Mutllcr would devastate entire neighborhoods and 
cost. over a billion dollars. 

* Modifying the ex i s l i r lg  herystcurn site will require $400 million 
in airport revenue bonds. contrast this to the more than $700 
million in bonds previously corlsidered f o r  Marlux . ;  and to expand 
Kueller LU LWZI r.unvuays is estimated nt $1.2 Billion. Bergstrom 
is clearly the lowest cost option. 

* Major noise levels affect over 29,000 people at Musller today. 
Bergstrum as an AFB affected 10.000. But nergscrom used as a 
city airport will affect less than 2 ,004 .  And the Bergstrom 
I;USLS i 1 1 ~ 1 u d e  B O U I I ~  i~lsulation of those affected. 

(over please) 



* 'l'wo major highways, Hwy 183 and H y  71, both of which are already 
being upgraded to freeways, will exprcss traffic to Bergstfom 
instead of the stop-and-yu Lesidcntial connector streecs in use 
at Mueller. 

The  cost to add a second runway and terminal building to the 
existing Bergstrom site will be Kunded entirely out of aviation 
revenue bonds paid by rent and fees generated from the airport 
use. 

S-8 OR PROPERTY TAXSS WILL BE VBLCDl 

* Consider the facL LhdL i C  tllc airport does not go to Bergstrom, 
i t  will cost the taxpayers because, by law, aviation funds cannot 
be used to m a i n L a i 1 1  the facilities P L  Bergstrom if it is not used 
as an operat ionol airport.. 

Please consider t . ' i ~   fa^-Ls. ZL jzst ~ a k e e  qcod common stnee to 
re-use Lhe Bergstrom facilities fo r  our municipal airport. But for 
t h e  miliknry, thc bottom line is t .hio.  . . 

Without the c i t y  airuurt a L  B t r u s t r o m . . ~  will loose.- 
Reserves,. their 1.600 v e l w  ~ubs, t ' .  ._ .  h e i r  e c v c  t , and a= . . 
chance we hay& for retainina the errLi~lcrnents end s~rvkes .  ouh 
veterans and w-s devend uDon. 

Please join UP . . . Vote fkrgst~~om -- Yea) 

Bruce Conovwr, P 1 . e ~  i der, L Ollie Ctawford ,  C h s i n n g n  
M i l i  ta ry  Service Cuali t i o r 1  Nat ional  ~ i r  Force Assoc. 

Alcestrss Dtiadale , Korea11 -1s won, President 
W a r  veteran; Ui rector, Pecan BergstTom Federal Credit 
Grove ~utsing Home U n i o n  

John a. Uorritt, P r e s i S e r l C  R i c k  Wbeelet, Mil i tary A f f a i r s  
Ber ys LL urn ~ u s c i l l  Communi ty C o u n c i l  of the Greater Auetin 
Counci 1 Chamber o f  Commerce 

Doaa H o b a r t .  D ~ L . ~ C C O Z -  
R e L i r e e  A f f a i r s  O f f i c e  

manits rtol~md, V.P. 
Military Widows A f f a i r s  

rrad hmgaasar, pr-ss ident  Dr. JohP Q. T .  Mag, President 
National Assoc. for. Urli K O L X I G ~  Emez-i t u s ,  Nuston-~il locson 
Services C o l  1 ege 

Pa. Pol. Adv. by B~g6~rwn: A Clwr A#nua;lr / 1 0 0  C0ngtW.5, Sulb la0 I Ausdn, TX 76701 
Dan Mamason. Tranwer 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

May 2,1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN tRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WENDt LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bruce Todd 
Mayor, City of Austin 
P.O. Box 1088 
Austin, Texas 78767 

Dear Mayor Todd: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission expressing your concerns about the 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense regarding Bergstrom Air Reserve Base. You 
may be assured that I will share your letter with other members of the Commission. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Bergstrom Air Reserve 
Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this dBcult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALFOYSE M. D'AMATO 
NEW YORK 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3202 

March 16, 1995 

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

Dear Cha' dac-. an Dixon: 

Due to unforeseen circumstances, Governor Pataki was 
unfortunately unable to deliver his testimony to the BRAC 
Commission today in person. 

I wouid appreciate it if his prepared statement could be made 
part of the official record of today's proceedings. 

Sincerely, 



BEFORE THE 1995 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

MARCH 16,1995 

The 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, under former Sen. 

Alan Dixon's able leadership, is sending a positive and important signal today as it 

convenes a hearing on the challenges associated with the reuse of militaq installations 

across the United States. It is encouraging that the Commission is focusing much-needed 

attention on the long-term repercussions of its actions. As the Commissioners know 

well, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) recommendations represent 

not the end, but rather the beginning of long and complex efforts to transform signifcant 

parts of the nation's military landscape into productive civilian assets, 

A healthy debate is going on in this country regarding the role of our military in 

the post-Cold War era. There is a clear consensus, however, that in this new era, we 

must reduce the massive physical infrastructure which has been built up at military 

installations across this country over the course of the last 50 years. This restructuring is 

a difficult process for countless communities, including many in New York State. I 

finnly believe, however, that this process can and must provide tremendous opportunities 

for economic development. As a nation, we must look to forge new partnerships that 

TESTlMONY OF 
GEORGE E. PATAKI 

GOVERNOR 
NEW YORK STATE 



w embrace the realities of the 21st century economy and that maximhe the value of these 

closed and realigned facilities. 

I would have hoped to use this statement today to boast about the tremendous 

success that we have had in New York State in building a model reuse plan at Griffiss 

Air Force Base - a plan that represents a shared vision between military and civilian 

leaders to create a technology-based partnership for the future based on the continued 

presence of a "stand alone" Rome Laboratory. Unfortunately, I must address this plan 

today in the context of the recently-announced decision to break up Rome Laboratory - 

one of the Air Forces premier "super labs" and arguably the Department of Defense's 

@OD) leader in the information technology field of C41 (Command, Control, 

Communications, Computers and Intelligence). General Shalikashvili himself cites C41 

w as one of the most important areas of America's future military strength. 

The proposed action to break up Rome Laboratory, will be closely scrutinized 

over the next several months and, I believe, when the process is done, the collective 

wisdom of the Commission, with DoD's support, will see fit to reverse this 

recommendation. The subject before the Commission today, however, is base reuse. 

And so, I will describe for you today New York State's experience in preparing a reuse 

strategy which was designed to enhance both the military effectiveness of Rome Lab and 

the State's potential for economic growth, and which now is threatened by DoD's 1995 

BRAC recommendations. 



w The 1993 BRAC Commission recommended a substantial realignment of Griffis 

Air Force Base in Rome, New York. The Community, of course, had actively sought to 

avert this action, but once the decision was made, leaders in Central New York's 

Mohawk Valley wasted little time, turned to the future, and began to craft an exemplary 

reuse plan. Following the proposed realignment, the greatest remaining resource at 

Griffiss was to be Rome Lab. The community, understandably, was apprehensive about 

relying upon the enduring presence of the Lab; but, after seeking reassurance fiom the 

Air Force regarding the Lab's future, the reuse team set out to develop a plan that would 

place Rome Lab at the center of a technology-based research and industrial park. During 

this process, the Griffiss team enjoyed the active participation of Air Force and DoD 

officials in developing what all involved hoped would be a model for responsible and 

creative reuse planning. 

The publiclprivate reuse vision for GriEss is built upon an existing dynamic 

where technology ideas and applications flow back and forth between military and 

commercial users in an evolutionary process of mutual benefit. We call this concept 

exchange. The reuse plan for Griffiss leverages this concept by placing Rome 

Lab among new and expanding high tech businesses, many of which have been nurtured 

by the military and with whom new technology relationships can thrive. Under the 1993 

proposed realignment, Rome Lab was to become a "stand alone" facility. Due largely to 

the potential of technology exchange, the idea of "stand alone" laboratories has come to 

be embraced by the Air Force and others. Part of the rationale for this support points up 

the term's misnomer for labs, since rather than "standing alone," such facilities are 



w increasingly being positioned to operate amidst newly established publiclprivate research 

parks. In its 1995 BRAC recommendations, the Air Force explicitly recognized this 

positive dynamic when it proposed a stand-alone status for Phillips Laboratory - also an 

Air Force " super-lab " . 

In the Empire State, we try to leave as little as possible to chance. In order to 

maximize the prospects for forging the successful business and research-based 

relationships with Rome Lab which enhance technology exchange, we created, and 

funded with over $4 million, the New York State Technology Enterprise Corporation 

(NYSTEC). The entity is primarily charged with idenwing and facilitating 

opportunities for the development of dual-use technologies between Rome Lab and a host 

of non-military, although not necessarily non-government, users. Headquartered at the 

core of the Rome Lab Research Park (the post-realignment Grfiss facility), NYSTEC 

will assist business in developing cuttingedge technologies which will have tremendous 

military and commercial value well into the 21st Century. 

The driving force behind NYSTEC is not dreams, but reality. Rome Lab is 

already a national model for technology exchange. Not only has it nurtured numerous 

research and development companies in Central New York, but Rome Lab has been a 

recognized leader in leveraging outstanding commercial and academic research to 

enhance the military's technological supremacy. Whether in areas such as forensics 

collaborations with our State Police, or NYNET, a national prototype for the Information 

Highway, led by NYNEX and Rome Lab with a consortium of New York State-based 



'Illlv business and universities, the Lab is at the forefront of using technology to at once 

protect the national security while building the nation's prosperity. 

The Rome Lab Research Park represents the very essence of what base reuse is 

supposed to be about but so rarely is -- not the mere shifting of assets and liabilities from 

federal to local governments, nor a narrow-minded effort to lure businesses from one 

region to another; but, rather, the development of a partnership that serves as a catalyst 

for new business growth and as a model for achieving a balance between the demands of 

a downsized military and the challenges of a civilian economy in transition to an 

information age. Economic development cannot be zero-sum solutions. The opportunity 

to reuse closed or realigned military bases represents a critical link in the retooling of 

America. We must take new approaches that transcend traditional notions of public or 

private, military or civilian. Rome Lab Research Park is just such an approach. 

At the end of the day, economic development is about jobs. By the military's own 

calculations, the Rome-Utica area in New York will experience the most negative job 

impact due to Air Force actions of any area in the United States. As Governor, my 

mission is protect the State's economy, whether it means one job or the over 3,000 jobs 

that will be immediately impacted by the proposed Rome Lab closure. More important, 

though, my job is to secure the State's economic future. Short-term job loss can be 

devastating and we have had more than our share. But, with the Rome Lab Research 

Park plan, I am not talking about just holding on to the status quo. Over the next 20 

years, it is estimated that this plan could yield over eight thousand jobs that are of the 



w kind we as a nation are seeking to create - jobs grown out of high-technology 

entrepreneurship and forward-thinking publiclprivate partnerships. This is what base 

reuse should be and must be all about. 

On March 1. 1995, the reuse vision for Griffiss -- a vision that sought to advance 

the goals of both the community and the military - was thrown into disarray. The DoD's 

recommendation for Rome Lab was not a reduction in the scope of the military's 

laboratory mission but merely the relocation and disruption of a cohesive research 

enterprise. We will be making the appropriate arguments and believe that the case for 

rescinding the Rome Lab relocation recommendation can be made and won on the basis 

of military value. Today, however, we are talking about the role of base reuse in the 

nation's economic and military future. 

We in New York State are not unaware of the long-term vulnerability of any 

military installation, including Rome Lab. In this case, however, the community 

responsibly marshaled the necessary support to create a mutually-beneficial 

civilianlmilitary reuse vision that presumed the continued presence of the Lab. New 

York State premised its own investment of over $6 million largely on the importance of 

this vision. In a time of severe fiscal austerity, such investments are not made lightly. 

However, with the promise of a high-technology future leading to over eight thousand 

new jobs, I understood that this was an investment that we could not afford to pass up. 

The shared vision for a Rome Lab Research Park was compelling when we 

created it in response to BRAC '93 and it remains so today. The irony of our situation 

is that our plan was developed in close cooperation with the Air Force and DoD officials. 



Now, DoD's recommendations to the 1995 Commission threaten to undermine what is 

poised to be a collective success story. It would be painfully short-sighted to let this 

vision disappear. Regrettable decisions can be reversed. That is where good leadership 

can make a difference. 

I would like to thank the Commission for the opportunity to present this 

testimony. I wish you well in a difficult and complicated process. This concludes my 

statement regarding the special challenges of reuse. It is not, however, the end of my 

State's efforts to bring about what we believe to be the right decision for both New York 

and the Nation. Thank you. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0500 
- ' 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Alfonse M. D'Amato 
United States Senator 
Washington, DC 205 10-3202 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 2,1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. U S A  (RETI  
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Al: 

Thank you for submitting Governor Pataki's prepared statement on Rome Laboratory and 
military reuse to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. As you requested, the 
testimony has been included in the record of the Commission's March 16, 1995 hearing on reuse 
issues. 

I am sorry that the Governor could not attend the hearing. However, you may be assured 
that the statement has been included in the Commission's record and in our review and analysis 
of Rome Laboratory. 

Please feel free to call me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

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

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Cirillo 

This is in response to your letter of April 29, 1995, requesting the COBRA run for Los 
Angeles AFB that was requested in the December 15, 1994, BCEG. A copy of this COBRA run 
is attached (LA36 101 .CBR). 

Sincerely 

/@ZL, ajor General, USAF Jr. 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Requested COBRA for Los Angeles AFB 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMURY (COBRA v5.06) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 13:10 09115/1994, Rwor t  Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Oqartrent  : A i r  Force 
Optlon Package : LosAngeles FOCUS PRE 
Sconario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\U361Ol.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFINAL.SFF 

Start ing Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 2001 
ROI Year : 2011 (10 Years) 

Uot Costs (a) Constant Dol lars 
1-6 1097 Total  ----- 

204.710 
6.991 

-59.285 
180,117 

0 
25,392 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-8.831 
-38.883 

0 
0 
0 

---- ---- 
Yt lCbn 47.083 24,585 
P u w n  -209 -285 
ovorhd 2.659 559 
m l n g  1.255 19.095 
Y l r l o  0 0 
Other 72 2.629 

19Q6 1997 - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMIUATED 

Off 0 0 
En 1 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

Total ----- 

POSITIONS REALIWED 
O f f  62 159 
En 1 9 103 
t t u  0 0 
C i  v 57 170 
TOT 128 432 

-i;L r y : -.------ 
Corpleta closure of LA 



COBRA REALIONYENT SUWARY (COBRA 6 . 0 6 )  - Page 212 
Data A. Of 13:lO m/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Department : Air Form 
Option Packago : LosAngolos FOCUS PRE. 
Scenario F i l e  : S: \COBRA\LA38101 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFINAL.SFF 

Costs (i) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

W LCon 47.083 24.565 
P e r m  691 2.705 
Ororhd 2.659 2.844 
Wfn0 1.388 19.507 
w#i0 0 0 
Other 72 2.629 

kv lngs  (SIC) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
.-*- - - - -  

Ul LCon 0 0 
hrson 900 2.990 
Orerhd 0 2.265 
lbvlng 111 41 1 
Y i u i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1.012 5.887 13.535 19.693 28.412 46.449 

Total - - - - - 
204.710 
40.762 
19.295 

182.573 
0 

25.392 

Beyond 
- - - * - -  

0 
10.215 

2.610 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

19.045 
41.473 

0 
0 
0 



TOTAL WE-TIE COST REPORT ( C m  ~5.06) - Page 115 
Data As O f  13:lO 09/15/19Q4. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Department : A i r  Forw 
Option Package : LosAngeles FOCUS PRE 
Sconario F i  l a  : S: \COBRA\LA36101 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : S:\COBRA\DEPFINAL.SFF 

(ALL values i n  Oollars) 

C.tylory -------- 
Construction 

MI l l t r r y  Construction 
fd l y  Hausing Construction 
I n f o r u t  ion Umnaqomnt Account 
&nd Purch.... 

ro t81 - Construction 

Permne  1 
Clv i  (Ian RIF 
C lv i  l i an  Early Retirement 
Clvt  l i an  U w  Hires 
IEL1mlnat.d Mi 11 tary PCS 
UM.p Loymnt 

Total  - Porsonml 

Overhead 
P r o ~ r u  P tanning Support 
Mothball I Shutdom 

Tot81 - Overhead 

Yovi ng 
Civ l  l i r n  Moving 
C iv l  l i a n  PPS 
YI Ll tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving costs 

Total - Yovlng 

Other 

:%ST 
HAP / RSE 
Envlrormontal Mi t igat ion Costs 
One-TIN Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cos t Sub-Tot01 - - - -  --------- 

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

Total One-Time Costs 429.427.828 ----------------------------------------------------.------------------------- 
O ~ - T i a e  Savings 

M i l i t a ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Fw iLy  Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Yi  l i t a r y  Yovlng 2.455.480 
Land Sales 0 
One-7tw Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mit igat ion Savings 0 
OM-Time Unique Savings 0 

- * -_ - - - - - - - - -____ - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Savings 2.455.480 
. - - - - - - - - - - - * - - -_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total  Net One-Tire Costs 426.972.348 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 215 
Oat. AS O f  13:lO 09/15/1994. Report Created 1694  12/27/1994 

Department : A i r  .Force 
Optlon Package : LosAngeLes FOCUS P C  
h n a r i o  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\LA36101.C8R 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : S: \WBRA\DEPFINAL.SFF 

B a r :  HILL. UT 
( A l l  values i n  Oollars) 

Category 
--*----- 

Comtructlon 
MI l l t a r y  Construetlon 
F a 1  l y  Hocnlng Construotlon 
lnf o r u t l  on Ylmgwnnt Account 
Land Purdueee 

Total - Constructlon 

h r m n e  1 
C lv i l l an  RIF 
C1vi Han Ear Ly R e t l r m n t  
Q l v l  Llan N w  Hlres 
Lllmlnated MI l l t a r y  PCS 
U m p  loyaant 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Plannlng Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
CIvf l i an  Uoving 
Clv i  l l an  PPS 
Y l  l l t a r y  Uoving 
F re ight  
Ono-Tiw W i n g  Costs 

Total - W i n g  

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

, Othor 
HAP I RSE 143.097 
Envlronmontal Mlt lgat ion Costs 0 
One-Tlma Unlque Costs 23.700,WO 

Total - Other 23.843.097 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Tin Costs 182.106.543 

O m - t f ~  8avlngS 
M l l l t a ry  Constructlon Cost Avoldancas 
F m l l y  musing Coat Avoldances 
MI l l t a r y  Moving 
Land 8.1- 
Om-Tlm W i n g  k v l n g s  
Envlromontal Ml t lgat ion Savings 
Om-T1.e Unlque Savlngs --.--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total  One-Tin Savings 0 
- - - - - - - * - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Met One-Time Costs 182,108,543 



OWE-TIME 0031 REPORT (COBRA ~5.06) - Page 315 
Data As O f  13:10 09/15/1994, Report Created 16:34 1212711S94 

Oqmrtaent : Ai r  Force 
Optton Packago : LosAngeles FOCUS PRE 
Scinarlo F i  1e : S: \COBRA\LAJBIOl .CBR 
Std Fotrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\DEPFINAL.SFF 

8880: YCCLELUN. CA 
( A l l  values I n  Oollers) 

-t.gory -------- 
Ceacrtruction 

Ul l l t a r y  Conrtruutfon 
F a 1  Ly Housing Con8tructlon 
Inform8tlon U8nagaont Account 
Land Purchases 

t o t a l  - Construction 

Parwane 1 
Clv l  Lian RIF 
Clv l  l l an  Early Retirement 
C l v l  limn N.u Hlras 
Ellalnated MI l l t a r y  PCS 
Unwp loymant 

Total - Parwnn.1 

Ororhead 
P r o g r r  Plannlng Support 
Yothb.11 / mutdcm 

Total  - Overhead 

-1ng 
Clv i  l l an  Movlng 
C lv l  l l an  PPS 
Mi Lltary Moving 
Freight 
On*-Ti.. Moving costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Tot8 l ---- --------- 

Environnntal  Mi t iga t ion  Costs 
One-Ti- Unfque Costs 

t o t a l  - Other 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - -  

Total  One-Tiw Costs 203,778,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ofn-Time Savings 

MI Lttary Constructfon Cost Avoidances 0 
F w i l y  Housing cost Avoidances 0 
MIHtary  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envlronnntal  MI t lga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Tin Unique Savlngs 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total  One-Tim Savings 0 
- * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Net One-Ti- Costs 203,778,000 



ONE-TIE COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.06) - Paw 415 
Data As O f  13:lO 09/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Oqmrtment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Los~ngeles FOCUS PRE 
Scenario FlLe : S:\COBRA\U36101.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFINAL.SFF 

8.80: BASE X 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 

Mi Lltary Construction 
f u l l y  Hausing Gomtructlon 
X n f o r u t l o n  Managamant Account 
b a d  Purehaw 

Total - Construction 

?w.snn* 1 
Clvl l lmn RIF 
Clv i  l l an  Early Retlraaant 
C iv l  l l an  N.v Hires 
Ellmlnatod Yi 11 tary  PCS 
Unwl, l oynn t  

Total - Perwnnol 

Overhead 
Program P lannlng Support 
Mothball I Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Yov i ng 
Civ i  l ian  Yoving 
Clv i  l i an  PPS 
Mi l l t a r y  Woving 
Freight 
OA.-Tlw Moving costs 

Total - Woving 

Other 
,I R, 

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

Envlronnntal  Mi t iga t ion  Costs 0 
Om-Tlw Unlque Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
- - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-TI- Costs 92.000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
Y lH ta ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
F8mi l y  Houslng Cost Avoidances 0 
Yl  l i t a r y  Yoving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Tlw Yoving Savings 0 
Env l romnta l  Y l t lga t ion  Savings 0 
Om-T in Unique Savings 0 

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

Total One-T lw Savings 0 -------------------.---------.---------------------------------*-------------- 
Total Net One-Tim Costs 92.000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.06) - PWe 515 
Data AS of 13:10 0911511994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : LorAngeles FOCUS PRE 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\LA36101.CBR 
Std Fctrs F t l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFINAL.SFF 

(ku: LOS ANGELES, CA 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

C.t.gory .--.---- 
Couotruction 

Yi l l t a r y  Con8truotion 
F m l  l y  Houslng Camtructlon 
I a f o r u t l o n  Uanagannt Account 
&ad Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Cost Sub-T o ta l  -.-- --------- 

?u.onne 1 
C iv i l i an  RIF 
Clv l  l i an  Early Retirement 
C iv i  [Ian New Hires 
E 1 i m i ~ t . d  Mi 11 ta ry  PCS 
Unwp loymont 

Total - Perwnnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Tot81 - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i  l i an  Moving 
C iv l  l ian  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Yoving 
Freight 
One-Tin Yoving Costs 

Tot81 - Yoving 

Other *+ HAP I RSE 1.548.984 
Environmental Mi t iga t ion  Costs 0 
Om-Time Uniqua Costs 0 

Total - Other 1.548.984 -----.------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total One-Tin Costs 43,451,285 

One-Tin Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
F.ri ly Housing Cort Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mi t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-Tiae Unique Savi ngs 

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

Total  One-Time Savings 2.455.480 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Net One-Time Costs 40,995.805 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.06) - Page 115 
oata AS of 13:10 09/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 1212711994 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : LosAngeles FOCUS PRE 
St.narto P i  l e  : S: \COBRA\LA38101 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFINAL.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  SK 
Tot. 1 IK4 Land Cost Total 

B u e  Mue Mi [Con Cost Purch Avoi d Cost - - -------  ------ ---- - - - - -  
HILL 2.340 0 0 
YC#ELLAN 202.370 0 0 
W X  0 0 0 
Lw ArmELES 0 0 0 ----------------------------------------------------------- 
Totals: 204.710 0 0 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 215 
oat8 AS Of 13:lO 09/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

0.p.rtment : Air  Force 
Option Package : LosAngeles FOCUS PRE 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\LA36101.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\DEPFINAL.SFF 

MflCon for Ease: HILL, UT 

A l l  Costs i n  SK 
~i l&n Using Rohab New New Total 

w r l p t f o n :  at.0 Rehab Cost* Mi 1-n a t -  wt* 
-*-------- - - -  ----- ---.- - - * - - ------ -----  ----- 
AWlW OFF ICES OTHER 0 n/a 14.760 n/a 2.540 

Total Construction a t :  2.340 
+ Info Management a u n t :  0 
+ Land Purcha8o8: 0 - Constrwtlon Cost Avoid: 0 
---.----------I--------.-------*-------- 

TOTAL : 2.340 

A l l  MiLCon Costs Include Design. S i te  Preparation. Contingency Planning, and 
aIon costs h e r e  applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.06) - Pqe  315 
Data As O f  13:lO 09/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1894 

Oopartnnt : A i r  Force 
Option Package : LosAngelos FOCUS PRE 
Scenarto F i  10 : S: \COBRA\LA38101 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFIMAL.SFF 

MiLCon for Base: UCCLELM. CA 

A L L  Corts i r i  SK 
M I  1Con Using Rehab Now N w  Total 

D.lcrlptlon: bt.g Rohab Cost* MIlCon Coat* Cwt* ------------- ----- --..-- -- - - -  -----. ----- .-.-- 
M U  OFFICES OTHER 0 n la  6.400 n/a M O  
8C1F (LIOHT) OTHER 0 n/a 132.900 n/a 24.630 
8crf (HEAVY) OTHER 0 nla 132.900 n/a 60.260 
m OTHER 0 nla 61 6 nla 01.960 
mS O f  HER 0 n/a 0 n/a 8.570 
PWmIWa OTHER 0 nla 0 n/a 16.710 ------------------------------------------------------.----------------------- 

Total Construction Cost: 202.370 
+ In fo  hnagoment Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 - Construction Cost Avold: 0 
-l--l---.-----l---ll_.---------I---*-------- 

TOTAL : 202.370 

A11 M I  (Con Costs Include Design. Sit. Preparation. Contlngoncy Planning. and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.06) 
Data As Of 13:lO 0911511994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Lodngeles FOCUS PRE 
Scenario F i  1e : S: \COBRA\LA36101 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFIWAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - QENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Yod.1 Year One : FY 1996 

Mod01 do08 Tim-Phasing of Constrwt ionl~hutdom: No 

I.H NW --------- 
HIU. UT 
Y#WLU#. CA 
W E X  
LO8 AWELEI. CA 

l u u r y :  .-.-.-*- 
Oiaglete closure o f  U 

INPUT WEEN TYO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: .-.------- 
HILL. UT 
maELLAN. CA 
W X  

To Base: -------- 
LOS ANOELES. CA 
LOS UKIELES. CA 
LOS ANOELES. CA 

INPUT SCREEN TWEE - YOVEYNT TABLE 

Transfers frw LOS M L E S .  CA t o  HILL. UT 

Off icor  P o r i t i w :  
VC, t n l f s t d  Pori tions: 

C lv i  limn Positions: 
*. a-n t  positions: 

Ml88n Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi L i tary Light Vehicles: 
HuvylSpeci.1 Vehicles: 

Transfers frm LOS ANOELES. CA t o  YCCLELLAN. CA 

Off ieor Positions: 
Enl is tod Positions: 
O iv i  1i.n Positions: 
Student Pwlt ions:  
Mism Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi l i t a r y  LIght Vehicles: 
Huvy1sp.ci.L Vehicles: 

Transfers f roa LOS ANGELES, CA t o  BASE X 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enl is ted Posi tions: 
C iv i  14.11 Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Mfssn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
U i  l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 
~ a v y / S p e c i a l  Vehicles: 

Distance: -------.- 
710 a t  
393 m i  

1.000 a1 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:lO 09/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

0.p.rtmont : A i r  Force 
Optlon Paakage : Lo8Angeles FOCUS PRE 
Saon8rIo F i l e  : S:\COBRA\U36101.CBR 
Std Fotrs F i  l a  : S:\COBRA\DEPFINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Ikw: HILL. UT 

Tote 1 Of f  leer Emp loyeer: 
Total  En l l s tod  Eqloyees: 
Total  student E g l o ~ s :  
Total CIv1 11.n  employ^.: 
IH 1 F a 1  11- L lv lng On w e :  
W v l  limns Not U l l l l n g  To Uove: 
Offloor Houalng Uni ts Avail: 
Ea1iot.d Homing Unlts Avail: 
Total  Ban fa01 l i t i r (KSF) :  
Off luor VHA ($/Month): 
Eal ls tod VHA (Sllbnth): 
hr O l u  R8te ($/Day): 
Freight Coet (SITonlYi la) : 

Total  Off luor E.ployoes: 
Total  Enllstod Employees: 
Total  student Employws: 
to t81 C lv l l l an  Employees: 
N i l  F m i l l o s  Llv lng On Base: 
C lv l  Hans Not W1 l l l n g  To Move: 
Off{-r Houalng Units Avail: 
Enl is ted Housing Units Avai 1: 
Total  Ba- F lo l  l l t lw(KSF): 
O f f l w r  VHA ($/&nth): 
Em11st.d VHA (SlYofith): 
?or D t a  Rate ($/Day): 
f reight  Cost (WTon/Yf La) : 

Tot81 Off laor Employees: 
Tot81 Enllstod &loyees: 
Tot8 1 Student E.D Lovees: 
Total C lv i  1i.n G c y e e s :  
W l  1 F m l  l i e s  Llv ing On Base: 
C lv l  l lans Not I 1  1 l i ng  To Move: 
Off leer Hwslng Units Avail: 
Enl is ted Hou8lng Unlt8 Avai l: 
Total B a u  F a d  lltl.r(KSF): 
Offiaer VHA ($/Month): 
Enl ls tod VHA ($/Month): 
Per 01- Rate ($/Day): 
Frelght Cost (S/Ton/Yi 10) : 

I-: LOS ANOELES. CA 

Tota 1 Off  I cer Eap loyees : 1,444 
Total Enlisted Employees: 441 
Total  Student - t oms :  0 
Tote 1 C iv i  l i an  Eaployees: 1,403 
M i l  F u i  l i e s  Living On Base: 46.0% 
Civ i l i8ns  Not Wi l l lng To Uove: 10.0% 
Off lcer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avai 1: 0 
Total Base Faci Lities(KSF) : 1.422 
Off  icer VHA (SIUonth) : 506 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 359 
Per Oiw Rate ($/Day): 140 
Freight Cost (SITonlMile): 0.10 

RPUA Won-Payro 11 (SKlYear): 
Corunlmt ions (SKIYoar) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SKlYo8r): 
BOS Payrol l  (WYur): 
F n 1  l y  Houslng (SKlYur ) : 
A r r  Cost Faotor: 
C W U S  In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAYWS Out-Pat ( S I V I ~ l  t): 
C W U S  Shi f t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty  Cod.: 

Homeowner Assistance Progru: 
Unique Act lv i ty  I n fo ru t l on :  

RPYA Won-Payroll (%/Year): 
Corunlcet ions (&/Year) : 
803 Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  ( i l l e a r )  : 
F u i  l y  Housing (SKlYur): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHMPUS In-Pat (SIVisi t) : 
CHA)PUS Out-Pat (SlVisit):  
CHAMUS Shi f t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty  Cod.: 

tbmemmer Assistance Progrm: 
Unique Act lv i ty  I n fo ru t i on :  

RPUA Won-Payroll (%/Year): 
Corunlcatlons (&/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (%/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  (%/Year): 
F u i  l y  Housing (%/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
W U S  In-Pat (S/V181 t): 
CHWUS out-Pat (SlV1stt): 
W U S  Shi f t  t o  Mediaare: 
Act iv i ty  Code: 

Homeowner Asststance Progru: 
Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SKIYear): 
Couunicat ions (%/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (@/Year) : 
BOS Payroll  (%/Year): 
F u i  l y  Housing (*/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
W U S  In-Pat (S/Vi s i  t) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHMlPUS Shi f t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.06) - P.ge 3 
Oat. As O f  13:10 09/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Dopartrent : Ai r  Force 
Option Package : LoeAngeLes FOCUS PRE 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBR*\U38101.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFIUL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORUATION 

U w :  HILL. U l  

1-Hw Unlque C o ~ t  ($lo: 
1 - T l w  Unique &ve (&o: 
1 - T l w  Yovlng Wt (Qo: 
1 - T l u  Moving &ve (SK): 
En* Ilon-Mi lCon R.qd(Q0 : 
Aotlv M i u i o n  Wt (W): 
Aotlv M l u l o n  k v e  ($lo: 
MI- Ilecurrlng Cost ($40 : 
W8e Ilecurrlng kve(SK) : 
L a d  (+Buy/-&Lu) (#): 
Comtructlon Wdu le (X ) :  
YHltd#n 8dIedul. (X): 
Mi 1Con Cort Avoldnc($lo : 
F a  Housl ng Avoldnc( i )  : 
Prowrement Avoldnc(tK): 
CWWW In -Pat lon t~ lVr :  
CHAYPUS Out-Patlent~lYr : 
F.d t IhutDown(K3F) : 

W a n :  YCCLELLAN. CA 
1996 - - - -  

1-11- Unique Cort ($lo: 0 
1 - T i m  Unique Save (W): 0 
1-T1w Ywlng Cort ($lo: 0 
1-T1w Yovlng &va ($to : 0 
Em Ilon-MI LCon R.qd(#): 0 
& t l v  MI#ton Cort (SK): 0 
& t l v  Mlrr lon &ve ($a): 0 

b Mi80 Recurring Coot($lo: 0 
MIBC Recurring Save(#): 0 
Lad (+Buy1 -S. 1.8) (SK) : 0 
Oonrtruction Schedu Le(X) : 23% 
Shutdown Schedule (X) : 100% 
MI [Con C o s t  Avoidnc(SK) : 0 
F w  Housing Avoidnc(SK) : 0 
Procurment Avoidnc(%) : 0 
C4WPUS In-PatientslYr: 0 
W U S  Out-PmtlontrlYr: 0 
F-11 ShutDwn(KSF) : 0 

MY.: BASE X 
1896 ----  

1 - T i n  Unique Cost ($lo: 0 
1 - T l w  Unique Save (SK) : 0 
1 - T i w  Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Won-Mi 1Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Aotiv Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Activ Mission Save ($lo : 0 
M1.c Recurring Cost(#(): 0 
M1.c Recurring Save(SK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construct ion Schedu la(%) : 10% 
Shutdown Schedu l a  (X) : 100% 
Mi &on Cost Avoidnc(SI() : 0 
F u  Housing Avoldnc(8K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK) : 0 
W U S  In-PatientslYr: 0 
W U S  Out-PatientslYr: 0 
Faci L ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

1QQ7 1998 1999 2000 ----  - - - -  ---- ----  
2.400 5.900 7.100 5,900 

0 0 0 0 
16.304 S8.300 46,000 38.300 

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

12% 18% 22% 11% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Pero F u i  Ly Housing ShutOoun: 

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 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
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 F u i  l y  Housing ShutOown: 

1887 lSQ8 1999 2000 -.-- ---- - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT M T A  REPORT (COBRA ~5.06) - Page 4 
Data As O f  13:lO 09/15/1994, Report Croated 16:34 12/27/1894 

Oopartwnt : A i r  Force 
Optton Package : Loshngeles FOCUS PRE 
Scaurio F i  10 : S:\COBRA\U36101 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\DEPFINAL.SFF 

IWUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC EASE INFORUATION 

t h o :  LOS ANGELES. CA 
1996 ---- 

1 -T lw  Unique Coot ($lo: 0 
1 - T l r  Unlqw &ve (W): 0 
1 - f i r  Yovlng Cost (a): 0 
1-11.. Yovlng k v .  (SK): 0 
Em Woa-MI lcoa Roqd*) : 0 
A a l v  Y l r l o n  Coot (a): 0 
k t f v  Ml#lon k v e  ($40: 0 
W a  (kaurrlng Co8t(W): 0 
#Ha Roourrlng &vo(#): 0 
LMd (+Buy/-kl..) (W): 0 
Co#tructlonSohodule(X): 100% 
llwtdom Sch.duLe (X): OX 
W 1Con Cost Avoldno(SM) : 0 
F a  Houolng Avoldnc(#) : 0 
trowr.w~t Avoldno(~) : 0 
OW+UI In-PattoatolYr: 0 
CIWPUS Out-PatlontdYr: 0 
fa81 L ShutDam(KSF) : 1.422 

1997 1998 lQQQ 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 
OX OX OX OX 

23% 1 s  10% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Pore F u i  Ly Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT -EN SIX - USE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Ilrr: HILL. UT 

'f Fort. Struc Change: 
11 Form Struc Change: 
v Form S t r w  Change: 
:u Fort. ttrw Change: 
'f Wnmrlo Change: 
11 Wna r l o  Change: 
v Seenarlo Change: 
'f Chango(Wo & L  Save) : 
I 1 Ch.nge(N0 & 1 avo)  : 
v h.nge(No $81 avo)  : 
~retakero - M i  11 tary: 
1retak.r. - Civi Llan: 

I a n :  LOS ANGELES. CA 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Forw Struc Change: 
Clv Force Struc Change: 
8tu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Sconarlo Change: 
Clv Sconarto Change: 
of f  Ch.ng.(No S.1 Save): 
En1 Change(No 3.1 Save): 
Clv Change(No S8l Save): 
Caretakers - M i  l i tary:  
Caretakers - Clvi lian: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

NU.: HILL, UT 

Description Categ New M i  LCon Rehab M i  [Con Total Cost(&) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - * - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
W I N  OFFICES OTHER 14.750 0 2.340 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.06) - Page 5 
Data As O f  13:lO 09/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Department : Ai r  Force 
Option Package : LosAngeles FOCUS PRE 
Scenario F i  10 : S: \COSRh\U36101 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\DEPFIUM.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Doscription a t e g  N r  Yi  1Con Rehab Mi LCon Tota 1 Cost (a) 
-*.--*------ - - - - -  ---.------ ---- - - - - * - - -  -------------- 
AWIN OFFICES OTHER 6.400 0 840 
=IF ( L I M )  Of HER 132.900 0 24.530 
SCIF (HEAVY) OTHER 132.900 0 60.280 
m OTHER 616 0 91 .JSO 
60s OTHER 0 0 8.570 
?WINING OTHER 0 0 18.710 

STAWOARD FACTORS SCREEN OWE - PERSOWNEL 

Pereont Of f icars  Mar r i d :  7 8 . m  
Pereont Enllsted Marrlod: 66.OOX 
Enl lsted Housing MI Icon: 80.00% 
OfficarSalary(SlYear): 78,888.00 
Off U4 4 t h  O.p.nd.nts(S): 7.073.00 
Enllstod &lary(S/Yur): 38.148.00 
En1 Ma r l t h  Dopondants($): S.182.00 
Avo Unwploy Cost(WV..k): 174.00 
UnompLoymmnt E l i g l b i  Llty(Weeks): 18 
C lv l  l i an  &lary(S/Y.rr): 46.842.00 
C l v i l l m  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Ctv l l i an  Early Ret i re Rate: 10.00% 
Clv i  Llan Regular Rot l re Rat.: 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  RIF Pay Frotor: 39.00% 
SF F i  10 D-c: Fina L Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
W .  #)II I n k  (RWA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are usod as exponents) 
P rog ru  Y .n .g .~n t  Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Ad.in(SFIC.re): 182.00 
Yothb.11 Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bache lor  ~;arte;s(SF) : 256.00 
Avg F u i  l y  Quartert(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% 

Clv Early Retlro Pay Factor: 0.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placunnt Service: 80.00% 
PPS Actions Involvlng PCS: SO.OOX 
Clv i  l i an  PCS Costs (S): 28.800.00 
Clvi11an N r  Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Mat W i a n  bmo Price($): 114.800.00 
Home Sa l e  Reimburse Rate: 10.00X 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(S): 22.385.00 
Hone Purch Reimburse Rate: 5 . m  
Yuc Home Purch Reimburs(S): 11.191.00 
Civ i  Lian Homaoming Rate: 84.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Howomer Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Holeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. N w  Mi [Con Cost: 
I n fo  Management Account: 
Mi [Con Oesign Rate: 
Mi [Con SIOH Rate: 
Mi [Con Contingency P tan Rate: 
YflCon S i te  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i on  Rate for  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STAWOARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Y.ter ia l /Auign.d Person(Lb) : 710 
MO Per Off  F u l l y  (Lb): 14.500.00 
MO Per En1 F u i  l y  (Lb): B.000.00 
MOPerM i lS ing le (Lb ) :  8.400.00 
MO Per C iv i  [Ian (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total  W Cost (S11WLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi La): 0.20 
MiscExp(SI0irectEmploy):  700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate(S1Ton) : 284.00 
MI l Light Vehicle(WUi lo): 0.43 
Heavy1Sp.c Vehic le(S/Mi Le) : 1.40 
WV R e i . b u r ~ ~ n t ( S l M i  la): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour ) : 8,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PcS cost (S) : 9.142 .OO 
One-Tim En1 PCS Cost($): 5.761 .OO 



INPUT OATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 6 )  - Page 8 
Oata As  O f  13:lO 09/15/1994. Report Created 16:34 12/27/1994 

Ooportmont : A i r  Force 
Option Package : LosAngoles FOCUS PRE 
scenario F i l e  : S:\CORA\LW~IO~.CER 
Std Ft t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\OEPFIML.SFF 

STANOAR0 FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
W - ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 29, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5.  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Minutes of the December 1 5, 1994 AFBCEG meeting stated that the BCEG directed the 
BCWG to work cost estimates for the focused COBRA analysis of Los Angeles Air Force Base. 
Request that you provide DBCRC a copy of this COBRA as soon as possible. Thank you for 
your assistance. 

~ r d i s  A. Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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TRACEY A. YOKICH 
MICHIGAN STATE REPRESENTATIVE 

Dem Wendi, 

J u . t  a no& Lo Lhank you box &king -the -the @om 
y o u  bm y ~ c h e d d e  20 v&.it u at Sddnidge kiz 
NaXioLZde Gumd Bane. 

Y o u  f i e  and conaidmation 0 6  W e  many A b u a  
amounding TEAM S e l h ~ d g e  i h  g g n d y  appheoiated. 

I hope you enjoyed the  day an much a6 I d i d .  I 6  
I can be ob ( d h m  mdhzknce ,  pLeae 6ee-t &e 
$0 d. 

Commhaionetr Wendi SLede  
Peaerne Bane CLoautre and 
Realignment Cornmihaion 
I700 A!. Moom Sa5tee.t - SZe 1425 
,4Q.LngXon V A  22209 

STATE CAPITOL, LANSING, MI 48913 
(517) 373-01 13 



TRACEY A. YOKICH 
MICHIGAN STATE REPRESENTATIVE 

JunZ a no$e ;to ;thank you don yom v h L t  ;tU pax  
Monday. Youh ;time and c o M n i d W o n  0 6  om concmm 

w a y  much appnechzted. 1 hope you enjoyed ;the 
day a much a 1 d i d .  

PLeae deeX dnee ;to ca l l  i d  1 can be 0 6  any 
anah;tance. 

MichaQe Kennedy 
Senion AnalynX 
DedeMn e Ban e C l a n  uhe 
and RealXgnment Comminnion 
7700 N .  Maone S;DreeA - Ste  7 4 2 5  
ktteingitun V A  2 2 2 0 9  

STATE CAPITOL, LANSING, MI 48913 
(517) 373-0113 
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r . .. ) BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
222 EAST WEBER AVENUE, ROOM 701 
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95202 

LOIS M. SAHYOUN 
Ckrk of the Board 

TELEPHONE: 2091468-31 13 
Fu: 2091468-3694 

April 25, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dickson, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

GEORGE L. BARBER, CHAIRMAN 
FOURTH DISTRICT 

ROBERT J. CABRAL, VICE CHAIRMAN 
FIFTH DISTRICT 

WILLIAM N. SOUSA 
FIRST DISTRICT 

DARIO L. MARENCO 
SECOND DISTRICT 

EDWARD A. SIMAS 
THIRD DISTRICT 

Dear Chairman Dickson: 

Realignment of Rough and Ready Island 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Joaquin, State of California, have voted unani- 
mously to request that your Commission approve the realignment of Rough and Ready Island in 
favor of the Stockton Port District. We believe this would be the best use of this facility and meets 
the community's goals. Your favorable consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

>' 

~ G r ~ e  L. Barber, Chairman 
Board of Supervisors 

GLB :mk 
c: Alexander Krygsman, Port Director 

City of Stockton - CityICounty Liaison Committee Members 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 :: 2~~ 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 * >  - *  
. I #  . E l  - > 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 9, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. George L. Barber 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
San Joaquin County 
222 East Weber Avenue, Room 701 
Stockton, California 95202 

Dear Chairman Barber: 

Thank you for your letter on behalf of the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors 
requesting that the Commission consider realigning the fhctions of the Naval Communications 
Station on Rough and Ready Island. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secretary. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing at 9:30 AM on May 10, 1995 in the Hart 
Senate OEce Building, Room 2 16 to consider any additions to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
installations to be closed or realigned. 

I look forward to working with you during this diicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely , 

Alan J. ixon m 
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April 25, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing in opposition to the proposed recommendation to 
close the Stratford Army Engine Plant located in Stratford, 
Connecticut. 

As a chief elected official, I can appreciate the difficult task 
that the Base Realignment and Closure Commission has before it in 
determining which bases should be closed and which should be 
consolidated or realigned. I believe, however, that upon further 
reflection and analysis, the many disadvantages of closing this 
important facility outweigh the perceived cost savings. 
Certainly, the closing of the Stratford Army Engine Plant would 
deal yet another blow to the Statels already fragile economy. 

Since 1953 the Stratford Army Engine Piant has served a vital 
national interest by producing high quality gas turbine engines 
for heavy armor vehicles and rotary wing aircraft. The closing 
of this facility would compromise the nation's ability to produce 
critical spare parts and new engines in times of crisis or 
national emergency. 

Furthermore, the Stratford Army Engine Plant is crucial to the 
economic vitality of our area. Many Shelton residents are 
employed there. I believe that the economic impacts of the 
closure of this facility would be far-reaching, and be 
significantly greater than that which is identified in the Army's 
report. 



Page 2 
A~ril 25, 1995 

~ccordingly, I respectfully request that the Commission reject 
the Army's recommendation to close this important facility. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Mark A. Lauretti 
Mayor, City of Shelton 

cc: Mark S. Barnhart, Town Manager, Stratford 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -2 - - .. - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSlONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
M G  JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Mark A. Lauretti 
Mayor, City of Shelton 
54 Hill Street 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Dear Mayor Lauretti: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on 
the Stratford Army Engine Plant. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

1 look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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FAIRFIELD, CONNECTICUT 06430 

Paul Audley 
First Selectman 

April 24, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing in opposition to the proposed recommendation to close the Stratford Army Engine Plant 
located in Stratford, Connecticut. 

As a chief elected official, I can appreciate the difficult task that the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission has before it in determining which bases should be closed and which should be consolidated 
or realigned. I believe, however, that the many disadvantages of closing this important facility outweigh 
the perceived cost savings. Certainly, the closing of the Stratford Army Engine Plant would deal yet 
another blow to the State's already fragile economy. 

Since 1953 the Stratford Army Engine Plant has served a vital national interest by producing high-quality 
gas turbine engines for heavy armor vehicles and rotary wing aircraft. The closing of this facility would 
compromise the nation's ability to produce critical spare parts and new engines in times of crisis or 
national emergency. 

The Town of Fairfield is one of the communities in the Greater-Bridgeport region in which Allied Signal's 
Stratford employees reside. The adverse impact on these people and their families resulting from layoffs 
due to closure of the Stratford facility would be widely felt in Fairfield and neighboring towns. 

Thank you for your consideration that the Commission reject the Army's recommendation to close this 
important facility. 

First Selectman U 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .-; . - 

t .  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ~ D & / z z ~  1 
703-696-0504 

A U N  J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 3. 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE ST EELE 

Mr. Paul Audley 
First Selectman 
Town of Fairfield 
Fairfield, Connecticut 06430 

Dear Mr. Audley: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on 
the Stratford Army Engine Plant. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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FREDERICK L. LISMAN 
MAYOR 

&~ul~bcb 1G3Y 
City Hall 

1.10 River Street 
Milford, Connecticut 06460 

April 25, 1995 Telephone 
(203) 783-3201 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700  North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, V A  22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Please accept this letter as m y  opposition to  the proposed recommendation t o  close 
the Stratford Army Engine Plant in Stratford, Connecticut. A closing of this 
magnitude will further erode a job market already devastated by  other reductions or 
closures of military based production facilities in this area. 

I can understand the concept of reducing military expenditures by  consolidating or 
realigning bases and do support these efforts in general, but the proposal dealing 
w i th  the Stratford Engine Plant appears counter-productive to  the goals of keeping 
America's military capabilities at a safe level. 

The engines produced at this facility power the M l  A1  Abrams tank and the UH-1 
Huey and CH-47 Chinook helicopters which continue t o  see active military service 
both here and overseas. The reduction in  having available engines and spare parts 
production capabilities would seriously dampen the ability to produce these critical 
items especially needed in times of national emergency. 

Approximately 1 2  percent of the plant's workforce live in Milford which represents 
the largest single block of  employees working at that plant and their loss of  
employment would have a profound effect both on them and our community. 

I endorse the Resolution passed by  the Stratford Town Council and urge your 
consideration t o  oppose the Army's recommendation t o  close this base. 

Sincerely, 

Frederick L. Lisman 
Mayor 



T H E  D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ;'C~M:~" '- ' ': - - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -.,..- - - 
703-696-0504 

5!sza_1-234/ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
5. LEE KLING 

May 8, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA ( R E T )  
'NENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Frederick L. Lisman 
Mayor, City of Milford 
City Hall 
1 10 River Street 
Milford, Connecticut 06460 

Dear Mayor Lisman: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on 
the Stratford Army Engine Plant. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Stratford Anny Engine Plant. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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3075 300 AVENUE WEST 
OAK HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98277 
(206) 679-555 1 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

AL KOETJE 
MAYOR 

April 25, 1995 

Mr. Alex Yellin 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alex: 

I thought you would be interested in having a copy of Washington State Senate Bill 5200 regarding 
exemption from use tax on training equipment shipped to our state as the result of base closure. We 
believe the success of our e$ort to sponsor and promote this bill speaks well of our commitment to 
NAS Whidbey Island and the mission of the Navy. 

The results could have been devastating if the Navy had been required to pay the tar. Again we see 
how very important it is to work together at all levels to solve potential problems. 

Best regards. 

Very truly yours, 

A1 Koetje 
Mayor 

Enclosure 



I I CERTIFICATION OF ENROLLMENT I- I 

54th Legislature 
1995 Regular Session 

SENATE BILL 5200 

te March 9, 1995 CERTIFICATE 

I, Marty Brown, Secretary of the 
Senate of the State of Washington, 
do hereby certify that the attached 

esident of the Senatm is SENATE BILL 5200 as passed by the 
Senate and the House of 

Passed by the House April 11, 1995 Representatives on the dates hereon 
YEAS 92 NAYS 0 set forth. 

I 

Speaker of k?h 7 

Rouse of Representative. 

Approved April 20, 1995 PI= 

I 

I 

I 

Secretary of State 
State of Washington 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 



SENATE BILL 5200 

Passed Legislature - 1995 Regular Session 
State of Washington 54th ~e~islature 1995 Regular Session 

By Senators Haugen, Winsley, Spanel, Sheldon, West, Roach and Oke; by 
request of Governor Lowry 

Read first time 01/13/95. Referred to Committee on Ways & Means, 

1 AN ACT Relating to use tax on aircraft training equipment 
2 transferred to Washington state as a result of base closure; adding a 

3 new section to chapter 82.12 RCW; and declaring an emergency. 

4 BE IT ENACTBD BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON: 

5 SECTION. See. 1. A new section is added to chapter 02-12 RCW 
6 to read as follows: 
7 The .provisions of this chapter shall not apply in respect to the 
8 use of naval aircraft training equipment transferred to Washington 

9 state from another nanl installation in another state as a result of 

10 the base closure act, P . L .  101-510, as amended by P.L. 102-311, 102- 

11 484, 103-160, 103-337, and 103-421. 

12 SECTION. See. 2. This act is necessary for the immediate 

13 preservation of the public peace, health, or safety, or support of the 

14 state government and its existing public institutions, and shall take 

15 effect immediately. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8,1995 

The Honorable A1 Koetje 
Mayor, City of Oak Harbor 
3075 300 Avenue West 
Oak Harbor, Washington 98277 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Koetje: 

Thank you for providing Mr. Alex Yellin of the Commission staffwith a copy of 
Washington State Senate Bill 5200 regarding the exemption from use tax on training 
equipment shipped to Washington state as a result of base closures. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Nino R. Percira 
Office nddress: PO Box 852 

B R A  Springfidd, VA 221 50 
( 0 )  [:lX3175(3-3434 

B e r k e l e y  R e s e a r c h  A s s o c i a t e s  ( fax)  [7a317~0.3106 

Home: 7844 Vervain Ct 
Spriqficld, V X  22152 
(h) 17031451-6887 

Mr. Alan Dixor~ 
Chairman, RRAC Commission 
1700 ?r: Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22307 
fax 704 696 0550 

Dear Mr. 1)ixon: 

As a user of the Defense Nuc1oa.r Agc~l(:y's Pllocnix facjlit,y I was vcr\* concer~~c:tl a l~ou t  
its possible dcrnise i f  NSWC were to be closed. Thcrcfore I was relieved to hear t , t l i l ~ ,  

thc Army Research Laboratory (AR.L) might takc over this (and other) facilities lo 
ensure their continued availability to the country. 

In addition to preserving the facility, Phoenix' managerrlent by .4R.L offers a. unicluc 
opportunity to continue t h e  operation of a complcrnent,a.ry machine, Aurora. This 
machir~e is already located a.t AKL, in building 500. Aurora iind I'hocr~ix togcthcr 
cover all the requirements for pulsed ionizing.radia,tiom iri the Dcpartrnent of nrfensc. 
Together both facilities could be run lor less rrloney tllarr what is now spent or1 both: thc 
m i n i r n ~ ~ m  cost. would be st.ill lower if they were run  in a Goverrl~nerlt Owned: (lontractor 
Operatctl rnodc. 

Years ago ART, has decided to forego managing the Aurora machine for DN,I  il l  favor of 
converting Aurora's buildikg 500 into office and laboratory space. 'l'hc ait,ached ~vlii t t :  
paper, originally prepared for internal usc at ARL,  gives a.rgurnents why this shor~ld r ~ o t ,  
bc done. IIowever, if A R C  were to  take over parts of NSWC, the progrir.ms now slatcd 
to replace Aurora could go into somc of the existing NSWC buildings. For c:rcam\pl~, 
buildirlgs 130 a.nd 411 presently ha*ve r.ltdia.t8ion-producing equipment of t,hc type llscd 
i n  ARL microwave resea.rch. On the attached 1n.T~ I have cross-hatxhcd what might be 
usefully transferred according to my logic (roads. topology, etc: I have no kr~owledgc 
&out actual Army pla~is). 

Converting t>~~ildings such as NSWC- 130 and 41 1 for microwave resea,rch sa.vcs S 3 h1 
i n  corivcrsion costs of ARI,'s 1)uilding 500, a.nd prcscrves t,hc (;overnrnc:r~t's invest,mc.~rt, 
in .4r1rora, abollt MS 60. AR1,'s major concern about being rcsponsibl(: Tor .Au~.orn 

is e11vil.onment.a.1 cleanl~p. Clcanup is also ;L psob1et-n for .YS\:VC's exp1osii.c~ area.. 
indicatkd with a question ma.rk on thc nlap. Both thcsc concerns rllight bc solveci by 
specifying in NStVC:'s property t,rarisfcr docurrierlts t,ha.t, clcanup costs for the: c:ornt-jined 

base will not fall to the :?\rxny, but  be t,he responsibility of the Depa.rtrner1 t of D c l e ~ ~ s e  
as a whole. 

...... . -  . . --  - 
SENT 0 Y : B E R K E L E Y  RES. ASSOC. : 5- 1-95 : 6:18PM ; W a s h i n g t o n  O f f i c e -  7036960550:~ 1 



To Mr. Alan Dixon May  I .  1995 Page 2 

I 1-lave sent substa~ltially the same lettcs to Congressman Moran (D- VA) and Sttlla.tur 

Mikulslii (LI-hlD) bec.auac of their great interest ill t,liis 111ilttc~. Pitr.ticula~.ly i r l ~ l ~ o r ( , n r ~ t  

is that t h e  ~:mployment loss duc to NSW-(l's closure is partly cornpensat.cd by h-tu.l)ir~g 
a n  a.ctive rcsca.rch program at Aurora. 

Please let me know if  you need a n y  further inforrnat,ion. 

Sincerely, 



--@ill 

SENT 8Y :BERKELEY RES. ASSOC. : 5-  1 - 9 5  ; 6:lSPM : W a s h i n g t o n  Office- 7 0 3 6 9 6 0 5 5 0 . a  4 



White  Paper: 

Continuing pulsed ionizing radiation research a t  ARL: 
Aurora's ARCERS configuration, Phoenix, and  DNA. 

Nino R. Pereira, Berkeley Research Associa.tes, Ill(:> 

In thc ongoing h~lrrnoil a.t.tendant to DOD's re~truct~t~ring it is natural that, past decisions 
arc. continuously reexamined. A prillle e x a l ~ l ~ l e  is 12 III.OI.A, W ~ I U S ( :  (:losure is sclleduled for 1 . h ~  
end of FY195. Although Aurora's closure was signed off on by the C;orrlrnandir~g Ger)erals 
of Army and DNA, the nurrlcrous changes in the Nuclear Weapons arena sincc t11(:1i argue 
in favor of keeping Aurora in sorrle form at, least until the cnd of FY'97. Poljt,ica.l decisions 
to be rnadc at that time should dctc:rrnine t4tre long-tcr~ri roles of the DOE an0 DOU (thc 
services and/or DNA) in the Nuc1ea.r Weapons field. WitJ\\ a well-defined future r , l l c :  finnl 

disposition of Aurora will not be controversial. Ilowever, at tliis time rnmy knowledgeable 
people consider it a grca.1, mistake to disn~antle Aurora. Cut,t,ir~,y 11p Ai~rora. now wastes N 

60 M$ in C:overnmcnt property, while a.bor~t 10 MS in less capable sirnula.tors rright havo 
to be purchased in its place. Violatirig comrrlon sensc in such an obvious 1narrllc:r looks 
bad on cursory observation (as typically dorie by the press or Chr~gress), and  (:\.en after 
Inore s tudy it is hard to see what is really gained by Aurora's dernisc. Instead, AR.L may 
corile out. a. winner i f  i t  car1 assist D N A  to rna.intain a complement,ary radiation sirnula.tor. 
Phoenix, which is threa.tened by NSWC's unexpect,ed closure undcr UII.AC'95. 

The followi~lg discusses relevant developments ovcr the last Ccw ycars in Aurora's posit.inn 

within the r.a.diatjon effects community, ancl their ra.mifica.tions. 

1. For ga.mma siillula.t,ion D N A  intends to dcpcnd 011 DOE'S Hermc?s 111 a t  Sandia 
National Laboratories (SNL) .  However, SNIl's rolc it1 nuclear weapons tocstirlg is under 
continuoi~s review, a compierrler~tary program (io11 beam Inertial Confincnlerrt Fusion, 
IC:F) js threatened, and cven DOE'S existence is no longer assu~.c:d. ITEH bIES I I1 is 
a single purpose ma.chinc  hat migl~t wcll be sa,crificcd under these pressures, leaving 
the .Army and D N A  with insufficient gamma capability. 

2. Possible c ios~~rc  of XS\.VC/\Vl.lite Oak. This Navy base hosts tile flasl~ x-r.a.y s i r r ~ ~ ~ l ; ~ . t . o r  
tha t  Dh-.4 h a s  selected as its prirnary research machine. H.cporl,eclly, l)KA in1,endctt In 
continue yea.rly funding of Phoenix will1 I I ~  to 2.9 AJIS for ma,rly ycars beyond k''l"97. 
when all other DKA radia.tlion sinii~lators a,re schccl~~led to bc. shut down. Pllrsrr~ix's 
capabilities, 1 AgcV bremsstrahlung and - 1 kcV soft x-ra.ys, complcn~cnt Aurora's 
garurnas pe~fectly. Under these circumstances it makcs sense to connect P hocuix a.nd 
Aurora, either a.drniriistrative1y if Phoenix could remain i r ~  its prcsenl 1ncat.inn. o r  
physically by transferring t,he ha.tdwrtre t,o t1R.L if P hoer~ix' b ~ ~ i l d i n g  ~ v i l l  h~ convcrtcrd 
to civilian use o n  KSWC's closure. 
C,~oloca,ting Phoenis and Aurora gives the DOT) roughlv the sa.me capabilit,y a s  SNL's 
Simulator 'l'est Laboratory (STL), but at. a lower cost. Reportedly around FY'97, 
Co~lgress will decide on the future ~t~ewardsllip for Nuclear Ha,rticning, DOD or. DOE. 
DOE can do the work w i t h  t f i ~ i r  existir~g machines. Political rc:a.lities, e.,g., i ~ s  spelled 
out i n  this summer's R A 8 D  report to Congress or1 DNA's future, may preclude t,his 
option, i n  which casc the DOD must possess or acquire nn STL-like ca.pabilitg. M'if11 

- - - -- 
-) 
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I'hoenix and i211rora a,t the same G o v e r n ~ ~ ~ c n t  sit.(? t h e  DOD will have this capa.bi1it.y. 
\vitZiout t,hc [iced to build ncw simulaLors. TIiivi~~g t11h ill. .ARL i[~iplies (11a.t [lie 
Arrny's - sirnulator rcsca,rch nlolley car1 stay in-house, wit,hol~ t loss of A rrny curl t.rol. 
These nlonics call occa.siondly be supplement,etl by \rulnera.l)ility tests. of t,t~c [,ype 
being prepared now for USASSIIC;. 

3. Resea.rch other than n~iclear weapons effects simulat,ion. 'I'll(: Yava.1 Researc:t~ 
Laboratory (NRL) is vying for a new ma.cliine, t,o bc called Mercury. h/lerct~ry. a.n 
inductive voltage addcr of the same clcsigl~ as SN1,'s Sabre, is primarily intended for 
NR.L's research on the ion beam Inertial Confinerrlent Fusion (ICF) prograrri at SNL 
and secondarily for DNA ion bear11 research. Alf.ho~~gh ion bea.m ICE' was a t  one time 
well-funded, and SNL vigorously supports Me~.c.i.lry, the rna.chinc!'s financing dcrrlar~tls 
additiona.1 contribut.ions from NRL ar~d  from D N A .  Ilowevcr, II)N.A's rcscarch or1 ion 
bt:a.~ns c.an be taken care of by  one existing Aurora itrm. In our view r)X\i!\'s rrlorley is 
bcller spent on research with Aurora's e~ i s t~ ing  ion beams t,harl on new const.i.~~c.l.ior~ 
of an equivalent machine in a r~eighboririg la.borat,ory. 

4. A reduction in tes t  requirements by up  to two orders of magnitilde. With these 
changes DNA's existing ~irnula~tors arc adequate: ricw simulators are not essentia.1. 
D N A  is presently building its la.rgest radiation test facility a,t the .4ir E'orcc's 
Arnold Engineering and Dc\lelopment Command (AEDC) in Tillla.l~o~na, '1'5. 1'11is 
machine, called DE,CAL)EI is based on opcnir~g switch techrrology thczt is being 
developed concurrer~ t with the construction process. At this time DNA rcrriajris 
fir.rnly commritted to fir~ishing DT;'IC.IIDL'S const,suctiol~, reportedly u~ltler OSU or 
Congressional mandate. 1Tea.v~ Corigressional pressure to redlice thc dcficit, lower 
sir~~t~la.t~ion ~,c:cj~~iremcr~ts and use p~.ojc,ctions. t,echr~ical problems, and gruntblirlgs a.t. 
the Air Forcc about urlcovered Opera.t,ior~s and hla.int.c~lanc,e costs 1rla.y well ses~ilt i r ~  
DECADE'S cancellation or ea.rly closure. DECADE'S fate wa.s discussed frc:cl~lent.ly 
a.t thc recent Hardened Filcctronjcs conference. wilt1 many tcchliical people expressir~g 
reservatiorls about the  DKCA DE program. 

Also the situntion a.t AR1, has char~ged. The follljwing points are ~.elev;l.lit, to .4uror.a's 
position. The  statements below reflect rriy interpretation of newspa.pc:r accoun tss arrtJ p r i  \.,a t c-. 
cornrnunicat ions  from usually reliable sources. 

I. Threa.tent.d C~ong~-cssional pull-ba.ck of DOD environmental clcantip funds. 'I'his could 
affect USA's  ability to pay AKL for envil.onnienta1 re~t~orittion aft,c,r Allrora's removal. 
However, Aurora's continued opcralion shifts any cleanup costs intlo thc future. when 
ARL rriay be better positioned to deal with this n~at te r .  

2, A principal reason for ART,'s earlier interest i n  rcmovirig Aurora. frorn Building 500 
ma.y have been the expecta.t.ion of a s~lhsta.ntirtl i~~c reasc  in ARL's HP31 prograirls, and 
the ca.ncellation of the  planned WPM building. R,eportedly, t,he opposite wi l l  11aj)pen: i f  
i n  FY196 the entire tri-service f T  I'M program were irldccd to be conccntrated at thc :\ir 
Force Phillips Laboratory, :lR.L's I-I PJ;f program is expected to shrill k su bstsntially. 
A1tcrna.t.e uses for Building 500 are lung shots, such as railguns: dcclinir~g interest. rrom 

Lhe Services in this field is exemplified by t.lie recent (March '95) shutdown of KRL's 
railgun research. Excllanging excellent equipment for unused floor spa.c:e is clea.rly of 
no benefit to ARL, t4he Arrrty, or LIYA. 



3. Successful development of  aurora.'^ ion beam option for Army use. This new rrtode will 
be used this summer by USASSDC tlnd its contra.ctors for Tl~er-r~~osl,r~lc:Lural H.espor~se 
Testing (TSR). Aurora is the sole DOD sirriulator wit11 the .Y 5 MV voltage capa.bility 
t11a.t is ideal for this type of testing. IINA is prese~itly sponsoring sutstar~tial  research 
toward improving ion beams. 1'arL of thcse resources could comc to Aurora.: at  thc 
moment the money goes to SKL1s ion bearn nla.chine Si~ltre, which is eqiiivdent t30 o r l r  

of four Aurora arms. DNA's prillcipal argurlielit for using DOE'S Sabr-c is that scscarch 
on Aurora will be wasted because the machine's closure will take wit,h i i ,  t .he t)cnc:fit.s 
frorr~ the research. Technical quality is not in que~t~ion. DNA is funding Aurora's 
support contractor, Berkeley Research, for related work that is typically published in 
the refcreed literature. Without ~ lurora ,  AR.L loscs an opportur~it~y t,o get h~~ndrc,tls of 
k $  in fa.<:ility payments, about twice as much rnoncy for thc associated research, a.nd 
credit for the resulting publications. But wilt1 .4urora's ion beam c.a.pa.t)ilit,y t.tlt. f)SA 
ca.rt shift its funding from DOE back to thc  DOU. notably AR.L. EVCTI ICY r.r.sr>;trrll 
now contempla.ted for Mercury co~ild be done by KKI, at the Aurora, fa.ciii~,y. 

4. lmprovcments and a.dvances in  aurora.'^ o u t p u t .  Thanks to ongoing devc-lol,r~~cl~t 
efforts, Aurora is the most, reproducible and tllc rllost flcxihle s i rn~~la t.nr i l l  its class. 
Atlrora's 1.0 MeV garrlmas, clectrons, and ions, togctl~er wit11 l'hot~ilixl -U 1 hlcl '  
bre~nsst~ra.hlung and 1 keV soft s-ray sourccs cover all pulsed ratdiat,ion envisonrnc:nts 
of intcsest to the DOD. 

5. .An cxist.ing concept11a.l dcsign shows how 1.0 convert. Aurora's high \:olta.se ha.l.rIw;l.re 
i n to  a Phoenix-like pr~lse linc, giving Aurora a. - 1 MeV brcrnsstrahl~lng or. 1 kr-L' 
soft x-rays output potential. This cor~versiorl leavcs t t ~ e  othcr t,wo arms unchanged: 
they cont.inue to produce gammas, clectrons, a.nd energetic ions. Ea.ch individ r1t1.1 1 i~ lr  
car1 be powered from a single nlarx, thereby rni~~imizing Operatior~s and  Miti11tenanc.c: 
costs. The ma.rx is routinely switched t,o dilFerent lines on the Casino/TA(;S n-~ii.c:hines 
at NSWC. 

6. It  is appropriate to herald, with  a na.rne change, .Aurora.'s convc%r.sion from the world's 
largest radia.tjo11 test facility into a flexible, robust research t.001. Tt~e s~~ggest ion 
is to change  aurora.'^ name to AR.CERS, a n  a.croriyrn for Armv Research (Icnter of 
Excellence i11 R.adiation Simulatior~ (and pronounced as in c:lec.trical arcs). f r r  i t s  
original Aurora configuration (4  rrlarxes, 4 gan.lnia lines) the hardware n o  longtar 
supports ARL's missio11, but  it will greatly cnhance ,iZRL's research ca.pi~l)ilit.ir:.s 
and productivity , in the ARCERS corifig[~ra~t,ion, a single marx with many different, 
radiation pulses. I'resent~ly, ARCE,RS has high-voltage (- 5 91t.V) clcctron, ganlrrlil. 
a.nd ior~ modes, but i r l  a fut t~re configuratior~ i t  could readily produce t.he o thc~.  fl;~st~ 
x-ray envisonmcnts required by the DOD! not,a.bly - 1 MeV brernsstral~lung and *w 

1 lieV soft x-rays. 'I'hen ARCEKS would surely bccorne the sole: majos ra.dia.t,iou 
sinlula.tor w i t h  sufficient va.lue to survive DOD br~dget~ rcd~~ctiorls. b u r  or live ~r~ocf(:s 
in a single nia.chine with rnirlirnizcd Operations and Main t,cr~itnc.e costs is an i d m l  tool 
for radiation research, cjuitc a.ppropl.ia.te to the crnphasis otr researc.l~ of A f t  I , .  

7. Retluced cost of operations and sustsinmcnt. C:or~t,rary to the estima.t,e of 2.7 \:I3 ~zrr  
year for Aurora., as used i l l  official r~egot iat io~~s bctween ART, a.nd Dh12, AttClETtS car] 
be opern.t,ed for only a.bout 1 M$ per year. Miit,h cflic,ient usc of thc proper pcr.sonr~cl 



the labor costs are in the range of 0.5 M$ to 1 MS. TIlc different cost estima.t,cs are 
disc~lssed in various docun~t:nts that were prepaxed as a basis for ndclit.ior~al discussiu~~s 
Ixlween D N A  and ART,. Underlying assumptions i~lcludc a modest allowa.nce for 
ARL's opportunity costs (accounted for by rcnt~ng pa.rt of l j~~ i l t l i i~g  500). and the 
assul-nption that a substantial fraction of thc scientific. and technical labor wo\il(l be 
directly funded by ARCERS-bascd research con t,ra.ct,s. A mino1 remai~ldcr f r igh t  bc 
cont.rihuted by a DN.4 subsidy, 01. by research cont,racls of outside users. C)?J:2 ha, 
irtdicatetl interest in  furlding research at AR,CKR.S, of the type now doot: bv Herkelr.!; 
Research. 

8. AR.L1s t h r ~ ~ s t  is toward high-priority Army researctl needs, which presently i r t c l t l ( l e  

few nuclear issnes. Still, within thc Army thcrc remains an a,biding illberest in arltl 

concern about nuclear vulnerability, and research relevant thereto. One example is 
TJSd4SSDC's nced for modera.ttcly hardened spacc syst,ems (with mirrors a.rld hamcs 
tt1a.t a.re hest tested with Aurora's ion beams), while other Army cr~tit~ies arc: concerned 
about p~.ornpt ganlnlas a.nd SGEMP. In the ra.rlia,t.ion simulation field, rcsca.rc:h a.nd 
testing are cornplementa.ry; for example, s i rn~~lat~or  rcsc.a.rcI~ sl~onsorvd by 1111.L has 
~rnprovcd the fidelity of Aurora's ra.diation pulsc for SC!iMP-related effects work 
by decreasing the rise time from 30 11s to  3 ns. The  experiments resulted in well- 
received presenta.tions at the HEART conference. Continued work with thc suprenlely 
reproducible pulses de\reloped since tha.t, time should lead to  further publicatioos i n  
the refcrecd 1itera.ture. 

9. 'l'hc principal participants i r ~  the decision to close Aurora, Mr. \V. Vault, of ARL 
arid Ms. J .  Pierre of DIVA, are 110 longer irl\/olved in thc issue. Mr .  Va.ult rpt,irc*(l, 
while Ms. Pierre no longer has much interest in ra.diation simulators. However, the 
present decision makers at  D N A  have a renewed interest in sirnulators, in part t,har~ks 
to the UGT moratorium. There is also hcigh t e n d  appreciat.ion of Aurora/,4R.(:EH S, 
i n  part thanks to the substarltial success of resea.rch with the s im~la t~or  over thc litst 
few years. Aurora's a.daptation to these new ~ircurnsta~nces: inclr~dir~g t,he A K(>F,RS 
concept, have not yet been rccvaluat.ed by AKL's decision rnakers. M'ould tatley stlill 
close Aurora by the end of FY'95, or would they fa,vor conversion lo ARCERSY All  
tho working Goverrlment scientists and engiilccrs find Aurora's closure a big wa.slco 
of Governrr~cnt money, and bemoa.11 the loss of u l~ iq l~c  ccluipment, t,tril.t< ha.s bcc.11 lhe 
pride of ART, ever since thc r1101~c t>o Adelphi. Also other .41.r-ny osganizat,ions, sucti i1.s 

USANCA and USASSDC. h a w  people that see  aurora,'^ demisc.: as  a, loss to the iirnly. 
Likewise, D N A  cont.ract rrlonitors with rcsponsibility for radiatior~ sin111la,t,ors profess 
to be wait ing for an opening on AH.L1s side to scc how Aurora/.4RCt.;KS car1 cont,ir~\rc 
to opera.te. I'ertiaps the rlew mariagemcnt team at ARL has not reconsidered  aurora.'^ 
closurc despitc the objections of knowlcdgea.ble technical pcople. both Go\!(-rnment 
and contractor, because thcir conccrrls havc not yet. bccol-rle visi blc arnong thc rrlany 
other pressing issues faccd by ARL.  

In the light of thc foregoirrg a.rguInents I believe strongly that. ARL should rt-:c:onsicler t.hc- 

pr~sc!n t c o ~ ~ r x ~ w h i c l i  leads to the loss of ARL's uniquc capability in ~luclcar wea.pons 
sirnulation research wi tJ~ou t a n y  compensation. Decisions of this magnitude axe us11i1.ll~ 
best reached when the people most kn~wlcdge~blc: a b o ~ ~ t ,  the.  tc:c..hnology issues have arl 



opportunity to  providc t,heir illput t o  the process I would certainly br (lrligllted t,o 
participate, to providc fur ther  informn.tion, n.rld t,c, sllggest ulhcl. peuple for acldi(.iorral 
opiniol-1s. I <a11 be rea'chcd by pllone a t  ARL, 30.1 3Y4 2290, l r t  Berkeley Rcscarclr' 
Springfield office at 703 750 3434 (fax -91 061, or by c-mail at 1)eseira@bra.3a.nrl.11avv.r1~il. 

- 
- - - -  - 

--- - 
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May 1, 1995 

M r .  Kent E c k l e s  
D e p a r t m e n t  of Defense 

Dear Mr. E c k l e s :  

This will confirm our conversation of Friday, A p r i l  28. We will 
have a reporter present at 8:00 a.m. on Friday, May 5, 1995, at 
the U.S.S. Intrepid, Technologies Hall, to report the regional 
public hearing being held at that time regardinq base clusinqs. 
Our price for the reporting and transcription is $5.30 per 
transcript page plus $105 f o r  t h r e e  ( 3 )  attendances, which price 
includes an ASCII or Wordperfect disk of the transcript and a 
condensed copy thereof in the format of your choice. 

Our standard transcript page consists of 25 lines, w i t h  line 1 
reserved for a header. 

Please advise me by telephone or f a x  t o  w h o m  our invoice should 
be addressed after job is completed, and let me know if you have 
any questions. 

Thank you. 

'--..- 

Robert S. Ordman --? 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May2, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Nino R. Pereira 
P.O. Box 852 
Sprinsseld, Virginia 22 1 50 

Dear Mr. Pereira: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Department of Defends recommendation 
to close the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), White Oak, Maryland. I appreciate your 
concern with the effect this recommendation could have on the Defense Nuclear Agency's 
Phoenix facility. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of NSWC, 
White Oak. 

I look forward to working with you during this dit6arlt and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to mtact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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R E P L Y  TO 
4TTENTlON OF: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CETTERKCNNY A R M Y  DEPOT 

CHAMBERSBURG. P E N N S Y L V A N I A  17201 

1 May 9 5  

MEMORANDUM FOR M r .  G l e n n  K n o e p f  l e ,  Base Heal i g n m e n t  and ~1o:;ux.f: 
Commission 

SUBJECT: Response to Data Call 

The enclosed provides a response to the f o l l o w i n g  q u c s t : i o n s  a s k e d  
t o  m y  staff on 1 May 95: 

a. Provide the s t a t u s  o f  the Tactical Missile Consolidation 
by individual transition (Encl 1). 

b. Provide the actual square feet by building which will be 
utilized to support t h e  Tactical Missile Consolidation (Encl 2). 

c. Provide the actual square feet available i n  A m n u n i t i o n  t.o 
suppor t  Missile Disassembly/Certification. P r o v i d e  square f ee t  
and actual number of igloos in the A m m u n i t i o n  Area (Encl 3). 

3 Encls 
as 

OPT!ONAI FOSM ?3 ( i -20 :  

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  F V , . ? r  7 



I - I  - 1 '  1E, : 3111 

'3.- . I.' , .-', 



SUBJECT. Tactical Missile Maintenance Square Footage Requlrenlents 

1. The following list of LEAD facilities used in support of mlssjle ma~ntenance is prov~ded 7'he 
amount of space spectfied includes space which would be required if missile maintenance opcrat~ons 
were moved from LEAD iacludjng BRAC '93 systems coming to and exist~nz n~~ss i le  ( I I , IM~I(  & 
PATRIOT) missions wbich tvould be concurrently relocated from LEAD T)ircct support 
storagelstaging space has also been ident~fied, a lesson learned dur~ag prevtous TMC ef'forts has bccrr 
that sign~ficant space specifically dedicated to maintenance support must bc allocated 

Cateeory Buildi-nu a u a r e  F o o t a s  Use 

Direct Maint. Space 
3 70 
3 77 
11 
12 
426 
424 
3 50 
37s 
446 
3253 

Primary Missile Maint Shop Rr ASf<S 
Decanning & Canning Shop 
Tac. Missile blaint. Shop. '96 MCA project 
Tac. Missile Maint Shop 
Tac. Missile Maint. Shop 
Tac. Missile Maint. Shop 
Portion of Vehicle Sflop ~ ~ s c d  for ' l 'ac hl issi lcs 

Tac. Missile Maint. Stlop 
HAWK 'Black' Maint. Shop 
HAWK 'Black' Maint. Stlop 

Sub Totai 44 I. ,097 sq  ft 

Maint Support Space 
47N 25425 Tac Missile Maint Shop part kittin8 area 
3 74 3 GO Compressor Plant 
3 76 3 60 Precious Metals Recovery Shop 
3 78 Hazardous Materials Storage Arca 

Sub Total. 32.145 sq ft 

Maint. Storage Space 
3 72 800 Maint. storage 
379 8000 Maint storage 

5047 Mamt storage in tanks 6 e;l 
- 16639 HAWK 'Black' Maint. storage irr tanks 7 ea 

Sub Total 33,486 sq. ft. 

Grand Total 506.728 sq ft 



2 .  The following additional facrltties space requwements should also be cons~dered when clc\.cjop~np 
space requ~rernents for Tactical Miss~le Maintenance 

3770 
28 acres 
12 km 
830 
960 
24036 
400 

Main Radar Test Site - PATRIOT 82 NTKE I-{ERC 
PATRIOT & K4WK - Free Eradiatton Ar 
HAWK Line-of-sight sigrial check site 

Radar Site  compressor^ Plant 
Radar Site 400 Hz Generator Plant 
ATACMS (in Ammo probablv would r ~ o t  ~ c l o  ) 

Engineering S11ppc)rt 



WHITE PAPER 

LETTERKENNY ARMY D E P O T ' $  
AMMUNITION MISSILE MAIN'I't-;NnNC:E F/lCILIrl'IE:!.; 

Maintenance Facilities: 

E u i l d i r ~ g  #3750 - 1 , 6 0 0  square fee t  
Explosive ~ i m i t  ( 1 . 1 )  - 5 , 0 0 0  l b s .  

Building #5647  - 4 , 2 1 9  square feet 
E.xplosive ~ i m i t  (1.1) - 5 , 0 0 0  lbs. 

B u i l d i n g  #3810 W e s t  - 1 1 , 7 6 3  square feet 
Explosive L i m i t  (1.1) - 1 2 , 5 0 0  Ibs. 

B u i l d i n g  #5321 - 1 2 , 6 8 9  square f e e t  
E x p l o s i v e  L i m i t  ( 1 . 1 )  - 1,375 lbs .  

Building #?a10 East - 1 1 , 7 6 3  square feet  

Explosive Limit ( 1 . 1 )  - 1 2 , 5 0 0  l b s .  

Bui ld ing  # 2 7 5 5  - 1 2 , 1 6 7  square feet  
E x p l o s i v e  L i m i t  (1.1) - 3 0 , 0 0 0  lbs. 

Euilding # 4 7 5 5  - 7 , 2 8 9  square fee t  
Explosive ~irni t  (1.1) - 3 0 , 0 0 0  l b s .  

B u i l d i n g  # 3 2 3 3  - 7 , 2 0 0  square feek 
E x p l o s i v e  Limit (1.4) - to be established 

Building + I 3 3 5 2  - 4,000 square feet 
E x p l o s i v e  Limit (1.1) - t o  be established 

B u i l d i n g  # 2 3 8 3  - 1 1 , 3 1 0  square fee t  
Explosive L i m i t  (1.1) - 2 0 , 0 0 0  Ibs. 

B u i l d i n g  #3626  - 1 0 , 0 8 3  square f ee t  
E x p l o s i v e  L i m i t  (1.1) - 4 0 , 0 0 0  lbs. 

B u i l d i n g  # 3 2 5 3  - 4 , 7 1 2  s q u a r e  fee t  
Explosive Limit - to be e s t a b l i s h e d  



Administrative Buildings: 

Building #3311 - 7,139 square feet 

Building #4341 - 3,936 square fee t  

Storage : 

902 igloos totaling 1,826,638 square f e e t  of 1.1 exploslvc? 
storage space 

21 above ground magazines totaling 103,350 square feet of 1.4 
explosive storage space 

Inert storage - 109,474 square feet 

Note: Current storage capacity is approximat.ely S O % .  The 
Industrial Operations Command's National Inventory Control r 11 t .c; 

will provide assistance with relocating e x i s t  i n g  convcrlt. I o r l a 1  

ammunition s tocks  to provide additional storaqe syd(:(:> tor 
missiles. 
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SEF 9 6  

CO1:TRkCTOR TE 1 ?L%R-SET; 9 5  
CONTRACTOR PHS APR-JUL 9 8  

S Tk? Cl3.C CONTRACTOR APR-JUL 9 8  2M;-APR 9 8  AUG-OCT 98  

STINGER CONTRACTOR APR-JUL 98 J A R - A P R  58 AUG-OCT 96 

HELLFIRE; ONTRACTOR APR-LWL 96 Jm-APR 9 8  AUG-OCT 98 
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EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

- TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

1 f? L/ 
Prepare Reply for Chairman's S i e  Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S i  I 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS 

Repan Reply for St& Director's S i t u r e  Prepare Direct Response 1 

DIR./INFORMATION SERMCES 

I ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions I 

I 



Letterkenny ~ r m y  Depot . 

Total Package Fielding 
Receipt, Storage, 
Care in Storage 

0 Capacity for Tenanats 
Wire Harness 

0 Interstate Highway 

0 50 Miles to C5A 



25 April 1995 

Dear Commission Chairman Dixon, 

As the PATRIOT Logistics Manager at Letterkenny, I would 
like to present. some background on establishing a depot level 
maintenance source fur the most complex electronic system in 
the U.S. Army inventory. 

This letter will be lengthier than most. I will try not 
to insult your intelligence by over simplifying, nor over- 
burden you with military jargon. 

I won't get into my personal background too deeply. Prior 
to managing FATEIOT Logistics, I have trained Army personnel 
in Germany to repair computers, supervised forty plus people 
in electronics systems maintenance and have been a PATRIOT 
Logistics Representative for Letterkenny and U.S. Army Depot 
Systems Command (DESCOM) since 1987. If the future follows 
past actions, I will be given several options. Retire with 
a 10 percent reduction in benefits, move to another government 
job, follow PATRIOT to a new location (past practice for my 
position on other relocating systems) or continue to work at 
Letterkenny if the commission recommends that it remain open 
supporting PATXIOT in its present capacity. 

I have served in the Army and my son has served in the Air 
Force so I have the perspective at receiving support, giving 
support and the .costs involved. I also live in an area where 
service in the military is held in high regard. Those same 
people who served their country well are also living with 
very tight. budgets. Our tax dollars they are providing should 
be spent wisely. 

I will attempt to list the logistics elements that will 
require intensive management to move the PATRIOT Maintenance 
and Modification Facilities. The logistics elements I want to 
discuss are: 

1.  New Equipment Training (NET) 
2. Facilities 
3 .  Depot Maintenance Plant Equipment (DMPE) 
4. Technical Data Packages (TDF) 
5. Repair Tarts Stock 
6. Depot Maintenance Work Requirements ( D M W R )  

1.  PATRIOT NET - is really an intermediate step for depot 
personnel. Letterkenny required prerequisite missile system 
leve? background for PATRIOT technicians. System leve: meant 
having operations and maintenance experience. Mechanical and 
electrical expertise was required for the most complex missile 
systems in the Army and Marine Corps inventory. 



Systems level personnel are normally developed through a pro- 
gression of skill level tasks. During the mechancial overhaul 
functions they learn :liissile specifications and the quality 
requirements to develop the proper standards of workmanship. 
They also learn the use and format of technical manuals and 
DMWRs. DMWR's being the procedures for repair and test of a 
product. Missile system specifications are more ~tringent than 
other military standards. 

Technicians will then move on to tests of various complexity 
at general and specialized test stations before qualifying to 
become system level technicians. The percentage who get the 
opportunity or qualify at system level is limited. 

I have been to the other depots, and I am deeply concerned 
about trying to move the PATRIOT system. Skill base can not be 
measured by the number of schools attended, but by the work 
demonstrated and product.ion of assets in quantities required. 

The Department of Defense (POD) is going to lose most of its 
PATRIOT skill base during a move to a new installation. The 
recovery time to develop a new skill base will be five years 
minimum . Even if 30 percent. of the people move t.here will 
not be enough pe'oplr to train and execute woriclilad at the 
same time for required production. You cannot guarantee 
the distribution of skill level will transfer since a lot of 
the system level people are closest to retirement. 

System level people in PATRIOT have undergone specialized 
training on PATBIOT and developed their skills during the over- 
haul and modification process at the depot and at all FATEIOT 
locations worldwide. The Army cannot support the overhaul and 
modification effort at its present level durlng .a nlove to a 
new insta!l;tior,. The Army needs to increase depot support 
to executc ita TATRIOT overhaul and modification progra::ls 
during the same time a transition would take place. I 'ni sure 
there w i i i  be expenses and requirements for the move that were 
never considered during the savings evaluation process. The cost 
of dkveloping a new skill base and the decrease in the level of 
support that. will occur wili b e  a major impact to the PATRIa? 
overhaul and modificati~n program. 



As an additional note on the complexity of the PATRIOT System. 
Without the PATRIOT unique hardware mounted on trucks and semi- 
trailers, the PATRIOT System contains systems that are managed by 
other Army Project Managers. 

2a. FACILITIES - There are manufacturing, maintenance and 
storage faciliates required for the PATRIOT hardware and 
additional floor space for administrative offices. I won't 
discuss all of t.he security and building maintenance require- 
ments. 

Letterkenny was the total package fielding site for the PATRIOT 
Missile System. Total package fielding meant that 
when you shipped the total package of equipment all you had 
to add was personnel. 

The Total Package Fielding (TPF) for a PATRIOT Battalion 
involved staging and moving over 300 support and tactical 
vehicles at one time. People have to be licensed to load 
and operate different classes of trucks. They had to use 
material handling equipment such as cranes and forklifts to 
get the job done at depot or at deployed locations. 

At some point in time the twelve battalions of equipment plus 
additional pieces of equipment not assigned to PATRIOT battalions 
will be returning for storage. When you look around Letterkenny 
at the excess equipment now stored from reduced requirements from 
other Missile Systems, you can see the extensive "ACREAGE' 
required to store the equipment. 

As missile systems age and parts become difficult to find 
in the military supply system; and manufacturers no longer 
exist or choose to manufacture sn;all quantities o f  necessary 
parts, the excess equipment becomes the only source of supply. 
The importance of having sto~age and maintenance of equipment at 
the same location becomes obvious to those overhauling the 
equipment. The size and condition of older vehicles and carriers 
impedes movement of the complete major items while reuseable 
repair parts remain within them. 

Inside storage at the maintenance location is also a critical 
consideration. To give you some idea of the amount of material 



handled during an overhaul process while the major item is 
disassembled. Without. considering the trucks, trailers, and 
shelters, there a r e  eresently being yrocessed at Letterkenny at 
this time wit.h secondary items worklovd returned Prom the field 
being shown in the second column. 

Circuit Cards Size 5 in. x 7 in. 7,750 1,200 
Power Supplies Typical 4 in. x 5 in. :-: 9 in. 450  2 5 0  

Mon-Typical 3 ft. x 4 f t .  x 3 f t .  
( 1 4 0 0  lbsj 6 50 
Cables/Wire/Harnesses 4,300 100 
Motors and Fans 200  120 

Circuit Card 
Holder Racks 3 f t . .  x 8 in. x 2 ft. 3 0 0  200 

TOTALS 1 3 , 0 0 6  1,920 

As this large volume of subassemblies is repaired the smaller 
piece parts must be ordered, stored and distributed. While I 
don't have an exact. number, I can tell you that they number in 
thousands. 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) stores subassemblies, 
classified and unclassified, for maintenance and modification 
programs. There are instances when the maintenance technicians 
are requested for help in identifying configurations, condition 
codes, and minor repairs. The interrelationship of DLA and 
Letterkenny provides a valuable asset to PATRIOT and the other 
missile systems maintained by Let.terkenny. 

The storage and movement of PATRIOT major items is comparable 
to moving semi-trucks and trailers around a truck terminal. Add 
the maintenance of those trucks while stored and periodic checks 
and i t  gives you a Setter picture of what takes place during 
maintenance and rtopa$+ ? - .  

Letterkenny is presently applying all the PATRIOT modifications 
to major item equipment. in t.he field wnl>ldwide. Raytheon 
produi:ea a p n r t i c b n  i2f t h e  k i t s  that are used, and Letterkenny 
fabricates or procures a portion of the kits that are used as 
directed by the PATRIOT Troject Office. 



The kits which can number in hundreds, there are approximately 
500 Launching Stations fielded, must then be consolidated 
and shipped in t.he proper quantity to a location. There are 
cost advantages to consolidating the kits, classified and 
unclassified, at Letterkenny. The kits are readily available to 
apply Be rna.jor itens as they pass through the overhaul program 
at Letterkenny . Reuseable hardware and modi f ivtle azzei-fib1 iez ape 
also redistributed by Letterkenny or DLA. A disruption of the 
relationship with DLA in the modification program is going to 
cost money and create delays in responding to the Modification 
Teams in the field. 

The schedule of events for PATRIOT modifications is based on the 
application cycle for each battalion and the teams can only work 
as fast as kit hardware is supplied to them. There are 
occasions when a piece will not function or it breaks. Letter- 
kenny presently has a system for delivering another piece withill 
one day U.S. and one to two days overseas. 

There is also a liaison office at Letterkenny which is a part 
of the PATRIOT Project Office at Huntsville, AL and a tenant to 
Letterkenny. The liaison office organizes battalion level 
deployments (TPF) for the U.S. Army and foreign military 
customers. They have special project code storage accounts for 
storing hardware with DLA. I'm certain that additional costs 
will be involved in moving hardware accounts and personnel from 
the liaison office. 

The packaging of missile repair parts ranges from the delicate 
requiring foam and bubble wrap to 1400 lb power supplies 
bolted to construction size lumber and built i n t o  wooden boxes. 
The amount of material and space required for packaging and 
reprocessing residue should not be underestimated 

The PATRIOT system uses insulating oils, ethylene glycol 
(anti-freeze), sealants, glues, and coatings which will require 
shelf-life monitoring, and safety data sheet review for storage 
and handling requirements. The PATRIOT Laur~ching Station has 
its own diesel generat.or with cooiants and lubricants which 
must be prepared for storage and shipment. 



2 b .  MAINTEXANCE FACILITIES - PATRIOT is a major user of floor 
space during maintenance operations at Letterkenny. I won't 
discuss square footage requirements as I'm sure that h a s  been 
supplied by other sources. 

Some points I would like to cover are those which may not 
readily show up on a floor plan. 

The PATRIOT radar requires a 20 ton crane to remove i t  from its 
trailer. This requires indoor space with sufficient overhead 
(high-bay) clearance. 

The high bay area must also serve as an assembly, disassembly, 
and test area during overhaul. There is extensive material 
handling equipment for the major pieces of the radar set, 
trailer, shelter, antenna, and three subassemblies in the 
1000 15 category. When five to six radar sets are in-process 
with the other major items, space and movement of material 
becomes critical. 

The test consoles for PATRIOT are quite varied in size and 
complexity. I can assure you that our PATRIOT secondary (sub- 
assembly) console operators are qualified to operate system level 
consoles for other missile systems as has been demonstrated 
during missile consolidation from BRAC 93. 

There are automated consoles and manually operated consoles. 
The automated consoles are restricted in distance from the 
concentrators that act as software repositories and interact 
with the consoles during testing. Floor plan layouts must take 
this into consideration. 

The maintenance facility is also supported by PATBIOT unique 
test equipment maintenance and calibration requirements. There 
are spare pieces of test equipment to be stored. 

Has anyone considered how the required load testing will be 
performed for the 20 ton cranes, associated lifting slings, and 
the associated carts and dollies for the shelters and sub- 
assemblies? How will the trailers and dollies be moved? I have 
found that these types of things cause as many problems as high 
tech issues. 



Power generation equipment or utilities has to be a consider- 
ation with PATRIOT. A FATRIOT radar uses 150 thousand watts c ~ f  
power during full test. Operating several radars simultaneously 
plus the other FATRIOT major items and missile systems consumes 
tremendous amclunts of electricity. The utility company had to 
upgrade the substation providing power to the depot when PATRIOT 
was introduced to Letterkenny. Special power distribution boxes 
and converters are required for PATRIOT and I'm not certain they 
have been considel-ed in any movement of FATRIOT from Letterkenny. 

A new system, Ground Based Radar, is scheduled to come to 
Letterkenny in the year 2000 timeframe. It requires a 1 million 
watt generator (small city). The complete radar will probably 
require a stand alone generator, but I am sure the subassemblies 
will be high level power users. I haven't even begun to look at 
radiation pattern requirements during test. A radar with power 
of that magnitude will require special authorization and plenty 
of frse s p . 3 ~ 5  to operate. 

The radar test site requires a classified building with radiation 
space of approximately 30 acres. There are special setup 
requirements that would require Eaytheon involvement. The 
fabrication of support structures was accomplished by Letter- 
kenny, site surveys and engineering studies by Letterkenny 
and Raytheon w e F e  quite extensive. 

Software and test equipment must be customized for the site. 
Approximately two years would be needed to move the Test Site i f  
an existing structure and site is available. 

Having just returned (Apr 21) from Raytheon in Boston, t h e y  w e r e  
surprised and concerned that no one has contacted them for cost 
and magnitude of effort to move their manufactured equipment. 

The additional cost of grounds keeping 30 acres, maintaining 
equipnent, and fencing adds to the cost of supporting a depot 
with PATRIOT operations. 

There are significant costs associated with paying utility bills 
and equipment handling maintenance when cupporting Missile 
Systems the size and complexity of FATRIOT and similar Air 
Defense Systems. 



2c. MANUFACTURING FACILITIES - There are a significant number 
of gears, metal supports, latches, handles, covers, upholstery 
items, and other nonstocked repair parts that Letterkenny 
supplies within its own machine, welding, metal fabrication, and 
upholstery shop. 

Why is having these capabilities important to a depot supporting 
PATRIOT? Finding a supplier for small quantities that require 
minimum buys of raw material can be a problem. Providing 
the technical drawings to a supplier and verifying the quality of 
the product to missile specifications is an added requirement. 
Metal fabrication, metal treatment, and special coatings at times 
takes several vendors and more work done at the depot reduces 
procurement and processing time. 

PATRIOT has a gear assembly approximately seven feet in diameter. 
It requires a machine shop operation to apply new fittings. 
There are no spare gear assemblies. Risking damage or loss of a 
gear assembly would be a severe impact to the whole PATRIOT 
System until another assembly could be bought and the 
manufacturer produced it. 

Upholstery shop capability is not limited to chair coverings 
and shelter interiors. There are canvas covers for various 
applications on the PATRIOT System. One of them includes a 
protective series of canvas covers for maintenance personnel 
while they work on the radar during inclement weather. 
Another has electronic signal absorption material attached. 

Letterkenny is presently investigating repair or fabrication 
procedures for a recently introduced cover made of canvas and 
radio frequency absorption material. 

The varied skills of our maintenance personnel include 
electronics, welding, machinist, sheet metal, hydraulics, 
pneumatics, upholstery, air conditioning, air compressors, 
automotive, power generation and heavy equipment operation 

3. The DMPE for PATRIOT is provided by several sources. 

a. Raytheon, automated and manually operated. 
b. General Electric Test Sets (now Martin Marietta) 

automated. 
c .  Martin Marietta automated and manual. 
d. Letterkenny developed, manual. 



With a constantly changing missile system the hardware and 
software is modified. Implementing the changes to the DMFE 
has been an ongoing process between Letterkenny and the DMPE 
manufacturers. Modification and repair of DMPE at system level 
requires a certain degree of PATRIOT system operations 
background. 

Planning is in process for modifications to PATRIOT DMPE over 
the next five years incrementally. Movement of the DMPE and 
loss of repair expertise is going to have a major impact 
to support the 3MPE and the production of sutassrmblies and 
systems. 

Lengths of cables, supporting test fixtures and adapters, 
supporting commercial test equipment, spare built in test 
equipment, repair part.s, maintenance contracts. Ask anyone 
who maintains DMFE at Letterkenny if PATRIOT DMPE has unique 
r>equirement.s and be prepared to spend a day listening. 

Power conditioners, grounding systems, security requirements, 
signal interference with commercial activities. The problem of 
moving PATRIOT DMPE is not just a matter of transportation 
unless a facility has overhauled missile systems, there will 
be a period of adjustment to meet all the requirements that 
will be significent. 

There are twenty six FATRIOT unique DMFE level stations in place 
at Letterkenny. There are DITMCO (commercial cable, rack, wire 
harness test station) and motor test stations with FATRIOT 
unique interfaces and adapters. These are shared with other 
missile systems. 

First article tests on these consoles would amount to a pilot 
project for PATRIOT to insure the integrity of the test stations 
and processes. The time to start production over again would 
be measured in years. 

Our equipment maintenance support multiple misslle system 
test station and movement of portions of Letterkennys test 
stations will dilute the expertise, repair parts, supporting 
test equipment, and calibration equipment. The benefits of 
having missile systems support at Letterkenny would be reversed 
i f  changes are made. 



Let me reemphasize the importance of Raytheon involvement in 
the movement of PATRIOT DMPE. There is no one at Letterkenny 
OF any other government installation who has the expertise to 
resolve all the problems that will be encountered in DMFE 
equipment. The cost factors will not be determined until 
Raythean is d i ~ e c t l y  inv43lvsd and t:hat has not been done. 

Letterkenny fabricated approximately 100 each DMPE support 
fixtures with an additional 50 each (approximate numbers) 
provided by DMFE manufacturers. The capability to fabricate 
and support these fixtures; which range from small templates 
in inches to antenna holders in feet that carry 3 tons, is 
contained within Letterkennys machine shop. 

4. Technical Data Packages (TDP) - The TDP is extensive 
on PATRIOT. The apperture cards are stored in the technical 
library within the electronics shops. The revisions and 
changes are an ongoing process which must be controlled and 
drawings properly stamped and dated to prevent older drawings 
from being used. 

Letterkenny receives TDP's from MICOM, CECOM, TACOM, AMCCOM, 
and TROSCOM. There are also contractor prepared manuals and 
procedures stored within our library. The distribution of 
information will have to be reestablished for PATRIOT if it 
is moved. The notification of sources and lapses in information 
will be a problem to deal with. 

The TDP for a three circuit card modular rack is more extensive 
in volume and contains more military standards/specifications 
and repair parts listings than most Army systems at other depots. 
PATRIOT subassemblies are systems within themselves when the 
technical knowledge TDP and DMFE are considered. 

5. Repair Parts Stockage - There are parts that are provisioned 
(planned for and bought) and stocked in storage to support over- 
haul- programs. There are also nons tocked parts. 

Letterkenny has established contracts and accounts for non- 
stocked parts. There are computer programs for numerically 
controlled machines that are at Letterkenny. Some of the 
nonstocked parts have recurring demand and other demands 
are generat.eci by crash damage or harsh field conditions. The 
disruption of this extensive (hundreds) parts sypply system 



will require recovery time that will take years. There would 
be impacts to implementation and sustainment of an overhaul 
program for PATRIOT. 

Repair parts for PATRIOT range from microscopic in size to 
hundreds of pounds and measured in feet. Material movement and 
handling require the proper material handling equipment. 

6. Depot Maintenance Work Requirements (DMWR's) - DMWR's are 
written by Raytheon, Letterkenny and commodity command sources. 

As part of the reinvention of government initiative, DMWR 
requirements are to be reduced or eliminated and best practices 
implemented. The transition to performing work without DMWR's 
can be done more easily by a workforce that is already doing the 
work. After the Pilot Overhaul of a system much of the work is 
done by those familiar enough with the DMWR that constant 
reference to each line and paragraph is not required. 

The loss of key people and transition away from DMWR's will have 
an impact on any gaining activity's ability to quickly establish 
PATRIOT capability. 

There are presently 65,000 pages of Technical Manuals iTM's1 for 
PATRIOT with 20% of them changing each year. The DMWR's also 
have thousands of pages with changes incorporated yearly. It 
will be difficult to establish repair capability and keep up 
with changes at the same time. 

Hopefully this will be of some value in deciding whether or not 
to move PATRIOT. I don't believe the immensity of it is 
comprehended by those making the recommendations. 

The interrelationship of vehicle shops, electronics shops, and 
the Defense Logistics Agency at Letterkenny has served PATRIOT 
well and allowed for easier transition of other missile systems 
I would recommend that it remain that way. 

Sincerely yours. /? 

GERALD L. CHAPMAN 
CTX-PM f/PATRIOT 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
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H. 1. Johnson. General. USAF (Retired) 
Vic: Chj~rman, USAA 
P-esiden:. USA4 Cap1131 Corpora~~on 

M a y  1,1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

S: Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
ArIingfon, VA 22309 

r 5 3 f ~  to tMi4 5391- 
5(30:3,- when ,8epondiwL.- 4' 

Dear Scnntor Diuon: 

I received the cnclosed letter from M ~ y o r  Rnbideau of 
Plattsburgh. IVY. As you well know, the 1993 B U C  rccornnicndcd 
retaining McGuire as  the Ellst Coast .Mobility Base by a six to one 
decision, and subsequently recommended closing Plattsburgh AFR. 

I and everyone who has visitcd Plstisburgh A F R  recogni~e  t h ~ t  t t lc  

base is impressive, and we have n great deal of respect for the Plattshurzh 
community leaders. I am not in a position to comment on the merits of 
Mayor Rabideau's proposal. I offer the letter for your  considrr:ltion. 

Very best wishes to you and all the con~missioners 21s you ~~t:rforrr~ 
your very difficult tasks. 

With great respect, 

060C Frecer~cbburg  Road San Antonlo Texs: 7d288 (210) CqO C 2 C 9  
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Clyde hZ kbldena ,  Jr. Plat tsburgh,NewYork Mayor Office ( : L ~ Y  Hall  or tho hlnpur 
Plansbu~gh, New Ynrk 1:001 
518-561-7701 



H. T. Johnson, General, USAF (Retired) 
Vice Chairman. USAA 
President, USAA Capital Corporation 

May 1,1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
& Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I received the enclosed letter from Mayor Rabideau of 
Plattsburgh, NY. As you well know, the 1993 BRAC recommended 
retaining McGuire as the East Coast Mobility Base by a six to one 
decision, and subsequently recommended closing Plattsburgh APB. 

I and everyone who has visited Plattsburgh AFB recognize that the 
base is impressive, and we have a great deal of respect for the Plattsburgh 
community leaders. I am not in a position to comment on the merits of 
Mayor Rabideau's proposal. I offer the letter for your consideration. 

Very best wishes to you and all the commissioners as you perform 
your very difficult tasks. 

With great respect, 

9800 Fredericksburg Road San Antonio, Texas 78288 (21 0) 498-8848 



Clyde M. Rabideau, Jr. Plat t sburgh,NewYork M~~~~ Office City Hall of the Mayor 
-1 
a 

Plattsburgh, New York 12901 
518-563-7701 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
P$9239 r c f z ? ~  ihl- ?~t-nksr 

703-696-0504 when I ~~~~ :~ -~~&KDZ-YR/  
ALAN J.  DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 5,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

General H. T. Johnson, USAF (Ret.) 
9800 Fredericksburg Road 
San Antonio, Texas 78288 

Dear H.T. : 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of the letter you received 
from Clyde M. Rabideau, Jr., Mayor of Plattsburgh, New York. A copy of the letter will 
be placed in the Commission library and provided to members of the Commission. 

I appreciate the work you performed on the 1993 Commission. As you know, this 
is a very difficult and paifil  process, but it is necessary for our long term military 
readiness. 

Again, thank you for providing the Commission with the letter. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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May I ,  1995 

PLEASE DELIVER TO: 

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman pkkyiii3 % jiijj pct~.i:a~ * 

The Honorable Rebecca Cox, Member "a;i. a r : ~  :33-~5.5~-% b-_ q~03~1-5 -" ,, _, ,, 

The Honorable S. Lee Kling, Member 

FROM: 

Judy FAX ( @&-- 1 7 0728 

I believe the attached resolution has merit on an issue you may be 
presently considering. 

Since you are the Commission members most likely to have expertise in 
th i s  particular area, I have been asked to forward this to you for your 
consideration. 

I believe your work is vital to the long term strength of our national 
defense. Towards that end I wish you well as you contemplate t h e  many 
significant and complex issues facing the Department of Defense. 

THIS FAX CONTAINS THREE (3) PAGES TOTAL 



The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Commission Resolution 

Jointly introduced by Ms. Rebecca Cox and Mr. S. Lee Kling . Members 

May 1, 1995 

WHEREAS, The Nation's environmental security interests are constantly changing in response 
to changing national conditions and threats; and 

WHEREAS, The Base Closure and Realignment Act empowers the Defense Hase Closure and 
Realignment Commission to articulate: analyze, and consider new choices for Department of  
Defense (DoD) base closures and realignments; and 

WHEREAS, In Septembcr 1993, the California Assembly and Senate passed a joint rcsolut~on 
(AJR No. 29) supporting an environmentally compatible alternative to satisfqing the Am>> '.: 
National Training Center WTC) requirement for additional maneuver land: and 

WHEREAS, In August 1994 California Senators Feinstein and Hoxer announced the Sou~ll~vcsr 
Training Complex, a program to consolidate and better coordinate the ilsc of' DoD's [raining and 
testing assets in southern California, in order to strengthen the Service's ability t o  perfom1 their  
respective missions while confirming those land and airspace resources to IIoL): a ~ d  

WHEREAS, Excess capacity at missile ranges in Florida, Arizona. and the Pacific C)cean can 
accommodate any displacement in missile testing from Mojave Range B (China Lakc); and 

WHEREAS, The NTC's land acquisition requirement can be largely satisfied through a 
combination of its use of China Lake land and the conservative acquisitioi~ of Silurian Vallcy 
lands; and 

WHEREAS. Such joint use would substantially reduce DoD acquisition costs prcsrntlc 
estimated at $50 million dollars in the Silurian Vatlcy: now therefore, be it 



Resolved by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, That the 
Commission acknowledges and supports the Army's need to obtain additional land for manel~vcr 
training use; and be it further 

Resolved by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. That the 
Commission acknowledges and supports the Navy's testing mission at the Naval Air Weapons 
Station, China Lake; and be it further 

Resolved: That the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission concurs with 
the goal of minimizing the commitment of resources for the acquisition of public and privatc 
lands when existing DoD lands are readily available; and be it Further 

Resolved, That the Defense Basc Closure and Realignment Commission erldorses the 
Army's joint use of Mojave Range B as p a t  of an alternative that best balances the requircrncrits 
of mission necds and cost-effectiveness for the taxpayers: and be it fiirther 

Resolved, That the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cornmission \ h i l l  n o w  
evaluate, analyze. investigate, and cons~der the possible realignment of thc Nacxl k 1 1 r  CVcaponh 
Station, China Lake in order to permit joint use by the Army's National Training Center. f on  
Irwin on a time-share basis 
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VERNER, LIIPFER'I', BERNHARD, MCPHERSON AND HAND 
CWARTERLD 

901 - ISTH STREET. N W. 
WASHINGTON. D . C .  20005 - 2 301 

May 1, 1395 

Cece Carman 
Director of Intergovernmental Affairs 
Defense Base C l o s u r e  and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
s u i t e  1425 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Dear Cece: 

The Meridian Navy team would like to b r i c f  Mr. Ysllin and 
LTC Brubaker on 8 or 9 May regarding a new noise study just 
completed on C o r p u s  Christi, and to provide further information 
on t h e  Wavy's capacity a n e y s i c .  - - 

Pl ea se  a d v i s e  whether such a briefing would be possible. A s  
always, thanks for your assistance in this matter. 

Very t r u l y  yours, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N 0  REALIGNMENT COMMISSJON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREKT UUlTL t 425 

ARLINGTON. V A  2x208 
703-698-0504 

i 

Now that tha Dafanm Base Clwum mi R q a l i m t  Cornmission has been provided with 
tbe rwcmm~W lid of ciarum and r c a i i p m r ~  by tho Secretary of Dafbwd, tho Canrmlsrkvl is 
a b a l y ~ t h e b & b y t h e ~ i n r m k i n g b d o c k i o n r .  hordortomumthatyour 
rneaing with Commlrsior! manbsrr ador Puffis as pducriw M pariblo in the limjrsd ama 
availsblc, p l a w  reopqrd to thc 6llowing itam md r a m  to your Comrmuim contact by fluc ur 
KKIXI tu possibk. AIM, prior to the Mdbhn9, p1aa.e~ provido thC) Cammisum with thm data and 
other iacu you incand to una in p m c d q ~  your case to the &g participants. This will allow 
drc CommleJLon member W o r  rtaff to be p n p d  to addrPu fho 8pboiAc poir\tl YOU p h  to ma& 
ond PNWW your qUdddona am fully M p s i b l c  during thc tw0ti .n~.  

COMMUNlTY SPOKESPERSON: f d 4 ~-d-fle,,Y' 

PROPOSED AGENDA: 

Attenti= x' Cscs Camran, Dirwtw of Intqpvammental &rr - 
Chip Wal- Mtuqar.  State and Loaol Liaison - 
Jim Sclluhider, Muugar. HOUM Wwm - 
S y l h  Davir-Thompsan, Man8er, R a w  iaaues - 
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M A Y  Y. DOI, City Clerk 
LORENZO F.  YBARRA, City Treasurer 
KENNETH W .  LANDAU, City Manager 

April 26, 1995 

1700 WEST 162nd STREET 

DONALD L. DEAR. Mayor 
JAMES W. CRAGIN. Mayor Pro Tem 

G W E N  DUFFY. Councilmember 
M A S  FUKAl Councilmember 

PAUL Y. TSUKAHARA, Councilmember 

GARDENA. CALIFORNIA 90247-3778 / (310) 217-9500 

MEMORANDUM OF TRANSMITTAL 

TO: SEE ATTACHED LIST 

DOCUMENT: RESOLUTION LENDING ITS SUPPORT TO THE SAVE OUR SHIPYARD EFFORT 
AND URGING OUR ELECTED LEADERS IN WASHINGTON, D.C. TO STRONGLY 
OPPOSE AND FIGHTANY PROPOSALS FOR FURTHER CLOSURES OF MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS IN CALIFORNIA 

Enclosed is a copy of Resolution #4258 which was approved, passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Gardena at a regular meeting on March 14, 1995. 

FROM: 

cc: City Manager 

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 47003. GARDENA, CALIFORNIA 90247-6803 FAX (3101 217-9694 



RESOLUTION NO. 4258 DISTRIBUTION LIST 

The Honorable William J. Clinton 
President of the United States of America 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

The Honorable Douglas Drummond, Vice Mayor 
City of Long Beach 
Co-Chair, SCAG Militw!~ P ~ S P  Clnsi~re Sl~bccmvittec 
333 West Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

The Honorable Bob Bartlett, Mayor 
City of Monrovia 
Co-Chair, SCAG Military Base Closure Subcommittee 
41 5 South Ivy Avenue 
Monrovia, CA 91 01 6 

The Honorable Maxine Waters, Congresswoman 
35th Congressional District 
10124, Broadway, #1 
Los Angeles, CA 90003 



RESOLUTION NO. 4258 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GARDENA, CALIFORNIA, HEREBY LENDING ITS 

SUPPORT TO THE SAVE OUR SHIPYARD EFFORT AND 

URGING OUR ELECTED LEADERS IN WASHINGTON, D.C. 

TO STRONGLY OPPOSE AND FIGHT ANY PROPOSALS FOR 

FURTHER CLOSURES OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS IN 

CALIFORNIA. 

WHEREAS, the State of ~alifornia has endured billions of 

dollars in losses as a result of Department of Defense closures as 

mandated by the federally appointed Base Closure and Partnerships 

Realignment Commissions in 1988, 1991, and 1993; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense's latest proposal to 

close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard will result in another 

devastating blow to the Southland's economy with an annual 

estimated losses to this region of approximately $757 million; and 

WHEREAS, the State of California has suffered more than 

its f a i r  s h a r e  of ha rdsh ip  dur ing  t h e  worldwide economic r e c e s s i o n  

and, despite reports of positive growth trends, lags behind all 

other states in recovery; and 

WHEREAS, adding to California's economic woes are the 

recent series of natural disasters and civil disturbances that have 

brought the State to its knees, overwhelmed by the financial and 

emotional strains of such crises; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GARDENA, 

DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, ORDER AND DETERMINE AS FOLLOWS: 



section 1. That the City of Gardena hereby lends its 

support to the Save our Shipyard effort and urges our elected 

leaders in washington, D. C. to strongly oppose and fight any 

proposals for further closures of military installations in 

California. 

Section 2. That this resolution shall take effect 

immediately. 

Section 3. That the City Clerk shall certify to the 

passage and adoption of this Resolution; shall cause the original 

of same to be entered in the book of resolutions of said city of 

Gardena, and shall make a minute of the passage and adoption 

thereof in the records of the proceedings of the City Council of 

said City in the minutes of the meeting at which the same is passed 

and adopted. 

Passed, approved and adopted this 14th day of March, 

1995. 

Mayor, city of Gardena, ~alifornia 

, ATTEST: 

11 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 1 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) SS: 

CITY OF GARDENA 1 

I, MAY Y. DOI, Ctty Clerk of the City of Gardena, do hereby certify that the whole number of 

members of the City Council of said City is five; that the foregoing Resolution, being Resolution 

No. 4258, was duly passed and adopted by the City Council of said City of Gardena, approved 

and signed by the Mayor of said City, and attested by the City Clerk, all at a meeting of said City 

Council held on the 14th day of March 1995, and that the same was so passed and adopted by 

the following roll call vote: 

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS FUKAI, CRAGIN, DUFFY, TSUKAHARA AND MAYOR DEAR 

NOES: NONE 

ABSENT: NONE 

S&L; 
Crty Clerk ofybgCi)$ of Gardena, California 

(S EAL) 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pkm y:?:.:: 5;3 ~ g r > ~ r  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-6969S04 when r9ZF6~i:9$Z~r&3A / 
A W N  J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 4, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAC (RET) 
S. LEE KllNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Donald L. Dear 
Mayor 
City of Gardena 
P.O. Box 47003 
Gardena, California 90247-6803 

Dear Mayor Dear: 

Thank you for sending the Commission a copy of Resolution Number 4258 regarding 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defmse Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

I look fornard to working with you during this dif3jcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Celebrating the Syracuse Student - 
Past, Present, and Future 

April 25, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I add my voice to those of many others calling for the Rome Laboratory to remain in 
Central New York as a vital and productive contributor to the creation of new knowledge and 
to the economic well being of our state and nation. The lab is one of the most important 
intellectual resources in the area and would be sorely missed by scores of educators and 
researchers at Syracuse University, Cornell University, and elsewhere. 

The highly productive relationship between this University and the Rome Lab spans 
many years. Our scientists have done research at the lab and their scientists have worked 
here. We have collaborated on projects that have drawn on the expertise of local businesses as 
well, bringing together both people and resources in ways that have provided benefits for 
hundreds of our neighbors. These kinds of interactions represent, it seems to me, the kinds of 
synergies that should be encouraged. 

It is also true that the interactions that have been so beneficial exist because of the 
geographic proximity between our two sites. Our relationship as near neighbors has been a 
critical factor in developing the symbiosis that we have come to see as unique and well worth 
preserving. This is a kind of relationship that would take a very long time to develop should 
the Rome Lab move to another site. 

I strongly urge you to reconsider the closing of the Rome Laboratory. While I do 
understand the need for cost efficiencies in the military, I also believe that too much will be 
lost if this facility is dismantled. I appreciate your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

V 
Kenneth A. Shaw 

CHANCELLOR AND PRESIDENT 
300 Tolley Administration Building 

Syracuse, New York 13244-1100 315443-2235 Fax 315-443-3503 



-- 

S Y R A C I T S E  U N I V E R S I T Y  

Office of  the Chancellor 
O 0  TolleJ' Administration Building Syracuse. ~y li~.$.+- 1 100 . (2 iLi-L2i5 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 10,1995 

Mr. Kenneth A Shaw 
Chancellor and President 
300 Tolley Administration Building 
S y r a c ~ ~ e ,  New York 1 3244- 1 1 00 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELL* 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Ken: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Department of Defense's recommendation 
on Rome Laboratory, New York. I certainly understand y o u  interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Rome Laboratory. 

It was great to hear fiom you. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe 
I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD: cmc 
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Blue Diamond Growers 

April 25, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to request that you keep McClellan Air Force Base open. 

As the high-tech depot in the Department of Defense, McClellan Air Force Base is in an excellent 
position to support America's hture military forces. 

Pentagon leaders, including General John Shalikashvili, acknowledge that fbture conflicts will be 
increasingly dependent on technological advances. The high-tech "smart" bomb nature of the 
Persian Gulf War gave us a glimpse of these advances. As General Shalikashvili pointed out, the 
Gulf War "showed a snapshot of this revolution in progress." 

McClellan's microelectronics capabilities, advanced composite technologies, large and small radar 
applications, electro-optics "night vision" program, and electronic warfare systems expertise make 
our base even more important for our nation's military requirements in the hture. Therefore, 
McClellan should not only stay open, its missions should be expanded as part of BRAC '95. 

McClellan Air Force Base has the bipartisan support of the entire Sacramento community. We 
urge you to preserve this irreplaceable national asset. 

Sincerely, 

Walter F. Payne 
President and CEO 

cc: Steve Easter 
Steve Huffman 

P.O. Box 1768. Sacramento, California 95812 (916) 442-0771 
The Almond People" 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 : -.. - - - .  . . - - \ *  , .P ..' ~ ~ R ,  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Walter F. Payne 
President and CEO 
Blue Diamond Growers 
P.O. Box 1768 
Sacramento, California 958 1 2 

Dear Mr. Payne: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Department of Defense's recommendation 
on McClellan Air Force Base, California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on McClellan Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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WEST POINT SOCIETY 
of the 

Inland Empire/Palm Springs 

April 26, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon I 
1 represent and speak for the members of the West Point Society of The Inland Empire and Palm Springs, 
a geographically diverse goup of aiumni born The United States Military Academy who reside in Riverside 
and San Bernardino Counties. We are seriously concerned over both the high costs and the reduction in 
quick deployment capabilities involved in the pending move of USMC aviation units and headquarters 
organizations from El Toro Marine Corps Air Station to Mkarnar Naval Air Station. 

A far better solution, based on BRAC 93 data, is outlined in the enclosed booklet entitled The March 
Opportunity, prepared by the Military Affairs Subcommittee of the March Joint Powers Authority. This 
solution would be for the USMC to relocate their rotary-wing aviation units and aviation command 
organizations to March Air Force Base. Fixed wing units would still relocate to planned BRAC '93 locations 
at Miramar Naval Air Station. 

This action would result in considerable dollar savings, operational enhancements, and improvements in 
troop and family welfare. The Department of Defense should also take advantage of the unique 
geographical location of March as well as a recently completed $200 M base facilities construction program 
which would provide the Marines with much needed new construction which does not presently exist at 
Miramar. 

This relocation can be accomplished without changing the BRAC '93 decision to realign March to 
accommodate AK Force Reserve and National Guard units and functions. The Air Staff decision to move 
active duty forces to other bases to achieve economies of scale does not need to be changed in any way. 

The following benefiis deserve your consideration: 

a. Greatly enhanced USMC rapid response capability to meet national defense 
emergency Time Phased Deployment List requirements. 

b. Improved USMC training capabilities. 

c. About one-third of a billion dollars in immediate v i  ($ 326 M) in onetime relocation 
costs. ( Note : This figure will probably increase upon further examination during BRAC 95.) 

d. Annual savings of $ 50 M based on currentannual operating expenses of $50 M for March, 
and $1 00 M for Mirarnar. 

e. $ 29 M ten-year cumulative savings in annual housing and quarters allowances. 



Aligned with increased readiness and long-run cost savings is a most important factor, the welfare of 
USMC troops and their families. Currently many Marines stationed at MCAS, El Toro and MCAS,Tustin 
cannot find affordable housing near their their duty stations. They are thus forced to commute long 
distances in dangerous traffic from lower cost civilian communities in the Riverside and Moreno Valley area 
to El ToroKustin . More Marines have lost their lives on the freeways because of this problem than were 
lost in Desert Storm. In view of the lack of military housing and high cost of living in the San Diego area 
the same situation would exist at Mirarnar. 

The welfare and happiness of service members and their families are important keys to unit and service 
readiness. Long and frequent separations of service personnel from their families can be avoided or 
mitigated by the selection of March for the USMC unit redeployment outlined above. Thus, it is important 
that the welfare, safety and accommodations of these deserving members be given proper weight in 
determining the stationing of USMC deployable units. 

In regard to the above, the West Point Societies of Los Angeles and Orange Counties and The U.S. Naval 
Academy Alumni Association, Los Angeles Chapter, have been supportive in our briefings on this matter. 
Our members have extensive familiarity with the operational aspects involved. We abo have long and 
deeply held beliefs in securing for our nation the finest military capability obtainable within the resources 
available. The combined Quad-County strength of USMA and USNA alumni plus associated service 
academy Parents Clubs totals over 3500. These groups have a tradition of support for our Armed Forces 
as well as for the type of national defense enhancements and dollar savings described above. 

In light of the above we respectfully request that the Defense Base and Realignment Commission view 
our proposal in a favorable light and include it as an action for a redirect prior to your May 17 deliberations 
regarding additions and deletions to the DOD list of recommendations for closures and realignments. 

Sincerely, 

,,& /ti&& 
( USMA Class of 1974 ) 

president, West point Society of The lnland EmpireIPalm Springs 
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To: Jim Schufrieder, Base C l o s u r e  Commission 
n :  Mark Vieth, R e p .  B o r s l c i  
date: May 2 ,  1 9 9 5  
re: Letter to Commissioner Cox 

Jim, 

Cou3 d you please pe r sona l ly  g i v e  t- .h.~s 1cLrer to Cornrnluui o r l ~ ?  
C o x .  It is important t h a t  she aee this L~etort! t hrs M a y  11 h p r i I . i ~ ~ ' , !  

in Baltimore. 

Thanlcs for your h e l p  



ROBERT A. BORSKI 
1 0  O l Z ~ H I C l .  PCIdtISVLYhNlA 

lRANSPORTAT!ON 
AND INFRASTRVCTl.IRE 

R A ~ I K I N ~  D E M @ C R ~ ? -  S u b c O h - ~ ~ n r ~  (I*& 

WATER Rr-.oufisra nrir. F.I,IRJIIMEI.I- 

STEERING COMMiTTEt 

REGIONAL WHIP 

Mrs. Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment C o m m i s s i o r l  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
A r l i n g t o n ,  VA 22209 

Dear Commi~sioner Cox: 

On May 4, the Base Closure Conunission will hear t.estirnony or1 
the recommendation to close the Naval Air Technical Services 
Facility (NATSF) i11 Philadelphia. I am pleased t o  h e a r  t k i s l  ytill 

w i l l  be attending this hearing. 

As a Commissioner on the 1993 Base Closure C o ~ n r n ~ s s j o n ,  yo\, 
may remember thar. I f o r w a r d e d  to t h e  Commission a copy of: t he 
BRAC countc?rproposal for NATSF, which recommended e s t ~ a b l l s h i n q  , I  
c e n t r a l  DOD technical publications organization under the 
auspices of NATSF. I was under the impre~lsiori t h a t  yi)tl ; i ~ l d  t ht\ 
other Commissioncra had a very favorable opinion of  this 
proposal. I n  fact, the Commission1 s final report, whl ch 
overturned DOD's recommendation to close NATSP, st ated t- h i t  " t  tit. 
Commission found con~pellirlg the po~ent ial codt sav i n q s  (ind 
reduction In workload among the S e r v i  C P Y  o f  e i i i d h l  l . i h  i r i i ~  < I  , p ) ~  r ; ~  
organization under the ausplces of NATSF." 

Slnce that time, I have been u n a b l e  to o b t ~  I n ,iny f i ~ ~ - t l . ~ t . r -  

information regarding either acceptance or r e j e c t i o n  of r ht. 
alternative proposal. 011 March 6 ,  1995, the Commi sv  ion subrnl t - t  +:ci 
a quesElon on my behalf to the Navy on the s t a t u s  of t.hf2 
proposal. As you c a n  see from the e nclo~ed answers, t-he Navy 
only responded by saying that "none of the Joint Croaa S e r v ~ c ~  
Groups suggested this a3 an alternative to consider." 

I was wondering if the Base Closure Commission has a t t e r n p t ~ d  
to pursue the status of this innovative and unique propova l i ~ ~ l d  

was aware of any further information regarding its pougib l t t  
implemelltatio~l by the Department of Defense. Sincc  NArl'S1;' is 
again being recommended for clof;ure, and there a re  l i l d  ivitlual s 
who wlll be addressil~q you on its behalf on May 4, k n o w ~ n c ~  t t ~ +  
current status would be helpful to us all. 

I greatly appreciate your atcention to t.hi,s matter .  i ' l t l ' a s ~  
do not he~itate to call me for additional information. 

BERT A. BOR KT P P c  
R~B/mdv 
Enclosure 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

Please rclsr to this n u w r  
v/!jcn r s r ; . r > r d i , u J 2 F ~ ~ ~ ~ 3 - C ~  / 

March 28,  1995 

The Honorable Robert A. Borski 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Borski: 

Anached are responses to questions submitted on your behalf by the Defense [lase 
Closure and Realignment Commission at an ir~vestigative hearing on hlarch 6 ,  1995 I II.U.;I ( h a [  
this ~nformation is helphl and responds to your concerns. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the base closure and realignment process Please do 
not hesitate to contact me if I may be of Further assistance as we 80 through this dificult  ~ n d  
challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

Representative Robert A. Borksi (Pennsylvania) 

1. Z)uestioq: In your proposal to closc and relocate the Naval Air Technical Services 
Facility (VATSF) to North Island, CA, you appear to acheve most of your savings by 
eliminating 52 positions. How is this more cost cffectivc thaa keeping NATSF in 
Philadelphia and eliminating those same positions? 

Answer: The savings arc attendant to the cornmaad elimmation, the subsuming of 
regional offices and detachments, and the integration into another NAVrZZR organizatiun 
'Ibis cannot be accomplished in place. 

2. Oucstion: In 1993, the Base Closure Commission overturned your recommendation to 
close and rrlocatc NATSF. Ln its report, the Commission "found compelling the potential 
cost savings and reduction in workload" of establishrag a central DoD technical publications 
organization under the auspices of NATSF. To what extent did the Navy work wirh ocher 
services to explore this possibility? Why did the Navy choose not to recommend ths  idea in 
its 1995 BFWC recommendations? 

hswct;: None of the Joint Cross-Service Gmups suggested h s  as an alternauvc to 
consider. The Navy felt its decision to send function to NADEP Nonh Island was sound, 
fostered proper internal synergies, helped to reduce capwity ;it the critical NADEP site, and 
demonstrattd g m d  cost savings. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
i t 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -. 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

,$H fd !h'* ~!.r'ser 
703-696-0504 w b n  r E m i ~ = e R /  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 15, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert A. Borski 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Borski: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the status of 8 1993 proposal submitted by you to 
the Commission concerning the Naval Air Technical Services Facility (NATSF). I certainly 
understand your continued interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

We have forwarded your letter to Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Installations and 
Environment, Robert Pirie, and have asked for M e r  information on whether the Department of 
Defense @OD) or the Navy considered a central DoD technical publications organization under 
the auspices of the NATSF at any time during the preparation of the 1995 base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I will ensure that you receive a copy of the Navy's response to 
this question. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 P;ZWJ yc*-- 9 - -' ' -  . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 wz-"l, : ". ,. " *  
703-696-0504 

' W  - ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

May 15,1995 

The Honorable Robert Pirie 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment) 
Room 4E-780 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350-1 000 

Dear Secretary Pirie: 

Enclosed is a letter &om Representative Robert Borski of Pennsylvania, concerning a 
1993 proposal to the Commission to establish a central Department of Defknse technical 
publications organization under the auspices of the Naval Air Technical Services Facility 
(NATSF). The NATSF is located in Representative Borski's district. 

Representative Borski wishes to know whether the Department of Defense @OD) or the 
Navy considered a central DoD technical publications organization under the auspices of the 
NATSF at any time during the preparation of the 1995 base closure and realignment 
recommendations. 

Please review the issues raised in Representative Borski's letter and respond d i r e  to 
him. Also, I would appreciate you sending a copy of your response to me. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need additional assistance regarding this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 

Enclosure 



Mrs. Z s o e z = l  Cs:c 
Commrss l~ner 
3eCznse gas5 CIzau z-5 a1.d ?-la: :qr!e.zz .l'cmmi~si;:: 
17T0 Ycrzh X c c r ?  S t r s ? ? ,  :cr;? 1125 
d z l l ~ g t o ~ 7 .  Vd 2 2 2 2 9  

7 7 On May 4, che 3ase C l o s u r e  Caranissior-. w=-2 h s a r  t2stimor.-{ ,711 

the rttommendacicn r: close  tiis Naval A L ~  TocznizaL Sa~vices 
F a c ~ L i t y  (NATSF) in Thiiadelphia. I an pleased to ?ear t t : , 4 r  y~ir~ 
will be a t t e n d h g  t h l s  k e a r r q .  

A s  a Ca tm iss i cne r  on =lie 1391 3ase Clzsuru CommFssio~, y s c  
.nay rene-nber t h a c  2 farwarded tc r-3s C l e m i s s i ~ n  a co?y of t.5a 
3 i U C  c o u n t e ~ r o p c s a :  f ?r NATSF, vhlch r ~ c c m e c d e d  cscao l rshi.?.? 
cen t ra i  3CP cschcical aubl l z a t i s n a  crgaziza~ian ucder  :>e 
a~sgizts sf XATS?. 1 was !inder che l .?rpz~ssl .=n cha? y.21: ~ : c !  : 5 - a  
c t ! ~ e r  C ~ m i s s i c n c r s  had a very f a v c r a k , l ~  opi:?ion of t h i s  
cropcsal . In fact, =he C o m r n i s s i c n '  s final r z so r t ,  wkrch 
over:urned COD1 3 rtcommendatioc to close BATSF, sta:rC char " 
Commissisr, fcund ccrr.pellir?g t h e  p o t e n t i a l  cost savinq~ and 
r e d u c t i r ,  i;-, xcrk laad ancnz L:e S e r - ~ i c + s  ;>f + s c 3 b ;  F _ ; h i n - t  :. !-)IF;: 

o t3an iza t ion  under :he auspiczs of SATSF. 

Srnce that time, I have keen unaois :o s o t a i n  dny :;:r~::~?r 
i n f o m c i o n  regarding e i t h e r  accectancs o r  r s j s c c i c n  of t h?  
a l t s ~ z a c i ~ ~ e  ~rcposal. Ot l  March 6, 1995, t3e Ccmmissim subn;: r7e.j 
a quesclcn on my behalf t o  the Navy on che status of t5e 
groposal- As you can see f rcm =he ancl ossd answers, the  nay^ 
only responded by saying that "zone of Lhe Joint Cross SeruLza 
Groups suggested t h r s  as an alternative t o  c ~ n s i d e r . ~  

I was wonderizg if :he Base Closure Commission has atcempe~d 
to pursue t32 s ta tus  3 f  t h i s  inccvazive acd :~niqr;e pr.~posa!  and 
w a s  awars 2: 3ny f u r r k e r  F- fomat icn  rsgarding its s u u a i b l e  
Frnolenentacion Sy the Depaztnezt of 3of=nss. Siccs NATSF is 
again being racommended 5 3 -  closure, a ~ d  there  a r? rrld l - ~ l c i u a  l.; 
whc vlll Se addressing ycu on i c s  Sehalf on May 4. kncwF:~cJ =!-I+ 
currenz sta~xs wculd be hel2fal to LS a::. 



OEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
r 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142s 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703.698-0- 

Please re!% to this n u m r  
whrn t i ~ 5 2 e ~ ~ 3  r4 3 z z s 4  / 

March 28. 1995 

The Honorable Robert A. Borsici 
United States H o w  of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Borski: 

Artached arc responxl to questions submitted on your behalf by the Defense Dasc 
Closure and Realignment Commission at an investigative hearing on March 6 ,  1 0 5  1 rluht that 
this idomtion is hefpfui and responds to your concerns. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the base closure and reaiignment process Plei-w do 
not hesitate to contact me if I may be of hrther assistance as we 90 through this difficalt md 
challenging pracus. 

J. xon n 



QtTESIIONS FRQbf L ~ E R S  OF CONGRESS 

Repmentadve Robert A. Boriui (PenrsytvlPfa) 

1. Q u a q :  ln your p r u p o d  to close md rrlocltc the Yavd .U T e c h i d  Scrvics 
Fxlli~y (NATSF) to Xo& L I a d  CA. you l p p ~ y  LO x h c v e  mast of your savings by 
eLzurzmg $2 psiaoas. How is more cost effefdve rhz\n kcping ?(ATSF LU 
3tuf&e!phia md climin&g thcse samc p i d o a s ?  

.Answer: The savings arc a n e n b a t  to the command climmarioa. che subsuming of 
q i o n a i  ofices and &mc.Luaents. and b e  in tepaon into mother SXVrUR orgmiz;ltiuo. 
Thu cannot k accomplished in piace. 

2. Question: In 1993. the Base &sue Commission ovemuned your recommendacioa to 
dose and rrIocuc PIATSF. Ln its =pan. the Commiss~on 'found cornpehg 'SK patenci;rl 
cost savings md reduction tn wol?rfoada of establishmy 3 central DoD %chnicd pubtications 
erg-oa undcr the auspica of NXTSF. To what extent did the Navy work wirh o w  
scrvic:s co explore chis possibility? W h y  did rhc Yavy choose not to recammead chis idca in 
its 1993 BRAC mommendaaons? 

Answer: None of the Joint Cross-Se~ce Groups suggested chs a an licernauvc to 
coasider. T& ilavy felt its decision to send the function ro ,VADEP North Island was sound. 
fosund proper internal synergies, helped to rtduct u p a c i r y  ;ir the criticaf NADEP site. and 
demoasaved good cosr savings. 
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April 25, 1995 

WILLIAM G. KOGERMAN 
25381 "G" Alicia Parkway 

LAGUNA HILLS, CALIFORNIA 92653 
(71 4) 855-9889 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Dixon, 

I am writing you once again on the eve of your visit to California. My appeal is singularly 
focused, achievable, and well corroborated. I ask only that you and your august 
commission physically revisit MCAS El Toro facility for a briefing on the closing of MCAS 
El Toro -- particularly in light of the yet unresolved relocation of the Third Marine Aircraft 
Wing helicopter assets. 

Succinctly stated, the relocation of Third Marine Aircraft Wing helicopter assets involves 
the following issues: 

The very large concentration of rotary and fixed wing aircraft currently 
stated to be transferred to NAS Miramar cannot be expected to operate 
efficiently and safely from such a confined airfield. 

Transferring helicopter squadrons from the West Coast to the East Coast 
or Hawaii to shoehorn this ill-conceived plan, further degrades the overall 
"combat lift" capabilities of the Third Marine Aircraft Wing. 

2727 units of desperately needed military housing located at MCAS El Toro 
would be vacated at a time when replacements are limited and costs are 
soaring. 

Adequate military housing to accommodate the requisite Third Marine 
Aircraft Wing personnel at NAS Miramar is currently not available. 

Transferring the Third Marine Aircraft Wing helicopter assets to March AFB 
could result in BRAC cost savings of between $29 million and $337 million. 

Alternatively, by transferring the Third Marine Aircraft Wing helicopter assets 
to MCAS El Toro would result in BRAC cost savings of between $508 
million and $901 million. 



Alternatively, by transferring the helicopter assets to either MCAS El Toro 
or March AFB, irreplaceable high-altitude, remote landing sites in the 
Saddleback mountains would remain as essential training assets. 

Operational and safety considerations would be maximized by not co- 
locating rotary and fixed wing aircraft in a closely confined environment, 
resulting in savings in operations, asset replacement, and personnel. 

Attached, please find a more detailed presentation of the helicopter relocation issue, the 
alternatives and the conclusions recently reached by a third party study group. With the 
current effort to dramatically decrease defense expenses, every reasonable alternative 
must be reviewed. BRAC '91 left the Third Marine Aircraft Wing helicopter relocation 
issue unresolved. BRAC '93 suggested some alternatives that have not proved to be 
readily acceptable. BRAC '95 should distinguish itself by addressing the Third Marine 
Aircraft Wing relocation problems in a manner that maximizes defense savings, while 
minimizing the high costs of inefficient and unsafe operations. I am confident that any 
rational military planner would agree with that lofty goal. 

I implore that you find time in your busy schedule to visit MCAS El Toro and talk to its 
commanders. I believe you will find that as the Marine Corps has attempted to execute 
the mandate of BRAC '93, significant concern has developed over the issues raised in 
this letter. Thank you for your attention and please provide a copy of this letter to each 
of your commissioners for their review. 

Sincerely, 
& 

Bill ~ o ~ e r r n a n ~  



ACTION BRIEF 

Subi ec t 

BRAC '95 affords an opportunity for additional savings and 
increased operational effectiveness for Marine Aviation units on 
the West Coast by considering the re-opening of MCAS El Toro or 
the realignment of March AFB. The March option will save between 
$29 million and $337 million, and the El Toro option will save 
between $508 million and $901 million in BRAC costs. The 
differences in each option are based on what is already funded 
for Miramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton ( e . ,  in the budget) and the 
requirement. 

1. Problem 
The closure of MCAS Tustin (BRAC '91) and MCAS El Toro 
(BRAC '93) and the subsequent realignment to MCAS Camp 
Pendleton and NAS Miramar has a budget estimate of $1.67 
billion which meets the requirements of moving 10,000 
Marines and 300 aircraft. Today we have been authorized 
$855 million. 

a. &TCAS,EL TOR0 as a ROTARY WING BASE - Realign all 
helicopter assets from Tustin to existing facilities at 
El Toro, while continuing the movement of fixed wing 
assets from El Toro to NAS Miramar. Current headquarters 
elements and aviation support organizations remain at El 
Toro to include all family housing. 

Advantases 

Construction: - Saves money with minimal BRACCON and rehab at El Toro. 
- ~liminates BRACCON and related Military Family Housing 

for CH-46 squadrons at Camp Pendleton. 
- Retains 2727 Military Family Housing units at El Toro. 

Fiscal : - Retains agricultural out lease income at El Toro of at 
least $.66 million annually. - Reduces PCS costs (only MAG-11 personnel transfer). 

- Most efficient operation of West Coast Marine Corps 
helicopter assets. - Allows Tustin to close at least two years early. 

- Miramar will require considerable follow-on MILCON, El 
Toro will not. 

-- . 
Environmental: 

- Eliminates the requirement for a ~euse/Disposal EIS at 
El Toro ($.6 million savings). 

- Reduces scope and assures success of EIS at Miramar. 



- Eliminates the difficult transfer of air quality 
credits to a new Air Quality Management District. - Reduces potential environmental litigation from 
endangered species habitat at Miramar. 

Operations: 
- An established, compatible AICUZ study exits and noise 

footprint over the base would shrink. - Deconflicts rotary and fixed wing. - El Toro remains 3dMAW APOE/APOD. 
- Provides continued access to 11 Mountain Area Landing 

Sites for helicopter training. 
- Helicopter routing currently exists. - Reduces congestion at MCAS Camp Pendleton. - Eliminates extra hangar requirement at Camp Pendleton. - Will reduce maintenance and supply requirements due to 

single siting of CH-46 aircraft. - By single-siting, will enhance introduction of MV-22. 

Community/Civilian Relations: - Community supports retaining military presence at El 
Toro. - Marines have stabilizing impact economically with $400 
million per year into an economy faced with a county 
bankruptcy. 

- Solves the internecine warfare over El Toro's future 
as a commercial airport. 

- Retains Commissary, Exchange, and MWR facilities for a 
large retirement community. - Reduces the requirement for reduction in force of 
civilians at El Toro. - Community already familiar with Helicopter Operations 
at El Toro. 

- Introduction of helicopters at Miramar will slow EIS 
process. 

b. ELP,CH AFB as a ROTARY WING BASE - Realign all units 
at El Toro along with Tustin's helicopter assets to 
March, while continuing the movement of fixed wing assets 
from El Toro to NAS Miramar. 

Construction: 
- Excellent infrastructure and well maintained base with 

recent investment of two hundred million dollars in 
facilities improvements since BRAC 91. 

- Communications Center has modern capabilities in place 
and would support current and future requirements at 
lower cost. 

- Allows Navy to retain F-14 assets at Miramar. 
- Excellent t.IWR facilities. 



Fiscal : 
- March VHA rates are lower than San Diego VHA rates. 
- Housing is more affordable. 
- 1,000 Marines currently live in Riverside and commute 

daily to El Toro and Tustin. 
- Miramar will require considerable follow-on MILCON, 

March will not. 
- As tenants, the Air Force Reserve/Air National Guard 

will defray operating costs at MCAS March. 

Environmental: - March and El Toro are under the same Air Quality 
district. - Simplifies NEPA's air compliance. 

Operations: - Deconflicts rotary and fixed wing operations. - We retain current Mountain Area Landing Sites for 
helicopter training. - Miramar fixed wing siting locates them closer to 
operating/training areas. - Reduces congestion at MCAS Camp Pendleton. - Eliminates extra hangar requirement at Camp Pendleton. - Allows Marine Corps on-site embarkation of helicopters 
at I MEF APoE/APOD. 

- Reduces commuting time. 
- Reduces transient time to support 29 Palms. 
- Reduces base loading at Miramar to allow 

transientldetachments deployments in support of 
fleet/amphibious operations. - Will reduce maintenance and supply requirements due to 
single siting of CH-46 aircraft. 

- By single-siting, will enhance introduction of &W-22. 

Community/Civilian Relations - Community desires Marine Helicopter presence. - Introduction of helicopters at Miramar will slow EIS 
process. 

3 .  Bottom Line - Either option is much more operationally effective. - Either option saves a considerable amount of money. 
- El Toro option saves $508 million over current 

budget and $901 million over total validated 
requirement. 

- March option saves $29 million over current 
budget and $337 million over total validated 
requirement. 



4 .  ~ecomrnendation 
- That the BRAC Commission examine MCAS El Toro or March 

AFB as an alternative to the single siting of 
fixed and rotary wing aircraft at NAS Miramar. - That COMCABWEST be tasked to provide a detailed 
analysis in all areas of BRAC costs (BRACCON, 
Environmental, Military PCS, Operations & Maintenance, 
and Military Family Housing). 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 p : c s z  ; ~ ~ z i  ~2 - - p s  TI~F,M< 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
wrhi ~ K . - T : .  - A 7 9 S ~ ! 2 - / ~ ~ /  *- 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 9, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. William G. Kogerman 
253 8 1 "G" Alicia Parkway 
Laguna Hills, California 92653 

Dear Mr. Kogerman: 

Thank you for your letter requesting a Commission visit to MCAS El Toro. I appreciate 
your interest in the future of the Third Marine Aircraft Wing and K A S  El Toro. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Departmat in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on MCAS El Toro. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Governor's Offlce Complex 
P. 0. Box 786 
Agaaa. Guam 96910 

GOVERNMENT OF GUAM fi 
AGANA. GUAM 96910 

APR 0 6 199: 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Closure and Realignment Commission w+f ku!rwb- 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 . -- 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Transmitted herewith is the Mayors' Council of Guam Resolution No. 
95-01, "Relative to expressing the opposition of the Mayors' 
Council of Guam to the U.S. Department of Defense recommendations 
to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission", which 
was duly adopted by the Mayors' Council of Guam on the 6th day of 
April, 1995 at Agana, Guam 96910. 

Sincerely, 

Secretary 
Mayors' Council of Guam 

Enclosures 



MAYORS' COUNCIL OF GUAM 
1995 REGULAR SESSION 

RELATIVE TO EXPRESSING THE OPPOSITION OF THE MAYORS' 
COUNCIL OF GUAM TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 1995 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALIGNMENT COMMISSION. 

I l BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYORS' COUNCIL OF GUAM: 

WHEREAS, the Mayors' Council of Guam is comprised of elected 
ayors and Vice Mayors representing the nineteen municipalities of 

kuam; and 

b- WHEREAS, the Mayors and Vice Mayors are the direct 
epresentatives of the people of Guam; and 

S WHEREAS, on March 1, 1995, the Secretary of Defense presented 
o the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC95) 
ecornmendations for military base closures and realignments in the 
nited States under the BRAC95 process; and 

I 
1 WHEREAS, the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense 
ncluded the closure of the Ship Repair Facility, Guam (SRF), and 

i he Fleet Industrial and Supply Center, Guam (FISC), formerly Naval upply Depot, and the redirection to other bases in the U.S. of the 
ersonnel and squadrons affected by the BRAC93 realignment of NAS 
gana to Andersen Air Force Base (AAFB), Guam; and 

of Defense estimated that the closure 
result in the loss of over 2,400 

the closure of SRF would result in the 
direct and 650 indirect jobs, and the closure of 

over 400 direct and 160 indirect 
approximately 10% of Guam's employment 

-- -- --- - 



WHEREAS, alternate courses of action should be considered, 
including but not limited to: collaborative arrangements between 
the Navy and the civilian community to continue operations of SRF 
and FISC that would satisfy the strategic requirements of the U.S. 
Fleet, direct payment to the community for economic reuse of the 
facilities in lieu of expending funds for "mothballing" 
strategically important facilities, as well as joint public/private 
ventures that would enable continuation of an adequate level of 
employment related to these facilities; and 

1 WHEREAS, regardless of the course embarked on by the Federal 
overnment, it is absolutely essential that, if the bases are to be 

the land upon which they rest must be returned to the people 
it was obtained---the People of Guam; and 

WHEREAS, if the President's goal of Economic Revitalization is 
to be realized, such a return of the land and the assets on them is 
not only historically just but also economically imperative; now, 

I therefore, be it 
RESOLVED, that the Mayors' Council of Guam hereby conveys its 

opposition to the Department of Defense's recommendations with 
respect to SRF and FISC in the United States Territory of Guam; and b e it further 

RESOLVED, that the Mayors' Council of Guam further urges the 
1 9 9 5  Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to consider the 
serious economic impact on the People of Guam resulting from this 
recommendation and respectfully requests their full consideration of 
all possible measures to avoid inflicting this severe economic 
distress upon our community and our people; and be it further 

RESOLVED, that the President of the Mayors' Council of Guam 
certify to and the Secretary attest the adoption hereof and that 
copies of the same be transmitted to the Chairman and Members of the 
1 9 9 5  Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission; the Secretary 
of Defense; the Secretary of Navy; Commander in Chief, Pacific; 
Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet; Commander, U.S. Naval Forces 

the U U , m - ~ _ a f U M -  



. T H E  DEFENSE B A S E  CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
, %EOZ 7/34 I 

ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

May 3, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. 5. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  ( R E T I  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Francisco N. Lizama 
President 
Mayors7 Council of Guam 
Government of Guam 
P.O. Box 786 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Dear Mr. Lizama: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with the Mayors7 Council of Guam Resolution 
Number 95-01 which states the Council's opposition to the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on naval activities in Guam. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



- THE D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION .,;* .-.. - .  s t .  

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 #< .- 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 I .. 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 3, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND! LOUISE 3TEELE 

The Honorable Paul M. McDonald 
Secretary 
Mayors' Council of Guam 
Government of Guam 
P.O. Box 786 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Dear Mayor McDonald: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with the Mayors' Council of Guam Resolution 
Number 95-0 1 which states the Council's opposition to the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on naval activities in Guam. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMfSSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (J3CTS) # 
I 

ORGAiYLZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

h~ g)&mq r nso t ca~  Covnmfl~Q 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISION MEMBERS 

DIR.rnORMATI0N SERVICES 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's S i  Repare Reply for Commissioner's S i h u e  

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i i t u r e  Prepare Direct Response 

ACTION: m e r  Comments andlor Suggestions FYI 

SubjectlRemarb: 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADOUARTFHS. ( I  S ARMY MEDICAL COMMAND 

XKO WORTH ROAD 
FORT SAM tiOUSTON. T E X A S  7B2J ' I -MX)  

MCFA- E 
. .+*+$ ,A&; I~C. :tCi ah. B ~'Wwf 

MEMORANDUM FOR Aesistant Chief of Staff for Installat-ion 
Management:, AI'TN: DAIM- FDH, GOO Army Pt?rrt ; l qo~ l ,  

W a s h i n g t o n ,  D .C .  2 0 3 1 0 - 0 6 0 0  

Subject: Identification of Construction Requirernentf; f o r  C l o ; u r t !  
of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FAMC) 

1. Reference memorandum, HQDA, DAIM-BO, 28  February 1395, 
Subject: : Headquarters, Department of t hc Army, 13iisc Re,-rl iclrlrncnt 
and Closure (BRAC) Implementation Guidance - BRA(: 95. 

2. ~ppendix G ,  paragraph 3 .  c. (1 1 of referenced r n c r n o ~ . a n d ~ ~ n ~  
requires the losing MACOM to define facility r e q u i r e r r l e n t r ;  for 
activities r e a l i g n i n g  from ito installation. The purpose o f  I. 111 :-; 
memorandum is to define the facility requiremento which would 
result from the closure of FAMC. 

3. Following is the list of construction requirement@ 
originally identified during Army Basing S t u d y  (TABS) for RHAC 
95. 

Jnstallation D e s c r b t i ~ n  Scope 
Carson Famlly Housing 137 PN 
Carsoll A FACAD 
Carson Air Staging Facility 
Carson Ancillary C o n s t r u c t i o n  
Carson NICU 
Carson Primary C a r e  Clinic 
Carson Ward Renov - AF Academy 
Carson Ward Renovation 
Sam Houston Med Equip Maint School 1 4 5 , 0 0 0  SF' 
Sam Houston Enlisted UPH 248 YN 
Sam Houston Child Dev Center 1 7 , 0 0 0  SF 
Sam Houston Optical Fabrication Lab 25,400 SF 
Shaf ter Family Housing 7 0  PN 

4. Further study and staffing resulted in the e l i m i n a t i o n  of 
several p ro j ec t s  and the addition of a few not previously 
identified. The following reflects all the k n c s w r ~  r n i c s i o n  atid 
organizational migrations that will 1 - e s u J  t f 1-orn the  c: l o!;urc of 
FAMC as they impact on other Army MACOMS. ' r h i u  i11c: l  ~ltlc~; ;:he 
"disci-et  i o n a r y  " moves t h a t  were n o t  lncluded I n t hc '1'An.C; 
process. 



, 8 . - , .  , t... ,-I*;, l.j*:l: J,:i ... - i.L . I : ':.Ft-li. , 1 . 1 ' : ~  I It[)!. 1-11 I I- ti:. : , , 1 I.! - .~'% 1 1 ~ ' ,  ,: I I I 1  ,I 1 

. . 

MCFA - E 
SUBJECT: Tdent i f  i c a t  i o n  of C l o ~ ~ ~ t . r u c ~ l ;  iorl K c q u i  rernc:rlt s 1 0 1  C':l c ) s u l  P 
of Fitzoimons Army Medical Center (YAMC) 

Consisting of: 
Environmental Lab D i v  - 13250 SF 
Cholinesterase Lab Div - 3750 SF 
Entomological Sci Div - 5600 SF 

Total 22600  SF 

d .  WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 
(PERSONNEL) . - -. - - - 

~ I O N / A C T I V I T ~  OFF !W3K- m- - -'III'AL MA L AX-Y 
91C LPN Course 
Faculty 8 - R 16 I 
Students 110 110 

(CONSTRUCTION) - 
PfiQJECT -.--&PC c 
Applied Instruction Facility 11200 SF 
Enlisted UPH 56  I'N 

5 .  Our points of contact a r e  LTC Dan Jackson or Mr. Bill Tr-uxiiw,  
Office or t h e  Deputy C h i e f  of Staff fo r  Facilities, DSN 4.l1 6 4 4  1 o r  
Commercial (210) 221-6441. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

- 
c o l d e l ,  MS 
Deputy C h i e f  of st i j t f  

for Facilities 

CF: 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION, 

ATTN: MR. LEWIS, 1700 N. MOORE ST., SIJI'I'E 1 4 2 5 ,  ARI,INC; 'I 'ON, VA 
22209 

COMMANDER, FORCES COMMAND, FORT MCPHERSON, GA 303 3 0 - 6 0 0 0  
COMMANDER, U. S . ARMY HEALTH FACILITY PLAMJING AGENCY, 

5109 LEESBURG PIKE, FALLS CHURCH, VA 22041-3258 
COMMANDER, U. S. ARMY GARRISON, FORT SN-4 HOUSTON, 
FORT SAM HOUSTON, TX 78234-5000 

COMMANDER, U. S. M?MY GARRISON, FORT LEWIS, ATTN : DPW, 
TACOMA, WA 98433 

COMMANDER, U. S .  ARMY GARRISON, FORT CARSON, ATTN: DPW, 
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80913 

COMMANDER, WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, ATTN: MCMI, PW 
COMMANDER, FITZSTMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, ATTN: BRnC (!Ff-'l('l.' 



SUBJECT: Identification of Construction Requirelne>ncs f o ~  ( : l o n l ~ r c  
of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FAMC) 

a .  FORT SAM HOUSTON 
(PERSONNEL) 

MLSSION/ACTIVIT!f --- OFF' -----.- WARR "N r., yv'~'fi I-,JVJJ J+ 
USAMEOS ( S t a f f )  3 9 

2 . L  v 
3 9 51 7 A  

USAMEOS (Students) 24 0 2 4  8 
Optical Fab Lab 1 4 3 11 4 
TOTAL 4 

'7 1 
9 3 3 0  3 4  3 1 4  9 

(CONSTRUCTION) 
mOJEC?' , -- .3e2PP~ 
Medical Equipment Maintenance School 14 5,000 SE' 
Optical Fabrication Laboratory 26,400 SF 
Enlisted UPH 288 PN 

b. FORT CARSON 
(PERSONNEL) 

kUs ION/ACTIVITY OFF WARR ENL- 'I'OT'L M 1 L, (: ?-V 
ASD(HA) Lead Agent Hq- 9 2 1 1  3 '1 
Readiness Grp, Denver 21 3 9  6 0  [: 3 

(CONSTRUCTION) 
EBOJECT 
HQ/Admin Buildina 

C -  FORT LEWIS 
( PERSONNEL) 

&CSSION/ACTIVITY ---.-OFF 
USACHPPM, DSA- W 

wARR ENL TOTAIJ MI I, 
9 

- -  CIV 
7 

- .  
16 :' 1 

C -  FORT LEWIS 
( PERSONNEL) 

- -  - 
&CssION/AcTIVITY ---.-OFF wARR E& TOTAIJ - MI I, 

7 
CIV - .  

16 :' 1 

(CONSTRUCTION) 
PROJECT 
~Q/Adrnin B u i l d i r l y  
Medical Research Laboratory 
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(J, 'Prepare Rep@ for chsrrmM's Sipahre I Prepare Reply for Commissioner's %gnature 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i t u r e  Prepare Direct Response 

X ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions FYI 

SubjectlRemarIrs 

DIR.lINFORMATION SERVICES 
I 



May 1, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Governor of the State of Mississippi presented our argument concerning the Naval 
Technical Training Center at NAS Meridian during the Birmingham Regional Hearing. The 
Navy Meridian Team, the official community authority, respectfully submits the attached 
information to support his argument that the Navy recommendation to close NTTCM is flawed. 

In summary, Navy data shows NTTCM should remain open and COBRA cost analysis shows 
NTTCM should stay open, whether NAS Meridian is closed or not. 

The NTTCM closure is a separate recommendation from the closure of NAS Meridian. We 
respectfully request that NTTCM be reviewed and considered on a stand alone basis. 

We appreciate the awesome task you and your fellow commissioners are undertaking. Thank 
you for the fair consideration you are giving our case. 

/ 

Bill crawford / 
Chairman 

P. 0. Box 790 M E R I D I A N ,  MS 39302 
601-693-1306 ( V O I C E )  601-693-5638 ( F A X )  



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Bill Crawford 
Chairman 
Navy Meridian Team 
P.O. Box 790 
Meridian, Mississippi 39302 

Dear Mr. Crawford: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Department of Defense's recommendation 
on the Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) at Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission wiU thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and anaIysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the NTTC. 

I look forward to working with you during this dBcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE C L O S W  AND REALIGNMENT COMMfSSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM @CTS) # q 5r)5(3a- I& 

OFFICE OF TRE C m  COhlMESION MEMBERS 

U 

v 

DIR.lINF0RMATION SERVICES 

Due Date: Routing Date:c 

TVPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
r 
1 

Prepare Reply for C) ' 's Siture 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i t u r e  

ACTION.. Offer Comments andlor Suggestions - I /  h 

Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 

Prepare Direct Response 

m 

d 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
May 2, 1995 AL CORNELLA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
washingon, D.C. 203 104200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Army Team has completed the base visit and initial review of the data relating to the 
closure of the US Army Garrison, SelfXdge. I would appreciate your responses to the following 
questions raised during the base visit and data review by May 14, 1995. 

1. There are 69 1 military families residing in family housing, but the recommendation includes 
housing allowances for only 168 personnel (sa attached chart). Shouldn't housing 
allowances be included for all military personnel residing in family housing? In addition, 
why were Base X VHA rates used when all military personnel are staying in the Detroit area? 

2. The Army estimates annual savings of $6. l million from closing family housing. In N1994, 
the family housing program was $5.4 million, which included $700,000 in reimbursements 
from the Coast Guard. Therefore, shouldn't the annual savings be only $4.7 million? 

3. The Army estimates annual RPMA savings of $832,000, however, expenditures in FY 1993 
were $436,100 and in FY 1994 were $497,100, What is the basis for the RPMA savings? 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army Team 
Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

&&P&S Edward A. Brown III 

Army Team Leader 

Enclosure 
EB/rnk 



ANALYSIS OF MILITARY PERSONNEL RECEIVING 
HOUSING ALLOWANCES--SELFRIDGE 

Service Officer Enlisted Total 

Per COBRA 
5 17 22 

Other Services 42 1 04 1 44 

subtotal 47 121 168 

Current Residents 165 526 691 

Shortfall 118 405 523 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

i 

This letter is in response to your questions relating to the closure of the US 
Army Garrison, Selfridge. The questions were provided in a letter forwarded to 
The Army Basing Study on 2 May 1995, the control number is 950502-16. 

In order to assess whether there is a potential material impact on the 
Army's recommendation by making the changes suggested in your letter, we have 
completed a sensitivity analysis using the suggested Army Family Housing costs 
and RPMA costs (Encl 1). The result does not change the Return on Investment 
years (still immediate). Even if the information discovered during the base visit 
represents valid estimates, it would not alter the Army's recommendation to close 
US Army Garrison, Sel£i-idge. 

The issue of costs and savings associated with Army Family Housing has 
been completely reevaluated based on a GAO inquiry. The Army has adjusted the 
expected savings which includes all housing costs and has provided an updated 
estimate. The new estimate takes into consideration the personnel who would 
remain in the Detroit area. The VHA rates for Base X are average values and are 
used on all Base X analyses. The TABS policy is to send all units of less than 
100 personnel to Base X. Depending on the mix of officers and enlisted soldiers 
the Base X rates could either overestimate or underestimate the VHA for the 
Detroit area. 

Base X Detroit 
Officer VHA = $178 $264 
Enlisted VHA = $132 $75 

The difference in the Base X VHA values and the Detroit VHA values is not 
material to the analysis. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



The Army used certified data from the Installation Assessments to 
calculate the expected Army Family Housing savings. The MACOM submitted 
the installation's cost per dwelling unit in 1993 dollars. TABS then multiplied the 
cost per dwelling unit times the number of housing units to obtain the estimated 
housing budget. 

MACOM Submission: Cost per1Dwelling Unit = $5855 
Number of Dwelling units = 965 
Total = $5650K 
FY96 total (X 1.073 1) = $6063K 

The Army used certified data from the Installation assessments to calculate 
the expected RPMA savings. The MACOM submitted the installation's total base 
support budget in 1993 dollars. TABS used a standard methodology to estimate 
the COBRA screen 4 values based on the certified input. The following shows; 
the TABS calculations. 

MACOM Submission: $2997 payroll 
$2386 non -payroll 

Inflation (XI -703 1) $2560 
$32 16 

Total base support FY96$ $5776 
Estimated RPMA (1 5% of total base support) = $866 
Population adjustment (1 99311 996)0( .75) = $83 1 

The point of contact for further information on this issue is MAJ Chuck 
Fletcher, (703) 697-6262. 

Sincerely, 

- COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
May 2, 1995 AL CORNELLA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Army Team has completed the base visit and initial review of the data reliting to the 
closure of the US Army Garrison, Selfiidge. I would appreciate your responses to the following 
questions raised during the base visit and data review by May 14, 1995. 

1. There are 691 military f d e s  residing in f d y  housing, but the recommendation includes 
housing allowances for only 168 personnel (see attached chart). Shouldn't housing 
allowances be included for all military personnel residing in family housing? In addition, 
why were Base X VHA rates used when all military personnel are staying in the Detroit area? 

2. The Army estimates annual savings of $6. lmillion fiom closing family housing. In FY 1994, 
the family housing program was $5.4 million, which included $700,000 in reimbursements 
fiom the Coast Guard. Therefore, shouldn't the annual savings be only $4.7 million? 

3. The Army estimates annual RPMA savings of ~~32,000, however, expenditures in FY 1993 
were $436,100 and in FY 1994 were $497,100. What is the basis for the RPMA savings? 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army Team 
Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 

Enclosure 
EBImk 



-L'VALYSIS OF MILITARY PERSONNEL RECEIVING 
HOUSING ALLOWANCES--SELFRIDGE 

Service Officer Enlisted Total 

Per COBRA 
Army 5 17 22 

Other Services 42 1 04 144 

subtotal 47 121 168 

Current Residents 6 65 526 691 

Shortfall 118 405 523 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 

Data As Of 06:30 05/15/1995, Report Created 06:32 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : -15-Sensitivity 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\CA~~SEN.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\OSD3APR.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2015($K) : -114,838 

1-Time Cost ($K) : 2,855 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon o 
Person -56 

Overhd -1,377 

Moving 548 

Missio 0 

Other 124 

Dollars 

1997 Total 
- - - - -  

0 
-11,496 
-30,816 

548 
0 

124 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

TOTAL -761 -9,851 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 4 0 

En1 15 0 
Civ 6 1 0 

TOT 8 0 0 

Total . 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS RBALIGNBD 
Off 61 

Bnl 207 
stu 0 

C i v  81 

TOT 349 

summary: 

VHA = Detroit rate8 for all bases 
RPMA = 4974K X 1.049 = 521$K, BOS = 2039$K 
AFH BUDGET = 5400$K-7OO$K=4700 X 1.049 = 4930$K 
RECURRING COST FOR VHA IN DBTROIT AREA = 2482$K 
NBW STANDARD PACTORS USED 
DIST TO BASE X = 49 MILES 



COBRA RBALIGNMEPPP SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 /2 
Data As Of 06:30 05/15/1995, Report Created 06:32 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 

Option Package : CA15-Sensitivity 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\CA15SEN,CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\OSD3APR,SPF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total Beyond 

- - - - - -  
0 

1,252 

3,210 

0 

0 

0 

MilCon 0 0 

Person 1,714 1,252 

Overhd 2.117 1,060 

Moving 548 0 

Missio 0 0 

other 124 0 

TOTAL 4,503 2,312 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

Dollars 

1997 
- - - -  

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

19,473 

46,833 

0 

Beyond 

MilCon 0 

Person 1,770 

Overhd 3,494 
Moving 0 

Missio 0 

Other 0 

TOTAL 5,264 12,163 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 06:30 05/15/1995, Report Created 06:32 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : CA15-Sensitivity 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\WSSEN.CBP. 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\OSD~APR.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Pam Housing 
Land Purch 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIP 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PgRSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
WV Miles 
HHO 

Misc 
OTHm 
Elim PCS 

OTHBR 
HAP / RSB 
Bnvironmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIMB 

Total 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 06:30 05/15/1995, Report Created 06:32 05/15/1995 

1,cSartment 
I- ::ox Package 
: rezarlo File 
.--. : - 1 Fctrs File 

: ARMY 
: CAl5-Sensitivity 
: C:\COBRA\CA~SSBN.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\OSD~APR.SFF 

G --LmRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - -  - - -  
:.LY HOSTSE OPS 
I,* 

.=.?Ma 
- - =is 
-.lque Operat 
:IY Salary 
Z'XEIPUS 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

rarecaker 
"1; PERSONNEL 
1 ff Salary 
271 Salazy 
33use Allow 
?TiER 
Klssion 
Else Recur 
Xnique Other 
"3TAL RECUR 

?3TAL COST 

m-TIHB SAVBS 
----- ($K) ----- 
ZUNSTRUCPION 

MILCON 
Pam Housing 

3LW 
1-Time Move 

XUL PgRSONNBL 
nil Uoving 

3TfigR 
Land Salee 
Bnvironmental 
1-Time Other 

TDTAL om-TIM8 

Total 
----- 

XtSCURRINGSAVBS 
----- ($K) ----- 
TAM HOUSB OPS 
5&n 

RE'm 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAM PUS 

YIL PERSONNEL 

3ff Salary 
Bnl Salary 
House Allow 
ITHER 

Total 
- - - - -  

33,346 

Beyond 
------  
6,063 

Procurement 
Misslon 
Mlsc Recur 
Znique Other 

T3TAL KECUR 

T3TP.L SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 06:30 05/15/1995, Report Created 06:32 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : CA15-Sensitivity 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\CA~~SEN.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\OSD~APR.SFF 

ONB-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Housing 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
l-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
-----  ($K)----- 
PAM HOUSE OPS 
o w  
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salaxy 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PBRSONNBL 
Mil Salary 
Houee Allow 
OTHBR 
Procurement 
Mieeion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST -761 -9,851 -7,757 - 7,757 -7,757 -7,757 

Total 
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
-6,063 
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- 
THE DEFENSE ILGE CLOSURE A i i  REALIGNMENT COblMISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S-e 
1 I I 

ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

COMMISSIONER SI'EELE 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response r 
ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestiom l / - m  

Subjectmemarks: 

DIR./INFORMATION SERVICES 

Due Date: 

I 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1 4 2 5  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 2,1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J.  8. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  

Colonel Michael G. Jones 5. LEE KL.NG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

Director. The Army Basing Study MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA t RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

According to an Army Medical Command letter (attached), the military construction 
requirements and personnel moves associated with the Fitzsimons Anny Medical Center closure 
recommendation have changed significantly since your ofice last provided the Commission with 
COBRA reports. Please incorporate these changes as you prepare updated COBRA analyses. 

Also, our review of the initial COBRA run on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center indicates 
that when scenario MDI-8Q.CBR is executed an error report is generated. This error report 
states that three military construction projects at Fort Sam Houston are occurring at zero dollars 
per square foot. If these three projects (Gen Inst Bldg, Applied Inst Bldg, En1 Bks Complex) are 
separate projects, then military construction at Fort Sam Houston is underestimated by as much 
as $25 M. As part of your efforts to update COBRA data, please ensure that this discrepency is 
corrected. 

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

Sincerely, 

/ 
Edward A. ~ r o h  I11 
Army Team Leader 

EBIdll 
encl. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
~IEAOOUARTFRS. I )  S ARMY MkDICAL COMMAND 

2054 WORTH ROAO 
f O R T  SAM IIOUSTON T C X A S  7B?M CXXK) 

me %I TO 
A 1 7 t M T W  OC 

MCFA - E 

MEMORANDUM FOR Assistant Chief of Staff for Installai io r~  
Managerrrent, ATTN: DATM- F U R ,  G O O  A r m y  ;'!*rlt , i c_ ; i :11 ,  

Washington, D.C. 2 0 3 1 0 - 0 6 0 0  

Subject : Identification of Construct ion Requi t ernent c f o r  C l o s ~ ~  c? 

of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FAMC)  
- - -. - 

1. Reference memorandum, HQDA, DAIM-BO, 28 Februa ry  1 3 9 5 ,  
Subject : Headquarters, Department. of t hc A r m y ,  I ~ i ~ s c  R P . ~  l I (jrlrnr:lIt 

and C l o s u r e  (BRAC) Implen\entat~ion Guidance - BRA(' 95. 
- 

2. Appendix G, paragraph 3. c. (1) of referenced mcrr ro l  an dun^ 
requires the losing MACOM to define facility rcqui re t r \ t . r l t  s for- 
activities realigning from ito installation. The purpose o f  t t l j s  

memorandum is to define t h e  f a c i l i t y  I - e q u i r e m e n t s  which W O U  lcl 
r e s u l t  f r o m  the c l o s u r e  of FAMC. 

3 .  ~ o l l o w i n g  i s  t h e  list of construction r e q u i r e r n e n t * ~  
originally identified during Army Basing Study ( T A B S )  for HHAC 
9 5 .  

J n s t a l l a t i m  
Carson 
Cars011 
C a r s o n  
Carson 
Carson 
Carson 
Carson 
Carson 
Sam Houston 
Sam Houston 
Sam Houston 
Sam Houeton 
S h a f t e r  

Descrigtign Scor)t= - .- - .- 
F a m l l y  Housing 137 PN 
AFACAD 
Air Staging Facllity 
A n c i l l a r y  Construct i o n  
NICU 
Primary C a r e  C l i l ~ i c  
W a r d  Renov - AF Academy 
Ward Renovation 
Med Equip Maint S c h o o l  145,000 SF 
E n l i s t e d  UPH 248 PN 
Child Dev Center 17,000 SF 
Optical Fabrication Lab 25,400 SF 
Family Housing 70 PN 

4 .  F u r t h e r  s t u d y  and s t a f f i n g  resulted i n  the elimination of 
several p r o j e c t s  a n d  t h e  addition of a f e w  not previously 
identified. T h e  f o l l o w i n g  r e f l ec t s  a 1  1 t h e  k ~ ~ o w r ~  n \ i s c l  i or) ar~d  
organizational migrations that wi 11 I - e a u l  t f 1.c7ti1 I he c .  I o : ; ~ ~ r - c  o f  
F.WC as  they impact  on o t h e r  Army MACOMS. 'I% i:; 1 1 1 ~ 1  I I ( I C S  t:h+ 
"d i sc r -e t  i o n a r y "  uloves t h a t  w e r e  not included I n t tic. '1'AR.C; 
pr-ocess.  



MCFA - E 
SUBJECT: Identification of Construct ion Xequi r e m r n t s  (:I ~->:III* ,., 
of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FWC) 

a .  FORT SAM HOUSTON 
( ~ W ~ ' N E L )  

~ z ~ L S S ~ O W A C ' U V I T Y  - -  - ----- WARR 
USAMEOS (Staff) 

''NT.1 'I'Q'I'fi I.,& j+ 
3 9 

(: 1, L' 

UsmEOS ( S  tudrrl t 6 )  3 9 5 1 2 4  0 
7P 

mtical Fab Lab 1 
2 4 8  

TOTAL - 4 
4 3 

9.- --- - 4 4 3 3 0  
'7 1 

3 4  3 1 4 9  

(CONSTRUCTION) 
PROJEC?. 
Medical Equipment Maintenance School -&aScoDe 

. - 145,000 SF Optical Fabrication Laboratory 26.400 SF 
Enlisted UPH 

b. FORT CARSON 
. . (PERSONNE~~. 

USS~ON/ACTIVITY OFF 
ASD (HA) Lead Agent ~ q .  g 
Readiness G r p ,  Denver 21 

( CONSTRUCTION) 
PROJECT 
HQ/Adrnin Building 
R, G R P ,  JiQ/Admin Buildillg 

C. FORT LEWIS 
( PERSONNEL) 

MISS1ON'AcTrVITy USACH PPM , DSA - W s 
3 

( CONSTRUCTION) 
PROJECT ._ 
HQ/Adrnin  Bul l d r  rig 
Medical Research Labora to ry  

WAR R 

.- TOTAL MIL 
7 16 



MCFA - E 
SUBJECT: Tdentification of Construct ion Hcqrli uernc:nt s f o r  C.:lcz:;ul e 
of Fitznimons Army Medical Center ( P A M C )  

Consisting of: 
Environmental Lab Div - 13250 S F  
Cholinesterase Lab D i v  - 3 7 5 0  S F  
Entomological Sci D i v  1 5 6 0 0  SF 

Total 22600 SF 

d. WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 
- .- - ( PERSONNEL) 

PIISSION/ACTIVXTY OFF wmL ENL TOTAL MLL 
91C LPN C o u r s e  

a Y  

Faculty 8 - 8 16 .I 
Students 11 0 110 

(CONSTRUCTION) 
PROJECT $(=QE 
Applied Instruction Facility 11200 SF 
Enlisted UPH 56 PN 

5. Our points of contact are LTC Dan Jackson or Mr. Bill T r u x a w ,  
Office ot the Deputy Chief of Staff for Facilities, DSN- ,171 6 4 4 1  01 

Commercial ( 2 1 0 )  221-6441. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

- - - 
colddell MS 
Deputy Chief of S t a f f  

for Faci 1 it ies 
-- - - ..-.------ .-.-.-- - ....- - --- - - - --.- 

CF : 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION, 

ATTN: MR. LEWIS, 1700 N. MOORE ST., SUTTE 1 4 2 5 ,  A R L T N C ' I W N ,  VA 
22209 

COMMANDER, FORCES COMMAND, FORT MCPHERSON, GA 3 03 3 0 - 6 0 0  0 
COMMANDER, U. S. ARMY HEALTH FACILITY PLANNING AGENCY, 

5109 LEESBURG PIKE, FALLS CHURCH, VA 22041-3258 
COMMANDER, U. S. ARMY GARRISON, FORT SAM HOUSTON, 

FORT SAM HOUSTON, T X  78234-5000 
COMMANDER, U s  S. ARMY GARRISON, FORT LEWIS, ATTN: DPW, 

TACOMA, WA 98433 
COMMANDER, U.S. ARMY GARRISON, FORT CARSON, ATTN: DPW, 

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80913 
COMVIANDER, WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, ATTN: MCWL-PW 
COMMANDER, FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, ATTN: hRnC OFFIC'E 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARlV 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFl 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

This letter is in response to your questions relating to the closure of 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. The questions were provided in a letter i 

forwarded to The Army Basing Study on 2 May 1995, the control number is 
950502- 17. 

In order to assess whether there is a potential material impact on the 
Army's recommendation by "updating" construction information provided by the 
Army Medical Command, we have completed a sensitivity analysis (Encl 1). The 
result does not change the Return on Investment years (still immediate). Even if 
the information provided by the MEDCOM memo represents valid estimates, it 
would not alter the Army's recommendation to close Fitzsimons Army Medical 
Center. 

The Army's original recommendation concerning Fitzsimons Anny 
Medical Center contains the correct cost analysis. The MEDCOM memo has not 
been validated at the Department of the Army level and represents premature 
analysis. The Army's next submission of COBRA data for Fitzsimons will 

*sr 
contain the approved, updated construction costs. Since-error report generated by 
the scenario has no impact on the resulting costs/savings, it was not corrected. 
We will correct the error in the updated COBRA scenario. 

The point of contact for further information on this issue is MAJ Chuck 
Fletcher, (703) 697-6262. 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL G. ONES &+-?r 
&- COL, GS 

Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 2, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

According to an Army Medical Command letter (attached), the military construction 
requirements and personnel moves associated with the Fitzsimons Army Medical Center closure 
recommendation have changed significantly since your ofice last provided the Commission with 
COBRA reports. Please incorporate these changes as you prepare updated COBRA analyses. 

Also, our review of the initial COBRA run on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center indicates 
that when scenario MD1-8Q.CBR is executed an error report is generated. This error report 
states that three military construction projects at Fort Sam Houston are occurring at zero dollars 
per square foot. If these three projects (Gen Inst Bldg, Applied Inst Bldg, En1 Bks Complex) are 
separate projects, then military construction at Fort Sam Houston is underestimated by as much 
as $25 M. As part of your efforts to update COBRA data, please ensure that this discrepency is 
corrected. 

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

Sincerely, 

Edward A. ~ r o h  I11 

EB/dll 
encl. 



MCFA- E 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
IICA~OUARTC RS,  II S A R M Y  Mt O l C A I  COMMANIl 

M f 1 0  W R T t i  R O A O  
f OR'r S A M  I iOUSION, Tf XA!; i t ! J 2 4  i J U K 1  

MEMORANDIJM !'OR A ~ o i c t a n t .  C h i e f  of S t a f f  f o r -  ' I r ~ ! ~ t a l l a t  . i c - > : ~  
Managcrr~ent , A1"I'N: DATM- FLIH, 0 0 0  Al rny i l c ; r l t  ,~!jc)t l ,  

W a s h i n g t o n ,  D . C .  2 0 3 1 0 - 0 6 0 0  

Subject: Identification of C o n ~ ; t r l j c : t i o n  K e q u i  t c!rnc.rlt:; 101 (:ll::bs;~~l t ,  

of F'i t:znin~ons A r m y  Medical C e n t e r  (FAMC) 

1 . Reference m e l n o r a n d u m ,  )IQDA, DAIM-BO, 2 0  F ~ ~ ~ I J ? I  ry I : l ( l ! ; ,  
Subject: : tjeadqudr t e r s ,  D e p a r - t m e n t .  of t t ~ c  A r m y  , 1l i1~c  Rr.i 1 I 1ltlrnr.nt 

and C l o s u r e  (BRAC) Imp1 enlentat.  ion C ; u i d a ~ ~ c : e  - L{Kn(' Vr,. 

2. Appendix G I  paragraph 3 .  c. (1) of referenced m c r r \ o l  ; l n d \ ~ n ~  
requires the losing MACOM to define facility rcquil.rtrrrc*r,t s to]. 
activities realigning from itc installation. The purpose 0 1  I . ~ ~ J . L ;  

memorandum is to define the facility r - equ i  1-ernento w l ~ i c h  WOIJ Id 
result from t h e  closure of FAMC. 

3. Following is the list of conetruction reauirement- .s  
o r i g i n a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  d u r i n g  A r m y  Basing s t u d y  (TABS) f-or B R A ( .  
95. 

Jvstallation D e s C r i ~ t  i ~ n .  .- - .$~.o_r)t> . 
C a r s o n  Family Housing 1 3 7  PN 
Care011 AFACAD 
Carson A i r  Staging Facility , 

Carson A n c i l  lary Const ruc:t i c . ) r ; '  
C a r s o n  NTCU 
C a r s o n  P r i m a r y  C a r e  C l i n i c  
Carson Ward Renov - AF Asat3erny 
C a r s o n  Ward Renovation 
Sam H o u s t o n  Med E q u i p  M a l n t  School 1 4  5, 000 st-' 
S a m  Houston Erll i t;t:ed UPIi  2/18 k'N 
Sam H o u s t o n  Child Dev Center 1 7 ,  0 0 0  SJ' 
Sarn I3oun t or) Optical Fabricat . ior1 1,;ib 25,400 21' 
Shaf  ter F a m i l y  Housing ' 1 0  F'N 

4 . U ' u r t h e r  s t u d y  and r;taf f ing r e s u l t e d  i n  t-he e l  irr~inat-. i o r l  (z f  
s e v e r a l  projects a n d  thc: a d d i t i o n  of a f e w  n o t  p r e v i o u s l y  
i d e n t  i f  i e d  . 'I'he €01 lowing ref l e c r s  a 1 1 t ht:. lir~(.!wl~ r r ~ i  fir, i o r )  ; l t 7 ~ - 1  

orgarli  z ; ~ ; i o r ~ ; i l  m i q r   at^ ior1i3 t . t ~ a t  wi 1 'I j - ( ! u t ) J  t f Y C - ) I I I  L ) I < :  ( .  I O!;LII c.  o f  

F W C  as t1lc.y irnpac:t. c.?rl c?t:hcr A r r n ) ~  M.I?C'OM:.;. ' l ' l ~ i : . :  ~ I I C : I I I ~ ~ I J : ~  

" d i s c l - e c  i.ollrtl-):" IIIC?\,(-...; r ?I,<: krc:rt- r l o t  ! t ~ c - 1  i~decl  i 1-1 t ! ! Y  'l'Ai\!7 
1- C )  c (.> 5 5 . 



4:;'"- E 
-. .? b-oJECT: Ident i ficnt i o n  u f  C o r l s r . r ~ ~ c : r -  i o r i  H e i l i ~  i r O I T : C - ~ ~ : S  f o t  (:l o i i t l  1 ,: 
zf I ' itznilrlc.lns A r m y  Medic:;-11 C e n i . e l -  (I-'AMC) 

a . 1.'01-?1' SAM I4OUSTON 
( I ~ U ~ K S O N R R I . )  

(CONSTRUCTION) 
PRO J ECI. -SCQP.C 
>ledice1 Equipment Maintenance School 145,000 SE' 
Optical Fabrication Laboratory 2 6 , 4 0 0  SF 
Enlisted UPH 2 8 8  PN 

b -  FORT CARSON 
(PERSONNEL) 

WSSION/TIVITY OFF W m R  ENL- TOxA1 ,..u 
ASD(HA) Lead Agent Hq. 9 2 1 .I 
Readinesa G r p ,  Denver  2 1  3 9 6 0  

c. FORT LEWIS 
( PERSONNEL) 

MISSION/ACTIVIT.Y OFF !?UIL ENL _ '~o r~ r , .  M I  I, 
LJSACHPPM, nsn-w 9 

t ' rv 
' I  1 6  ; I  I 



MCFA - E 
SCJRJEC'T: ?dent i f i cat  ion o f  C r . > n s t . r ~ i c t  .ior~ K c q l l i  >-etn,:r1t s f r - j j  (:*.I 0:+1~1 P 

of F i  t . z n i r n o n o  A r r n y  Mer j  ic:al C e n t  t z r  ( F A M C )  

C o n s i s t i ~ g  o f :  
Environmental L a b  Div - 3 3 2 5 0  S F  
Cholinc~tcrnse Lab Div - 3750 SF 
Entomological Sci Div L 5 6 0 0  S F  

Total 22600 SF 

d .  WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 
. - . .  ( PERSONNEL) 

~ $ I O N / A C T I V I T Y  
91C LPN C o u r s e  

OFF wriRR 

Faculty 8 - 8 1 6  1 
Students 110 110 

(CONSTRUCTION) 
PRQJECT _-_.~WP_C 
~ p p l i e d  Instruction Facility 1 1 2 0 0  SF 
Enlisted UPH 5 6  I)N 

5 .  O u r  points of contact are LTC Dan Jackson or Mr. B i l l  'l'rlrxitw, 
Off ice otr t h e  Deputy C h i e f  of Staff for Facilities, DSN- .3.)1 6 4 4  1 01 

Commercial (210) 221-6441. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

- - - 
~olddel, MS 
Deputy Chief of Staff 

for Facilities . - 
C F :  
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION, 

ATTN: M R .  LEWIS,  1 7 0 0  N .  MOORE S T . ,  SIJT1'E 14L)!;, A l I O N ,  VA 
2 2 2 0 3  

COMMANDER, FORCES COMMAND, FORT MCPHERSON, GA 3 0 3  30  - 6 0 0 0  
COMMANDER, U .  S .  ARMY WEALTH FACILITY P L A N N I N G  AC;I-,'N('Y, 

5109  LEESBURG P I K E ,  FALLS CHURCH, VA 2 2 0 4 1 - 3 2 5 8  
COMMANDER, 17. S . ARMY GARRISON, FORT SAM 11OUSTON, 
FORT SAM IIOUS'I'ON, TX 7 8 2 3 4 - 5 0 0 0  

COMMANDER, U . S . ARMY GARRISON, FOH'I' LEWIS, A T T N  . IIPW, 
TACOMA, WA 95433 

COMMAhlDER, U . S . ARMY GARRISON, FORT CARSON, ATTN : P P W ,  
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 8 0 3 1 3  

COMMANDER, WAL'I'EK REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, A T T N -  FZCtIi, 1'W 
COMMPJDER, F ' ITZSIMONS ARMY F.:FDICAL CENTER, ATCN.  I j R A ( '  ( ) I . :  1 ( t 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 08:33 05,'11/'1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

1 rzarrmenr : ARMY 
-- - -- r ,  - _ - . a  Package : MD1-BFINAL 

: =e:irlo File : C: \cOBRA\MD~- NEW. CBR 
::i ?ztrs File : C:\COBRA\DOD~~.SFF 

:rar:lng Year : 1996 
- - -.-. . Year : 2000 
- "- - -- Tear : Immediate 

- . . - . . - 
. . - >  ! . - 9 5 5 . 2 - 5  

. -l::.t Cost ( $ K )  : 126,651 

:;ec Z3sts ( $ K )  Constant Dollars 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

"I 1 C = n  17,238 13, 659 
z 211932 0 -7,872 
: -:ez:.d 2,395 -390 

H.=-;:?..'J 0 5,078 
v:ss:o 0 0 
- 0 513 

2QS;TIONS ELIMINATBD 
Off 0 0 0  0  0 

En 1 0 0 0  0 0 

Civ 0 43 0  455  400 2  4  
TUT 0 430 455 400 2 4  

POSITIONS RBALIGNBD 
Off 0 77 208 138 4 6  
En1 0 64  216  246 48 

Stu 0 0 0  260  0 
Civ 0 265 0 2 7 0 

TOT 0 406  424 6 7 1  94 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSB FAUC, BXCBPT FOR MCWHBTHY ARMY RBSBRVE CBNTER 

REMCATS MBDICAL BQPT & OPTICAL SCHOOL & OPTICAL FAB LAB TO FT SAM HOUSTON, TX 
RELOCATE OCHAMPUS TO DENVER, CO LBRSED SPACB 
USES THE MACOM PROVIDED MILCON ESTIMATES. 

Total Beyond 

Total ; 



COBFS REALIGNMENT SUMblARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 /2 
Data As Of 08:33 05/11/1995. Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 

Option Package : MD1-BFINAL 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\MD~-~NEW.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\DOD~~.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
. - -. . . . - 

Total Beyond 
- - - - - -  

MilCon 17,238 13, 659 
Person 2.129 

Overhd 2,395 3,442 

Moving 0 5,285 

Mlssio 0 0 
Other 0 513 

TOTAL 19, 633 26,028 73,147 27,596 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

Milcon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 

Moving 0 

Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 

1997 Total 
- - - - -  

0 

227,070 

99,715 
1,658 

0 ;  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
64,223 

32,078 
0 
0 

0 

TOTAL 0 15,041 46,946 76,293 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 08:33 05/11/1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

1 e=artrnent : ARMY 

:z::sn Package : MD1-8FINAL 

: zer.arlo File : C: ',!COBRA\MDl- 8NEW. CBR 
- .  .- - - .- 'ctrs File : C: \lCO~RA\DOD95. SFF 

. - .  Costs in $K 

: i s e  Name 
- - . - . - - - - 
- - 
: - . - - - .,, -..a .=.!.: c 
-.-- . - . SM.l HOUSTON 
- --- 
r -..- BLISS 
- - -- 
:.->a x 
'22T CARSON 
. . ----  ,.---;R REED AMC 
FZRT GORDON 

FZRT LEWIS - - 
; -RT SHAFTER -. ;.-SS i' (DENVER) 

Total 

MilCon 
Land 

Purch 
- - - - -  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

cost 

Avoid 
- - - - -  

Total 

cost 
--.-. 



Zepartment 
:-tion Package 
Scenario File 
S:d Fctrs File 

ZSB-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CJNSTRUCTION 
YILCON 
??T. u O U S 1 : i g  

:and Purch 
C >:.I 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PRRSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSB 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 08:33 05/11/1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

: ARMY 
: MD1-8FINAL 

: C: \COBRA\MDl-8NEW. CBR 
: C:\COBRA\DOD~~.SFF 

2001 Total 
- - - -  -.--- 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 08:33 05/11/'1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1935 

- . . - - = - 1: - = t : ARMY 
--  : . . _-.. 2ackace : MD1-8FINAL 

. . - . -. - I . -..,- - -  File : C: \\COBRA\MDI- BNEW. CBR 
- - - .  - -- -- - . - . -_-, File : C:\,COBRA\DOD95.SFF 

- - 

- .  - . . . ~- 
-.-.a - _ - - -  3perar 

- .. . - Salary 
-::WE--+ - - - - . - - - 

- -=-=.-- r 
I L 15?..jONNEL 
. - 
. z r Zilary 
- - .- S~lary 
=-  . _ - s e  .:.llow 
- - -  - 

' : E S l = T .  . - __- - - -  ?.*cur 
:I~.:TLP Other 

--,- -- - . _a r - z m  

?J~-TIKP SAVBS 
- - - - -  ( j K ) - - - - -  

X - T R C m I O N  
v=LMN 

?am Housing 
:a 
:-Time Move 

YZZ- PERSONNBL 
?11 Hoving 

=z?. 
Larrd Sales 
3ririrorunental 
:-Time Other - - --AL ONB-TIMB 

--- *&- JRRINGSAVBS 
- - - - -  ( j ~ ) - - - - -  
-- --'I HOUSB OPS - - . .& 

:?a 
- - -  
1J> 

-. >..-que Operat 
-- . . - - .  Salary 
r5-L. PL'S 

I L ?E?SONNEL 
- z.? . - _  Salary 
- -  - ;..- Salary 
+-:,-se .:llou 
- - -  - 
' -- -..-+,,,ent . - - - - - -  
h - - - -  - - z > - - . 3  . - - -  .-- : ~ C U T  

- - -  . ._,:. Other 
. . ., ? C U R  

Total 

Total 
- - - - - 

Total 
- - - - -  
5,514 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
2,282 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
1,652 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - 
Data As Of O8:33 05/11/1995, Report Created 07:12 

Page 3/3 
05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MD1-8FINAL 
scenario File : c:\~COBRA\MDI-~NEW.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: '\COBRA\DOD95 .SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Houslng 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
l-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
PAM HOUSB OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salaxy 

Tota? 
- - - - -  
2,473 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

630 

House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 19,633 10,987 26,201 -48,698 -79,055 



Document Separator 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

-. 

Dear Mr Brown: 

This letter is in response to your questions relating to the closure of 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. The questions were provided in a letter 
forwarded to The Army Basing Study on 2 May 1995, the control number is 
950502- 17. 

In order to assess whether there is a potential material impact on the 
Army's recommendation by "updating" construction information provided by the 
Army Medical Command, we have completed a sensitivity analysis (Encl 1). The 
result does not change the Return on Investment years (still immediate). Even if 
the information provided by the MEDCOM memo represents valid estimates, it 
would not alter the Army's recommendation to close Fitzsimons Army Medical 
Center. 

The Army's original recommendation concerning Fitzsimons Army 
Medical Center contains the correct cost analysis. The MEDCOM memo has not 
been validated at the Department of the Army level and represents premature 
analysis. The Army's next submission of COBRA data for Fitzsimons will 

Wc 
contain the approved, updated construction costs. Since-error report generated by 
the scenario has no impact on the resulting costslsavings, it was not corrected. 
We will correct the error in the updated COBRA scenario. 

The point of contact for further information on this issue is MAJ Chuck 
Fletcher, (703) 697-6262. 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL G. ONES t?-r 
%- COL, GS 

Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on @ Fiecycled Paper 



COBRA RBALIGNMBNP SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 08:33 05/11/1995, Report Craated 07:12 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MD1-SPINAL 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\MD~-8mw.c~~ 
Std ectrs Pile : C:\COBRA\WD~~.SPP 

Starting Year : 1996 
PinalYear :2000 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2015 ($K) : -955,275 
1-~ime Cost($K): 126,651 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 

----- 
85,166 

-196,827 
-64,500 
15,923 

0 
6,086 

Beyond ---- - - - -  
MilCon 17,238 13,659 
Person 0 -7.872 
Overhd 2,395 -390 
Moving 0 5,078 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 513 

Total ----- 
POSITIONS BLIMINATBD 
Off 0 0 0 0 
Bnl 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 43 0 455 400 
TOT 0 43 0 455 400 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 77 208 13 8 
Bnl 0 64 216 246 
stu 0 0 0 260 
Civ 0 265 0 2 7 
TOT 0 406 424 671 

summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE PAMC, KXCBPT FOR McWHBTm ARMY RBSBRVB CENTER 
RBLOCATB MBDICAL B Q m  & OPTICAL SCHOOL & OPTICAL PAB LRB TO PT SAM HOUSTON, TX 
RBLOCATB OCHAWPUS TO DBNVBR, CO LEASED SPACB 
WSBS THB MACOM PROVIDBD MILCON BSTIMATBS. 



COBRA RBALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data Pd Of 08:33 05/11/1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MD1-8PIm 

Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\MDl-8NEW.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\DOD~S.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total -----  

85,166 
30,244 

35,215 

17,581 
0 

6,086 

Beyond 

Milcon 17,238 13,659 

Person 0 3,139 

Overhd 2,395 3,442 
Moving o 5,285 

Uiseio 0 0 

Other 0 513 

TOTAL 19,633 26,028 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

Milcon 0 

Person 0 

Overhd 0 
Moving 0 

Miseio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 

1997 
- - - -  

0 

11,001 
3,833 

207 

0 

0 

Total 
-----  

0 
227,070 

99,715 
1,658 

0 

0 

Beyond 
------  

0 

64,223 

32,078 
0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 0 15,041 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRM1TION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data Aa Of 08:33 05/11/1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MD1-8PINAG 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\MDl-8NBW.CER 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\DOD~B.SPP 

All Costs in $K 

Base Name 
--------- 
PITZSIMONS AMC 
PORT SAM HOUSMN 
PORT BLISS 
BASE X 
PORT CARSON 
WALTBR RBBD AMC 
PORT CORDON 
PORT LEWIS 
PORT SHAFTSR 
BASB Y (DENVBR) 
------------------  

Total IMA Land Cost Total 
Milcon Cost Purch - Avoid Cost 

Totals : 77,456 7,710 0 0 85,166 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RBWRT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 1/3 
Data A8 Of 08:33 05/11/1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
option Package : UD~-~FINAL 
Scenario Pile : C:\CoBRA\MDl-8rnW.c~~ 
Std Bctra Pile : C:\COBRA\WD~~.SFF 

ONE-TIMB COSTS -----  ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCPION 
MILCON 
Pam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 

CTV SALARY 
Civ RIP 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

PRBIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehiclee 

2001 Total 
- - - -  -----  

Driving 
Unemployment 
o m  
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
W V  Miles 
HHG 
Miec 

o m  
Blim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSB 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIMB 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 08:33 05/11/1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

Department 
Option Package 
Scenario Pile 
Std Pctrs Pile 

RBCURRINGCOSTS 
----- ($K) ----- 
PAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAM PUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PgRSONNBL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHBR 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RBCDR 

Total 
----- 
7,987 

Beyond 
------ 
2,282 

TOTAL COST 

ONB-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Pam Housing 

o w  
1-Time Move 

MIL PBRSONNXL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 

Total 
-----  

Land Salee 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONB-TIMB 

RECUIZRINGSAVES - - - - -  ($K) ----- 
PAM HOUSE OPS 
O M  
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PKRSONNBL 

Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 

Beyond 
------  
1.652 

Procurement 
Miesion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOT= RECOB 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DBTAIL RBPORT (COBRA v S  .08) - Page 3/3 
Data Aq Of 08:33 05/11/1995, Report Created 07:12 05/15/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MD1-8FINAL 
Scenario Pile : C:\CoBRA\MDl-8rnw.C~~ 
Std Pctra Pile : C:\COBRA\IXD95.SPP 

ONB-TIMB NET 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Pam Housing 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIP 
Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNBL 
Mil Moving 
OTHBR 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
l-Tima Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONK-TIME 

Total 
-----  

RECURRING NET 
-----  ($K) ----- 
PAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPHA 
BOS 
Unique Opsrat 
Caratakar 
Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHBR 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 
2,473 

Beyond 
------  

63 0 

TOTAL NET COST 19,633 10,987 26,201 -48,698 -79,055 -83,220 
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n TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
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TOM HARKlN 
IOWA 

Sllmlitcd States Smte 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-1 502 

COMMITTEES: 

AGRICULTURE 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SMALL BUSINESS 

LABOR AND HUMAN 
RESOURCES 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman May 1,1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Alan: 

I read with great interest a iLfarch 3 1, 1935 lctter fiom the Quad City Development Group, 
which contained suggestions to the Commission about reducing the costs of base closure 
implementation. 

Their suggestions make sense, especially about the Commission using the available 
infrastructure at Rock Island. If the Commission endorses the DoD recommendation to close the 
ATCOM operation at St. Louis, strong consideration should be given to relocating these 
operations to Rock Island rather than spending scarce resources to build a new infrastructure at 
Huntsville, Alabama. There is great synergism between the type of work already at Rock Island 
and that considered for movement out of St. Louis. 

The costs of operation in the Iowa/Illinois area are low; the education of the workforce leads 
the nation; and the area has has exceptional colleges and Universities, such as the University of 
Iowa. There would be greater retention of trained personnel in a transfer to Rock Island because 
of its proximity to St. Louis. 

We all want to get the most for our scarce Defense dollars, and I believe that the transfer of 
the ATCOM operation at St. Louis to Rock Island will do just that. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Harkin 
United States Senator 

BOX 74884 
CEDAR RAPIDS, IA 52407-4884 

(3 19) 366-4504 

2 10 WALNUT ST. 131 E. 4TH ST. 
733 FEDERAL BLDG. 3 148 FEDERAL BLDG. 

DES MOINES. IA 60309 DAVENPORT, IA 52801 
(515) 284-4574 (3 19) 322-1338 

350 WEST 6TH ST. 
3 15 FEDERAL BLDG. 
DUBUQUE. IA 52001 

(319) 682-2130 

320 6TH ST. 
110 FEDERAL BLDG. 

SIOUX CITY. IA 6 1 101 
(712) 252-1560 



THE D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION - ;. ' - 7  1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - %  ' ' ' . 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -.: ‘*Yp:41 ---.%&32-/@/ .-- - -- .. 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 3, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, U S A F  (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Tom Harkin 
U. S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Harkin: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation 
to close the Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), Missouri. I appreciate your suggestion that 
Rock Island Arsenal be considered as a receiving site for assets &om ATCOM should the 
Commission adopt the Secretary's recommendation. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information u d  by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on ATCOM. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenewer you believe I can be of service. 



EXECUTrVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 
\ 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
n I n 

4 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response I 

M 

SubjedRemarb: 



&ongree:e of the Nniteb Qtatee: 

April 27, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing in support of the Naval Health Research 
Center and the Navy Personnel Research and Development Center in 
San Diego. We urge the Commission to closely review these 
closure recommendations. 

With regards to the Naval Health Research Center (NHRC), 
there is an apparent discrepancy between Navy and Department of 
Defense initiatives. As you know, the Navy has recommended the 
closure of NHRC. Meanwhile, the Defense Department is in the 
final phase of establishing the Armed Forces Medical Research and 
Development Agency, which plans to retain the functions of NHRC 
in San Diego as a separate unit. This unit will also be the 
headquarters of the Military Operational Medicine Directorate of 
the Armed Forces Agency. Since the Defense Department planned to 
retain this facility, we strongly urge the Commission to consider 
its removal from the base closure list. 

In the case of the Naval Personnel Research and Development 
Center, there are logical reasons for its location in San Diego. 
Placing these activities away from headquarters but near large 
fleet concentrations is advantageous to ensure a robust R & D 
effort and to assist sailors and officers with daily 
requirements. As for cost savings, the current facility occupies 
space in a Navy building in San Diego and will likewise occupy 
Navy space at NAS Memphis. As for its operating budget, the 
Naval Personnel Center is funded by the customer for whom it 
performs projects, as it will be at its proposed new location. 
With no apparent financial savings from the proposed move and 
with the logical reasons for the Center's location in San Diego, 
we urge you to consider removing this facility from the base 
closure list. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
April 27, 1995 
Page 2 

We appreciate your re-evaluation of the proposed closures of 
the Naval Health Research Center and the Navy Personnel Research 
and Development Center in San Diego. Thank you for your 
attention to this matter. 

&@kGsincer 

anne Feinstein U.S.S. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

. , 
2 ,  * -  ' 

May 19,1995 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Barbara: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Naval Personnel Research and 
Development Center and the Naval Health Research Center in San Diego. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the Naval Personnel Research and Development 
Center and the- Naval Health Research Center. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

May 19, 1995 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Dianne: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Naval Personnel Research and 
Development Center and the Naval Health Research Center in San Diego. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the Naval Personnel Research and Development 
Center and the Naval Health Research Center. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflticult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



OFFlCE OF 7'KE CHADWAN 

CROSS SERYICE TEAM LEADER 

TYPE OF ACTTON REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's S i  1 Repare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Sigoatw Prepare Direct Response 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 

Subjed/Remark 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. 
Special Assistant for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

May 2, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Commission has been asked to redirect the 1993 decision to close Plattsburgh AFB, 
NY. In order to compare activities at McGuire Air Force Base with the information being 
provided to the Commission we require the air tdEc  operations count for McGuire Air Force 
Base for calendar years 1992, 1993, and 1994. The data should include only the airport count, 
excluding the RAPCON numbers. In addition, please provide the number of a i r d ,  by type, 
assigned to the base during the same time periods. Request the Air Force provide this information 
so the Commission is able to reach an appropriate decision on the redirect issue. Your response 

w by May 8, 1995 would be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you for your continued support and cooperation. 

Air Force Team Leader 



Document Separator 



MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: AFRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to Questions on McGuire AFB (Reference #950502-20) 

The following is the Air Force response to your May 3, 1995 request for data concerning 
air traffic operations at McGuire AFB for calendar yean 1992, 1993, and 1994, and the number 
and type of aircraft assigned during the same period. 

Statement: "...we require the air traffic operations count for McGuire Air Force Base for 
calendar years 1992, 1993, and 1994. The data should include only the airport count. excluding 
the RAPCON numbers." 

Response: 1992 1993 - - 1994 

1 12,876 93,914 61,585 

Statement: "In addition, please provide the number of aircraft, by type, assigned to the 
base during the same time period." 

Resuonse: 1992 1993 - 
KC- 135 20 20 

KC-10 0 0 

--m 

@ + 7 i h C  

DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

' my 1995 

/23 

Total 71 7 1 90 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for 
Realignment and Transition 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
A. 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1428 

ARUNGTON, VA 222- 
70341e&0?901 

A U N  J. DISOW. CMIRMAN 

Thnk you for your amtlnubh w r t  snd c o o p e d ~ a  

Air Force Team Leader 



Document Separator 





April 26, 1995  

Honorable A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment Commission 
1700  North Moore Street 
Suite 1425  
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

We want to express our appreciation to you for your recent 
visit to Alaska concerning the proposed realignment of Fort 
Greely . 

We are pleased that the Commission chose to hold a regional 
hearing in Delta Junction as well as visit Fort Greely. Your 
presence there sends a strong message to the community and the 
state at large as to the objectivity of the base closure and 
realignment process. We appreciate your efforts in this regard. 

M gain, thanks for your visit. Please do not hesitate to 
contact us if we may be of any assistance as we go through this 
difficult and challenging process. 

With best wishes, 

Cordially, 

FRANK MURKOWSKI DON YOUNG 



Congre$$ of tbe @ W e b  States 
W f n a t o n ,  B.C. 20525 

April 26, 1995 

Honorable Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

We want to express our appreciation to you for your recent 
visit to Alaska concerning the proposed realignment of Fort 
Greely . 

We are pleased that the Commission chose to hold a regional 
hearing in Delta Junction as well as visit Fort Greely. Your 
presence there sends a strong message to the community and the 
state at large as to the objectivity of the base closure and 
realignment process. We appreciate your efforts in this regard. 

Again, thanks for your visit. Please do not hesitate to 
contact us if we may be of any assistance as we go through this 
difficult and challenging process. 

With best wishes, 

Cordially, 

DON YOUNG 



EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # .q>56 a-- 

n iTPE OF ACTION REQUIRED a /A - \I II 



JOHN H. CHAFEE 
RHODE ISLAND 

CHAIRMAN, COMMllTEE ON 
ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 1 

9Hnited j5tatee Senate 
April 26, 1995 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 
(202) 224-2921 

TDD: (202) 2267617 

PROVIDENCE OFFICE: 

SENATE ARMS CONTROL 
OBSERVER GROUP 

10 DORRANCE STREET 
SUITE 221 

PROVIDENCE, R102903 
(401 528-5294 

TDD: (401) 751-1130 

TOLL FREE NUMBER 
IN RHODE ISLAND 
1-800-662-5188 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission * . ,,,, 3y.7 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 Qkm c. 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 : .  F-. : ",.. -. ,. 

Dear Alan : 

I am writing to bring- to your attention my coi~cerns regarding 
allegations about the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendation 
to close the New London, CT detachment of the Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center (NUWC), and move it to NUWC1s Newport, Rhode Island 
headquarters. 

You have no doubt received information alleging that the cost 
of transferring the 700+ NUWC/New London personnel to NUWC/Newport 
-- as recommended by BRAC '91 -- has more than doubled from the 
Navy's original estimates. Proponents of this point of view argue 
that transferring the remaining 417 NUWC/New London employees to 
Newport -- a BRAC '95 DoD recommendation -- would lead to further 
cost discrepancies. 

However, a more responsible analysis of these costs shows 
quite a different story. Enclosed is the Navy's yearly 
documentation of the cost of the 1991 realignment of NUWC. As you 
can see, the Navy's original cost estimate of the transfer has 
actually decreased bv $7.9 million. As I understand it, 
proponents of retaining NUWC's New London detachment intentionally 
used different economic models to produce a higher current cost in 
order to make an unfavorable comparison to the Navy's original 
estimate. 

For these reasons, I urge you to consider the enclosed 
figures showing the Navy's responsible budgeting performance, 
rather than comparing apples and oranges as the proponents of the 
status quo have done. 

Should you have any questions or concerns, please let me 
know. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

JHC : mkb 
Enclosure 
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Current (FY95 submit) budgeted one-time costs for the realignment 
of NUWC New London under BRAC-91 including. 

(1) Costs spent or obligated co date 
(2) Costs ro complete the realignment as proposed. 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Operation & Maintenance: 
1Civilian Personnel Costs 

2Relocate/Disconnect Phones 

3 Installation of VTC 
4Move Costs 

5Planning, Design & Management (PDMI 

6Repairs/Demolition/Refurb/ Site Prep 

7Miscellaneous Installacion 

8Other Procurement 

9 Military Personnel - PCS 
lOMinor Procurement 

llovemater Antenna Test Facility 

12Relocace/Disconnect Network 

13 MILCON* 

Total 
* Contracts awarded and construction 
underway. 

Costs Cost to 
~pent/Obligated Complete 
as of 3/10/95 

$1,9711~ $16,144K 
97K 459K 

None to date 470K 

342K 9,286~ 

1,999K 1,151K 

500K 2, 02.0K 

None to date 1 , 1 4 6 ~  
1,418K 98% 

None until FY96 42K 

474K 397K 

None to date 611K 

22 6K 120K 

**39.400K 

546,427K $32,831~ 

$1411.~ of this amount applies t 
P-105S, a FY90 authorized MILCON to 
be builc in New London, CT buc 
resited co Newport, RI due to BRAC 
91. Therefore, the MILCON cost for 
BRAC 91 could be considered 
overstated by S14.1M. 

Total Costs $79,258~ 

Note: Cost to complete the BRAC-91 Realignment of New London is 
currently budgeted at $32.8M for FY95 and FY96. The FY96 budget 
submittal is currently being prepared for submission on 1 May 1995 
as required. 

Enclosure (1) 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John H. Chafee 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Chafee: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Department of Defense's recommendation 
to close the Naval Undersea Warfare Center (MJWC) New London, Connecticut and relocate 
necessary functions to the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport, RI. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defhse Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on NUWC, New London. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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May 2, 1995 

The Honorable Nan Dixon 

Base Closure Arid Realignment 
Commission 

1700 N. Moon St. ,  Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As 1 noted in m testimony to the Base Closure and R d g n r n c n t  Comrnisxion @ M C )  
during the San &' rancisco hearing on April 28, 1995, I am convinced that the Department of 
the Arm made a critical mistake in its analysis that led to the DoD recommendation 
realign Ae Test & Experimentation Command (TEXCOM) from Fon Hunter liggett lo Fort 
Bliss. 

Thc DoD's recommendation to realign TEXCOM pertajns entirely to -2i.~ 
m ~ ,  but it is based on an Army analysis of Fon Hunter  1,iggcrt as a training a w .  AS 
a result, this realignment recommendation is fundamentally flawed because in subshne ,  i t  is 
completely utirelated to the analysis that supporn i t .  

Because the Army analysis is focused on Hunter Liggett exclusively as a uaining a m ,  the 
Army failed to address key issues when it issued a recommendation to DoD which affects an 

test and mpenrnenhbon activity. The recommendation to realign TEXCOM to 
Fort Bliss did not take into considemtion the unique factors which make Fon Hunter I.iggetx 
a high military value to the DoD m t i o n a l  tmting which do nor exist at Fort 
Bliss and cannot be duplicated. These include its varied terrain, the lack of artificial tight 
contamination and the  sola at ion of the installation. 

I therefore request the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to direct t hc  
DoD to revisit its recommendation; analyze Fort Hunter Liggett's mili value as an 

naI m, fully coordinating this analysis with the Office "r o thc DoD Director 
=ational Test and Evaluation, and submit a revised recommendation h a d  on the 
results of this analysis. 

I look forward to discussing this issue with you and the Commission in the near fu ture  

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 



SAM FARR 
1 ~ T H  DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

COMMITTEE O N  AGRICULTURE 
SUBCOMMITTEES: 

DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS, NUTRITION 
AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURE 

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 
SUBCOMMITTEES: 

FISHERIES, WILDLIFE AND OCEANS 
WATER AND POWER RESOURCES 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure And Realignment 

Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

mae'bington, ?B@L 20515-0527 

May 2, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES 

Dear, Mr. Chairman: I 
As I noted in my testimony to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
during the San Francisco hearing on April 28, 1995, I am convinced that the Department of 
the Army made a critical mistake in its analysis that led to the DoD recommendation to 
realign the Test & Experimentation Command (TEXCOM) from Fort Hunter Liggett to Fort 
Bliss. 

The DoD's recommendation to realign TEXCOM pertains entirely to o-perational testing 
functions, but it is based on an Army analysis of Fort Hunter Liggett as a training area. As 
a result, this realignment recommendation is fundamentally flawed because in substance, it is 
completely unrelated to the analysis that supports it. 

Because the Army analysis is focused on Hunter Liggett exclusively as a training area, the 
Army failed to address key issues when it issued a recommendation to DoD which affects an 
omrahonal test and exwrimentation activity. The recommendation to realign TEXCOM to 
Fort Bliss did not take into consideration the unique factors which make Fort Hunter Liggett 
a high military value to the DoD qperational testin? community which do not exist at Fort 
Bliss and cannot be duplicated. These include its varied terrain, the lack of artificial light 
contamination and the isolation of the installation. 

I therefore request the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to direct the 
DoD to revisit its recommendation; analyze Fort Hunter Liggett's military value as an 
gperational test facility, fully coordinating this analysis with the Office of the DoD Director 
of Operational Test and Evaluation, and submit a revised recommendation based on the 
results of this analysis. 

I look forward to discussing this issue with you and the commission in the near future. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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The Honorable Sam Fan 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative F m :  

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission direct the Department of 
Defense to analyze Fort Hunter Liggett's military value as an operational test facility. I appreciate 
your testrfjlng before the Commission on April 28 in San Francisco, and I welcome your 
continued interest in this process. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Hunter Liggett. 

I look forward to working with you through this ~Wcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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May 3, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

It has come to our attention the BRAC Commission is 
presently considering the addition of Naval Air Warfare Center 
Weapons Division, Point Mugu, California to the BRAC 95 closure 
or realignment list. Because of the significant impact of the 
action, we urge you to consider the following factors carefully 
prior to rendering any final determination on the consideration 
of Point Mugu for closure. We are confident that after you have 
reviewed these items you will agree Point Mugu should be deleted 
from any further closure or realignment consideration. 

(1) HIGH MILITARY VALUE ACCORDED POINT MUGU: 

As an individual site, Point Mugu was ranked second in 
military value among the Navy's sixty-four technical centers. 
Point Muguts high ranking can be attributed primarily to the 
Point Mugu Sea Test Range and its associated test and evaluation 
activity. The Point Mugu Sea Test Range is the largest sea-based 
instrumented test and training range in the world. Because of 
its unique geography, DoD weapons tests and strategic support 
operations are performed at Point Mugu and cannot be accomplished 
at any other DoD facility. The large expanse of the Sea Test 
Range becomes even more important as weapon system development 
evolves toward longer range weapons, stand off tactics and 
complex joint service operations. Navy and DoD imperatives place 
maximum value upon the retention of irreplaceable air, land and 
sea space. 

(2) ABSENT CLOSURE OF THE SEA RANGE, NO REAL CLOSURE OF 
FACILITIES CAN BE ACHIEVED THAT RESULT IN COST SAVINGS: 

The shore-based facilities at Point Mugu support the sea 
range test operations, the California Air National Guard and 
operations at Vandenberg Air Force Base. Under current 
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technology constraints, manned test operations must be physically 
co-located with the sea range. Test operations cannot be 
remotely operated without significant impact on the safe and 
efficient conduct of the tests. Therefore, unless the BRAC 
intends to close the sea range, certain facilities would 
necessarily have to remain open and staffed at Point Mugu. 

The only other way to achieve a reduction of infrastructure 
is to close the airstrip. However, this would also result in a 
significant negative impact on test operations in that the 
nearest airfield from which air test targets could fly is close 
to 2 0 0  miles away through congested air lanes. In addition, the 
large contingent of the California Air National Guard established 
at Point Mugu would be forced to relocate. Finally, emergency 
mobilization by the Naval Construction Battalion at Port Hueneme 
would be greatly impaired without the adjacent runways. 

(3) MAXIMUM CONSOLIDATION OF POINT MUGU FUNCTIONS HAS 
ALREADY BEEN ACHIEVED: 

As a result of BRAC 91 determinations, the Naval Air Warfare 
Center Weapons Division is already an integrated activity, with 
two sites at China Lake and Point Mugu. Personnel and functions 
are integrated at both locations. Contrary to the assertions of 
the DoD Inspector General Report (Test Facility Realignment, 
Rept. No. 94-123, June 8, 1994) no further consolidation is 
feasible or desirable. In its comprehensive response to the IG 
report, the Navy expressed strong objections to the IG findings 
citing numerous inaccuracies in technical and financial analyses 
due to incorrect assumptions and incomplete data. In fact the 
Navy did not concur with 19 out of 22 of the IG findings and 5 
out of 6 of the conclusions. We urge you to carefully review the 
Navy's rebuttal of the IG report before you draw any conclusions 
regarding further consolidation of Point Mugu activities. 

( 4 )  TRUE CONSOLIDATION AND JOINT SERVICING CAN BE ACHIEVED 
THROUGH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SOUTHWEST TEST AND TRAINING 
COMPLEX : 

In a 1993 Joint Chiefs of Staff Roles and Missions study, 
General Colin Powell noted that the facilities, land, sea and air 
space in the Southwestern United States have the potential to 
"create an unmatched, world-class infrastructure to meet training 
and test and evaluation needs well into the next centuryM and 
"provides the opportunity to divest ourselves of unnecessary 
infrastructure - -  duplicative jobs, ranges and  installation^.^^ 
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If the Southwest Test Range Complex, of which Point Mugu is an 
integral part, were implemented, three (3) of the four (4) 
Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group recommendations would 
effectively be realized and all three of the major Test and 
Evaluation Joint Cross Services Group alternatives would be 
incorporated. The Joint Service Southwest Test Range Complex has 
strong conceptual foundation in Air Force, Navy and JCS studies 
and is a feasible way of achieving both reduction of 
infrastructure and true cross servicing. We urge you to consider 
this alternative. 

We appreciate your consideration of these points. If we can 
provide any additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact us. 

Sincerely, 

ELTON GALLEGLY ANNE FEINSTEIN 
Member of Congress 

Member of Congress U.S. Senator 
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May 2, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 

COMMITTEES: 

RESOURCES 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 
NATIVE AMFRICANS AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 

CHAIRMAN 

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE. 

WESTERN HEMISPHERE AFFAIRS 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

JUDICIARY 

SUBCOMMITTEES. 
IMMIGRATION AND CLAIMS 

COURTS AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 

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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

It has come to my attention the BRAC is presently 
considering the addition of Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons 
Division, Point Mugu, California to the BRAC 95 closure or 
realignment list. Because of the significant impact such action 
would have in my congressional district, I urge you to consider 
the following factors carefully prior to rendering any final 
determination on the consideration of Point Mugu for closure. I 
am confident that after you have reviewed these items you will 
agree Point Mugu should be deleted from any further closure or 
realignment consideration. 

(1) HIGH MILITARY VALUE ACCORDED POINT MUGU: 

As an individual site, Point Mugu was ranked number two ( 2 )  
in military value among the Navy's sixty-four (64) technical 
centers. Point Muguts high ranking can be attributed primarily 
to the Point Mugu Sea Test Range and its associated test and 
evaluation activity. The Point Mugu Sea Test Range is the 
largest sea-based instrumented test and training range in the 
world. Because of its unique geography, DoD weapons tests and 
strategic support operations are performed at Point Mugu and 
cannot be accoinplished at any other Doll facility. The large 
expanse of the Sea Test Range becomes even more important as 
weapon system development evolves toward longer range weapons, 
stand off tactics and complex joint service operations. Navy and 
DoD imperatives place maximum value upon the retention of 
irreplaceable air, land and sea space. 

(2) ABSENT CLOSURE OF THE SEA RANGE, NO REAL CLOSURE OF 
FACILITIES CAN BE ACHIEVED THAT RESULT IN COST SAVINGS: 

The shore-based facilities at Point Mugu support the sea 
range test operations, the California Air National Guard and 
operations at Vandenberg Air Force Base. Under current 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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technology constraints, manned test operations must be physically 
co-located with the sea range. Test operations cannot be 
remotely operated without significant impact on the safe and 
efficient conduct of the tests. Therefore, unless the BRAC 
intends to close the sea range, certain facilities would 
necessarily have to remain open and staffed at Point Mugu. 

The only other way to achieve a reduction of infrastructure 
is to close the airstrip. However, this would also result in a 
significant negative impact on test operations in that the 
nearest airfield from which air test targets could fly is close 
to 200 miles away through congested air lanes. In addition, the 
large contingent of the California Air National Guard established 
at Point Mugu would be forced to relocate. Finally, emergency 
mobilization by the SeaBees at the Naval Construction Battalion 
at Port Hueneme would be greatly impaired without the adjacent 
runways. 

( 3 )  MAXIMUM CONSOLIDATION OF POINT MUGU FUNCTIONS HAS 
ALREADY BEEN ACHIEVED: 

As a result of BRAC 91 determinations, the Naval Air Warfare 
Center Weapons Division is already an integrated activity, with 
two sites at China Lake and Point Mugu. Personnel and functions 
are integrated at both locations. Contrary to the assertions of 
the DoD Inspector General Report (Test Facility Realignment, 
Rept. No. 94-123, June 8, 1994) no further consolidation is 
feasible or desirable. In its comprehensive response to the IG 
report, the Navy expressed strong objections to the IG findings 
citing numerous inaccuracies in technical and financial analyses 
due to incorrect assumptions and incomplete data. In fact the 
Navy did not concur with 19 out of 22 of the IG findings and 5 
out of 6 of the conclusions. I urge you to carefully review the 
Navy's rebuttal of the IG report before you draw any conclusions 
regarding further consolidation of Point Mugu activitiss. 

(4) TRUE CONSOLIDATION AND JOINT SERVICING CAN BE ACHIEVED 
THROUGH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SOUTHWEST TEST AND TRAINING 
COMPLEX : 

In a 1993 Joint Chiefs of Staff Roles and Missions study, 
General Colin Powell noted that the facilities, land, sea and air 
space in the Southwestern United States have the potential to 
"create an unmatched, world-class infrastructure to meet training 
and test and evaluation needs well into the next centuryu and 
"provides the opportunity to divest ourselves of unnecessary 
infrastructure - -  duplicative jobs, ranges and  installation^.^ 
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If the Southwest Test Range Complex, of which Point Mugu is an 
integral part, were implemented, three ( 3 )  of the four ( 4 )  
Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group recommendations would 
effectively be realized and all three of the major Test and 
Evaluation Joint Cross Services Group alternatives would be 
incorporated. The Joint Service Southwest Test Range Complex has 
strong conceptual foundation in Air Force, Navy and JCS studies 
and is a feasible way of achieving both reduction of 
infrastructure and true cross servicing. I urge you to consider 
this alternative. 

I appreciate your consideration of my views. If I can 
provide any additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

ELTON GALLEGLY 
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A1 Cornella w!?W 
Commissioner 

42-34 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

It has come to my attention the BRAC is presently 
considering the addition of Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons 
Division, Point Mugu, California to the BRAC 95 closure or 
realignment list. Because of the significant impact such action 
would have in my congressional district, I urge you to consider 
the following factors carefully prior to rendering any final 
determination on the consideration of Point Mugu for closure. I 
am confident that after you have reviewed these items you will 
agree Point Mugu should be deleted from any further closure or 
realignment consideration. 

(1) HIGH MILITARY VALUE ACCORDED POINT MUGU: 

As an individual site, Point Mugu was ranked number two (2) 
in military value among the Navy's sixty-four ( 6 4 )  technical 
centers. Point Muguts high ranking can be attributed primarily 
to the Point Mugu Sea Test Range and its associated test and 
evaluation activity. The Point Mugu Sea Test Range is the 
largest  sea-based instrumented test and training range in the 
world. Because of its unique geography, DoD weapons tests and 
strategic support operations are performed at Point Mugu and 
cannot be accomplished at any other DOE facility. The large 
expanse of the Sea Test Range becomes even more important as 
weapon system development evolves toward longer range weapons, 
stand off tactics and complex joint service operations. Navy and 
DoD imperatives place maximum value upon the retention of 
irreplaceable air, land and sea space. 

(2) ABSENT CLOSURE OF THE SEA RANGE, NO REAL CLOSURE OF 
FACILITIES CAN BE ACHIEVED THAT RESULT IN COST SAVINGS: 

The shore-based facilities at Point Mugu support the sea 
range test operations, the California Air National Guard and 
operations at Vandenberg Air Force Base. Under current 
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technology constraints, manned test operations must be physically 
co-located with the sea range. Test operations cannot be 
remotely operated without significant impact on the safe and 
efficient conduct of the tests. Therefore, unless the BRAC 
intends to close the sea range, certain facilities would 
necessarily have to remain open and staffed at Point Mugu. 

The only other way to achieve a reduction of infrastructure 
is to close the airstrip. However, this would also result in a 
significant negative impact on test operations in that the 
nearest airfield from which air test targets could fly is close 
to 200 miles away through congested air lanes. In addition, the 
large contingent of the California Air Nacional Guard established 
at Point Mugu would be forced to relocate. Finally, emergency 
mobilization by the SeaBees at the Naval Construction Battalion 
at Port Hueneme would be greatly impaired without the adjacent 
runways. 

(3) MAXIMUM CONSOLIDATION OF POINT MUGU FUNCTIONS HAS 
ALREADY BEEN ACHIEVED: 

As a result of BRAC 91 determinations, the Naval Air Warfare 
Center Weapons Division is already an integrated activity, with 
two sites at China Lake and Point Mugu. Personnel and functions 
are integrated at both locations. Contrary to the assertions of 
the DoD Inspector General Report (Test Facility Realignment, 
Rept. No. 94-123, June 8, 1 9 9 4 )  no further consolidation is 
feasible or desirable. In its comprehensive response to the IG 
report, the Navy expressed strong objections to the IG findings 
citing numerous inaccuracies in technical and financial analyses 
due to incorrect assumptions and incomplete data. In fact the 
Navy did not concur with 19 out of 22 of the IG findings and 5 
out of 6 of the conclusions. I urge you to carefully review the 
Navy's rebuttal of the IG report before you draw any conclusions 
regarding further consolidation of Point Mugu activities. 

(4) TRUE CONSOLIDATION AND JOINT SERVICING CAN BE ACHIEVED 
THROUGH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SOUTHWEST TEST AND TRAINING 
COMPLEX : 

In a 1993 Joint Chiefs of Staff Roles and Missions study, 
General Colin Powell noted that the facilities, land, sea and air 
space in the Southwestern United States have the potential to 
"create an unmatched, world-class infrastructure to meet training 
and test and evaluation needs well into the next century" and 
"provides the opportunity to divest ourselves of unnecessary 
infrastructure - -  duplicative jobs, ranges and  installation^.^ 
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If the Southwest Test Range Complex, of which Point Mugu is an 
integral part, were implemented, three (3) of the four (4) 
Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group recommendations would 
effectively be realized and all three of the major Test and 
Evaluation Joint Cross Services Group alternatives would be 
incorporated. The Joint Service Southwest Test Range Complex has 
strong conceptual foundation in Air Force, Navy and JCS studies 
and is a feasible way of achieving both reduction of 
infrastructure and true cross servicing. I urge you to consider 
this alternative. 

I appreciate your consideration of my views. If I can 
provide any additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerelv. 

ii%%ib@ Member of Congre s 
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The Honorable Elton Gallegly 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Gallegly: 

Thank you for expressing your support for the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons 
Division, Point Mugu, California. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secretary. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing at 930 AM on May 10, 1995 in the Hart 
Senate Office Building, Room 216 to consider any additions to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
installations to be closed or realigned. 

I look forward to working with your during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Anthony Beilenson 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Beilenson: 

Thank you for expressing your support for the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons 
Division, Point Mugu, California. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secretary. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a Cornmjssioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing at 9:30 AM on May 10, 1995 in the Hart 
Senate Otfice Building, Room 216 to consider any additions to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
installations to be closed or realigned. 

I look forward to working with your during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

Thank you for expressing your support for the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons 
Division, Point Mugu, California I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommmded by the Secretary. la order to 
have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing at 9:30 AM on May 10, 1995 in the Hart 
Senate Office Building, Room 216 to consider any additions to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
installations to be closed or realigned. 

I look forward to working with your during this &cult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 9, 1995 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (ReT) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

Thank you for expressing your support for the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons 
Division, Point Mugu, California. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secretary. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

The Commission wiU hold a public hearing at 9:30 AM on May 10, 1995 in the Hart 
Senate Office Building, Room 2 16 to consider any additions to the S e c r w  of Defense's list of 
installations to be closed or realigned. 

I look forward to working with your during this difFicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
CALIFORNIA 

JANE HARMAN 

2 May 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Alan: 

I was sad you were unable to join Reps. Horn, Tucker and me 
for dinner on the Queen Mary in Long Beach last week. We 
appreciated the opportunity to discuss in further detail our 
commitment to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard and the Los Angeles 
AFB. 

As a follow up, I enclose a copy of a recent letter coordinated 
by my office and sent to the Commission concerning Los Angeles 
AFB and allegations raised by supporters of Kirtland AFB. The 
bipartisan letter was signed by Governor Wilson, Senators Boxer and 
Feinstein, and sixteen Congressional Members representing districts 
in Los Angeles County. Los Angeles AFB is located in my 
congressional district, and any attempt to realign it would have 
overwhelming national security and economic costs. 

I will be calling you in the next few days to review the issue 
further. 

Regards, 

J e Harman &- 
Enclosure 

NOT PRINTED AT GOVERNMENT EXPENSE 

- 1 3  
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March 17, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite i425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Xr. Chairman: 

;qe are writing in stron- support of Los Angeles AFB and to 
express our concern over sev~zai issues that have been raised by 
the New Nexico Congressional 3elegation and other advocates of 
Kirtland AFB. 

XISSION CAN BEST BE ACHIEVED IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

As you may know, Los Angeles AFB's Space and Missile Systems 
Center is the nerve center for the acquisition and development of 
space-based support to our fighting forces. The Center is 
responsible for purchasing most Department of Defense satellites 
and rocket boosters and plays a vital role in our nation's 
military programs. 

Los Angeies AFB is also home to the Aerospace Corporation, a 
Federally Funded Research and Development Center that provides 
systems engineering support to a variety of U.S. national 
security space programs. Using unique, state-of-the-art tools, 
data collection and laboratories, Aerospace provides a full range 
of scientific and engineering talent for space systems, launch 
vehicles and ground stations. This unique and vital capability 
is not found elsewhere in the nation. 

Additionally, Southern California is the hub of the 
country's defense industry and is home to almost all major 
aerospace companies, as well as to several leading institutions 
of higher education with quality engineering schools. Los 
Angeles AFB's strategic location allows the Air Force and the 
Defense Department to work directly with nearby companies and 
production facilities, as well as access the research and 
manufacturing capabilities of the local population. This synergy 
assures maximum responsiveness to our national security needs. 

The expertise at Los Angeles AFB, both in personnel and 
materials, has been developed over four decades and cannot be 
dupiicated or transferred to any other location without incurring 
tremendous human ana economic costs. Furthermore, a closure or 
realignment of Los Angeles AFB would cause an unacceptable 
disruption of the Defense Department's critical space and missile 
9rogram. 
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CLOSING LOS ANGELES AFB IS NEITHER COST-EFFECTIVE NOR PRACTIC..L 

In addition to the adverse national security implications of 
a Los Angeles AFB closure, it clearly does not make fiscal sense 
to close the base. As the enclosed chart indicates: 

* it would cost almost twice as much to close Los Angeles 
AFB as it would to realign Kirtland AFB ($450 million vs. 
S277.5 million); 

* the Air Force wouid save more than three times as much by 
realigning Kirtland AFB as it would by closing Los Angeles 
AFB ($464.5 million vs. $142 million); 

* recurring annual savings would be substantially higher at 
Kirtland AFB than at Los Angeles AFB (362 million vs. 950  
million) ; and 

* savings would be recouped quicker at Kirtland AFB than at 
Los Angeles AFB (3 years vs. 10 years). 

The fiscal advantage of Los Angeles AFB over Kirtland AFB is 
clear, but we also understand that it is not feasible to close 
Los Angeles AFB and move its assets to Kirtland AFB. Apparently, 
there are severe capacity and environmental restrictions at 
Kirtland AFB that would make the consolidation of Los Angeles AFB 
-- or other Air Force assets -- at Kirtland AFB practically 
impossible. 

We agree with Pentagon leaders who say that any comparison 
of Kirtland AFB with Los Angeles AFB does not make sense. 
Secretary of the Air Force Sheila Widnall has stated that 
comparing Kirtland AFB with Los Angeles AFB is simply "flawed". 
Additionally, at a recent hearing before the Commission, Deputy 
Secretary of Defense John Deutch said that Los Angeles AFB is not 
a closure substitute for Kirtland AFB. 

LOS ANGELES AFB: ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE AND QUALITY OF LIFE 

In addition to its value to U.S. national security, Los 
Angeles AFB is also an extremely important part of the ~alifornia 
economy. The base generates $9.4 billion in economic activity in 
California alone. The closure of Los Angeles AFB would have a 
negative -npact not only on the military and civilian 3ersonnel 
who work ;n base, but also on the tens-of-thousands or contractor 
personnel who rely on the base for their economic livelihood. 
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Nhile concerns save been raised in the past about the 
quality of life at Los Angeles AFB -- specifically adequate and 
affordable housing -- these concerns have been satisfactorily 
addressed. The State of California and the Los Angeles Unified 
School District have provided the Air Force with 20 acres of land 
at nearby Fort MacArthur for housing purposes and Congress 
recently appropriated funding for new units. 

Lt. General Lester Lyles, Commander of the Space and Xissile 
Systems Center, recently said: 

"...things have dramatically improved in L.A. For the first 
time, we have military housing in L.A. that the Secretary of 
the Air Force, our Chief of Staff, and a Chief Master 
Sergeant of the Air Force have all characterized as a 
'inodel' for the rest of our service...." 

Furthermore, General Yates, Commander of Air Force Materiel 
Command, wrote in a March 6 letter that these actions have 
"vastly improved the ho*~sing situation and the quality of life 
for the men and women assigned to Los Angeles AFB...." 

CONCLUSION 

We cannot over-emphasize the importance of Los Angeles AFB 
to U.S. national security, as well as to the State of California. 
The base is a unique and vital military asset to the Air Force, 
and is truly a critical military resource. Any comparison of Los 
Angeles AFB with Kirtland AFB simply does not make sense, from a 
military or fiscal perspective. 

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
,/-- 

n 
/---- - 

l d - - & A  -,LhYv-L t , 4 -J, ' -  *- - ,/-. Lr 

Pete Wilson, Governor Dianne Feinstein, U.S.S. /' - 
-4 

cl * .  n -  
/ d l ,  '. z y X  - , /&- ;..\ 

d 

BarDara aoxer, U.S.S., 
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S t e ~ h e n  Horn, '1. C .  

Walter R .  Tucker, 111, X.C.  

- 

Edward R .  Royce, X.C. 

rC 

. !4atthew G .  X a r t i n e z , ' ~ : ~ . '  / 1' Maxine Waters, 31. C. 
/ C " 

/ ~ ~ L L L  
Anthony C. 3 e i l e n s o n ,  Y . C .  

u w k  *.,/f C L - -  

X a v i e r  Becer ra  , ;I. C. 

3 a v i d  Dreier,  :I.C. 

c, 

Esteban Edward To r res ,  : I .  C .  

/ 

d 

L u c i  JJe R y b a l - A L ~ M ~ ,  ;4.C. 
d 
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KIRTLAND AFB VS. LOS MGELES AFB 

130ST COMPARISON 

* It would cost almost twice as much to close Los Angeles AFB as it would to 
realign Kirtland AFB (S450M vs. $ 2 7 7 3 4 ) ;  

/ 
1 
I 
1 
I 

/ 

* The Air Force would save more than three times as much bv realigning Kirtland 
AFB as it would by closing Los Angeles AFB (S464.5M vs. S142M); 

* Recurring annual savings would be substantially higher at ffirtland AFB than at 
Los Angeles AFB (S62M vs. S50M); 

/ KIRTL.mIl 1 LOS A'GELES 1 

* Savings would be recouped quicker at Kirtland AFB than at Los Angeles AFB 
(3  years vs. 10 years); 

ONE TIME COSTS / $277.5 M 

NET COSTS/SAVINGS1 +S158.8 M 

.After six year impiementation period. 

- liter six year impiementation period. 

: 
Szt  costs/savings after 20 years. 

$450 M 
t 

4375.8 M 
' 1, 

RECURRING SAVINGSL [ S62 M / $50 M I 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 1 3 years 1 10 years 

NET PRESENT VALUE' save $464.5 M / save S 142 M I I 
L 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
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May 8, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA tRET) 
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jane Harman 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Harman: 

Thank you for the letter, signed by a number of your colleagues in the California 
Congressional delegation, as well as the Governor, and both Senators, in support of Los Angeles 
Air Force Base. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secretary. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing at 9:30 AM on May 10, 1995 in the Hart 
Senate Office Building, Room 216 to consider any additions to the Secretary of Defense's Hst of 
installations to be closed or realigned. 

I look forward to working with your during this diflicult and challenging process. I regret 
I was not able to meet with you and the other Loo Angeles area Members of Congress on April 
27, during the Long Beach Naval Shipyard base visit. It was good to see you, however, at the 
regional hearing in San Francisco. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I 
can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 



EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 
I 



San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
141 56 Magnolia Blvd., Suite 103, Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 . (81 8) 907- 1664 . FAX (818) 784- 1 187 

COVERNlNG BOARD April 28, 1995 
President 
Terry Dipple 
San Dimas 
Vice President 
Beatrice LaPisto-Kirtley 
Bradbury 
Treasurer/Auditor 
Algird Leiga 
Claremont 

Boyd Condie 
Alhambra 
Barbara Kuhn 
Arcadia 
Cristina Madrid 
Azusa 
Fidel Vargas 
Baldwin Park 

Thomas O'Leary 
Covina 
Eileen Ansari 
Diamond Bar 
John Fasana 
Duarte 
Patricia Wallach 
El Monte 
Manuel Garcia 
Industry 
Joseph Tapia 
lrwindale 

Thomas Harvey 
La Verne 
Lara Blakely 
Monrovia 
Fred Balderrama 
Monterey Park 
Kathryn Nack 
Pasadena 
Nell Soto 
Pomona 
Robert Bruesch 
Rosemead 
Harry Baldwin 
San Gabriel 
Bernard LeSage 
San Marino 
James Hester 
Sierra Madre 
Harry Knapp 
South Pasadena 
Jack lsett 
Walnut 
Steve Herfert 
West Covina 
Glenn Southard (Ex Officio) 
City Managers' TAC 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR/ 
SECRETARY 

David Smith 
Ken Spiker And Associates, Inc. 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The Governing Board of the San Gabriel Valley Council Of 
Governments (SGVCOG) adopted the attached resolution 
supporting the continued operation of the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard and all other military facilities in the Southern 
California area at its meeting of April 20, 1995. 

ours, 

Terr e 
president 

akm 
Attachment 



RESOLUTION NO. 95-2 

A RESOLUTION OF THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE SAN GABRIEL 
VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (SGVCOG) SUPPORTING THE 
CONTINUED OPERATIONS OF THE LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD AND 
OTHER SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA MILITARY FACILITIES 

WHEREAS, the State of California has endured billions of 
dollars of losses through a disproportionate share of Department of 
Defense closures as mandated by the Federally appointed Base 
Closures and Realignment Commissions in 1988, 1991 and 1993; and 

WHEREAS, it has been documented that the State of California 
has suffered more than its share of economic devastation during the 
current worldwide recession, and will be the last of the states to 
shows signs of a positive recovery; and 

WHEREAS, the State of California has sustained both human and 
natural disasters in recent years from earthquakes in San Francisco 
and Los Angeles areas, fires in Northern and Southern California, 
and from the civil unrest in the greater Los Angeles area; and 

WHEREAS, the State of California through its world pre- 
eminence in the technologies of earth and space travel, military 
defense systems and interglobal communications has been the free 
world's greatest guarantor of peace through strength of leadership; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Southern California region has suffered 
significant job losses due to federally mandated base closures in 
1991-1993; and 

WHEREAS, 970 private sector businesses will be affected by the 
closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the San Gabriel Valley 
Council Of Governments, a joint powers authority comprised of 
twenty-five member cities in the San Gabriel Valley, supports the 
continued operations of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard and all other 
military facilities in the Southern California region and will 
transmit this resolution to the President of the United States and 
the members of the State of California Congressional delegation in 
Washington, D.C.; and 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Terry Dipple 
President 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
141 56 Magnolia Boulevard, Suite 103 
Sherman Oaks, California 9 1423 

Dear Mr. Dipple: 

Thank you for forwardiig to the Commission a copy of resolution number 95-02 adopted 
by the Governing Board of the San Gabriel Valley CounciI of Govenunents regarding Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

I look forward to working with you during this dif£icult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
Office of the Assessor 

ROGER G. F. FONG, ASSESSOR 
LOWELL L. BOWMAN, ASSISTANT ASSESSOR 

April 24, 1995 

Hon. Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to request that you keep McClellan Air Force Base open. 

As the high-tech depot in the Department of Defense, McClellan Air Force Base 
is in an excellent position to support America's future military forces. 

Pentagon leaders, including General John Shalikashvili, acknoweldge that 
future conflicts will be increasingly dependent on technological advances. The 
high-tech "smart" bomb nature of the Persian Gulf War gave us a glimpse of 
these advances. As General Shalikashvili pointed out, the Gulf War "showed a 
snapshot of this revolution in progress." 

McClellan's microelectronics capabilities, advanced composite technologies, 
large and small radar applications, electro-optics "night vision" program, and 
electronic warfare systems expertise make our base even more important for 
our nation's military requirements in the future. Therefore, McClellan should not 
only stay open, its missions should be expanded as part of BRAC '95. 

McClellan Air Force Base has the bipartisan support of the entire Sacramento 
Community. We urge you to preserve this irreplaceable national asset. 

Sincerely, 

QLdk< 
ROGER G.F. FONG 
ASSESSOR 

tml 

700 H Street Sacramento, California 9581 4 Telephone (91 6) 440-5261 FAX (91 6) 440-5669 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B .  D A V I S ,  USAF ( R E T )  

May 5 ,  1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. M O N T O Y A ,  USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA IRET) 
WEND1 L O U I S E  STEELE 

The Honorable Roger G. F. Fong 
Assessor, County of Sacramento 
700 H Street 
Sacramento, California 95 8 14 

Dear Assessor Fong: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission expressing your support for 
McClellan Air Force Base. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendation regarding McCIellan Air Force 
Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this &cult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Mr. Paul Dixon 
Chairperson 
BRAC '95 Commission 
Suite 125 
1700 North Moore Street 
Washington DC 20009 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

This letter is written to request the assistance of the Commission in a matter of 
importance to the Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPA). 

As you may know, our efforts in redeveloping this former Air Force Base have 
resulted in recognition by the National Association of Installation Developers, 
from whom we were awarded the Base-Of-TheYear and also the Developer- 
Of-The-Year honors at their annual conference in Charleston, South Carolina 
last Fall. 

Over the past 2 years, we have created over 5,000 jobs by developing more 
than 5 million square feet of new construction on and around the Axport. 
Some of the companies now located at Rickenbacker include SpiegeUEddie 
Bauer, Whirlpool, Siemens, AT&T, Seagate, Federal Express, United Parcel 
Service, Southern Air Transport, and many more. A 2,000-acre annexation 
adjoining the Airport, an active foreign trade zone program, a new State 
highway expansion and relocation planned at the main entrance, and other 
ongoing projects have exponentially increased development pressure in the 
Airport area. In addition, units of the Air National Guard, Army National 
Guard, Army Reserve, and Naval Reserve will continue to own property and 
operate at the Airport. The net effect of all this activity is a shortage of space. 

We are in particular need of additional expansion property for air cargo 
operations. A 25-acre airside complex, conveyed to the Navy by the Air Force 
12 years ago, lies in the path of this expansion as illustrated on the accompany- 
ing map. The Naval Reserve units which occupy this property do not use the 
airfield. A skeleton weekday staff oversees the facility, and typical weekend 
use involves approximately 175-225 reservists. 

FalCKENBACKER INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
--.- - 
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Over the past 4 years, RPA has consistently requested appropriate agencies and representatives from 
all service branches to collaborate and consolidate all military units into a single contiguous area, but 
this has not occurred. Without any other means for accessing this valuable aviation property, we have 
no choice but to request that the Commission relocate the Naval Reserve Center elsewhere on the 
Airport, preferably adjacent to the Air National Guard cantonment area or Army National Guard 
enclave. Several existing buildings slated for disposal could be used to provide billeting, dining, 
storage, office, classroom, and other uses as needed. Naval Reserve use of these facilities could be 
achieved by long-term leases at a nominal rate, "exclusive use" agreements, exchange of equivalent- 
value property, or other arrangements as necessary to achieve an acceptable low-cost or no-cost 
solution to meet the Navy's budget, timing, current needs, and fbture plans. 

This action could benefit all parties. The Naval Reserve Center's important multi-state mission could 
be enhanced through consolidation and improved quality of facilities. The Port Authority could gain 
access to valuable airside property for creation of approximately 200-300 full-time aviation-related 
jobs. The federal government could gain operating efficiencies through tri-service sharing of security, 
parking, dining, medical, billeting, drill, recreation, utilities, and other facilities. The BRAC 95 
Commission could be the last foreseeable opportunity for a win-win solution to this cumbersome 
issue, by incorporating the relocation of the Naval Reserve Center under the current realignment and 
disposal process. 

We invite the Commission to hold a regional hearing in the Rickenbacker area on the subject of 
relocating the Naval Reserve or to send a subcommittee for a hands-on analysis of the issues. 

Please feel free to contact Tom Rumora, our base closure and reuse planning coordinator, at 614- 
492-2427 to arrange your visit or for additional information. Thank you for examining this important 
matter which affects the future economic viability of the Rickenbacker International Airport. 

Sincerely, 

i // 

cc: 
U. S. Congresswoman Deborah Pryce 
U.S. Congressman John Kasich 
Arlene Shoemaker, President, Franklin County Board of Commissioners 
Dorothy Teater, Franklin County Board of Commissioners 
Dewey Stokes, Franklin County Board of Commissioners 
N. Victor Goodman, Chairperson, Rickenbacker Port Authority Board of Directors 
Rear Adm. Thomas Hall, Chief of Naval Reserve 
Rodney Coleman, Ass't Sec'y of the Air Force for Manpower, 

Reserve Affairs, Installations, and Environment 

R I C K E N B A C K E R  I N T E R N A T I O N A L  AIRPORT'  
2365 Fred Haise Avenue Columbus, Ohio 43217-1232 614-491-1401 Fax: 614-4331-6662 



Jimmy Dishner, Deputy Ass't Sec'y of the Air Force, Installations 
Joshua Gottbaum, Ass't Secretary of Defense, Economic Security 
B/Gen. John Smith, 121st ARW, Ohio Air National Guard 
B/Gen. Steve Martin, Ohio Army National Guard 
Col. Bill Zieber, United States Property and Fiscal Officer 
Cmdr. Tandy Brannan, Naval Reserve Center Columbus 
Pamela Doyle, Dept. of Defense, Office of Economic Adjustment 
Mary Jagiello, Federal Aviation Administration 
Rick McQuiston, Dept. of Defense, Base Transition Office 

R I C K E N B A C K E R  I N T E R N A T I O N A L  A I R P O R T  
2365 Fred Haise Avenue Columbus, Ohio 4321 7-1 232 614-491-1 401 0 Fax: 61 4-491 -0662 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 16,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Lawrence D. Garrison 
Executive Director 
Rickenbacker Port Authority 
Rickenbacker International Airport 
2365 Fred Haise Avenue 
Columbus, Ohio 432 17- 1232 

Dear Mr. Garrison: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission convene a hearing in the 
Columbus, Ohio area to consider relocating the Naval Reserve Center on Rickenbacker 
Intermtional Airport. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is charged with making an 
independent assessment of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations for base closures and 
realignments. Your request of the Commission to relocate a Naval Reserve unit at Rickenbacker 
International Airport to another site at the airport does not f d  within the statutory authority of 
the Commission. Any decision to relocate on site would have to be made by the Navy. 

Please feel fiee to contact the Commission if you believe we can be of service in the 
future. 

Sincerely, 
w 
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April 27, 1995 

Commissioner S. Lee I<ling 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

During your visit to  Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, you 
requested comparative data among the NAWCs on cost and productivity. You also 

l o  I N  requested information on the differential charge rates by typs of emp!oyee. The 
attached memo provides the best information we currently have. 

I N D I A N A P O L I S  

You wil l  note that if lndianapolis were able to  charge Navy customers based on its 
o w n  cost structure, i ts labor rate would be far below the Aircraft Division (AD) 
average. Of course, if lndianapolis were not in the average, the stabilized rate for 
the AD would be much higher. 

H E R M A N  
Cost differences reflect productivity differences. The only comparative measure 

K A H N available, the ratio of direct charge man-years to  total man-years (direct plus G&A 

C E N T E R  
plus productive overhead), shows the clear lndianapolis advantage in the AD. 

P.O. BOX 26-919 
We were unable t o  provide quality and cycle time comparisons. lndianapolis is the 
only NAVdC site which has implemented a full-scale, tailored version of the 

I N D I A N A P O L I S  Baldridge criteria, which is used by management to  benchmark internal processes 

I N D I A N A  
and customer satisfaction. 

In the very near future, we will be providing you and your colleagues on the BCRC a 
4 6 2 2 6  

draft action plan for our privatization proposal. This plan will demonstrate how we 
3 1 7  - 5  4 5  - I 0 0 0  expect t o  implement the preliminary business plan presented to  the Commission at 

the Chicago hearings. 
3 1  7 - 5 4 5 - 9 6 3 9  

( F A X )  Thanks again for your interest in the Indianapolis proposal. 

M 0 N  T  R E  A  @'private Sector Chair 
, , , , , ds City of lndianapolis NAWC Task Force 

Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute 

Attachment: Comparative cost and productivity data for the AD. 

S H A P I N G  T H E  F U T U R E  



Data Request for Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis 
(NAWCADI) 

1. Provide data showing the NA WCADI 
cost advantage within the Aircraft Division 

The Composite AD Stabilized Rate (per hour) 
charged to Navy/DoD Customers $68.56 $71.82 

The Indianapolis Stabilized Rate if calculated 
on a site specific basis would be: $61.81 $62.78 

2. What is the breakdown of change rates used? 

Breakdown of the Composite AD 
Stabilized Rate: 

Program Management 
Contracts 
Logistics 
Engmeering 
Industrial 
Corporate Operations 
Shore Station Management 

Hourly 
$71.41 
$50.28 
$71.41 
$71.41 
$49.30 
$41.13 
$41.13 

Man Year 
$125K 

$88K 
$125K 
$125K 
$86K 
$72K 
$72K 

3 .  Demonstrate the NA WADIproductivity advantage: 

Productivity Ratio [Direct workyearsITota1 workyears (Where total equals 
Direct plus G&A plus Productive Overhead)]: 

(thru 3 1 Jan) 
FY 94 FY 95 

Indianapolis 62.3 63.9 
Lakehurst 61 .O 58.8 
Pax River 52.7 42.8 
Trenton 51.5 N/A 
Warmins t er 56.2 49.7 
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DAVID E. BONIOR 
1 OTH DISTRICT, MICHIGAN 

WASHINQTON OFFICE: 
2207 RAY~URN OFFICE BUILD IN^ 

WASHINQTON, DC 2051 5 
TEL.: (202) 225-21 06 
FAX (202) 226-1 169 

TTY AVAILABLE 

May 2,1995 

HOME Orf cts 
50 NORTH WAI NUT, SUITE 305 

MI CLLMLNB, MI 48043 
TFL.: (3 13) 469-3232 
FAX (31 3)  468-7966 

l T Y  AVAILAEJLE 
526 WATER STRFFT 

PORT HURON. MI 48060 
TLL 087-8880 
FAX AVAICNII.L 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing on behalf of the Save Our Selfridge Committee 
which would like to schedule a meedng with members of the BKAC 
Commission. I understand the Cornmissioncrs will be in Washington, 
D.C. on May 10, 1995, and I would like to request a meeting with 
those commissioners we were not able to see in Chicago at the 
hearing or during the site visit at Selfi-idge. Three or four members 
of the SOS Committee would like to come to Washington to meet with 
Commissioner Montoya, Commissioner Davis or Commissioner Cox. 

The community would like to have an opportunity to meet with 
the Commissioners so they c a n  present them with facts they believe 
will demonstrate why Selfridge should be rcmovcd from the closurc~ 
List. Members of the SOS Committee arc also looking forward to 
hearing what the Commission may have learned from the 
Government Accounting Office, 

Thanks for your consideration, not only of this request, but  
throughout thls process. If you believe a meedng might be possible, 
please have someone from your staff contact Chris tine Koch in my 
district office at 8 10-469-3232 to make arrangements. 

Sincerely, 

at David E. nlor 
Member of Congress 

THIS STA'IIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED f lOERS 
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The Air FOrQe action, through the Base ~ealignment and Closure 
commission (BRACC), to remove EC testing from Eglin could be a 
case of fraud, waste, and abuse. The cumulative cost increase to 
the ~ i r  Force exoeeds $ 5 0 0  million dollars in FY95 constant 
dollars over 2 0  years. The inorease aost of EC testing in the 
West and the loat capabilities in the plannea consolidation of 
Air Force EC test facilities will inevitably result in less 
testing and increased risks to Warfighters and weapon system 
development. The cost to the aircrews in peacetime and in combat 
will only become apparent too late to correct the error. T h e  
probable increased combat losses to warriors and equipment oannot 
be estimated here, but any increase is too much and inexcusable. 
Significant program development costs have been omitted. These 
omissions appear to be intentional so that a predetormined 
decieion by key Air Foroe officials can be justified by erroneous 
data. To avoid this costly error, the EMTE move must be stopped 
and full funding restored to continue maintenance, operation, and 
moderni8ation of the EMTE. Without this funding, Air Forcc 
readiness can be gravely degraded. 

The Air Force submittal to the BRACC has cost: estimates for a 
one-time aost  to implement the Electromagnetic T e s t  Environment 
(EMTE) relocation to Nellis ~ i r  Force Base ( A F B )  at $ 2 . 2  million, 
an implementation savings of $6.3 million, and a recurring 
savings after implementation of $2.6 million per year. The 
estimated return on investment over 20 years is stated to be 
$31.4 million ( F Y 9 5  constant dollars) . These BRACC cost 
submiesions have serious omissions and lack reality. The 
submission aadresses moving eight EMTE ground-based systems and 
two airborne systema. The eight systems in the BRACC submission 
were only "typical systemslt. The actual eight were not 
identified at the time. 

Reality is m i l i t a r y  construction costs for the non-transportable 
systemsr new buildings for the EMTE move is $4.5 million. Other 
aonstruction costs for transportable s y s t e m s  i s  another $ 1 . 3  
million. ~ s t i r n a t e d  costs for tear-down, move, and set-up is 
another $7 million. The nonrecurring, cumulative implementation 
cost of $12.8 million refleats an error in the BRACC submission 
of over $10.6 million. Even using the $6.3 million 
implementation savings indicated in the BRACC submission, a 
deficit of $4.6 million still results, No cost savings can 
accrue from the EMTE move. 

The stated cost savings in the BRACC submission does not 
aorrectly portray the recurring cost outlay for the future 
operation and maintenanae of the systems. ( T h e  Electronic Combat 
( E C )  Process Action Team (PAT) was appointed by Air Force 



  ate rial Command (AFMC) to study, over several months, the 
feasibility of moving Eglints Ec aapability West and providing 
recommendations to senior Air Force 02ficial~. The annual 
recurring costs, estimated by the EC PAT, were approximately $3 
million to operate and maintain only eight of the EMTE systems in 
the west. The annual $2.6 million savings quoted in the BRACC 
submission appears to represent only the deletion of the EMTE 
funding required to annually operate and maintain the entire 
EMTE. It would appear that the entire EMTE can be operated and 
maintained for about the erne  c o s t  as o n l y  eight systems in the 
West. Therefore, the  $31.4 millioh savings estimated in the 
BRACC submission may actually be a significant cost increase 
depending on the assumptions. 

When other cost factors are included, the cost of the EMTE move 
becomes prohibitive. The BRACC Air Force submission projected 
the annual savings for 20 years. Projecting the cost increase 
per typical EC test mission in the West for 2 0  years yields a 
cost  increase of $468 million in FY95 constant dollars. By 
closing the EMTE to EC testing, the added 20 year cost for tanker 
support is $72 million, prime contractor support is $80 million, 
and keeping China Lake instead of the EMTE is $50 million. Not 
included here are the added costs of simulator development, Air 
warfare Center (AWC) and Air Foroe Special Operation Command 
(AFSOC) deployments, and increased operation and maintenance 
costs in the West. 

These omissions were discussed in EC PAT meetings with users, but 
were still omitted, One can only wonder if these omissions were 
intentional to skew the cost and impacts in favor of the move. 
Further activities that support this theory are the activities by 
the same people who caused the omissions. Additional EMTE 
systems are now being added to the move West. The current number 
of EMTE systems being identified to move is 17. The people 
behind this are in AFMC and apparently have little regard for 
either of AWC and AF8OC mission requirements or added costs 
burdens. There is ample evidence that some key AFMC personnel 
are consciously withholding critical data from senior officials 
to get bad decisions that will benefit special interests. 

The ~ i r  Force action, through the BRACC, to remove EC testing 
from Eglin could be a case of fraud, waste, anti abuse. The 
cumulative cost increase to the Air Force exceeds $500 million 
dollar8 in FY95 constant dollars over 20 years. The increase 
cost of EC testing in the West and the lost capabilities in the 
planned aonsolidation of Air Force EC test facilities will 
inevitably result in less testing and increased risks. The cost 
to the aircrews in peacetime and in combat will only become 



apparent too late to correot t h e  error. The probable increased 
combat losses  to warriors and equipment Cannot be estimated here, 
but any i n c r e a s e  i s  too muah and inexcusable. To avoid this 
aostly error, the EMTE move must be Stopped and f u l l  funding 
restored to  cont inue  maintenanae, operation, and modernization of 
the EMTE. Without this funding, ~ i r  Force readiness con be 
gravely degraded. 

The following disaussion addresses questions and answers to flaws 
in the BRACC submissien analyt iaa l  process. 

1. What is the added cost to the EC program offices to support 
tests in the West? What is the added cost to support this work 
load or the revised workload increase estimate? How many 
missions would be flown at Eglin AFB? 

Answer: A t  one time, the EC PAT identified an additional 900 
missions per year to support the added work test load in the West 
at an additional $26,000 minimum per mission added cost for the 
F-15 TEWS. Assuming this increase applied to the typical test in 
the West (some will be higher or lower), the total cost increase 
could be $23,400,000 per year for $468 million over 20 years. 

2. What is the cost of the additional tanker support p e r  
mission? 

Answer: A conservative estimate for flight testing j e t - s  is $ 1 0 0 0  
per engine. A tanker has four engines. Then $4000 times 900 
missions is $3.6 million or $72 million over 2 0  years. 

3. How much more will program office prime contractor support 
costs increase due to delays in testing In the West? 

Answer: A conservative estimate for Prime Contractor support is 
$100,000 per person per year. A test initially requiring 14 
missions but obtaining a 50% non-productivity rate becomes a 2 1  
mission test. Out West, it is not unusual to fly once per week 
and not receive data u n t i l  six months later. That would mean 
paying the Prime Contractor f o r  about 3/4s of a ye.ar or $75,000 
per person. For the same test at Eglin, the missions would be 
completed in 21 weeks. Data would be provided in an additional 
f o u r  weeks, This 25 weeks equates to about halt a year which 
would result in $50,000 per person per test. The difference of 
$25,000 per Prime Contractor per test times f'our persons per 
contractor test team is $100,000 per test. From above, take 900 
missions and divide by 21 missions per test yialds about 40 tests 
total per year. Then 40 multiplied by $100,000 is $4,000,000 



more per year in Prime Contractor costs or $80 million over 20 
years.  

4 .  What will be the cost to bring the Western test ranges up t.o 
EMTE standards? 

Answer: undetermined, but it will not be cheap. It will involvc 
infrastructure investments, military construction projects, 
better Time-Space-Position Information (TSPT) and 
instrumentation. Senior Air Force officials' statements that 
they are equivalent or better is unsubstantiated. TJsers indicate 
severe inadequacies in supporting tests in the West. A key p o i n t  
here is that more Systems on an open-ai r  range does not makc it 
better, but it does make it more expensive to operdte and 
maintain. Linking facilities and virtual reality are ncw 
technologies which promise to make large open-air f l i g h t  test 
ranges obsolete. When this happens, the EMTE becomes thc range 
of choice from a technical and cost perspective. Most flight 
test secure testing could be performed in aircratt s i z c d  a n e c h o i c  
chambers. 

5 .  What is the cost of added resources and infra~tructure to the 
West tu support EC testing? 

Answer: Undetermined, but it will not be cheap. Most, if not 
all, investments in the West will cost more than at Eglin due in 
part to regional economies. 

6. When was the Air Force BRACC estimate prepared and by whom? 

Answer: The best knowledge available indicates it was done after 
both the Board of Directors (BOD) and EC PAT failed to justify a 
cost savings to move Eglinrs EC test capability West. It appears 
that there are people who will keep restudying these issues until 
they get the answer they want. These recurring studies impugn 
the integrity of the BRACC process by the Air Force's l e a d e r s h i p  
because it is this misled leadership that has d i r - e c t c d ,  
participated i n ,  and sponsored the UHACC submlsslon. Tho UOD a n d  
the EC PAT findings were supposed to be correct and beyond 
reproach. The BRACC submission is different enough to cast a 
shadow of a cover up and/or incompetence somewhere in t h e  
process. 

7 .  What is the added cost to accomplish the same test in the 
West as on the EMTE due to the added inefficiencies of testing in 
the West? 



Answer: Answers to questions 1 and 3 above are approximations 
that incorporate only the higher cost for labor and resources and 
data processing lags while assuming equally efficient conduct ot 
the missions. Testing EC in the West is not as efficient as 
testing EC at Eglin. A likely scenario is after the s i x  months 
wait for data, the tester finds part-to-all of the test data is 
unusable. The options are more testing or inconc l u s i v e  results. 
That yields either increased test costs or wasted money. Testers 
have come to Eglin to collect the data they were unable to In the 
West. Where will they go now? 

8. What is the cost and impact to the warfighter? 

Answer: Loss of life or equipment (aircraft), capture ( P O W s ) ,  or 
mission f a i l u r e  are the most serious. Other costs and impacts to 
the warfighter include: increased test costs, less training time 
available because of increased inefficiencies in tcstinq, loss of 
surge capabilities, loss of AFSOC security for deployments to 
hostile areas, and less certainty of the outcome in combat. 

9. How many of the Air Combat Command's (ACC) AWC, AFSOC, and 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AF'OTEC) 
personnel currently located at Eglin AF'B will eventually move 
West to support EC testing there? How much will that cost? 

Answer: The Air Force would have you believe 1.ittl~-to-none. 
Faced with the cost increases cited above, what alternative is 
there but to move large segments of the AWC and AFSOC to the 
West? The costs will probably include a Military Construction 
Project (MCP) as a minimum. There remains the question of how 
many key civilians will not transfer. 

I do not believe the BRACC c o s t  justification to move EC West 
fully considered question& such those mentioned above. 

Other inadequately considered faators  are: 

1. If Eglin's EC systems move, what EC testinq would remaln and 
would it be able to support the AWC and AFSOC? 

Anawer: The move would mean that Eglin could no longer support 
the EC needs of the AWC and AFSOC. It would adversely impact 
their capability to support contingencies, increase t h e i r  costs 
and schedules to test and train, result in lost combat capability 
in response time, and reduce surge capabilities and security. 

2. What useful data was (and was not) made available to testers 
at ~ g l i n  and out West during Desert Shield/Storm? 



Anawer: Eglin was able to supply most of the test data rcquircd 
prior to Desert Storm. AFSOC personnel have said privately that 
they did not get their western test data until a f t e r  the war. 

3. What new threat systems became available at Eglin and in the 
West, during Desert Shield, were instrumented, used, and produced 
available and usable d a t a  for EC testing prior to Desert Storm? 

Answer: Eglin acquired two new threat systems during Desert 
Shield and had them fully instrumented and producing data p r i o r  
to t h e  war. One of these threats was available in the West 
and to the best of our knowledge is still not usable to support 
DT&E testing. 

4 .  Where is the Air Force BRACC analysis that shows how the Air 
Force plans to de-conflict issues dealing with air space, 
facilities, frequencies (and frequency interference) for both 
testing and training in the West? 

Answer: Do not know of any, It probably e x i s t s  as verbal 
responses that are of the " t r u s t  me" by Western folks. 

5 .  Where is the Air Force BRACC analysis that identifies thc 
impact o f  increased testing in the West? Can the exist:ing 
facilities absorb the increased workload? 

Answer: DO not know of any thorough analysis. The Air Force may 
say the EC PAT or BOD s t u d y  did i t ,  but t h e y  d i d  not.. T h e  
analysis was a "trust me" by the Western folks. 

6. Where is the Air Force BRACC a n a l y s i s  t h a t  considers the 
cost, advantages, and disadvantages of moving Western LC test 
facilities to Eglin? 

Answer: The BOD study showed the Department of Defense ( D U D )  
could save $50 million by consolidating China Lake at Eglin. It 
did not address consolidating Nellis Complex assets at E g l ~ n  or 
C h i n a  Lake. 

7 ,  Where is the Joint Service BRACC analysis for consolidating 
EC testing? 

Answer: The BOD study showed the DOD could save $50 mi 1 l iori by 
consolidating China Lake at Eglin. It did not dddress 
consolidating Nellis Complex assets at Eglin or China Lake. A 
later inter-servicing study that was i n i t i a t e d  under RRACC by 
Navy proponents was indicating similar resU1t.s. It showed t h a t  



Eglints EC test capability was superior to China 1 ,ake t s  in 
capacity, technical capability, and was more cost effective. 

8. Where is the long term environmental impact study to support 
the decision t o  move EC testing West? 

Answer: Do not think there is one, but the Western ranges 
consist of large sections of privately owned land and are subject 
to reclamation through unfriendly environmental lawsuits by the 
owners or other parties. Eglin owns its land test areas. 

9 .  The EC PAT prepared the P-Plan that stated ~glin's EC labor 
positions and responsibilities would be transferred to Edwards 
AFB. What evidence was provided to the BKACC that the Air Force 
EC testing needs can be better served by relocating Eglin's EC 
test positions and responsibilities at Edwards AFB? 

Answer: None known. The EgLin EC move to Edwards AE'B is to save 
Edwards. There is no other viable reason. T h c  Edwards test. 
expertise in EC testing is minimal while the EC personnel a t  
Eglin can test at the collected EMTE, the Edwards EC tests will 
have to travel to either China Lake or Nell is to do their 
open-air range EC testing. This is a significant loss in test 
efficiency and increases t e s t  travel costs. 

10. Why has the Air Force continued to actively pursue closing 
the EMTE in direct violation of congressionaj direction and 
intent to the contrary? 

Answer: senior AFMC officials have been heard to say that it is 
to save Edwards AFB. The projected Edwards AFB workload is 
declining. 

11. What Air Force studies have been done in the past year that 
support or do n o t  support the Air Force's decision to consolidate 
Ec testing in the West? 

Answer: The BOD study, the EC PAT, and the Air Force BRACC input 
study. The f i rs t  two did not justify the move. The third is a 
fabrication to justify predetermined decisions by AFMC and 
Headquarters, ~ i r  Force Test and   valuation ( A F / T E ) ,  

12. How does the Air Force plan to accomplish over water coastal 
penetration EC testing in the   ell is Complex? 

Answer: They cannot. 



13. What i s  the average time it takes all customers who test EC 
in the Nellis Complex to receive their reduced data p r o d u c t s ?  

Answer: A history of months for most tests in the Nellis Complex 
is indicated, while the median time at Eglin i.s 2 days  after 
receipt of request. The difference in time is a contributor to 
increased costs  in the West. In addition, on-site r e a l  time 
quick look data is available at many EMTE threats. This 
allows customers to determine the effectiveness of the scenario 
before flying the next mission. 

14 . HOW often does the customer find errors in these data 
products and ask that they be redone? 

Answer: The AWC and AFSOC u s e r s  we have talked to indicate that 
it is expected. 

15. What is the consensus of customer satisfaction for customers 
who test EC in the Nellis Complex and how was this answer 
obtained? 

Answer: Not many AWC and AFSOC users we have talked to seem to 
be satisfied. 

16. What analysis has been done to formulate a plan to bring the 
TSPI in the  elli is Complex up t o  Eglinls TSPI accuracies and 
consistency? 

Answer: Don't know of any. What is known is that china T.,ake and 
the Nellis Complex ranges turn to Eglinls TSPI expertise to 
improve theirs. 

17. How much money has been spent for EC facilities in the past 
three years in the Nellis Complex versus the EMTE, and what is 
the added value gained with the differential? 

Answer: There is a about a ten-to-one funding differential. T h e  
value added is nil since Eglin could do the same work t h r o u g h  
l i n k i n g  t e s t  facilities for far less cost. 

18. What comparisons have been made to instrument like rC 
systems/simulators, to equal fidelity, in the Nellis Complex 
versus the EMTE; what were the results: what was the cost 
differential; and when were the comparl.sons made to support ttlc 
BRACC recommendation? 

Answer: Do not know of any. The West just claims theirs are as 
good or better, but when challenged to prove it, they cannot. 



19, How does the Air Force plan to solve the physical problcms 
s u c h  as: multi-path, radio frequency congestion, mountains, 
N e L L i s  AFB aircraft ramp space, work space and quarters for t -he  
added customers who will be doing the added LC testinq in the 
Nellis Complex? 

Answer: No known thought during the studies was given to these 
evolving problems. 

20. Describe the new procedures to support EC flight test for 
Allied Countries who would have normally tested at EgLi.n, and 
describe the assurances that they will obtain the data they 
require for all their threats of interest. 

Answerr Personnel from the Nellis Complex have claimed that they 
can accommodate allied flight test requirements. This is an over 
stated capability that is not going to be supportable. The EC 
PAT indicated t h a t  China Lake would take most of the Allied 
customers with Nellis taking the rest. 

21. Describe how the Air Force intends to collect test data for 
environments other than those found in the West and provide t h c  
performance impacts on EC equipment when used in other 
environments. 

Answer: They cannot if the EMTE closes. 

22, Describe how the Air Force intends to implement the EC test 
process at test ranges in the west. 

Answer: It will be very expensive, as one can see by reviewjng 
Edwards budgets for Program Element (PE) 64256, Projects 6 5 1 0  a n d  
3321, i n  t h e  Defense B u d g e t  requests. 

23. Describe the scheduling impact on customers with lower 
priorities and how testing in the West will be made available to 
them so t h a t  they can complete their test on schedule and within 
budget. 

Answer: It is unlikely this can be done for reasons; stated 
above. 

24. Explain why the Air Force ignored the findings of the Roard 
of Operational Directors (BOOD) , BOD, and t h e  EC PAT which all 
s t a t e d  there was no cost effective reason to move EC testiny out 
of Eglin AFB. 



Answers Based on findings of the BOD and EC PAT and considering 
what is stated here in, we believe the reason is to save Edwards 
AFB . 
2 5 .  Explain why it is not more economically feasible to move EC 
test assets at China Lake to Eglin AFB. 

Answer: The BOD study indicated $50 million could be saved by 
doing this. This savings was achieved usinq the Navy's cost 
model. When the result did not support China L a k e ,  they cried 
foul. 

26. Eglin is the only Air Force or Navy B a s e  that has t h e  
principle facilities to support the complete EC and weapons test 
process -- the Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility (GWEF) ,  the 
Preflight Integration of  Munitions and Electronic Systems 
(PRIMES), the EMTE, and the Armament Systems Test Envi.ronmcnt 
(ASTE). Describe how the lost synergism of these colloc~lted 
facilities results in an overall test process improvement. 

Answer: There is an over all loss of test capability by moving 
the EMTE assets. The GWEF is Hardware-in-the-Loop ( H I T L ) .  The 
PRIMES is an Installed System Test Facility (ISTF). The EMTE and 
ASTE are open-air flight test ranges for EC and weapons testing, 
respectively. The EC and weapons test processes relies on thcse 
types of test assets to be a viable process. Removing the EMTE 
makes it more difficult and expensive to test EC and weapons in a 
high fidelity environment. 

2 7 .  The EMTE has an EC ground test capability that allows the 
AWC and AFSOC warfighters t o  cost effectively and  conveniently 
test their radar jammers against systems of i n t e r e s t .  Describe 
t h e  equivalent capability in the Nellis Complex. 

Answer: There is not one in the Nellis Complex, China Lakc  
claims their Slate Range does. A major strength of Eglin's 
ground test capability is its collocation with the warfighter. 
1t is very easy and efficient for them to use the f a c i l  i . ty  on ct 
daily or periodic basis. The result is a very cost effective 
operation, The benefit to them is they can test thelr -jammers 
against high fidelity threats under repeatable conditions to 
derive the intended countermeasures. The West can duplicate tho 
capability, but the cost to the warfighter escalates 
significantly because of added travel costs. Test efficiency, 
however, declines significantly because of range access problems, 
resource non-availability, and lack o f  sufficient instrumentation 
on the radar under test. 



2 8 .  Eglin has a premier data reduction and analysis computer 
facility whose people interact daily with Eqlin facility 
developers and collocated customers. Describe the equivalent 
capability in the Nellis Complex or what it would cost t.o develop 
and operate an equivalent facility in the Nellis Complex. 

Answert Eglin's math lab is unique. For the Western ranqes to 
produce the customer support required for data processing equal 
to that of Eglin, the E g l i n  math lab would have to either be 
duplicated in the West or the Western r a n q e s  would have to d e p c n d  
on Eglin t o  support their data processing needs. Either way, 
test costs would have to increase. 

29 .  With the Air Force focus on quality of life issues, why has 
the Air Force ignored the quality of life of their combat wcary  
warfighters at AFSOC? They are Temporary Duty (TDY) to combat 
locations as much as or more than any other Air Force unit yc:t 
the Air Force is now demanding they spend additional TDY to test 
and train in the West. Why? 

Answer: No good can come of this. The added burden to AFSOC 
families is inexcusable. The effect on the capability f o r  the 
AFSOC to accomplish its mission is significant. I t  degrades 
their ability to train, test, surge, and deploy. The result is 
it puts the crews at unnecessary added risk in combat.. 
Spouse-to-spouse and parent-to-child relationships will s u l ' f ' c r  
due to the added travel burden. Crew morale will be fully taxed. 
AFSOC normally deploys about 120 people for tcsts such as the 
ALR-69 Class IV test. This requires a C-141 to deploy 
maintenance personnel and equipment at a  $200,000 cost p e r  
deployment. If the test is indefinitely delayed a n d  the test 
team is forced to return home only to redeploy later, the costs 
are multiplied by the deployments. The additional travel wo\rld 
be unnecessary, crews could spend the more time with t . h e i r  
families, and the Air Force would save precious resources i f  t-he 
EMTE remained in place. 

30. The Air Force BRACC submission stated that t h e  EMTE asset.$; 
were to continue t o  suppor t  weapons t e s t i n g ,  Awc, and AFSOC. Why 
has the Air Force not funded the EMTE? How does tho Air Force 
intend to r e t a i n  a viable EMTE for weapons testing without. 
funding? What weapons tests will the EMTF support? 

Answer: Without funding, the EMTE can not remain v i a b l c .  Any 
statement t o  the contrary is either said in i g n o r a n c ~  or ;IS 

glitter to appease the unknowing. It is doubtful that t h c r c  will 
be enough weapons tests in the near term t o  allow t h e  r c l r n a ~ n l n q  



EMTE to survive. Without funding, the remaining EMTE support to 
the AWC and AFSOC is a sham. 

31. Both Eglin and China Lake develop threat:  simulators. What 
are the development costs of Eglinrs simulated Air Defense System 
(SADS) X and SADS XI1 and China Lake's 1-15 and 1-30? What are 
the actual differences in test capabilities of these systems7? 

Answer: The best estimates available indicate that the SADS X 
and XI1 development costs are about $3 million and $5 million, 
respectively. The 1-15 and 1-30 development costs are about $60 
million and $16 million, respectively. While the 1-15 and 1-30 
systems have phased array antennas, serious deficiencies in their 
design approach limit their capability to provide a simulation 
with sufficient fidelity to perform realistic jammer tests 
against the intended threat. Without that capability, the 1-15 
and 1-30 are useful for little more than signal sourccjs. More 
importantly is the cost differences. They indicate the 
development approach taken by Eglin and China Lake. China Lake 
invests in premature simulator development while Rglin 
developments are in line with threat intelligence maturity and 
use novel technical approaches, Eglin's approach results in 
significant cost savings. 

32. Some of the ground-based systems identified to move West are 
in buildings. For these systems to operate comparably, t he re  
will need to be ~ilitary Construction Programs (MCP) and the 
associated funding identified. What MCP is required, and what is 
the projected funding required? If no MCP is required, explain 
why not. 

Answer: It is not technically practical to move the ground based 
missile simulations without a new building to house them. The  
ground based missile systems are very sensitive to ground clutter 
and multi-path effects, cable lengths predicated on the as 
installed configuration, and flight table isolation. For 
instance, the SADS X I / M  employs a interference control fencc to 
greatly l i m i t  multi-path and clutter returns arriving at angles 
within the test sector and at elevation angles less than five 
degrees. Eglinr s flat terrain facilitates t h c  fence 
effectiveness. In the West, the mountains will add unre.movab1 e 
clutter and multi-path effect in to the ground based missile. 
Because of these effects, there is high probability that the 
ground based missile systems will never be able to work correctly 
in the West, and that this important test capability will be 
permanently lost. 



3 3 .  The following comparisons are made for the SADS X, SADS XII, 
1-15, 1-30, and an instrumented threat. 

Test Capabilities 

Test Objective/Technique 

Emitter 

Only  

SADS XI1 

1-15/30 
Fully 

Instrumented 

T h r e a t  
Illumination 

F* 
F 
F 
F 

RCS/Clutter Signatures 

F 
Detection Ranges 



-- 
F 
P 
F 

ESM/RAW Gear s t i m u l u s  
F* 
F 
F 
F 

ECM Response Monitor -- 
F -- 
F 

RGPO 

VGPO -- 
F -- 
F 

LAT, Evasive Maneuvers -- 
P 
-- 
F 

Chaff Technique/Deployment -- 
F -- 
F 

B a r r a g e  Noise 

Crosseye 

Swept Spot  

14 



ARM 

P 
P 
F 

~ctive/Passive Decoys 

F 
~ ~ l t i p l e  Target 

RB Masking 

saturation 

- - 
Missile Flyout Sim - - 

F -- 
F 

Cross pol 
-- 
? -- 
F 

~errain Bounce 
N / A  
N/ A 
N/ A 
N/ A 



Legend : 

I f  Fll 

= full test capability 

t t  p I t  

= partial test capability 

I 1  * 11 

= w i t h  optical track or external track info 

1 1 - - 1 1  

= no test capability 

11 ? tr  

= not clearly d e f i n e d  

'I N/A1' 
= not applicable 



3 4 .  The following comparisons for Air Force tests in t h e  West as 
compared to Eglin are made. 

West vs. ~ g l i n  AFB 

Value of 
Test 

~ i r  Force testers 
L e s s  
Contractors 
L e s s  
EF-111 
Less 
B-15 TEWS 
Less 
Radar Warning Receiver 
L e s s  
Jammers 
Less 

Higher Longer 

Higher Longer 

Higher Longer  

Higher L o n g e r  

Higher Longer 

H i g h e r  Longer 

The Air Force's input to the BRnCC concerning the move of Eglin 
ABB'a EC test range (the EMTE) to the Nellia AFB area is 
seriously flawed. The cost savings identified in the BRACC 
submission cannot be substantiated. It appears that the primary 
(and perhaps only) factor considered was the cost of moving ten 
systems and their associated manpower reductions. Those Air 
Force BRACC costs omit the costs in the rest of the iceberg. 
Those are the added test aost8 for weapon system acquisition an8 
to the warfighter. F i n a l l y ,  c r i t i c a l  flaws in the Air Force's 
strategy exist that adversely effect the warfighters' capability 
to fight during future air operations supporting U.S. national 
i n t e r e a t s  when ordered by the President or the Congress. 



J w  .I. Harrison 
4 Elkmod Court 

Shetimar, Florida 32579 

May 2,  1995 

Dear Mr. Owsley: 

You do not know me; however, we have numerous mutual 
acquaintances. 1 retired from the A i r  Force in 1982 and have 
remained active i n  EC t e s t i n q .  My total experience in E c  t e s t i n g  
goes back t o  the l a t e  1960s and covers every major f a c i l i t y  in the 
na t ion .  

Current DOD actions initiated by the ~ i r  Force, p r i m a r i l y  
AFMC, are based largely on interests other than EC. Many on the 
senior staff lack a detailed knowledge of how tests are conducted 
and what data is needed. Durinq DESERT S H I E L D  and DESFRT STORM wc 
spen t  h u n d r e d s  of hours o p t i m i z i n g  both receiver and jammcr 
settings using Eglin site A-30. Going back t w e n t y  years, T w a s  
here assigned to Hq SAC, optimizing ALT-28s in B - 5 2 s  for 
LINEBACKER. Had we relied on Western data at that time, the 13-52s 
would not have jammed the SA-2 Target Tracking Radars. 
Fortunately, there were some strong willed individuals who Eo~~ght 
them and won, s a v i n g  numerous aircraft and crews. 

Eglin has major weaknesses and so does the AFEWES and REDCAP. 
However, when compared to the cumpetition, they are the b e s t .  'I'he 
key resource is knowledgeable people. The Air Warfare O e n t c r  h a s ,  
by far, the most skilled EC test engineers and AFDTC has a small 
group oE range engineers who have  a proven record of building good 
range facilities at rock bottom costs. T h e s e  groups, working 
together, comprise the superior EC testing group i n  t h e  world. 

At a t ime when dollars a re  extremely h a r d  t o  find, why arc we 
building new support facilities? The ECIT will have littlc to 
offer which the PRIMES does not have today (except s i7 ,e) ,  and the 
Navy has much the same in Maryland. Why not take all of these 
service test facilities and make them purple suit with one boss who 
can divide the dollars so as to maximize capability and minimize 
duplication? The competition for test facility control has been 
fierce fo r  25 years. One solution would be to close everything and 
move the whole business to North Dakota. Seriously, people may die 
and conflicts may be won o r  lost based oh these decisions. Please, 
think long before dismantling proven  capabi 1 i t . y  -- even if it is 
less than optimum. We all lost friends in Southeast Asia who 
should be here with us today. The value of one l i  fc. is beyond 
measure. 



The following seventeen pages were prepared by engineers on 
base and edited by t w o  retired o f f i c e r s  working as support 
c o n t r a c t o r s ,  I have read it and can tell you t h a t  t h e  i n f ' o rma t ion  
contained in it is accura te .  You may find it interesting. 

Respectfully, 

Joe J. Harrison 



Mr. Owsley FAX: (703) 696 -0550  
TO : - - PHONE : - .  

DEPT : -- BLDG/RM 

Joe Harrison 
FROM : PHONE: (904) 862-6223 

FAX NO: (304) 862-6879 
2 3 

NUMBER OF PAGES TO FOLLOW 

COMMENTS : 1 
The attached document contains much information and is 

accurate. I have personally, periodically, worked consolidation 
since 1969. In every case, it has proven to be the wrong way to 
go Maintaining multi-service facilities, regionally, deserves 
consideration and might prove cost effective. we can be confident 
that t h e  Air F o r c e  p l a n  will result in less capable EC equipment. 
Please take no action b e f o r e  talking with individuals who have r u n  
recent tests a t  both locations - example: Jerry Sowe31, USAF/AWC,  
(904) 882-2052, and others he might suggest. 
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A. INTRODUCTION I 
The Air Force's recommendation to the Base Realignment and Closure Commissron 
(BRACC), to remove EC testing from Eglin was ill conceived, provides negative 
benefits, and could be considered fraud, waste, and abuse of taxpayer dollars. This is 
because there is a cumulative cost increase to the Air Force exceeding half a billion 
dollars in FY 95 constant dollars over 20 years. 'The increased cost of moving EC 
testing to the West and the lost capabilities in the planned consolidation of Air Force 
EC test facilities will inevitably result in both decreased EC test capabilities and less 
testing which will increase risks to War fighters and weapon system development. The 
cost to the aircrews in peacetime and in combat will only become apparent too late to 
correct the error. The probable increased combat losses to warriors and equipment 
cannot be estimated here, but any increase is too much and inexcusable. Significant 
increased program development costs which would result from a move of EC testing 
were ignored by the Air Force. These omissions allowed a predetermined subjective 
decision to be made by key Air Force officials that was justified by erroneous and 
incomplete data. 

Furthermore, there IS an appearance of a vrolation of the Intent of the 1995 Defense 
Authorization Act by Air Force officlals The Program Element 604256F, Project 651 0 
FY 96 port~on for the Electromagnetrc Test Environment (EMTE) has been zeroed The 
FY 95 port~on has been the target of budget cutting to the po~nt that EMTE operatron 
and modernrzation has become imposs~ble The effect of th~s eroslon of the EMTE 
budget has had the same effect as a closure dec~slon, I e , the EMTE wlll no longer be 
able to support AWC, AFSOC and Air Force Operatronal Test And Evaluat~on Center 
(AFOTEC) EC testing To avo~d these costly consequences, the EMTE move must be 
stopped and full FY 96 and out-year fundlng restored to continue malntenance 
operation, rmprovement, and rnodern~zatlon of the EMTE. Without th~s fundlng, Alr 
Force rEZSnesscan be gravely dEgFamd. - - - -- -- 

B. BACKGROUND 

A recent CNN and USA Today poll showed that 40% of Amerrcans fear that the Federal 
Government threatens their freedom, and only one American in ten has faith in the 
Government. Little wonder the rest of the Federal Government has conducted itsslf in 
a similar manner as the Air Force with respect to electronic combat and Eglin AFB. As 
a tax payer. I am dismayed at the blatant disregard for the added costs to the nation, <- 

the Air Force, and future pilots by moving EC out of Eglin. Further, as a,Governrnent 
employee, I am dismayed by attempts of key Arr Force officlals to deceive, by omissron 
of pertinent facts, Air Force and Defense leaders. Finally, as an American, I am 
angered that the Air Force leadersh~p could be put in a position to make poorly in- 
formed decisions that increase the danger to my country's military. 



There has been an attempt by the Air Force to recreate what was known in the late 
'60's as the Continental Operating Range whose name today is the Western Test 
Range. Although this concept has been fostered by senior military leaders for years, it 
has been continuously rejected due largely to its enormous cost. Today the idea IS 

obsolete. It still costs to much to build, maintain, and operate with a fiscally limited 
national budget. In addition, it is impractical because of the Western population 
explosion and encroachment into areas that have traditionally been resewed for the 
military, i.e., Edwards AFB and China Lake. These encroachment problems are 
exacerbated by environmental laws and attacks on usage and allocation of the radio 
frequency spectrum by the civil sector. The concept of a Western Test Range Complex 
is the T&E equivalent to fighting yesterday's war. Technology advances are making 
large open air flight test ranges obsolete, and they create opportunities to use a 
training range to do operational suitability testing of newly developed weapon systems 
during Green Flag like exercises. Future budget constraints will require that precious 
remaining military dollars be used to build and retain the fighting force - not a large 
Western Test Range Complex. The new technologies will enable the military to accom- 
plish the majority of their EC and weapons systems test objectives in more affordable 
facilities like those that already exist at Eglin AFB. These statements may be regarded 
as heresy by senior Air Force officials, but consider the explosion and resulting impact 
of the personal computer industry and new training concepts for airline pilots. Personal 
computers have already changed the way the world "works", and airline pilots are 
trained in simulators and often their first "real" flight is in the copilot seat with 
passengers. Such is today's changing world. The military's T&E community will be 
forced fiscally, if by no other means, to adapt accordingly. Even if they disagree with 
this prediction, the EMTE move will kill any opportunity to capitalize on the idea once 
Eglin's EC expertise is lost. The decision to close the EMTE will be irretrievable. 

C. EGLIN'S ELECTRONIC COMBAT (EC) CAPABILITY OVERVIEW 
- - - - - -- - - - - - -- - -- -- - - - 

Before detailing the errors in the Air Force's BRACC submittal procedures and 
associated results, the reader will be presented an overview of Eglin's EC test 
capabilities. It should be noted that in addition to having the primary facilities 
necessary to implement the EC test process, Eglin is the host to the Air Force's front 
line war fighters and is the only EC test range that can actually test the combination of 
EC and weapons over land and sea. The successes of the 33rd Fighter Wing and the 
Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) in combat is a tribute to these 
warriors and the synergism of Eglin's unique facilities. 

1. RESOURCE CAPABILITY1 FACILITY DESCRIPTION: 

The EMTE is a highly instrumented EC Open Air Range (OAR) located on the 
Northwest Gulf Coast of Florida, as part of the Air Force Development Test Center 
(AFDTC) and an integral part of the Southeast Test and Training Area (SETTA), which 
encompasses Army ranges in Alabama, Navy Ranges in Florida, and ArmylNavy 
commands in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, and Texas. The EMTE Range includes 724 



square miles of controlled airspace and provides a realistic and flexible test 
environment which represents the majority of the real world's natural terrain conditions. 
Including the adjoining Military Operations Areas (MOAs) and extensive water ranges 
over the Gulf of Mexico, the total airspace available is 122.652 square statute miles 
This allows for over water ingress from 100 miles out in the Gulf of Mexico into the 
Eglin land test areas. The reverse egress scenario is also possible. The EMTE 
consists of 65" fully instrumented ground air defense threats and validated high fidelity 
threat simulators located at 23 test sites, and multiple airborne simulated threat seekers 
and jammers. All are used to realistically represent various threat air defense systems, 
including real time closed-loop missilelprojectile fly-out simulations for EC weapons 
systems real and post-time vulnerability and effectiveness testing. Support systems 
include precision multi-spectral time-space-position information (TSPI) tracking 
systems operating in the RF, EO, IR, and MMW Bands for minimum test item 
interference. Frequency monitoring stations, telemetry, multi-spectral measurements 
and analysis of EC systems along with radar cross section measurements are also 
provided for total EC OAR test support. Airborne systems including instrumented test 
aircraft, captive carry threat seekers, jammers and threat missile simulator pods w~ th  
on-board TSPI systems, provide real time measurements and analysis of Electronic 
Counter-Measures (ECM) and tactics in a dynamic air combat environment. The 
synergistic benefits from collocation with the warfighters on and around AFDTC, 1.0. Air 
Warfare Center (AWC) and AFSOC , and with other test facilities such as the PRIMES, 
GWEF, ASTE, Climatic Laboratory, and the Computer Science Laboratory are 
addressed in paragraph 7. Eglin also has the capability to support customers 
throughout the-EC test process from preparation of method of tests to the final test 
report which allow customers flexibility and efficiency in conducting a contiguous test 
process. The EMTE is utilized by all services in DOD and by Allies for developmental 
and operational testing, as well as EC training. 

"Number varies with time and testUE@7rernents. 

The EMTE is uniquely integrated with direct instrumentation and control ~nterface 
capabilities with the Armament System Test Environment Range, PRIMES lSTF facility 
and the GWEF Hardware In The Loop (HITL) facility. This configuration provides EC 
vulnerability and effectiveness testing of the fully integrated weapon system and allows 
a test to proceed through the AF EC test process using digital models, HITL test~ng, 
ISTF testing and on to open air testing at a single T&E location. The EMTE has also 
been linked with the HITL facilities AFEWES at AF Plant #4, Ft. Worth, TX, and the 
REDCAP at Calspan, Buffalo, NY, to demonstrate the viability of real-time testing using 
remotely located test facilities. The Eglin ranges are also planned to be l~nked with 
other DOD test facilities. 



3. FUNCTIONAL TEST AREAS: 

The primary mission of the EMTE is developmental testing and evaluation of EC 
systems. In addition specialized testing is conducted, which includes operational 
testing and the full characterization of electronic warfare countermeasures and counter- 
countermeasures techniques and systems (active and passive). Also included are 
missile miss distance analysis (real- and post-time weapon system electromagnetic 
vulnerability analysis (integrated and federated)). EMTE provides full life cycle testing 
and deployment support for EC systems on a DOD and multi-national level. EMTE 
supports signature measurements for vehicles and expendables, jammer signal and 
pulse analysis, jet engine modulation (JEM) line measurements, unmanned air 
vehiclelrernotely piloted vehicle (UAVIRPV) capability/control, tactics development, 
cruise missile testing, and EC training. 

4. DESCRIPTION OF LIVE FIRE CAPABILITY - EC RELATED: 

The Eglin Open Air Range (OAR) has the unique capability of performing live fire of 
munitions on the same range with the EC asset under test. This is made possible by 
the geographic location of the OAR with the large expanse of the Gulf of Mexico Water 
Range. Eglin has a history of live fire tests dating back to WW 11. As recently as the 
1 9701s, BOMARC missiles were routinely launched from the Okaloosa Island Srte A-1 5 
The location of Site A-1 5 with respect to Hurlburt Field allows for safe transport of 
highly combustible materials directly to the site. Also the close proximity to Site A-20 
where four of Eglin's FPS-16 radars are located allows for positive control for range 
safety as well as data collection. Site A-20 was originally constructed to support the 
BOMARC tests. 

Also avaltable as part of the Eglin - - -  Complex 1s Slte D-3A on Cape San Blas Cape San 
- - ---- 

Blas is situated approxrmately 110 mlles Southeast of the Eglln Main Base and IS a 
peninsula wtth the Gulf of Mexico to the south and St. Joseph Bay to the north Eglrn 
currently malntarns an active Tlme Space Posltron Informatron (TSPI) Srte at s~ te  D-3 
which IS approximately one mile from Site D-3A The Florida Spaceport IS currently 
located at this slte and recent rocket launches have taken place from the Spaceport for 
various civllian Interests. In 1994, specral jornt service programs utllrzed this unrque 
facllity to successfully launch and test threat assets agalnst drone a~rcraft w~ th  unrquely 
designed jammer hardware 

Also available on the 724 square mile Eglin Land Range Complex are numerous areas 
currently used for munitions tests. One such site is the HELLFIRE Test Facility whlch 
launches HELLFIRE missiles for the Army on a routine basis. Another such area IS  

Range 8-70. This area is approximately 13 miles in length and 1.25 miles wide and is 
instrumented along both sides with Cinetheodolites. The Multiple Object Tracking and 
Control System (MTACS) and the Laser Ranger Cinetheodolites pads are along this 
range. Sites A-20 and C-10, both FPS-16 TSPI sites, have coverage over this area. 



Environmental impacts are required for live fire tests due to a number of reasons. One 
being to certify the type of propellant used and its implications or effects on the 
environment. Environmental and archeological impacts are a case by case issue but to 
date no environmental or archeological concerns have prevented the conduct of a test. 

5. INSTRUMENTATION ASSETS: 

In addition to a significant number of RedIBluelGray Threat Systems (real and 
simulated), there is multi-spectral TSPl capability, real time digital and analog data 
collection and analysis on all range systems (threat and support systems), and open air 
testing as well as screen room or tower mounted test item evaluations. Digital models 
of range capabilities and missile/projectile models and centralized mission control with 
computer analysis capabilities provide real time measurements of systems warfighting 
capabilities. Full jammer characterization is provided in areas of jamming to signal 
(JIS), power, technique, pulse shape, delays, and modulations. Examples of 
instrumentation parameters are target range, azimuth, elevation, tracking error s~gnals, 
receiver gain, rats information, system modes of operation, and system discretes such 
as switch settings. Data rates can be event driven as determined by the test, up to 100 
Hertz, as required for accurate missilelprojectile real time fly out models and flight table 
rate gyros. Data time resolutions are typically 1 millisecond and are 1 microsecond on 
systems employing GPS time code units. Use of multiple TSPl tracking systems can 
produce accuracies of less than 10 feet radial error. 

6. DESCRIPTION OF RANGE DATA (ANALOG & DIGITAL): 

The Eglln Open A I ~  Range (OAR) has a large number of threat s~mulator em~tter- 
receiver-processors (ERP), threat signal em~tters, and real-world assets, all of wh~ch 
are imtwmented iaprovide extensiyadata concerning the operations of the system in. - 

the test envrronment This instrumentation is comprised of d~grtal, analog, video, and 
audio systems Examples of typical instrumentat~on parameters are target range, 
azimuth, elevation, tracking error signals, receiver galn, rate informat~on, system 
modes, and system dlscretes such as switch actions Sample rates are dependent 
upon the intended use of the data. Rates can be event driven as determined by 
system operators up to 100 hertz as requrred for accurate mlsslle and bullet Real Time 
Flyout (RTF) Models and flight table rate gyros. Data time resolutions are typically 1 
mill~second and are 1 microsecond on systems which employ GPS t~me code un~ts 
Accurate tim~ng IS essential to provide time correlat~on to the reference or truth data as 
prov~ded by the preclslon trackers 

A larger subset of data is collected and recorded on each system at each s~te for post- 
mission reduction and analysis. This provides an even more in-depth evaluation of the 
mission data which may involve Monte Carto runs with a particular scenario to provide 
further optimization of test objectives Also available post mission is the Test Data 
Optimization Process (TDOP) which combines and optimizes the Time Space 
Positioning Information (TSPI) taken from several sources to provide the most accurate 



TSPI possible for a given scenario. TDOP also has the ability to utilize additional data 
sources such as Cinetheodolites and aircraft inertial navigation system (INS) data to 
further optimize the test data. Many of the ERPs are instrumented with Real-Time 
Flyout (RTF) Models. These models are closed-loop models, some using only 
software models whjle others use Hardware-in-the-Loop to implement the models 
These closed loop RTF models provide the unique ability to evaluate downlink jamming 
and Points of Closest Approach (PCA) data; information which is essential In 
evaluating the Probability of Kill (PK), gun system lethality, and other measures of 
effectiveness (MOE) of weapon systems. Specialized instrumentation such as the 
Jamming Analysis Measurement System, Jamming Signal Analysis System, Emitter 
Mode Verification Instrumentation System, Jammer Mode Verification Instrumentation 
System, the Automatic Reflectivity Measurement System, the Transient Pulse 
Measurement System, and Fixed Tuned and Tunable Wide Band Receivers are also 
available. These systems provide the ability to analyze airborne jamming signals, 
verify emitter signal characteristics, and analyze radar cross section information on 
aircraft or expendables, such as chaff blooms, from the threat or instrumentation radar. 

Analog data is also available in the form of video and strip charts to allow for fine grarn 
analysis of data. Other sources of data are 42 analog and 64 PCM channels of 
telemetry data available from airborne systems. The airborne systems consist of threat 
system pods carried on an aircraft as well as on-board aircraft instrumentation and 
instrumentation pods. 

Accurate Time Space Position lnforrnat~on (TSPI) is prov~ded throughout the Eglin 
Range by the use of ANJFPS-IGs, GPS pods, an ANIFPQ-13, Laser Ranging 
Cinetheodolites, Optical Cinetheodolites, the Gulf Range Drone Control Upgrade 
System (GRDCUS), and the MTACS. For test scenarios using support aircraft such as 
tankers. MPS-19s are used for posittve control of those aircraft. All data, both TSPI 

- - - -- - - - -- - 

and threat, is acquired and available for transmlss~on to the Freeman Mathematical 
Laboratory for real-time recording, processing, and display in the Central Control 
Facil~ty (CCF) The CCF 1s a central operat~ons and control area wh~ch provides a 
customer the a b ~ l ~ t y  to conduct the m~ssion from a single po~nt All aspects from 
aircraft control to video taken from the pedestal cameras to real-time mlsslon data 
monitoring and analysis 1s avatlable to the project officer durlng the course of the 
mission. 

7. DESCRIPTION OF SYNERGISTIC BENEFITS OF COLLOCATIONS. 

The Electromagnetic Test Environment (EMTE) is located on the Northwest Gulf Coast 
of Florida and represents a part of the Air Force Development Test Center (AFDTC) 
and an integral part of the Southeast Test and Training Area (SETTA). SETTA 
encompasses Army Ranges in Alabama, Navy Ranges in Florida, and ArmyINavy 
Commands in Alabama, Florida. Georgia, and Texas. Collocated at AFDTC are a 
number of tenantsluserslwarfighters such as the USAF Air Warfare Center (AWC), the 
33rd Fighter Wing, 16th Special Operations Wing, Special Missions Operational Test 



and Evaluation Center (SMOTEC), 728th Air Control Squadron and 91 9th Special 
Operations Wing at Duke Field (Eglin Auxiliary Field 3). AFOTEC DET 2, Air Force 
SEEK EAGLE Office (AFSEO), 646th Air Base Wing, Aeronautical Systems Center 
(ASC), and Wright Laboratory Armament Directorate. Located on the Southwestern 
side of the Eglin Reservation is Hurlburt Field which is the Headquarters for the Air 
Force Special Operations Command. Close proximity of the Eglin OAR to these and 
other tenants provides the ability to perform DT and OT testing as well as training and 
operational readiness missions on the same range at a home or near home location. 
Aircraft launched from Eglin, Hurlburt, or Duke can be in the test areas within minutes. 
This is significant as it is cost efficient to the Air Force and DOD since deployment 
costs are eliminated or reduced and time and cost to conduct a test, training, or 
operational readiness mission are significantly reduced. Also collocated on Eglin are 
facilities such as the PRIMES, GWEF, and the Freeman Computer Sciences 
Laboratory. These facilities in conjunction with the EMTE and the experienced test and 
technical personnel available provide key elements in performing the EC Test Process 
in an efficient, timely, and complete manner. The EC Test Process begins at Eglln w~th  
the initial interface with the customer with the test item or technique to be evaluated, 
designing and publishing the Method of Test, the actual conduct and performance of 
the test, through to the end where data analysis and final test reports are provided to 
the customer. With the facilities located at Eglin, the EC test process can proceed from 
the modeling stage, into the ISTF, HlTL facilities, then to the OAR. Another significant 
cost reduction resulting from the synergism due to tenant collocation is the abil~ty to 
share assets among tenants as is done with special instrumented aircraft, maintenance 
crews, airborne pods, etc. 

8. RANGE OPERATIONS: 

Aucraftap~~aimgm-spec~f~ed alr space can fly under V~sual Mlss~on Condit~ons (VMC) 
or Instrumented Mission Condit~ons (IMC); the range itself has no vts~blllty restrict~ons 
On 8-10 days per year, however, weather precludes testing based on test spec~f~c 
l~mitations or fl~ght safety restrictions Testing is normally scheduled with~n the 
standard range duty day, 0700 - 1500, Monday through Fr~day, however testing may 
take place outside these hours or on weekends to accommodate the customer in 
meeting test objectives/deadl~nes. Ground testing and operations are normally 
restricted to existing roads and developed sltes However, exceptions may be granted 
based on an environmental assessment and prlor approval 

9. DESCRIPTION OF EMITTER FREQUENCY APPROVAURENEWAL PROCESS 

Frequency Management on the Eglin Open Air Range (OAR) is controlled through two 
methods. The first is with AFR 55-44 which provides for local approval authority as 
approved at the national level and the second is with AFMC 93-009 which provides 
Eglin with a blanket ECM clearance. In the event the customer has a request for the 
use of a frequency not currently on the blanket list or outside the frequencres allowed 
for local approval, the actual process for frequency approval for a test customer is to 



notify the local Frequency Management Office of a frequency requirement by E-mail, 
Test Directive, or letter. The frequency request is then coordinated with any civ~l  
agencies who may be interested or concerned such as the FAA or the FCC. The 
request next is submitted to HQ AFMC and forwarded to the AFFMA for national level 
coordination and assignment. Current time required to receive approval is 
approximately 120 days. 

10. DESCRIPTION OF VISUAL PROTECTION OF TEST ITEM CAPABILITY 

The Eglin Open Air Range (OAR) consists of 724 square miles of land area, the 
majority of which is heavily wooded landscape. A number of smaller range areas 
andlor sites within this land area have been established over the years to 
accommodate various test requ~rements. Those test requirements which entail vrsuai 
protection of a test item or capability have been addressed through the use of several 
methods. One such method is the establishment of remote sites in the wooded areas 
These sites are located in restricted areas well off the normal travel paths for the 
military and civilian population and secured with fences, guards, and electronic 
surveillance equipment. Personnel access is limited to a need- to-know basis w~th  
various categories of access be~ng required, i.e. external view, iriternal view, 
operational view, etc. Additional measures have been taken in some Instances to 
fabricate special shelters which prevent viewing the item from a distance but allows 
limited external viewing to accommodate tests. Surrounding air space is also restricted 
from uncontrolled overflight. Eglin has a procedure in place called HAVE HEMP wh~ch 
in itself has several categories of restrictions. The HAVE HEMP restrictions address 
satellite, aircraft and shipborne, and human reconnaissance, etc. and provide specific 
t~me frames for required protection (cover times) or allowed exposure for testing to 
protect not only the external view of a test item but the radiation characteristics as well. 
A_n_other method of visual protection ---- is through the use of rigid and collapsible radomes 

. ..-- 

such as those used on the Santa Rosa Island sites. These radomes provide not only 
complete visual protection but protection for personnel and equipment from the 
elements as well. Hangar space is also utilized to secure items from external view 
while access to the hangar area is strictly controlled through the use of surveillance 
electronics and guards. 



D. SUMMARY OF THE ERRORS IN AIR FORCE BRACC SUBMITTAL 
PROCEDURES AND ASSOCIATED RESULTS. 

The Air Force submittal to the BRACC has been criticized in the April 1995 GAO report 
to the Congress and the Chairman of the BRACC. The report stated on page 6 that 
"Regarding the Air Force, key aspects of its process remained largely subjective and 
not well documented. Documentation of the Air Force's process was too l~m~ted  for the 
GAO to fully substantiate the extent of Air Force deliberations and analyses." On page 
40, the report went on to say that "OSD's efforts to encourage the services to share 
assets, consolidate workloads, and reduce capacity in the five functions were limited 
because of reliance on service decision-making and consensus: insufficrent time: and, 
in some cases, a narrow analytical approach." On page 46, a reference was made to 
consolidating the EC T&E missions of Eglin and China Lake and mentioned that 
"opportunities for consolidations cross-servicing, and infrastructure reductions were 
being missed." On page 60 regarding Kirtland AFB, the report identified "Air Force 
savings that could mean an increase in operational support costs borne by DOE." In 
the next paragraph, the report addressed previous concerns that some DOD BRACC 
"decisions excluded costs that may be incurred by other federal agencies". 

In the wake of this report, a key Air Force official has admitted that there is no cost 
savings to the Air Force by closing the EMTE's T&E capability. This same official is 
quoted elsewhere as saying "Costs associated with reactivating needed test and 
evaluation capabilities realigned by the BRACC process are borne by the BRACC." 
These statements are crucial to understanding the methods employed by some Air 
Force officials to justify the EC move from Eglin. These statements show: a disregard 
for critical facts and data to "justify" subjective decisions; a disregard to safe guard tax 
payer's trust; and an orchestrated pattern to keep rearranging the "rules of the game" in 
an attempt lo-cantrol a predetermlnadoutcome. 

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

[ I  I. 
The Air Force estimated a onetime non-recurring cumulative cost to implement the /J c 
Electromagnetic Test Environment (EMTE) relocation to Km4.s Air Force Base (AFB) at 
$2.2 million, an implementation savings of $6.3 million, and a recurring savings after 
implementation of $2.6 million per year. The return on investment over 20 years was 
estimated to be $31.4 million (FY 95 constant dollars). These BRACC cost submis- 
sions have serious omissions and lack reality. The Air Force submission addresses 
moving eight EMTE ground based systems and two airborne systems. The eight 
systems in the BRACC submission were only "typical systems". The actual eight were 
not identified at the time. 

The "real" costs include military construction costs for the nontransportable systems' 
new buildings for the EMTE move of $4.5 million. Other construction costs for 
transportable systems are another $1.3 million. Estimated costs for teardown, move, 
and setup are another $7 million. The nonrecurring, cumulative implementation cost of 
$12.8 million reflects an error in the BRACC submission of over $10.6 million. 



Even using the $6.3 million implementation savings indicated in the BRACC 
submission, a deficit of $4.6 million still results. No cost savings can accrue from the 
EMTE move. 

The Air Force's stated cost savings in the BRACC submission do not correctly portray 
the recurring cost outlay for the future operation and maintenance of the systems. An 
Electronic Combat (EC) Process Action Team (PAT) was appointed by Air Force 
Material Command (AFMC) to study, over several months, the feasibility of moving 
Eglin's EC capability West and to provide recommendations to senior Air Force 
officials. The annual recurring costs, estimated by the EC PAT. were approximately $3 
million to operate and maintain only eight of the EMTE systems in the West. The 
annual $2.6 million savings quoted in the BRACC submission appears to represent 
only the deletion of the EMTE funding required to annually operate and maintain the 
entire EMTE. Thus, it would appear that the entire EMTE can be operated and 
maintained for about the same cost as only eight systems in the West. Therefore, the 
$31.4 million savings estimated in the BRACC submission may actually be a significant 
cost increase depending on the assumptions. 

When other cost factors are included, the cost of the EMTE move becomes proh~b~t~ve 
The Air Force BRACC submission projected annual savlngs for 20 years. Project~ng 
the cost increase per typical EC test mission in the West for 20 years y~elds a cost 
increase of $468 m~llion in FY 95 constant dollars By clos~ng the EMTE to EC test~ng 
the added 20 year cost for tanker support is $72 mill~on, prlme contractor support is $80 
million, and the BOD study indicated the cost of keeping China Lake instead of the 
EMTE is $50 mill~on. Not included here are the added costs of s~mulator development 
Air Warfare Center (AWC) and Air Force Special Operation Command (AFSOC) 
deployments, and increased operation and rna~ntenance costs In the West due to 
economic ---- conditions. -- - (Costs are detailed in paragraphs 2 a . 2 b , and 2.c.) 

These omissions were discussed in EC PAT meetings with users, but were still omitted. 
One can only wonder if these omissions were intentional to skew the cost and impacts 
in favor of the move. Further activities that support this theory are the activities by the 
same people who caused the omissions. Additional EMTE systems are now being 
added to the move West. The current number of EMTE systems being identified to 
move is 17. The people behind this are in AFMC and apparently have little regard for 
either the AWC and AFSOC mission requirements or added costs burdens. There is 
ample evidence that some key AFMC personnel are consciously withholding critical 
data from senior officials to get bad decisions that will benefit special interests 



E. QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS RELATING TO FLAWS IN THE AIR FORCE'S 
BRACC SUBMISSION ANALYTICAL PROCESS 

1. IMPACT ON THE WAR FIGHTER OF A MOVE OF EC TESTING WEST 

a. What is the cost and impact to the warfighter? 

Answer: Loss of life or equipment (aircraft), capture (POWs), or mission failure are the 
most serious. Other costs and impacts to the warfighter include: increased test costs, 
less training time available because of increased inefficiencies in testing, loss of surge 
capabilities, loss of security for AFSOC operational readiness missions in preparation 
for deployments to hostile areas, and less certainty of the outcome in combat. 

b. With the Air Force focus on quality of life issues, why has the Air Force ignored the 
quality of life of their combat weary warfighters at AFSOC? They are Temporary Duty 
(TDY) to combat locations as much as or more than any other Air Force unit yet the Air 
Force is now demanding they spend addit~onal TDY to test and train In the West 
Why? 

Answer: No good can come of this. The added burden to AFSOC families IS 
rnexcusable. The effect on the capab~llty for the AFSOC to accornpllsh its misslon IS 

significant. It degrades their abil~ty to tram, test, surge, and deploy The result IS i t  
puts the crews at unnecessary added risk in combat. Spouse-to-spouse and parent-to- 
child relationships will suffer due to the added travel burden Crew morale will be fully 
taxed. AFSOC normally deploys about 120 people for tests such as the ALR-69 Class 
IV test. Thrs requires a C-141 aircraft to deploy maintenance personnel and equipment 
at a $200,000 cost per deployment If the test IS  indefinitely delayed and the test team 
js foccedtmetucnhome only to redeploy later, the costs are mult~pl~ed by the - - -- - -- - - - - -- 

deployments. The additional travel would be unnecessary, crews could spend the 
more time w ~ t h  their families, and the Air Force would save precious resources ~f the 
EMTE remalned In place 

c. The Air Force BRACC submission stated that the EMTE assets were to cont~nue to 
support weapons testing, AWC, and AFSOC. Why has the Air Force not funded the 
EMTE beyond FY 957 How does the Air Force intend to retain a viable EMTE for 
weapons testing without funding? Why is the Air Force continuing to include new EC 
systems in the move West (a current increase from 8 to 17)7 What weapons tests will 
the EMTE support7 

Answer: Without funding and with increases in the number of systems to be removed 
from Eglin, the EMTE cannot remain viable. Any statement to the contrary is either 
said in ignorance or as glitter to appease the unknowing. It is doubtful that there will be 
enough weapons tests in the near term to allow the remalnlng EMTE to survlve The 
BRACC submittal ignored the support the EMTE is to give to the AFOTEC Without 



funding and with less and less systems, the remaining EMTE support to the AWC, 
AFSOC, and AFOTEC is a sham. 

d. Why is the Air Force repeating the errors similar to those that occurred on the B-1 B 
Bomber's ALQ-161A jamming system by forcing all EC testing to be accomplished via a 
process and in an environment that failed to detect and identify the severe ALQ-161 
deficiencies, and why shouldn't it be expected that other systems tested under similar 
conditions will also experience similar undetected problems in development and 
operational testing? 

Answer: With out the highly instrumented capabilities of the EMTE, problems slmllar to 
those experienced in the ALQ-161 should be expected to surface after the system is in 
the warfighters hands. Worst case is that the problems won't be detected unt~l the 
system is tested in combat Best case IS the problems will be detected prlor to combat, 
but possibly some-to-the entire inventory would have to be retrofitted or repalred. This 
may not be affordable in all cases. 

e. How many of the Air Combat Command's (ACC) AWC, AFSOC, and Air Force 
Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) personnel currently located at Eglin 
AFB will eventually move West to support EC testing there? How much will that cost7 

Answer: Some Air Force officials would have you believe Ilttle-to-none Faced with the 
cost increases cited above, what alternative is there but to move large segments of the 
AWC and AFSDC to the West? The costs will include a Military Construction Project 
(MCP) as a minimum. There remains the question of how many key civilrans will not 
transfer. 

f. If Eglin's EC systems move, what EC testing would remain and would it be able to 
suppofithe AWCand AFSOC7 - 

- -- - 

Answer; The move would mean that Eglin could no longer support the EC needs of the 
AWC and AFSOC. It would adversely impact their capability to support contingencies, 
increase their costs and schedules to test and train, result in lost combat capability in 
response time, and reduce surge capabilities and security. 

g. What useful data was (and was not) made available to testers at Eglln and out West 
during Desert ShieldIStorm? 

Answer: Eglin was able to supply most of the test data required prior to Desert Storm. 
AFSOC personnel have said privately that they did not get their Western test data untll 
after the war. 

h. What new threat systems became available at Eglin and in the West, during Desert 
Shield, were instrumented, used, and produced available and usable data for EC 
testing prior to Desert Storm7 



Answer: Eglin acquired two new threat systems during Desert Shield and had them 
fully instrumented and producing data prior to the war. One of these threats was 
available in the West and to the best of our knowledge is still not usable to support 
DT&E testing. 

i. How does the Air Force plan to accomplish over water coastal penetration EC testlng 
at the Knells Complex? 

Answer: They cannot. 

j. What is the consensus of the operational customer satisfaction for testing EC In the 
Knells Complex and how was this answer obtained? 

Answer: Not many AWC and AFSOC users we have talked to seem to be satisfied 
The EC PAT Chair was heard to telling AWC, AFSOC, and WRALC attendees at an 
EC PAT meeting that he was not ~nterested in their intellectual concerns, a n d  that they 
were being br~efed about the EMTE move so they could advise him on the~r addrt~onal 
costs to test in the west 

k. Describe the new procedures to support EC flight test for Allied Countr~es who 
would have normally tested at Eglin, and describe the assurances that they w~l l  obtaln 
the data they require for all their threats of interest. 

Answer: Personnel from the Knells Complex have claimed that they can accommodate 
allied flight test requirements Th~s IS an over stated capability that is not golng to be 
supportable. The EC PAT lnd~cated that Ch~na Lake would take most of the Allled 
c u s t o m r s ~ n ~ s  iaking the rest---- -- - - 

I. Describe the scheduling impact on customers with lower priorities and how testing in 
the West will be made available to them so that they can complete their test on 
schedule and within budget. 

Answer: It is unlikely this can be done. Since the cost of testing in the west is higher 
than at Eglin, and range time availability will be less, test schedules will be extended 
and costs will escalate. 

m. The EMTE has an EC ground test capability that allows the AWC and AFSOC 
warfighters to cost effectively and conveniently test their radar jammers against 
systems of interest. Describe the equivalent capability in the Knells Complex 

Answer: There is not one in the Knells Complex. China Lake claims their Slate Range 
has this capability. A major strength of Eglin's ground test capability is its collocation 
with the warfighter. It is very easy and efficient for them to use the facility on a daily or 
periodic basis. The result is a very cost effective operation. The benefit to them is they 



can ground test their jammers against high fidelity threats under repeatable conditions 
to derive the intended countermeasures. The West can duplicate the capability, but 
the cost to the warfighter escalates significantly because of added travel costs. Test 
efficiency, however, declines significantly because of range access problems, resource 
nonavailability, and lack of sufficient instrumentation on the radar under test. An added 
benefit to the warfighter is once ground testing is complete, they can immediately flight 
test the reprogrammed countermeasures against the Eglin based threat. 

n. How often does the customer find errors in the Western data products and ask that 
they be redone? 

Answer: The AWC and AFSOC users we have talked to indicate that it routinely 
occurs. 

2. IMPACT TO THE ACQUISITION COMMUNIN 

a. What is the added cost to the EC program offices to support tests in the West7 
What is the added cost to support this test work load or the revised workload increase 
estimate? How many missions would be flown at Eglin AFB? 

Answer: At one time, the EC PAT identified an additional 900 miss~ons per year to 
support the added test work load in the West at an additional $26,000 minimum per 
mission added cost for the F15 TEWS. Assuming this increase applied to the typical 
test in the West (some will be higher or lower), the total cost increase could be 
$23,400,000 per year for $468 million 
over 20 years. 

b. What is the cost of the additional tanker support per mission? 
- - -- - -- - - - -- -- - 

Answer: An aircraft launched and retrieved at Edwards would require a tanker to get 
statistically useful flight test data in the Knells Complex. A conservative estimate for 
flight testing jets is $1000 per engine per flight hour. A tanker has four engines. Then 
$4000 times 900 missions is $3.6 million or $72 million over 20 years. This assumes 
the tanker cost is for an hour per mission only. This assumption is very conservative. 

c. How much more will program office prime contractor support costs increase due to 
delays in testing in the West? 

Answer: A conservative estimate for Prime Contractor support is $100,000 per person 
per year. A test initially requiring 14 missions but obtaining a 50% nonproductivity rate 
becomes a 21 mission test. Out West, it is not unusual to fly once per week and not 
receive data until six months later. That would mean paying the Prime Contractor for 
about 314s of a year or $75,000 per person. For the same test at Eglin, the miss~ons 
would be completed in 21 weeks. Data would be provided In an additional four weeks 



This 25 weeks equates to about half a year which would result in $50,000 per person 
per test. The difference of $25,000 per Prime Contractor per test times four persons 
per contractor test team is $1 00,000 per test. From above, take 900 missions and 
divide by 21 missions per test yields about 40 tests total per year. Then 40 multiplied 
by $100,000 is $4,000,000 more per year in Prime Contractor costs or $80 million over 
20 years. 

d. What is the added cost to accomplish the same test in the West as on the EMTE 
due to the added inefficiencies of testing in the West? 

Answer: Answers to the above questions are approximations that incorporate only the 
higher cost for labor and resources and data processing lags while assuming equally 
efficient conduct of the missions. Testing EC in the West is not as efficrent as testing 
EC at Eglin. For instance, at Eglin, the tester can brief the aircrew, and in 30 m~nutes 
or less be at the test site. The aircraft can be on station ready to begin the test m~ssion 
on the range within 5 to 10 minutes after take off. If the test aircraft deploys from 
Edwards AFB to either the Knells or China Lake complexes, test crew size and travel 
costs will have to increase to execute the test properly. Last minute changes or 
questions will be more difficult to address. This will increase the likelihood of missron 
cancellation or incorrect or dangerous test procedures being used. At the Knells 
Complex, a typical test must wait six months for data, and the tester typically finds part- 
to-all of the test data is unusable. The options are rnore testing or inconclusive results. 
That yields either increased test costs or wasted money. Testers have come to Eglin to 
collect the data they were unable to in the West. Where will they go now? 

e. What is the average time it takes all customers who test EC in the Knells Complex 
to receive their reduced data products? 

Answer? XhTsfory of months for mosttests In the Knells Complex is tndtcated, whtie the 
median time at Eglin is 2 days after recerpt of request The drfference in trrne is a 
contributor to increased costs in the West. In contrast, on-stte real-time qutck look data 
is available at many Egl~n EMTE threats. Th~s  allows customers to determ~ne the 
effectiveness of the scenarlo before flying the next mrssion 

3. IMPACT OF IGNORING PREVIOUS STUDIES FOR EC CONSOLIDATION 

a. Explain why the Air Force ignored the findings of the Board of Operat~onal Directors 
(BOOD), BOD, and the EC PAT which all stated there was no cost effective reason to 
move EC testing out of Eglin AFB. 

Answer: Based on findings of the BOD and EC PAT and considering what is stated 
here in, we believe the reason is to save Edwards AFB. 



b. When was the Air Force BRACC estimate prepared and by whom? 

Answer: The best knowledge available indicates i t  was done after both the Board of 
Directors (BOD) and EC PAT failed to justify a cost savings to move Eglin's EC test 
capability West. It appears that there are people who will keep restudying these issues 
until they get the answer they want. These recurring studies impugn the integrity of the 
BRACC process conducted by the Air Force's leadership because it is this misled 
leadership that has directed, participated in, and sponsored the BRACC submission. 
The BOD and the EC PAT findings were supposed to be correct and beyond reproach. 
The BRACC submission is different enough to cast a shadow of a cover up andlor 
incompetence somewhere in the process. 

c. Where is the Air Force BRACC analysis that identifies the ~mpact of increased 
testing in the West? Can the existing facilities absorb the increased workload? 

Answer: The Air Force may say the EC PAT or BOD study did it, but they did not. The 
initial Air Force BRACC analysis was a literal shot from the hip. The BRACC pace was 
also to fast for the DOD to do their in-depth cross service analysis. After the Air Force 
BRACC submission, there was a DOD cross servicing effort performed. The Air Force 
version indicated that Eglin's EC and Weapons capabilities and capacities were rated 
the highest, best, and most cost effective. It was rumored that when the Navy saw this 
out come, they no longer wanted to participate. In any event, the effort continued to 
validate the previous study efforts. 

d. Where is the Air Force BRACC analysis that considers the cost, advantages, and 
disadvantages of moving Western EC test facilities to Eglin? 

Answ; TkeBOD study showed thdlepartment of Defense (DOD) could save $50 - _ - - - 

million by consolidating China Lake at Eglin It did not address consol~dating Knells 
Complex assets at Eglin or China Lake 

e. Where is the Joint Service BRACC analysis for consolidating EC testing? 

Answer: The BOD study showed the DOD could save $50 million by consolidating 
China Lake at Eglin. It did not address consolidating Knells Complex assets at Eglin or 
China Lake. A later interservicing study that was initiated under BRACC by Navy 
proponents was indicating similar results. It showed that Eglin's EC test capability was 
superior to China Lake's in capacity, technical capability, and was more cost effect~ve 

f. What will be the cost to bring the Western test ranges up to EMTE standards? 

Answer: Undetermined, but it will not be cheap. It will involve infrastructure 
investments, military construction projects, better Time-Space-Position Information 
(TSPI) and instrumentation. Senior Air Force officials' statements that they are 
equivalent or better is unsubstantiated. Users indicate severe inadequacies in 



supporting tests in the West. A key point here is that more systems on an open-air 
range does not make it better, but it does make it more expensive to operate and 
maintain. Linking facilities and virtual reality are new technologies which promise to 
make large open-air flight test ranges obsolete. When this happens, the EMTE also 
becomes the range of choice from a technjcal and cost perspective. Most flight test 
secure testing could be performed in aircraft sized anechoic chambers. 

g. What is the cost of added resources and infrastructure to the West to support EC 
testing? 

Answer: Undetermined, but it will not be cheap. Most, if not all, investments in the 
West will cost more than at Eglin due in part to regional economies. 

h. Where is the Air Force BRACC analysis that shows how the Air Force plans to 
deconflict issues dealing with air space, facilities, frequencies (and frequency 
interference) for both testing and training in the West? 

Answer: Do not know of any. It probably exists as verbal responses that are a "trust 
me" by western folks. 

4.  IMPACT ON THE EC TEST PROCESS IMPLEMENTATION 

a. The following comparisons for Air Force tests in the West as compared to Eglln are 
made. 

copy chart from _MSWord fiie 

b. Eain is the only Alr Force or Navy Base that has the principle facil~ties to suppod _ ___ _ -  _ _ _  

the complete EC and weapons test process the Guided Weapons Evaluation Fac~lity 
(GWEF), the Preflight Integration of Munit~ons and Electronic Systems (PRIMES), the 
EMTE, and the Armament Systems Test Env~ronment (ASTE). Descr~be how the lost 
synergism of these collocated facilities results in an overall test process improvement 

Answer: There is an over all loss of test capability by moving the EMTE assets. The 
GWEF is Hardware-in-the-Loop (HITL). The PRIMES is an Installed System Test 
Facility (ISTF). The EMTE and ASTE are open-air flight test ranges for EC and 
weapons testing, respectively. The EC and weapons test processes relies on these 
types of test assets to be a viable process. Removing the EMTE makes it more difficult 
and expensive to test EC and weapons in a high fidelity environment. An important, but 
sometimes overlooked element of the EC test process is the contributions of the 
operational tester and warfighter. For the Air Force, they are already or are planned to 
be (AFOTEC) located at Eglin. 



c. The EC PAT prepared the P-Plan that stated Eglin's EC labor positions and 
responsibilities would be transferred to Edwards AFB. What evidence was provided to 
the BRACC that the Air Force EC testing needs can be better served by relocating 
Eglin's EC test positions and responsibilities at Edwards AFB? 

Answer: None known. We believe the Eglin EC move to Edwards AFB is to save 
Edwards. There is no other viable reason. The Edwards test expertise in EC testing is 
minimal while the EC personnel at Eglin can test at the collocated EMTE, the Edwards 
EC testers will have to travel to either China Lake or Knells to do their open-air range 
EC testing. This is a significant loss in test efficiency and increases test travel costs 

d. What analysis has been done to formulate a plan to bring the TSPl in the Knells 
Complex up to Eglin's TSPl accuracies and consistency? 

Answer: Don't know of any. What is known is that China Lake and the Knells Complex 
ranges turn to Eglin's TSPl expertise to improve theirs 

e. What comparisons have been made to instrument like EC systerns/simulators, to 
equal fidelity, in the Knells Complex versus the EMTE; what were the results, what was 
the cost differential; and when were the comparisons made to support the BRACC 
recommendation7 

Answer; Do not know of any. The West just claims theirs are as good or better, but 
when challenged to prove it, they cannot. The AWC users also contradict the western 
claims. 

f. How does the Air Force plan to solve the physical problems such as: multipath, rad~o 
frequency congestion, mounta~ns, Knells AFB arrcraft ramp space, work space and 
quarters for the added customers who w~ l l  be doing the added EC testing In the Knells - - - - 

Complex? 

Answer: No known thought during the studies was given to these evolving problems 

g. Describe how the Air Force intends to collect test data for geographical 
environments other than those found in the West and provide the performance impacts 
on EC equipment when used in other environments. 

Answer: They cannot if the EMTE closes. The current AFDTC Commander stated In a 
briefing that this is all right as long as you intend to fight in only the desert/mountains. 
In my discussion with pilots, low level flying over water is sometimes required although 
it is not a desirable thing to do because of poor visual references It takes additional 
skills and effort to avoid disaster. Some countermeasures also perform differently over 
different terrains. Infrared, optics, and milliwave systems are weather sensitive. To 
test them only in the dry western climate would be a mistake that could shield serious 
defects in the system under test. 



8. Eglin has a premier data reduction and analysis computer facility whose people 
interact daily with Eglin facility developers and collocated customers. Describe the 
equivalent capability in the Knells Complex or what it would cost to develop and 
operate an equivalent facility in the Knells Complex. 

Answer: Eglin's math lab is unique. For the Western ranges to produce the customer 
support required for data processing equal to that of Eglin, the Eglin math lab would 
have to either be duplicated in the West or the Western ranges would have to depend 
on Eglin to support their data processing needs. Either way, test costs would have to 
increase. 

5. FISCAL IMPACTS 

a. How much money has been spent for EC facilities in the past three years in the 
Knells Complex versus the EMTE, and what is the added value gained with the 
differential? 

Answer: There is a about a ten-to-one funding differential. The value added is nil 
since Eglin could do the same work through linking test facilities for far less cost. 

b. Describe how the Air Force intends to implement the EC test process at test ranges 
in the West. 

Answer: It will be very expensive, as one can see by reviewing Edwards budgets for 
Program Element (PE) 64256, Projects 6510 and 3321, in the Defense Budget 
requests. 

- - 

c. ExplaTri-wTy it% not more econommlly feasible to move EC test assets at China 
Lake to Eglin AFB 

Answer: The BOD study indicated that almost $50 million could be saved by do~ng t h ~ s  
This savings was achieved using the Navy's cost model. When the result did not 
support China Lake, they cried foul. The more recent Air Force cross servicing effort 
indicated that only 3 to 5 unique Navy systems would be required to perform Navy 
testing at Eglin. The Navy would also gain actual EC littoral (shoreline defense) 
ingress and egress test capability. By proper placement of naval threats on the EMTE, 
the Navy could more realistically operationally test ship-to-ship or sea launched 
countermeasures than can currently be done at China Lake. The Naval Air Stat~on and 
port at Pensacola offers increased opportunities for Navy testing and training in a 
service unique and joint service environment. 



d. Some of the ground based systems identified to move West are in build~ngs. For 
these systems to operate comparably, there will need to be Military Construction 
Programs (MCP) and the associated funding identified. What MCP is required, and 
what is the projected funding required? If no MCP is required, explain why not. 

Answer: It is not technically practical to move the ground based missile simulations 
without a new building to house them. The ground based missile systems are very 
sensitive to ground clutter and multipath effects, cable lengths predicated on the as 
installed configuration, and flight table isolation. For instance, the SADS XllM employs 
an interference control fence to greatly limit multipath and clutter returns arriving at 
angles within the test sector and at elevation angles less than five degrees. Eglin's flat 
terrain facilitates the fence effectiveness. In the West, the mountains will add 
unremovable clutter and multipath effect in to the ground based missile. Because of 
these effect, there is high probability that the ground based missile systems will never 
be able to work correctly in the West, and that this important test capability will be 
permanently lost. 

e. Where is the long term environmental impact study to support the decision to move 
EC testing West? 

Answer: Do not think there is one, but the Western ranges consist of large sections of 
privately owned land and are subject to reclamation through unfriendly environmental 
lawsuits by the owners or other parties. Eglin owns its land test areas. 

6. POLITICAL IMPACTS 

a. Why has the Air Force continued to actively pursue closing the EMTE in direct 
violation of Congressional d~rect~on and intent to the contrary? 

Answer: Senior AFMC officials have been heard to say that it is to save Edwards AFB. 
The projected Edwards AFB workload is declining. 

b. What Air Force studies have been done in the past year that support or do not 
support the Air Force's decision to consolidate EC testing in the West' 

Answer: The BOD study, the EC PAT, and the Air Force BRACC input study The f~rst 
two did not justify the move. The third is a fabrication to justify predetermined decis~ons 
by AFMC and Headquarters, Air Force Test and Evaluation (AFTTE). 



7. CONCLUSION 

The Air Force's input to the BRACC concerning the move of Eglin AFB's EC test range 
(the EMTE) to the Knells AFB area is seriously flawed. The cost savings identified in 
the BRACC submission cannot be substantiated. It appears that the primary (and 
perhaps only) factor considered was the cost of moving ten systems and their 
associated manpower reductions, Those Air Force BRACC costs omit the costs irl the 
rest of the iceberg. Those are the added test costs for weapon system acquisition and 
to the warfighter. Finally, critical flaws in the Air Force's strategy exist that adversely 
affect the warfighters' capability to successfully fight and survive during future air and 
naval operations supporting U.S. national interests when ordered by the President or 
the Congress. 
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Mr. Joe J. Harrison 
4 Elkwood Court 
Shalimar, Florida 32579 

Dear Mr. Hamson: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Mr. 5 ~ ~ 1  Owsley, the Commission's Cross Service 
Team Leader, regarding the Department of Defense's recommendation on Eglin Air Force Base, 
Florida. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Eglin Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this dEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Prepare Reply for Chainman's Signature 1 Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S i t u r e  1 
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F'repare Reply for StafF Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response 

AC'I'ION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions / 
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MEADOUARTERS UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND 

FORT MONROE. VIRGINIA 23651-5000 

S: 24 Apr 95 
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MEMORANDUM FOR HQDA (DACS-TABS), WASH DC 20310-0100 
2 - . -. p,'? swan&f 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95--Kenner Army Community Hospital 
. ks8.;. 19.5m-2D 

1. Reference Fort Lee memo, ATCL-CG, 10 Apr 95, SAB (encl). 
- I0 

.. . - - 

2 .  Request TABS provide rationale for nomination of Kenner Army 
Community Hospital for inclusion on SECDEF's BRAC 95 list. Need 
to address MG Robison's concerns about costing in COBRA, r 

relationship of numerical rankings to final decision, and 
disconnects between the medical community's vision for medical 
service in this region and the recommendation to downsize. Need 
specific details regarding any recurring cost estimates for costs 
expected to be incurred as a direct result of the downsizing and 
loss of in-patient care capability. 

3. Information is requested NLT 24  Apr 95. 

4. TRADOC and Fort Lee continue to support the SECDEF's 
recommendation but must have additional information to answer 
concerns of Congress, the local community and regional health 
care providers. 

5. TRADOC BRACO POC is Mr. Lederle, DSN 680-3907. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

Enc 1 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
UNITED STATES ARMY COMBINED ARMS SUPPORT COMMAND 

AND FORT LEE 
FORT LEE. VIRGINIA 238016000 

REPLY TO 
ATTENT* OF 

ATCL-CG loAm?W3 

MEMORANDUM FOR General William W. Hartzog, Commander, US Army 
Training and Doctrine Command, Fort Monroe, 
Virginia 23651 -5000 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95--Kenner Army Community Hospital 

1. My purpose in writing is to report on a visit by Mr. David Lewis, a BRAC 95 
Commission staffer, related to Secretary Perry's recommendation on Kenner Army 
Community Hospital (KACH). Let me say from the outset, the BRAC process is 
recognized for its fundamental and economic value. But, preparations for Mr. Lewis' 
anticipated questions and the communities' presentation have surfaced distinct 
concerns. I share these concerns in the direct interest of maintaining high quality 
training and retaining what I consider minimum quality-of-life medical standards for our 
soldiers and their families. 

2. Secretary Perry's announcement calls for eliminating inpatient services and 
downsizing KACH to a clinic. Simultaneously, the medical community envisions 
establishing a "super" clinic at Ft Lee in the near future, but a plan to achieve this 
vision, to include resourcing, has not been prepared. Eliminating inpatient services is 
certainly not desirable, but can be accommodated even though Fort Lee will be the only 
TRADOC training school installation without a hospital. Reductions of 190 personnel, 
42 percent of the hospital staff, identified in the BRAC cost analysis (COBRA) are 
based on an untested MEDCOM benchmark. This benchmark application jeopardizes 
outpatient services capability with the likelihood of increased associated costs. 
Questions posed by Congressman Sisisky and the local communities in this regard 
remain unanswered. Given this, the COBRA data appear incomplete and not totally 
accurate. At best, it may be a savings in one program while reality is a shifting of costs 
to another program. 

3. As a matter of interest, enclosed is a copy of the Joint Services Study Group (JSSG) 
candidates list annotated to show results. Understand that the Navy and Air Force 
played in the review, but chose to work their efforts through the POM process rather 
than BRAC. The JSSG list clearly shows that the Navy and Air Force did not concur in 
any candidate hospital being realigned to clinic status, except for total Reese AF Base 
closure. Also, wonder how KACH became a candidate with a functional value score 
higher than many others (copy enclosed of extract on functional value scores from 
JSSG study report) and where Army's concurrence on KACH was made since Fort Lee 
was not consulted. Coincidentally, KACH had been working an initiative with 



ATCL-CG 
SUBJECT: BRAC 95--Kenner Army Community Hospital 

Admiral McDaniel's regional TRICARE group at Portsmouth, VA, prior to the BRAC 
announcement. Admiral McDaniel's representative at our BRAC visit noted that the 
KACH recommendat~on was not coordinated with them and would negatively impact 
their plans. As understood, the emerging TRICARE plan called for downsizing a 
military hospital in the region other than Fort Lee because of Fort Lee's catchment area 
on the extreme western side of the region. 

4. The KACH recommendation, if sustained, is on an accelerated schedule based on 
limited COBRA FY 96 civilian pay allowance. This means affected civilians need to be 
off the rolls by mid-year. Directed planning requirements and the stated fast-track for 

- completing total execution by FY 96 close-out will preclude doing what is right for our 
soldiers and their families unless we can reflect reality versus an untested model. My 
bottom line concerns center on the potential for hollow services to our soldiers and their 
families. Your assistance in protecting this vital support is appreciated. 4 

2 Encls 
-pi@ ~6 

THOMAS W. ROBISON 
Major General, U.S. Army 
Commanding 

CF: 
MG Thomas R. Tempel, Deputy Surgeon General, HQDA (DASG-ZB), 

Falls Church, VA 22041-3528 



Military Treatment Facilities 

Realignment and CIosure Candidates 

a,.t~r-- Uame Location .Alternative Service Response $- 
A9 fie- 

'ioble .*-zTI~ Community Hospital b ~ u r ~  Fort McClellan, AL Realig to Clinic Concur 

>.-ser .2 .2 .~y Community Hospital - A/ Fort Rucker, .a R e d i g  to Clinic Non-Concur 

-. - . -- . .-sk.-?s A m y  M e d i d  Center - Y Aurora, CO Close Concur 

,SAF .:deny Hospirai - n/ Air Force Academy R d i y  to Clinic POhl reduction 

1SAF !.fedid Center Scon AFB ,d Scon AFB, IL R d i p  to Clinic Realigned to CH 

Ximbrc23!! h y  Communiry Hospital Y Fort Made, MD R e d i g  to Clinic Concur - 
Yri& Partenon USAF Medical Center Wright Patterson AFB, OH Realign to ClinidCH BRAC 95 Impact 

4 

LL Naval Xospital Beaufort Beaufort, SC Rd ign  to Clinic Non-Concur 

363rd Medid Group d Shaw AFB, SC Realign to Clinic Non-Concur 

-- - : - . , - d ~ e -  - 
- --- ~ S . q ~ r i - ~  -. -- -% .. Reese AFB, TX - Realign to CI~G-,,. ,Concur, 7mzzr 

Naval Hospital, Corpus Christi & Corpus Christi, TX . Redign to C h i c  Concur via POM 

3 I L k i  Hall Medical Center /I/ - Lackland AFB, TX R d i p  to ClinidCH Non-Concur . 
396th -Medid Group - r /  Sheppard AFB, TX R e d i p  to Clinic Non-Concur 

In ~Mdiul Group - r /  Langiey AFB, VA Rd ign  to Clinic Non-Conc~lr 

Dcwic Army Community Hospital r /  Fort Belvoir, VA Realign to Clinic Non-Concur 

. - N Kennc Army Community Hospital - Fort Lee, VA R e d i p  to Clinic Concur 
-- 

&YT~/PCT FRO- 8 . k ~  9c JO~M'T -6 SE&~/C& &&u P REPOLG 
=c s, /99q 

, CLOSE HOLD 
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M O B L L L U l l O N  B E D  REQULREM- 

tUR FO R CE 

, 
AD FAhi 

East Medical G n k n  2,U6.190 2,216,670 1,492 
West Medlcal G n k n  1.758.695 1.906.223 



ATTENTION OF 

DACS-TABS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

24 April 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR HEADQUARTEIIS, TRAINING AND DOCTRINE 
COMhIAND, ATTN: ATCS-OR ( 5 -  1 OC) 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 -- Kenner Army Community Hospital 

1. Reference your memorandum, SAB, 14 April 1995. 

2. I appreciate your continued support for the BRAC process through this tough period 
and assure you that during the implementation planning process that the best possible 
medical services will be provided to support the soldiers and their families and the retired 
community of Fort Lee. 

3. The BRAC process has focused closely on reducing our total hfkstructure by 
eliminating excess capacity. The Secretary of Defense has recognized this need and 
specifically chartered the Medical Joint Cross Service Group to find opportunities for 
consolidation of the medical treatment in£iastructure. Through their process, which 
compared total patient load (across all Services) with total medical treatment capacity 
(across all Services), they developed the alternative to downsize Kenner Army Communiq. 
Hospital to a clinic. Army further analyzed this zltemtive to determine the imp2ct a d  
supported the recommendation. 

4. Many of the issues that are generated during this period will be resolved during the 
develogment and staffing of the implementation plan under the direction of the A r m j r ' s  

Base Realignment and Closure Office. However, both the Army and Joint Cross Service 
Group have supported this realignment because it clearly eliminates excess capacity and 
generates a savings which can be applied to improving the Army for Force XXI. 

5. To assist you in understanding the Secretary of Defense's recommendation, I have 
addressed the issues raised by your headquarters and the Commanding General, Fort Lee 
at the enclosure. 

MICHAEL G JONES 
COL, GS 
Director. The Army Basing Study 

CF. h/lG Tempel, Deput~r Surgeon General, OTSG 



ISSUES ON KENNER ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL AT FORT LEE 

HQ. TRADOC ISSUES 

- CONCERN ABOUT COBRA COSTING 
The Joint Cross Service Group proposed the alternative to do\vnsize Kenner Hospital to a 
clinic. At the direction of The Army Basing Study, the Medical Command developed the 
scenario which eliminated inpatient services using the benchmark model to estimate 
manpower. The Army Basing Study used Medical Command's personnel eliminations, 
estimated CHAMPUS and Active Duty Supplemental Care cost increases, and facility 
conversion costs for modifjling the existing hospital into a hnctional outpatient clinic in 
the Cost of Base Realignment Actions model. The Army Basing Study also decremented 
the Ft Lee garrison staff and the reduced Real Property Maintenance Activities of the 
hospital itself by the mission change caused by the reduced hospital staffing using the Base 
Operations Support Manpower Model (BOSMM). 

A copy of COBRA run is attached. The Army Basing Study analyst is available to explain 
the origin of all input data. 

- RELATIONSHIP OF NUMERICAL RANKINGS TO FINAL DECISION 
The Medical Joint Cross-Senrice Group alternatives were formed with the objectives of 
minimizing excess capacity while maximizing overall functional value within a given 
region. Several other constraints, e. g. if bed demand exceeded civilian acute care 
available beds or if there were less than 2 accredited community hcilities, also caused 
certain facilities to be retained. In some cases these constraints caused some Military 
Treatment Facilities (MTFs) to become more vulnerable to downsizing or closure. 
Rightsizing of operating bed capability was the driving factor rather than strictly assessing 
a rank ordering of the hnctional value of an MTF. Although Kenner's Functional Value 
was higher than other MTFs, its operating bed capacity caused the Military Health Service 
System for the region to have excess capacity. 

- DISCONNECTS BETWEEN THE MEDICAL COMMUNITY VISION AND 
RECOMMENDATION TO DOWNSIZE 
As the implementation plan is developed and staffed any perceived disconnects will be 
resolved by the Medical Command. The concept of a "super" clinic is evolving and is 
tailored to the specific, unique needs of the supported community. Medical Command will 
reduce the excess inpatient capacity while providing the appropriate responsive medical 
care for all beneficiaries at the least possible cost to the Department of Defense. 

- SPECIFIC DETAILS ON RECURRING COSTS RELATED TO DOWNSIZTNG AND 
LOSS OF IN-PATIENT CARE 
See "Concern About COBRA Costing." 



COMMANDER. FORT LEE COMMENTS 

CONCERN ABOUT MINIMUM MEDICAL QUALITY OF LIFE FOR SOLDIERS 
AND FAMILIES 
The Surgeon General and the Medical Command remain committed to the best possible 
medical services to all entitled beneficiaries 

However, the Medical Joint Cross Service Group which closely compared the 
requirements versus the assets has identified excess medical treatment capacity within the 
Department of Defense. Their analysis showed that downsizing Kenner Hospital to a 
clinic was the best alternative for their region to rightsize the medical infrastructure while 
improving the net functional value of Medical Health Service System. -The briefing given 
by the Kenner Hospital staff to Mr. Lewis, BRAC Commission staff analyst, confirmed 
this excess capacity -- 32% of their $17.1 million budget went to support less than 2% of 
their roughly 225,000 patient visits, i. e. inpatient visits. 

As the Medical Command develops their implementation plan to eliminate this excess 
capacity, they will develop the Kenner Clinic mission and resourcing so that the medical 
quality of life for all entitled beneficiaries will receive the best possible care fiom credential 
level quality physicians. 

With the advent of TRICARE programs, to include special programs available for BRAC : 

affected areas, all beneficiaries will find that they have more options available to  them that 
can be tailored to their needs. 

1 VISION FOR "SUPERn CLINIC VERSUS RESOURCING 
As you know the medical community has been tasked by the Army Base Realignment and 
Closure Office to develop implementation plans that will address how the recommendation 
will be executed. Although the medical community may envision a "super clinic" at Ft Lee 
their H@th Service Support Agency and Medical Command must approve it before it will 
be accepted. 

- VALUE OF UNTESTED BENCHMARK MODEL 
The Benchmark Model is not untested. It has been used to determine manpower 
requirements at 25 MTFs, has been endorsed by ADM Martin of ASD(HA) as the only 
credible model available for medical manpower estimating and will continue to be used by 
the Army Personnel Proponency Directorate to determine Army Medical Department 
Program Operating Memorandum manpower requirements. This model was used to 
develop resourcing required to implement the alternative proposed by the Medical Joint 
Cross Service Group so that the fiscal impact could be assessed Medical Command is 
currently stafing the implementation plan which will more specifically address changes in 
the mission and resources at Kenner Hospital. 



- PERCEIVED SAVINGS MAY BE A PROGRAM COST TRANSFER 
This recommendation shows a net savings to the Department of Defense accounting for all 
hnding appropriations to include Operations and Maintenance, Real Property 
Maintenance, Military and Civilian Pay, CHAMPUS and Active Duty Supplemental Care 
cost transfers. 

- NAVY & AIR FORCE WILL HANDLE DOWNSIZING IN POM VERSUS ARMY 
HANDLING THROUGH BRAC - 
Each Service Secretary had the discretion on how to handle the Joint Cross Service 
Group's alternatives The Secretary of the Army elected to support the Secretary of 
Defense's specifically chartered initiative to consolidate the medical infrastructure through 
BRAC 95. 

-- - 

- KENNER HOSPITAL HAD A HIGH FUNCTIONAL VALUE BUT WAS STILL 
SELECTED FOR DOWNSIZING 
See "Disconnect between Medical Community Vision and Recommendation to 
Downsize." 

- FT LEE WAS NOT CONSULTED 
The Army Basing Study's policy was to consult with the Major Command whose affected 
elements were greater than 100 personnel. Fort Lee's impact was loss of 15 garrison 
spaces. Further, Medical Command was best disposed to assess the main thrust of this 
alternative, i. e. the medical service patient load versus medical service assets. 

- EMERGING TRICARE PLAN WOULD HAVE DOWNSIZED ANOTHER 
MEDICAL TREA- FACILITY OTHER THAN KENNER HOSPITAL 
An OSD policy decision precluded c o d t a t i o n  with Lead agents. The Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs has responsibility for policy and programming 
actions for the medical infrastructure and has authority over the Lead Agents. ASD(HA) 
was directly responsible to the Secretary of Defense for the management of the Medical 
Joint CX-Ass Service Group's BRAC 95 process and was positioned to have visibility and 
authority to act directly on the JCSG's proposal. 

- CONCERNED ABOUT HOLLOW SERVICES TO SOLDIERS 
The Surgeon General and the Medical Command remain committed to the best possible 
medical services to all entitled beneficiaries. As the Medical Command develops their 
implementation plan to eliminate this excess capacity, they will develop the Kenner Clinic 
mission and resourcing so that the medical quality of life for all entitled beneficiaries will 
continue to receive the best possible care from credentialed and licensed physicians. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W Y  (COBRA V5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : R R M Y  
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JM2-1Q.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1996 

ROI Year : 1997 11 Year) 

NPV in 2015(SK) : -50.542 
1-Time Cost (SKI : 2,121 

Net Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tocal 

MilCon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person -3,845 -9,089 - 9,089 -9.089 -9,089 -9,089 -49,290 

Overhd 5,612 5.387 5,387 5.387 5,387 5,387 32,547 

.- . -Moving 922 0 0 0 0 0 922 
Missio 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,  0 

Other 296 0 0 0 0 0 296 

TOTAL 2,984 -3,702 -3.702 -3,702 -3,702 -3.702 -15,525 

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

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 29 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 
En1 70 0 0 0 0 0 70 

C i v  106 0 0 0 0 0 106 

TQT 205 0 0 0 0 0 205 

POSITIONS REAGIGNED 
Off 0 

h l  0 
Stu 0 
C i v  0 

m 0 

su==w: -------- 
-REAGIGN KENNER ARNY ~ ~ ~ U N I T Y  HOSPITAL TO a w I c  
-ELIMINATE INPATIENT SERVICES 

Bey::.: 
- - - . - -  



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W Y  (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\mZ-~Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF'IDEC.SFF 

Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Tota 1 Beyond 

...--- 

0 

0 
5,720 

0 
0 
0 

- - - -  - - - -  
MilCon 0 0 

Person 74 1 o 
Overhd 5,883 5,720 
Moving 922 0 
Missio 0 0 

Other 296 0 

TOTAL 7,841 5.720 

Savings ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
9,089 

333 

0 
0 
0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
50,031 
1,935 

0 
0 
0 

MilCon 0 0 
Person 4,586 9,089 
Overhd 271 333 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : A R M Y  
Option Package : JM2-lQ LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JM2-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Year Cost IS) Adjusted Cost($) 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : A R M Y  
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JM2-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construct ion 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

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

Total - Moving 
Other 
HAP / RSE 
Euvitonmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total One-Time Costs 2,121.371 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moviflg 
Land Sales ? 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 2,121,371 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : -2-lQ LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JMZ-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FORT LEE, VA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - . - - - - 
Construct ion 
Military Constructlon 
Family Housing Constructlon 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personne 1 
. Civilian RIF ~ ~--. - 

Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

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

Total - bving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 147,124 
Ernrironmmtal Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 149,000 

Total - Other 296,124 

__---______________-----------------------------------------------------------  
. Total One-Tim Costs 2,121,371 
__-_-__-____---_-__----------------------------------------------------------- 
One-Tim Savings 
Military Corrstruct~on Cost Avoidances 0 

Family Housin Cost Avoidances 9 0 

Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Trme Moving Savlngs 0 
Envrronmental Mrtlgatlon Savlngs 0 

One-Time Unlque Savings 0 
_____________._____---------..------------------------------------------------ 

Total One-Tlme Savlngs 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Tlme Costs 2.121.371 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : -2-IQ LEE 
Scenario File : C:\~OBRA\JM~-~Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

All Costs in SK 
Total I MA Land Cost Total 

Base Name MI lCon Cost Pur-ch Avoid Cosc 
- - - - - - -  - -  ..-..- - - - -  ....- -..-- - - - - -  
FORT LEE 0 0 0 0 0 
-~-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . . . . - - - - - - - .~~~. . . . . . . .~~~~~.- . - - - -~~. .~.- - - - - -~-- - - - . . .  

Totals: o 0 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL SWWARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994. Report Cleated 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department :ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-lQ LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JM2-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC,SFF 

PERSONNEL SUT'4MARY FOR: FORT LEE. VA 

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

751 2.311 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES. 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
-..- - - - -  ... . . .  .... .... ..... 

Officers 0 - 1 0 0 .  0 0 - 1 

Enlrsted 0 - 2 0 0 0 0 - 2 
Students 0 401 -159 0 0 0 242 
Crvll lans 0 - 9 -82 0 0 0 -91 
TOTAL 0 389 -24 1 0 0 0 148 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

750 2,310 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 
---- ----  ---- 

Officers -29 0 0 
Enlisted -70 0 0 
Civilians -106 0 0 
TOTAL -205 0 0 

BASE POPULRTION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted 
---------- ---------- 

721 2,240 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

4,900 

Students 
---------- 

4,900 

Civi 1 ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

2,966 

ZOO1 Total 

Civilians 
---------- 

2,860 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994. Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department :ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JM~-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF~DEC SFF 

Rate 
--.. 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.005 
Regular Retirement' 5.00% 
Civilian Turnoverg 15.00% 
Civs Not Movlng (RIFsIgt 
Civilians Moving ( the  remalndrrl 

Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10. 
Regular Retirement 5 .  
Civilian Turnover 15. 
c&& ~ o t  Moving (RIFS)-+ 
Priority Placement# 60. 

Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMEKTS 11 0 0 0 0 0  11 

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

TUTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLAcEXENTS# 64 0 0 0 0 0 64 
TOTAL C M L I A N  NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements. Civilian Turnaver, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Hove (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to base. 

II Not all F'riority placement= involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JMZ-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC,SFF 

Base: FORT LEE. VA Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Early Retirement' 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Civs Not Moving (RIFsle 6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving (the remalnderl 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 

Civilian Positions Available 0 '0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0  

Early Retirement 10.00% 11 0 0 0 0 0  

Regular Retirement 5.00% 5 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 16 0 0 0 0 0 

Civs ~ o t  Moving (~IFSI - 6.00E 6 0 0 0 0 0  

Priority Placement# 60.00% 64 0 0 0 0 0  
Civilians Available to Move 4 0 0 0 0 0  

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 4 0 0 0 0 0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RFTIRMENTS 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLAWENTS# 64 0 0 0 0 0 64 
m A L  CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

+ Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and CivilizUIS Not 
Willing to Have are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

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



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA ~5.08) 
D a t a  As O f  15:25 12/09/1994. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  08:17 04/26/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  :ARMY 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : JM2-lQ LEE 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\JM2-1Q.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF'IDEC.SFF 

B a s e :  FORT LEE.  VA 

Y e a r  
- - - -  
1996 

1991 

1998 
1999 

2000 

2001 

TOTALS 

P e r s  M o v e d  I n  
T o t a l  P e r c e n t  

P e r s  Moved  O u t / E l i r n i n a c e d  S h u t D n  
T o c a  1 P e r c e r i t  T l m e P h a s e  
- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
205 100.00% 100.00% 

0 0.005 0.005 

0 0.005 0.00% 

0 0.00% 0.001 

0 0. oot 0.00% 

0 0.00% 0.001: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - 
205 100.00% 100.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vS.081 - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994. Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JM2-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSmNEL 
nIL novm 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
nFsc 

OTfIEx 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envimmnental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME , .. . 

Total 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JMZ-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

RECURR INGCOSTS 
- - - - -  1 S K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OhM 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

mrAL R E N R  

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
.---- .  

C 

TOTAL COST 7,841 5,720 5,720 5,720 5,720 5.720 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCPION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
l-Time Move 

UIL PERSONN?JL 
Mil Moving 

OTRER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

REC(JRR1NGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
BOS 

- Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mlssion 

Total 
-----  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

Misc Recur 
Unlque Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TDTAL SAVINGS 4,657 5,422 9.422 9,422 9,422 5 , 4 2 2  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 /6  
Data As Of 15 :25  12 /09 /1994 ,  Report Created 08 :17  04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JM~-IQ.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  
CONSTRUITION 
MILCON 
Fam Houslng 

OhM 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
l-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
----- (SK) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O M  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CmKPuS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
W t  

Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 2 , 9 8 4  - 3 , 7 0 2  







APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 6/6 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : JMZ-lQ LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JMZ-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF~DEC.SFF 

Base: FORT LEE, 
ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OhM 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 -----  ($I0 ----- ---- - ---  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

txmMFuS 
nrr. PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allov 

ommt 
Rocuremurt 
Uiseion 
Uisc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 2,984 -3,702 -3,702 -3,702 -3,702 -3,702 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994. Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : A R M Y  
Option Package : JM2-lQ LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JM2-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base 
- - - -  
FORT LEE 

Personne 1 
Change %Change 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
-205 -2% 

SF 
Change \Change Chg/Per 
----.- ------. .-.---- 

-69,000 - 1 %  336 

RPMA(S) UOS ($1 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - ----.- ---- . --  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  ----... .--..-- 

FORT LEE -123,508 -15 - 602 -209,346 -1% 1,021 

RPMAeOS I$) 
Base Change tChange Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ---.--- 
FORT LEE -332.854 - 5  1,624 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-lQ LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JMZ-~Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC,SFF 

Net Change(SK1 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
-----------.-- .... .... .... .... .... ............... 

RPMA Change . t; 1 -113 - ,..: - 1 1 3  -113 1 3  6 1 9  - 1 2 3  .?. 
BOS Change -209 -209 -209 -209 -209 -209 -1,256 -209 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 0 
.............................................................................. 

TOTAL CHANGES -2.11 - 3 3 3  - 3 3 3  - 3 3 3  - 3 3 3  - 3 3 3  -1.935 - 3 3 3  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.081 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department :ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JMZ-1Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

node1 Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phaslng of Const rucc lon , /S1lu tdowr1:  Yes 

Base Name 
- ? - - - - - - - 
FORT LEE, VA 

strategy: 
. . - - - - - - . 
Heal lgnmrnt .. 

Summary. 
- - - - - - - 
-REALIGN KENNER ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL TO CLINIC 
-ELIMINATE INPATIENT SERVICES 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FORT LEE, VA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month1 : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month1 : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Yearl : 
Comnunications (SK/Yearl : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Yearl : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Aomeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

INPDT S-W FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INPORMkTION 
Name: FORT LEE, VA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time W i n g  Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Acciv Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission d v e  (SKI : 
Misc ~ e c u r r i n ~ ' ~ o s t  (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales1 (SKI : 
Construction Schedule (I:) : 
Shutdown Schedule It1 : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facll ShutDown (KSFI : 

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

0 0 0 0 
5,720 5,720 5.720 5.720 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0% 0% 0 t: 0 1: 
0% OI: 0 S 0 I: 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Famlly Houslng ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994. Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JMZ-lQ.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF?DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Off Force Struc Changr: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenarlo Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenarlo Change: 
Off Change (No Sa 1 Save I : 

En1 Change (No Sal Savel : 
Civ Change (No Sal Save) : ~ . 

Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 77.00% 

Percent Enlisted Married: 58.50% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 91.001 

Officer Salary($/Year) : 67,948.00 

Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,717.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 30.860.00 

En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,223.00 

Avg Unemploy Cost(S/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 

Civilian SalarylS/Year) : 45,998.00 

Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.001 

Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 

Civilian RIP Pay factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: SF7DEC. SFF 

STANDARD FACXORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as expanents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.001 

Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 

Avg Bachelor Qu&ters (SF) : 388.00 

Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1.819.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 2.901 1997: 3.00% 1998. 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 

Priority Placement Service: 60.001 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: SO. 00% 

Civilian PCS Costs ($1 : 28,800.00 

Civilian New Hire Cost ($1 : 1,109.00 
Nat Median Home Price ( 5 )  : 114,600.00 

Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs ($1 : 22.385.00 

Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 

Max Home Purch Reimburs ($1 : 11,191.00 
Civilian Howowning Rate: 64.001 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 

HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 

RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RW/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materlal/Asslgned Person(Lb1 : 710 
IIHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 

HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6.400.00 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18.000.00 

Total HHG Cost (S/lOOLb) : 35.00 

Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 9.20 
Xisc Exp ($/Direct E m p : q y ) :  7 3 . 0 0  

Equip Pack & Crate ($/Ton1 : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle(S/Mile) : 0.09 

Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Milel: 0.09 

POV Reimbursement lS/Milel : 0.18 
Avq Mil Tour Lengch (Years1 : 2.90 

Routine ~CS(S/~ers/Tourl : 4,665.00 
One-Tine Off TCS Cost ( S )  : 6.131. O C  
One-Ti-e En1  PCS CnstlSI: 5 . 3 B l . C O  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 15:25 12/09/1994, Report Created 08:17 04/26/1995 

Department : ARMY 

Option Package : JM2-1Q LEE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\JMZ-~Q.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF~DEC. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

C a t  L'~L':-)' 

Horlzonral 
Waterfront 
Air Operat ions 
Operat ional 
Admlniscrac~ve 
School Bulldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 

-. - Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

-. 

( S Y  1 

i t Z !  

(SF) 
(SF)  

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
{EA) 
(EAI 
(SF) 
(SF1 
(SF1 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF1 
(ELI 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

APPLIED INSTR 
LABS IRDTLEI 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION FAC 
PHYSZCAL FITNESS FAC 
2 + 2  BACIIQ 
Optlonal Category G 
Optional Category I I  
Optional Category I 
Optlonal Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

- ASSUMES SHUTDOWN OF 205/424 ' 142-69 KSF OF HOSPITAL - FCG 51010 
- ASSUMES CLINIC CONSISTS OF 37/78/119-234 PERSONNEL 

- GARRISON OF FT LEE IS 17/162/233-412 

- BOSMM MISSION CHANGE IS 15; MULTIPLIER IS 15/412-.a3641 

- As~S~RENOVATION OF 2400 SF W/ LAF--83 GIVES $69/SF - S149K 



CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM WCTS) # C1,573503- \ .S 

TYPE OF ACTION REOUIRED 

I Prepare Reply for C ' . 's Sigoarure Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S i t u r e  

I Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response 

I I ACXON: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions I I 



I(U vi%!2! FOR PROGRESS 

Ridgecrest-lnyokern-China Lake, California 

May 2, 1995 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Attn: Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon, 

I am writing to express my concern with the Navy's failure 
to consolidate energetic materials science and technology 
efforts (propellants, explosives and pyrotechnics) at china 
Lake as recommended by the Laboratory Joint Cross-Service 
Group. This misguided decision has far reaching impact 
beyond the Navy. 

The recommendation of China Lake as the preferred site for 
consolidated cross-service energetics work, as contained in 
DDR&Ets Memorandum of, February 13, 1995, was intended to 
apply to all three services. The Air Force's deliberations 
are not well documented, and their reasons for failing to 
consolidate are unclear. However, the Navy's failure to 
consolidate NAVAIR and NAVSEA work at a single site (China 
Lake) can only serve as a disincentive for the other 
services to consolidate as recommended. 

The Navy's decision is ostensibly driven by two 
considerations; the upfront cost to close NSWC Indian Head, 
and a desire to retain an in-house production capability. 
The first consideration involves false economy in the long 
term and a flawed data gathering process. The second 
consideration is bad policy. 

First, the Navyts COBRA run to close NSWC Indian Head and 
move only the necessary RDTCE functions, results in a ROI of 
7 years. The Navy's run used certified data, and will 
certainly work, but it is not a least cost solution. It is 
a negotiated position, which required 5 iterations between 
the commands involved. The result is a compromised scenario 
which is as high as NAVSEA/Indian Head can argue and 
negotiate, and significantly higher than NAVAIR/China Lake's 
original input. 

P. 0. Box 2000, Rldgecrest, Callfornla 93556 
815 North Downs street, suite D 

1619) 371 -BRA C (371 -2722) 
Fax: 619-371 -2724 



a. The number of personnel to be moved is 35% higher 
than originally proposed by China Lake (951 vs. fewer 
than 700). Further, the personnel moves are delayed 
until 2000 and 2001, vice beginning at some reasonably 
earlier date which would provide earlier and greater 
total savings. 

b The MILCON figures are inflated to replicate some 
degree of production capability, although less than 
that which is currently in place at Indian Head. The 
overstated cost has not been specifically determined, 
however it is estimated by reliable sources to be at 
least $15 million, and probably much more. 

Second, review of the 19 December 1994 BSEC minutes 
indicates a major consideration in the retention of Indian 
Head was that the BSEC, Itwas uneasy eliminating in-house 
production capability.I1 Our discussions with industry 
consultants indicate there is on the order of 300% to 400% 
excess capacity in the industry, which this policy decision 
only exacerbates. Pilot plant capabilities, such as exist 
at China Lake, are necessary for scale up of energetic 
materials and additionally provide a limited, small scale 
production capability. However, the production capabilities 
contemplated to be retained at Indian Head are unjustified 
on the basis of the extreme excess capacity in the industry 
and the cost to the Navy to maintain a redundant capability. 
In essence it will cost the Navy 51 million dollars each and 
everv year (estimated annual savings from enclosure (1)) to 
avoid being gluneasyw about eliminating production at Indian 
Head and maintaining a pilot plant capability at China Lake. 

Enclosure (1) is a revised COBRA run which demonstrates the 
significant savings that accrue from moderating the extreme 
assumptions in the Navy's scenario discussed above. 
Personnel numbers have been reduced from 951 to 700 which is 
slightly in excess of China Lake's originally proposed 
numbers. Additionally the movement of these positions has 
been accelerated to begin in 1997, a more reasonable start 
date than delaying until 2000. MILCON has been reduced by 
$15 million which we believe is a very conservative estimate 
of the overstated cost due to maintaining a production 
capability. These changes result in a ROI in 3 years, an 
annual savings of $51 million, and net present value in 2015 
of $382 million in savings. 

We most strongly recommend that the BRAC Commission rerun 
the Navy's COBRA data using more realistic personnel and 
MILCON numbers. Specifically we recommend the BRAC 
Commission request from the Navy and use numbers 
representing minimum cost without addins undue risk to 
mission accom~lishment. We believe this will confirm or 



improve our estimates of savings, and validate the cost 
effectiveness of consolidating all energetics work at China 
Lake. 

We regret the lateness of this input. The Navy's scenario 
development file 3-20-0205-036 on NSWC Indian Head was 
apparently created in December, 1994. However, for unknown 
reasons, it was not submitted and available in the BRAC 
Commission library until the last week of March, delaying 
our review of the issue. 

Sincerely, 

Yack P. Connell 
Executive Director 

encl 



REVISED COBRA RUN CONDITIONS 
(COBRASOS\R&D-MIN.CBR) 

* Civilian Personnel realigned from Indian Head to China Lake reduced from 950 
to 700. 

* MILCON at China Lake reduced from $131,002,000 to $116,002,000. [See Input 
Screen Seven] 

* Accelerate transfer of civilian personnel to China Lake. [See Input Screens Three 
& Six] 

Begin in '97 with transfer of R&D Scientists & Engineers 
200 billets to China lake 
50 billets (total of -60 (original -10 + -50)) reduced at Indian Head (Civilian 

Scenario Change) 
Continue transfer in '98 

200 billets to China Lake 
1 00 billets (total of - 1 08 (original -8 + - 100)) reduced at Indian Head (Civilian 

Scenario Change) 
Complete transfer in '99 

300 billets to China Lake 
100 billets (total of -100 (original 0 + -100)) reduced at Indian Head (Civilian 

Scenario Change) 

* Other Conditions of COBRA95WAVY\PRELIMUa-R&D.CBR remain the same 

Indian Head R&DMIN.CBR 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA 6 - 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs FiLe : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Start ing Year : 1996 
F ina lyear  :2001 
ROI Year : 2004 (3 Years) 

NPV i n  2015(SK): -382,213 
I-Time Cost(SK1: 280,170 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1 999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 39,054 23,263 37,913 -4,984 23,820 -16,600 
Person -592 -2,923 -8,343 -13,829 -16,959 -26,157 
Overhd 3,630 5,209 3,083 2,307 1,287 -2,812 
Moving 202 7,151 6,090 8,536 24,377 36,461 
Missio 0 0 -50 -50 -50 -413 
Other 200 35 25 1,298 1,010 104 

Total Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
102,467 0 
-68,804 -38,415 
12,704 -12,408 
82,816 0 

- 563 -413 
2,672 0 

TOTAL 42,493 

1996 - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off 2 
En1 0 
Civ 21 
TOT 23 

Total - - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

CLOSE NSUC INDIAN HEAD. HOVE ALL MAJOR TENANTS INCLUDING NOC HQ 8 EODTCH 
HOVE ONLY THE NECESSARY RDTBE FUNCTIONS 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUClH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Costs (OK) Constant Do l la rs  
1 996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

H i  lCon 46,313 30,363 
Person 68 856 
Overhd 3,731 6,152 
Moving 202 7,162 
Missio 0 0 
Other 200 35 

TOTAL 50,514 44,569 59,266 21,266 86,044 49,979 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1996 - - - -  

M i  lCon 7,259 
Person 660 
Overhd 101 
Mov i ng 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Do l la rs  
1997 - - - -  

7,100 
3,779 

943 
12 
0 
0 

TOTAL 8,020 11,834 20,547 27,988 52,559 59,396 

Total - - - - -  
174,926 

5,087 
46,055 
82,897 

0 
2,672 

Total 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

479 
9,158 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N%DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

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

Base Name 

NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 
NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, CA 
NSUC CRANE, IN 
NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 
UPNSTA YORKTOWN, VA 
NDU UASHINGTON, DC 
BASE X, XX 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Closes i n  FY 2001 
Rea 1 i gnment 
Real igrment 
Rea 1 i grment 
Real ignment 
Real ignment 
Realignment 

S m r y :  - - - - - - - -  
CLOSE NSUC INDIAN HEAD. MOVE ALL MAJOR TENANTS INCLUDING NOC HP & EODTCH 
MOVE ONLY THE NECESSARY RDTgE FUNCTIONS 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 
NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 
NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 
NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 
NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 
NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, 
NSUC CRANE, IN 
NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 
UPNSTA YORKTOWN, VA 
NDU UASHINGTON, DC 
BASE X, XX 

Distance: - - - - - - - - - 
C A 2,663 mi 

651 mi 
25 mi 

142 mi 
31 mi 

960 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSUC INDIAN HEAD, WD t o  NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 200 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 

Transfers from NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD t o  NSUC CRANE, I N  

O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MlN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

INWT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD t o  NSVC DAHLGREN, VA 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C i v i l i an  Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD t o  UPNSTA YORKTOUN, VA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Off icer  Positions: 0 11 0 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 2 0 0 
C iv i l i an  Positions: 0 76 0 10 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD t o  NDU WASHINGTON, DC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Off icer  Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l i an  Positions: 0 146 0 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 97 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD t o  BASE X, XX 

1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Off icer  Positions: 0 0 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 
C iv i l i an  Positions: 0 0 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 3 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1W5, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC INDIAN HEAD, HD 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: NAUC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

Total O f f i ce r  Enployees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avail: 
Total Base Facilit iescKSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 i s t ed  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate (S/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: NSUC CRANE, IN 

Total O f f i ce r  Enployees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avail: 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: NSWC DAHLGREN, VA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ens  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 
O f f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 i s t ed  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (%/Year): 
Conmumications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
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: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Cotnwnications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Sh 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: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat (S/Visi t): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Sh 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: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnwrications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 4 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA508\R&D-MI N. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: UPNSTA YORKTOUN, VA 

Total Of f i ce r  Enployees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: NDU WASHINGTON, DC 

Total O f f i ce r  Enployees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not M i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facilit iesCKSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

Name: BASE X, XX 

Total O f f i ce r  Enployees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avail: 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA (S/Mont h) : 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comrrrnications (%/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (%/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Sh 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: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (%/Year): 
Connumications (%/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat (S/Vi s i  t) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

25,676 
0 

50,299 
58,359 

609 
1.04 

0 
0 

20.9% 
XXXXST 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-M1N.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (a): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Non-Mi LCon Reqd(W): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 0 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%I: 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoibrc(SK): 7,259 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 2,586 

Name: NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Yon-Mi [Con Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (OK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(W0: 
Procurement Avoidrc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

Name: NSUC CRANE, IN 

1-Time U n i q w  Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 21,512 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 50 50 50 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 

7,100 7,650 7,450 26,400 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDom: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 1,298 29 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1 999 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 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 6 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (OK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lcon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fern Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAHPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: WPNSTA YORKTWN, VA 

I-Time Unique Cost (OK): 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Yon-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Hisc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

Name: NDU UASHINGTON, DC 

I-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 25 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% OX 0% 0% 
OX 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
35 0 0 0 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RgD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X, XX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Ui lCon Reqd(SK) : 
Act i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fern Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAUPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDom(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 98 1 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

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

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

Descript ion - - - - - - - - - - - -  
OTHER OPS 
ADM I N 
SUPPLY/STORAGE 
ROT&E 
AMMO STORAGE 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROPELLANT/CHEM PIT 
AMMO EXPL TOXIC LAB 
STD-BY GENERATOR 
HAZ WASTE TREAT FAC 

Categ - - - - -  
OPERA 
ADMIN 
STORA 
RDT&E 
M S  
MINT 
OPERA 
RDTBE 
OPERA 
OPERA 

Name: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 

Neu MilCon - - - - - - - - - -  
19,085 
15,905 

110,107 
43,812 
66,513 

1 
80,515 
12,203 

336 
7,863 

Rehab MiLCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
14,859 
2,198 
3,270 

Descr ip t ion Categ Neu MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
SIM OEDSIG/DEV LAB RDT&E 25,500 0 3,736 
U/W WARHEADS RDT&E 0 18,000 1,319 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NDW WASHINGTON, DC 

Descript ion Categ New MiLCon Rehab MiLCon Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
SEEADSA ADMIN 0 26,172 1,642 

Name: BASE X, XX 

Descr ip t ion - - - - - - - - - - - -  
OTHER OPS 
ADMlN 
SUPPLY/STORAGE 
RDTBE 
AMMO STORAGE 
SCIF 
NUC INCIDENT TECH CT 
MUNITIONS DISASSEMBL 
RADIOGRAPHY LAB 
MAGNETMETER TEST FA 
ANTENNA TEST RANGE 
MAGNETIC TEST RANGE 
MAINTENANCE 

Categ - - - - -  
OPERA 
ADM I N 
STORA 
ROTBE 
M S  
RDTBE 
RDTBE 
AMHOS 
RDTBE 
RDTBE 
RDTBE 
RDTBE 
MINT 

New MilCon - - - - - - - - - -  
2,961 

37,900 
21,234 
48,615 
11,752 
11,954 
32,000 
11,200 
3,052 
1,700 

0 
0 

18,173 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 71 .70% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 60.10% 
En l i s ted  Housing M i  [Con: 98.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 76,781.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,925.00 
Enl is ted Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,251.00 
Avg Unenploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unenployment El igibiLi ty(Ueeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  SaLary(S/Year): 54,694.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Ret i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Ret i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF1: 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1 .00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab M i  lCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 

Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1,272 
4,600 

11,000 
1,500 

900 
500 

1,000 
0 

Civ Ear ly  Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs (S): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimkrrse 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: 
M i  lCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation 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: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COERA508\R&-M1N.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assi$ned PersoncLb): 710 
HHG Per Of f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Enploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack 8 Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle(S/Mile): 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mile): 3.38 
WV Reimkrrsement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/Tour): 3.763.00 
One-Time Off  PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 1,403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y 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  
C m i c a t i o n s  Fac i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Envirormental 

un - - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 1 

Category Un - - - - - - - - - - s/uM - - - -  
Optional Category A ( 1 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( 1 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( 1 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( 1 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Opt iona lca tegory1  ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( 1 0 
Optional Category L ( 1 0 
Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Optional Category N ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( 0 
Optional Category P ( ) 0 
OptionalCategoryQ ( ) 0 
Optional Category R ( 1 0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA508\R&D-MI N . CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1 999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
41,921,050 
31,429,363 
36,179,884 
-6,113,368 
29,637,025 
-8,112,122 

-42,953,681 
-41,804,069 
-40,685,225 
-39,596,326 
-38,536,570 
-37,505,178 
-36,501,390 
-35,524,467 
-34,573,690 
-33,648,360 
-32,747,796 
-31,871,334 
-31,018,330 
-30,188,156 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 1/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Depertment : MAW 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

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

Total - Construction 

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

Total - Persomel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

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

Total - Moving 

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

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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

Total One-Time Costs 280,169,885 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 72,459,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 81,216 
Land Sales 0 
One-T ime Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 72,540,216 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Net One-Time Costs 207,629,670 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 6 .08)  - Page 2/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

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

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenpl oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi 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 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 102,571,640 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

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

Total One-Time Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 30,031,424 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/8 
Data As Of 13: 10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA508\R&D-HI N. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, CA 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

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

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  R I F  
C i v i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

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

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Costs 1,356,000 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 1,356,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 117,358,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net --Time Costs 117,358,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF .SFF 

Base: NSUC CRANE, IN 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

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

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unerrpl oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi 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 
Freight 
one-~ime Moving costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 0 

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

Total One-Time Savings 

Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 5/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995. Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC DAHLGREN, VA 
(ALL values i n  Dol lars)  

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

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

Total - Construction 

Persomel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdoun 

Total - Overhead 

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

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

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

Total One-Time Costs 

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

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-Tim Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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



OWE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/8 
Data As O f  13:10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: UPNSTA YORKTOUN, VA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

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

Total - Construction 

Persowel  
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated Mi L i t a r y  PCS 
Unempl oymen t 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

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

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 25,000 

Total - Other 25,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 25,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 25,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\RgD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NDU UASHINGTON, DC 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - - 
Construction 

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

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenpl oyrnent 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdoun 

Total - Overhead 

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

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 

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

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
FamiLy Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 1,677,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 8/8 
Data As Of 13: 10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: BASE X, XX 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
1 nformat i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

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

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

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

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 1,181,000 
One-Time Unique Costs 75,000 

Total - Other 1,256,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 53,483,245 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-T ime Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envi rotmental Mi t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

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

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 53,483,245 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA508\N95DBOF .SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 - - - - -  (OK)----- - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 46,313 30,363 
Fam Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 
om 

C I V  SALARY 
Civ R I F  43 469 
Civ Retire 10 172 

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 0 848 
POV Miles 0 63 
Home Purch 0 2,232 
HHG 0 1,381 
Misc 0 129 
House Hunt 0 695 
PPS 20 1 518 
RITA 0 1,111 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 85 
Freight 0 37 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr iv ing 0 0 

Unemployment 6 69 
OTHER 
Program Plan 3,702 2,776 
Shutdown 29 677 
Neu Hire 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
HHG 0 53 
Misc 0 9 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 9 61 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envirormental 200 0 
In fo  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 35 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 50,514 41,785 

Total - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWClH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAN HOUSE OPS 
OBH 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 50,514 44,569 59,266 21,266 86,044 49,979 31 1,637 

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

M I  LCON 
Fern Housing 

OBH 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Enviromtental 
?-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(%)----- 
FAN HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 8,020 11,834 20,547 27,988 52,559 59,396 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  - Page 3/24 
Data As O f  13: 10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\195DBOF.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (OK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (OK)----- 
FAM HOUSE WS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A l l ou  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

-3,991 
1,290 

0 
0 

-65,469 
0 

-7,344 
- 261 

0 
-563 

0 
0 

-76,337 

131,292 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 42,493 32,735 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, FID 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1 996 - - - - -  (SKI----- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 
om 

CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 43 
Civ Ret i re  10 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
Hwse Hunt 0 
PPS 201 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr iv ing  0 

Unemp 1 oyment 6 
OTHER 

Program Plan 3,702 
Shutdoun 29 
New Hires 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 9 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 4,000 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MI 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - - ( $K ) - - - - -  - - - -  
F M  HOUSE OPS 0 
OBn 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 4,000 11,387 9,157 11,430 26,360 40,237 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (OK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

o&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirormental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (OK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&n 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
Hwse Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, IID 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON - 7,259 
Fam Housing 0 

oBM 
Civ Retir/RIF 52 
Civ Moving 291 
Other 3,737 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 9 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental 0 
In fo  Manage 0 
I-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME -3,258 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

-10,761 
-22,589 

0 
0 

- 65,469 
0 

-7,344 
-1,078 

0 
- 563 

0 
0 

~107,805 

-n,m 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-5,168 
-16,399 

0 
0 

-35,770 
0 

-2,898 
-227 

0 
-413 

0 
0 

-60,874 

-60,874 TOTAL NET COST -4,020 -447 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NAWC WPM 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (OK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

oBM 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing  

Ut-m-@ oyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
Neu Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
E l  im PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

CHINA LAKE, 
1996 Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 8/24 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&-MIN.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\N%DBOF .SFF 

Base: NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, CA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1 996 1997 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
086( 
RPMA 0 0 
BOS 0 973 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMWS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House A1 Lou 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 973 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 39,941 31,337 48,254 5,413 4,297 4,159 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SKI- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

086( 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirormental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  
--..-- 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
086( 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RBD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NAUC WPN CHINA LAKE, 
ONE-TIME NET 1 996 - - - - -  (SKI-----  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 39,941 
Fam Housing 0 

ogn 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 39,941 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)-----  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBn 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAHPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House ALLOW 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 39,941 31,337 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 10/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC CRANE, 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (SK)- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  Lcou 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

o&n 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RlFs 
Civ  R e t i r e  

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

FRE 1 GHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unenp 1 oyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 11/24 
Data As Of 13: 10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&O-MIN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC CRANE, IN 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 - - - - -  (OK)----- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
OBM 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
U n i q w  Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (OK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OBM 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI- - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95OBOF .SFF 

Base: NSUC CRANE, IN 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 - - - - -  (SKI-----  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
F m  Housing 0 

o&n 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi rormental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
I-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE - T I ME 0 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (OK)----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ.Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A l lou  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 13/24 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 417 
Fern Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

o&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Ret i re  0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
Home Purch , 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House H u n t  0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr iv ing  0 

Unenpl oyment 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
New Hires 0 
I-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1 - T i m e  Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 417 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/24 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
08M 

RPMA -0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House A1 low 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR - 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 417 -0 

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

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OgM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environnental 
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAl L REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 15/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWClH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC DAHLGREN, 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (OK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M l  LCON 
Fam Housing 

ogM 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A1 Lon 

OTHER 
Procurerent 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 16/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUClH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: UPNSTA YORKTOUN, VA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

o&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Re t i re  0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Mi les 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Fre ight  0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr i v ing  0 

Unerrpl oyment 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
New Hires 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Mi les 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 

OTHER 
E l im PCS 0 .  

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 17/24 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RBD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: WNSTA YORKTWN, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  
FAM HWSE OPS 0 
o8n 

RPHA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SKI- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

08H 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o8n 

RPHA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 18/24 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RgD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: WPNSTA YORKTOWN, VA 
ONE-TIME NET 1 996 - - - - -  (SK)-- - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
om 
Civ Retir /RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)-----  
F M  HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House ALlou 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

0 
587 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
84 

0 
0 
0 
0 

671 

671 TOTAL NET COST 0 612 637 671 671 671 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 19/24 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NDU UASHINGTON, OC 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 1,642 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

OBn 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ R e t i r e  0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Mi les 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREl GHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr i v ing  0 

Unemployment 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
New Hires 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 
POV Mi les 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1,642 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 20/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RgD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NOW WASHINGTON, DC 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SKI-----  - - - -  
FM HOUSE OPS 0 
om 
RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 1,642 1,233 1,198 1,198 1,198 1,198 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SKI-----  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
om 

I-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

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

TOTAt ONE-TIME 

Tota l  - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)-----  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q w  Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 21/24 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NDU WASHINGTON, DC 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 1,642 
Fam Housing 0 

o&H 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental 0 
In fo  Manage 0 
I-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1,642 

Total - - - - -  

0 

0 
0 
0 

35 
0 

1,677 

Total - - - - -  
0 

0 
5,989 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
ogM 
RPHA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
M I L  PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 1,642 1,233 1,198 1,198 1,198 1,198 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 22/24 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-M1N.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: BASE X, XX 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

ogn 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ R e t i r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdoun 
New Hires 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 23/24 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF .SFF 

Base: BASE X, XX 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 - - - - -  (OK)----- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
om 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House AtLou 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 4,512 0 0 0 50,527 2,292 

ONE - T I ME SAVES - - - - -  (OK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fern Housing 

08M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirormental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPM 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 24/24 
Data As Of 13: 10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N%DBOF.SFF 

Base: BASE X, XX 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

o&n 
Civ Retir /RlF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Tirne Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI-----  
FAM HWSE OPS 
o&n 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 4,512 0 0 0 50,527 2,292 

Total - - - - -  

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08)  
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RgD-MlN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base - - - -  
NSWC INDIAN HEAD 
NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE 
NSUC CRANE 
NSWC DAHLGREN 
UPNSTA YORKTOUN 
NDW WASHINGTON 
BASE X 

Base - - - -  
NSWC INDIAN HEAD 
NAUC WPN CHINA LAKE 
NSWC CRANE 
NSWC'DAHLGREN 
WPNSTA YORKTOWN 
NDW WASHINGTON 
BASE X 

Base - - - -  
NSWC INDIAN HEAD 
NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE 
NSWC CRANE 
NSWC DAHLGREN 
WPNSTA YORKTOWN 
NDW WASHINGTON 
BASE X 

Personnel 
Change %Change - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
-2,560 -100% 

701 13% 
11 0% 

252 6% 
99 4% 

146 3% 
323 1 % 

RPMA(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

,5,168,000 -100% 2,019 
780,002 8% 1,113 

0 0% 0 
1 53,383 1% 609 

0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

1,631,641 6% 5,051 

RPMABOS( $1 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - * - - -  - - - - - - -  

-21,566,639 -102% 8,424 
4,121,283 7% 5,879 

0 0% 0 
1,421,357 3% 5,640 

586,776 2% 5,927 
1,197,822 1% 8,204 
1,831,049 2% 5,669 

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

-2,586,000 -100% 1.010 
356,340 9% 508 

0 0% 0 
25,500 1% 101 

0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

200,541 7% 621 

BOS(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-16,398,639 -100% 6,406 
3,341,281 7% 4,766 

0 0% 0 
1 ,267,973 3% 5,032 

586,776 2% 5,927 
1,197,822 1% 8,204 

199,407 0% 617 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTlON ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 1/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RBD-HlN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  OK 

Base Name - - - - - - - - - 
NSUC INDIAN HEAD 
NAUC WN CHINA LAKE 
NSUC CRANE 
NSUC DAHLGREN 
UPNSTA YORKTOWN 
NDU UASHINGTON 
BASE X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 

Tota l  
Mi \Con - - - - - -  

0 
116,002 

0 
5,055 

0 
1,642 

52,227 - - - - - - - - - - -  
174,926 

IMA 
Cost - - - -  

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

Land 
Purch - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

. - - - - - - -  - 
0 

cost 
Avoid - - - - -  

-72,459 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

. - - - - - - - - - -  
-72,459 

Total 
cost - - - - -  

-72,459 
116,002 

0 
5,055 

0 
1,642 

52,227 - - - - - - - - -  
102,467 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2/8 
Data As O f  13:10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

A l l  Costs i n  SK 
M i  lCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 
Total Construction Cost: 0 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 72,459 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : -72,459 

* A l l  Mi lcon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 3/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R@-WIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF .SFF 

MiLCon for  Base: NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

A l l  Costs i n  SK 
M i  [Con 

Description: Categ - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
OTHER OPS OPERA 
ADMIN ADMIN 
SUPPLY/STORAGE STORA 
RDT&E RDTPE 
AMMO STORAGE A W S  
ENVIRONMENTAL MAINT 
PROPELLANT/CHEM PIT OPERA 
AMMO EXPL TOXIC LAB RDT&E 
STD-BY GENERATOR OPERA 
HAZ WASTE TREAT FAC OPERA 

Using 
Rehab - - - - -  
8,050 
1,500 

0 
26,390 

0 
0 

24,745 
24,592 

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

Rehab 
cost* - - - - -  

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/ a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/ a 

, - - - - - -  

New 
M i  lCon - - - - - - 
19,085 
15,905 

110,107 
43,812 
66,513 

1 
80,515 
12,203 

336 
7,863 - - - - - - - - - - -  

New 
cost* - - - - -  

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/ a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/ a 
n/a 
n/a - - - - - - - - - 

Total 
cost* - - - - - 

14,859 
2,198 
3,270 

33,848 
13,303 
3,360 

29,549 
14,738 

44 
833 

, - - - - - - - -  

Total Construction Cost: 116,002 
+ In fo  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL: 116,002 

* ALL MilCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 4/8 
Data As O f  13:10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N%DBOF.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 

A l l  Costs i n  SK 
M i  LCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MiLCon Cost* Cost* - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
SlM DEDSIG/DEV LAB RDT&E 0 n/a 25,500 n/a 3,736 
U/U WARHEADS RDTLE 18,000 n/a 0 n/a 1,319 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 5,055 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL: 5,055 

* ALL MilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where appl icable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/8 
Data As Of 13:10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Milcon f o r  Base: NDU UASHINGTON, DC 

ALL Costs i n  SK 

Description: - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
SEEADSA - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

M i  lCon 
Categ - - - - -  
ADMlN - - - - - - - - - -  

Using 
Rehab - - - - -  

26,172 - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Rehab 
cost* - - - - -  

n/ a - - - - - - - - - - -  

New 
M i  lCon - - - - - -  

0 
- - - - - - - *  

New Total 
cost* cost* - - - - -  - - - - -  

n/a 1,642 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Total Construction Cost: 1,642 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL: 1,642 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/8 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MlN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Milcon f o r  Base: BASE X, XX 

A l l  Costs i n  SK 
M i  lCon 

Description: Categ - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
OTHER OPS OPERA 
ADMIN ADMIN 
SUPPLY/STORAGE STORA 
RDT&E RDTPE 
AMMO STORAGE W S  
S C l F  RDTBE 
NUC INCIDENT TECH CT RDTBE 
MUNITIONS DISASSEMBL AMMOS 
RADIOGRAPHY LAB RDT&E 
MAGNETCWETER TEST FA RDTBE 
ANTENNA TEST RANGE RDTBE 
MAGNETIC TEST RANGE RDTBE 
MAINTENANCE M I N T  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Using Rehab New New Total 
Rehab Cost* M i  lCon Cost* Cost* - - - - -  - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 2,961 559 559 
0 0 37,900 7,927 7,927 
0 0 21,234 3,394 3,394 
0 0 48,615 13,226 13,226 
0 0 11,752 3,197 3,197 
0 n/a 11,954 n/a 1,272 
0 n/a 32,000 n/a 4,600 
0 n/a 11,200 n/a 11,000 
0 n/a 3,052 n/a 1,500 
0 n/a 1,700 n/a 900 
1 n/a o n/a 500 
1 n/a 0 n/a 1,000 
0 0 18,173 3,152 3,152 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 52,227 
+ In fo  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 52,227 

A1 1 M i  lCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\R&D-WIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i  1 ian  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

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

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
364 1442 

25 105 
12 53 
37 157 
15 64 

275 1063 
89 379 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 433 200 311 134 364 1442 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 330 133 202 134 295 1094 
Neu C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 103 67 109 0 69 348 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 2 35 31 41 16 77 202 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 2 22 18 25 15 46 128 
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  13 36 65 60 94 311 579 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 103 67 109 0 69 348 

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

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

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



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&O-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  1 i an Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
364 1442 

25 105 
12 53 
37 157 
15 64 

275 1063 
89 379 

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

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 2 35 31 41 16 77 202 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 2 22 18 25 15 46 128 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 13 36 65 60 94 311 579 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

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

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



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/8 
Data As Of 13: 10 04/20/1595, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NSUClH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RgD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NAWC UPN CHINA LAKE, CA Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 200 200 300 0 0 700 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 128 133 192 0 0 453 
Neu C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 72 6 7 1 0 8  0 0 247 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVlLlAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 72 6 7 1 0 8  0 0 247 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C iv i  1 ian  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

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



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 4/8 
Data As Of 13:10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-M1N.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC CRANE, IN Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

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

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

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL ClVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 5 0 0 0 0  5 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C iv i  t i a n  Turnover, and C iv i  Lians Not 
U i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable for  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

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



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 5/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Moving ( the  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 1 134 117 252 
Civ i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 1 1 3 4 1 1 7  252 
Neu C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

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

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



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : MAW 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RBD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: WPNSTA YORKTOUN, VA Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 1.O.OOX 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 76 0 10 0 0 86 
Civ i l i ans  Moving 0 5 0 0 9 0 0 5 9  
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 2 6 0 1  0 0 2 7  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R l T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 2 6 0 1  0 0 2 7  

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

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



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 7/8 
Data As Of 13: 10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\RgD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N%DBOF.SFF 

Base: NDU UASHINGTON, DC Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

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

CIVILlAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 1 4 6  0 0 0 0 146 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 146 0 0 0 0 146 
Neu C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
T O T A L C l V I L I A N P R l O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

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

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



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/8 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: BASE X, XX Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Moving ( the  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 247 247 
Civ i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 178 178 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 6 9 6 9  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 6 9 6 9  

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

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



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 13:10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC INDIAN HEAD, HD 

Pers Moved I n  
Year Total Percent - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
1 996 0 0.00% 
1997 0 0.00% 
1998 0 0.00% 
1 999 0 0.00% 
2000 0 0.00% 
2001 0 0.00% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
TOTALS 0 0.00% 

Base: NAWC UPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

Pers Moved In 
Year Total Percent - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
1996 0 0.00% 
1997 200 28.53% 
1998 200 28.53% 
1999 300 42.80% 
2000 0 0.00% 
2001 1 0.14% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
TOTALS 70 1 100.00% 

Base: NSWC CRANE, IN 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved I n  
Total Percent 

M i  lCon 
TimePhase 

Mi \Con 
TimePhase - - - - - - - - -  

28.53% 
28.53% 
42.80% 

0.00% 
0.14% 
0.00% - - - - - - - - - 

100.00% 

M i  l C o n  
TimePhase - - - - - - - - - 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% - - - - - - - - -  

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Elirninated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 

Pers Moved Out/ELirninated ShutDn 
Total Percent T imephase - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/ELirninated 
Total Percent - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 

ShutDn 
TimePhase - - - - - - - - -  

16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% - - - - - - - - - 

100.00% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  13: 10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers 
Tota l  - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
1 

134 
117 

Moved I n  
Percent - - - - - - -  
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.40% 
53.17% 
46.43% - - - - - - -  
100.00% 

Base: UPNSTA YORKTOUN, VA 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved I n  
Tota l  Percent 

Base: NDU UASHINGTON, DC 

Pers 
Year Tota l  - - - -  - - - - -  
1996 0 
1997 146 
1998 0 
1 999 0 
2000 0 
2001 0 - - - - -  
TOTALS 146 

Moved I n  
Percent 

M i  lCon 
T i  mephase - - - - - - - - - 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.40% 
53.17% 
46.43% 
0.00% - - - - - - - - -  

100.00% 

M i  [Con 
TimePhase 

M i  lCon 
TimePhase - - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% - - - - - - - - -  

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Tota l  Percent Timephase - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/El iminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 

Pers Moved Out/El iminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 100.00% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 13:10 04/20/1W5, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\RgD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: BASE X, XX 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved I n  
Total Percent - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

323 100.00% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
323 100.00% 

M i  [Con 
TimePhase - - - - - - - - - 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 

Pers Moved Out/ELiminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA 6.08) 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\RBD-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

40 115 0 2,608 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
En1 i s t ed  - 1 0 0 0 0 0 - 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  -203 0 0 0 0 0 -203 
TOTAL - 203 0 0 0 0 0 -203 

BASE POPULATION (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s t ed  Students C iv i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

4 1 114 0 2,405 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l ians 0 200 200 300 0 0 700 
TOTAL 0 200 200 300 0 1 70 1 

To Base: NSUC CRANE, IN 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t ed  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 0 11 0 0 0 0 11 
TOTAL 0 11 0 0 0 0 11 

To Base: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 0 0 1 134 117 252 
TOTAL 0 0 0 1 134 117 252 

To Base: UPNSTA YORKTWN, 
1996 - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 
En l i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

To Base: NDU WASHINGTON, 
1996 - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 
En1 i s t ed  0 
Students 0 
C iv i  l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

VA 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
11 0 0 0 0 11 
2 0 0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

76 0 10 0 0 86 
89 0 10 0 0 99 

DC 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN-CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

To Base: BASE X, XX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 12 12 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 64 64 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 0 0 0 0 247 247 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 323 323 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of  NSUC INDIAN HEAD, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 11 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 2 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 433 200 31 1 
TOTAL 0 446 200 31 1 

MD): 
2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 13 24 
0 64 66 
0 0 0 

1 34 364 1,442 
134 441 1,532 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  -2 - 6 0 0 0 - 9 -17 
Enl is ted 0 - 24 - 1 0 0 - 23 - 48 
C iv i  l i ens  -21 -60 -108 -100 -1  -364 -654 
TOTAL - 23 -90 -109 -100 -1 -396 -719 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED (No Salary Savings): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 0 0 0 -155 -154 -309 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 -155 -154 -309 

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

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s t ed  Students C iv i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

143 868 0 4,226 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l ians 0 200 200 300 0 0 700 
TOTAL 0 200 200 300 0 1 70 1 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE, CAI: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
En1 i s t ed  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l i ans  0 200 200 300 0 0 700 
TOTAL 0 200 200 300 0 1 70 1 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 is ted  Students Civi l iens - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

144 868 0 4,926 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NSUC CRANE, I N  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

14 83 0 3,256 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi l ians 0 11 0 0 0 0 11 
TOTAL 0 11 0 0 0 0 11 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  NSUC CRANE, 
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Off icers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civi l ians 0 11 0 
TOTAL 0 11 0 

IN ) :  
1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 11 
0 0 0 11 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i  l iens - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

14 83 0 3,267 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NSUC DAHLGREN, VA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 i sted Students Civ i l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1 68 443 67 3,297 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 0 1 134 117 252 
TOTAL 0 0 0 1 134 117 252 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  NSUC DAHLGREN, VA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 is ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l iens 0 0 0 1 134 117 252 
TOTAL 0 0 0 1 134 117 252 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 13:10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\R&D-M1N.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Act ion): 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1 68 443 67 3,549 

PERSONNEL W A R Y  FOR: UPNSTA YORKTOUN, VA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students C i v i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

54 926 6 1,225 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NSUC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 11 0 0 0 0 11 
En1 i s t ed  0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l i ans  0 76 0 10 0 0 86 
TOTAL 0 89 0 10 0 0 99 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 
Enl is ted 0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

( I n t o  UPNSTA YORKTOWN, VA): 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s t ed  Students C i v i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

65 928 6 1,311 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NDU UASHINGTON, DC 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s t ed  Students C i v i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - a -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

464 881 0 3,878 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NSYC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 146 0 0 0 0 146 
TOTAL 0 146 0 0 0 0 146 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  NDU UASHINGTON, DC): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l i ans  0 146 0 0 0 0 146 
TOTAL 0 146 0 0 0 0 146 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 13: 10 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWCIH 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MIN .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

BASE POWLATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

464 881 0 4,024 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X, XX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 is ted  Students Civ i  l iens - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

2,787 37,589 78 3,468 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NSWC INDIAN HEAD, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - --- - - - -  - - - - -  
Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 12 12 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 64 64 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 0 0 0 247 247 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 323 323 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  BASE X, XX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 12 12 
En1 is ted  0 0 0 0 0 64 64 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians 0 0 0 0 0 247 247 
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 323 323 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:lO 04/20/1995, Report Created 14:32 05/02/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NSUCIH 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\R&D-MlN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\N95DBOF.SFF 

Net Change(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - * - -  

-549 -575 -1,190 -175 -1,481 -3,991 -2,603 
2,304 1,185 1,416 -74 -3,461 1,290 -9,805 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTALCHANGES -101 1,755 611 226 -250 -4,942 -2,701-12,408 
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

MAY 2 I995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I was concerned to hear of both the content and temper of the remarks by the General 
Accounting Office during the Commission hearing on April 17th. Although some of the technical 
points raised by the GAO in their report are valid, it appears they have overstated their case. I do 
not wish to offer a point-by-point rebuttal, but I will offer some general observations about the 
GAO assessment. 

Contrary to the repeated assertions of GAO officials, the Air Force process, deliberations, 
and rationale are very well documented. First, minutes of the Base Closure Executive Group 
capture not only its deliberations, but also a synopsis of my decisions and my rationale. 

The GAO's assertion of a lack of documentation relates to the voting of the Executive 
Group members on the placement of bases into tiers within categories. This tiering process 
follows a very detailed analysis of each base within a category using a combination of 
mathematical and statistical calculations. Specific measures or statistical analyses were applied to 
a large number of subelements under five (Criteria I, 11, 111, VII, and VIII) of the eight DoD 
criteria and then rolled up mathematically to a single grade for each criterion using specific 
weights or standard deviation methodology. In addition, for each base within a category 
mathematical calculations were used to establish the financial aspects and economic impact under 
Criteria TV, V, md VI. IJsing this information, the thirteen individual members of the Executive 
Group, representing years of experience in a wide range of functional areas, applied their 
judgment in voting. This tiering is not, of course, the end of analysis, but the beginning, as it 
serves to focus detailed analysis of individual bases. While the GAO prefers a mathematical 
ranking of bases, it recognizes the importance of applying military judgment to that ranking. This 
is exactly what the Air Force did. 

The other deficiencies noted by the GAO related to Kirtland AFB and the depot down- 
sizing recommendation are, as you know, being addressed with your staff. I understand that your 
staff was provided updated information on the Technical Repair Center consolidations. Our site 
survey teams are refining the cost data, and this refined information will be provided as soon as 
our internal process is complete. 



It is my fm conviction that the Air Force process is sound, fair, and well-documented. I 
and my staff are ready to provide any information needed to support your important review. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

- *  *>. .,. . 

May 12, 1995 

Mr. Jack P. Cornell 
Executive Director, W 2000 
P.O. Box 2000 
Ridgecrest, California 93 5 56 

Dear Mr. ConneU: 

Thank you for your letter recommending the consolidation of all energetic 
materials science and technology at NAWC China Lake. I certainly understand your 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided concerning NAWC China 
Lake will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your contacting the Commission expressing you interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and look forward to working with you in the firture. 

Sincerely, 
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON I 
WASHINGTON DC 20301 -3000 

ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMTS. ' ; ION 

SUBJECT: LOGSASs Arms Control Implementat ion ~i ss ion  

My office is responsible for ovcrsiyht. w i t 1 1  i n the POD u l  Ct~c. 
Department's implement.dtion of, and compl ii~r~c:c> w i t h ,  ~lrrns co11t.r < ) I  

agreements. The Army ' s  Logistics Support. A c t .  ivi ty Mc\ jor. Tt r t l n  

~nformation Center (LOGSA M I I C )  has h c t n  intimate Ly I r lvo  l vc,tl 111 

the development of the inf onnntiorl systems desicjnc!cj t . o  c>rlL;ure USG 
compliance with conventional force arms c011t.r.c) 1 ncqre~ments slncc 
1989. Because the preponderance of data t h d t  the USG has to 
report annually (and more frequently as changes trigger othcr 
reporting requirements) for the Conventional Armed Forces in 
Europe (CFE) Treaty, and the Organization for Cooperation d n t i  
security in Europe's (OSCE) Confidence and Secur-ity RuiLdinq 
Measures (CSBM) concerns Army equipment, 1,OGSA was y i v c n  the 
mission to develop an equipment data base to support a l l  Don 
reporting for those agreements. 

In 1993, through coordination with the A r n ~ y ,  I,o(;:;A' L; a r m s  
control data mission w a s  expanded so that L,o(;';A t)c.c.,.irnc the a g e n c y  
tasked to provide direct support to the O f f i c c  of the Secretary 
of Defense (OSD) in conventional arnls control matters d c ! , - ~ l ~ n q  
with data bases and data base mdnaqement. Since t h ~ t  t . i m c : ,  LOCSA 
has advised this office and represented the DoD at variou:; i + r m s  
control fora addressing data, data bases, and thc dc?vt!loprncnt of 
information systems to support arms control reporting provis~ons. 
LOGSA is the OSD expert resource in such matters. A d d i t . i o n n l l y ,  
as the USG has agreed to other arms control measu re s ,  such as the 
OSCE' s Global Exchange of Military 1nfomat.iun (CEM1)  Aq t cc:~ncr~t., 
and t h e  United Nation's T r a n s p a r e n c y  in Armaments (TTA) Mcbctsure, 
LOGSA has been developing the data transfer rnt?chanisms to suppor- t  
those reporting requirements as well. 

A s  the RRAC considers base closure issue?; rt!ldLc:d to 
Letterkenny Army Depot, 1 would like to polr~t out i l l  l t ~ c .  
strongest terms possible, the absolute UaD and U S G  need t v  r c > r n , ~ i r l  
in compliance with the arms agreements t_o which  we a r e  par t.y. 
The capability 1,OGSA currently p r o v i d e s  in s u p p o r t  o l  c:qulprncr~t  
report.ing requirements cannot be e a s i  1 y p ~ 3 i ; ~ ; e d  o f f  to ot t l c 5 r  
organizations or to personnel n o t  coqrlizant of the nnlllt!rolr., , 3 r m q ;  



control measures. Because of the c o n s t a n t  e x c h d n y c  of views and 
coordination needs, it is equally important t h a t  t h e i r  capability 
be m a i n t a i n e d  in proximity of Washington, D.C. 

/- 

Mary Margaret Evans 
Office of Arms Control, 
Implementation and Comp 1 i anca  
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ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3000 

May 3, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION 

SUBJECT: LOGSA1s Arms Control Implementation Mission 

My office is responsible for oversight within the DOD of the 
Department's implementation of, and compliance with, arms control 
agreements. The Army's Logistics Support Activity Major Item 
Information Center (LOGSA MIIC) has been intimately involved in 
the development of the information systems designed to ensure USG 
compliance with conventional force arms control agreements since 
1989. Because the preponderance of data that the USG has to 
report annually (and more frequently as changes trigger other 
reporting requirements) for the Conventional Armed Forces in 
Europe (CFE) Treaty, and the Organization for Cooperation and 
Security in Europe's (OSCE) Confidence and Security Building 
Measures (CSBM) concerns Army equipment, LOGSA was given the 
mission to develop an equipment data base to support all DoD 
reporting for those agreements. 

In 1993, through coordination with the Army, LOGSA8s arms 
control data mission was expanded so that LOGSA became the agency 
tasked to provide direct support to the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense (OSD) in conventional arms control matters dealing 
with data bases and data base management. Since that time, LOGSA 
has advised this office and represented the DoD at various arms 
control fora addressing data, data bases, and the development of 
information systems to support arms control reporting provisions. 
LOGSA is the OSD expert resource in such matters. Additionally, 
as the USG has agreed to other arms control measures, such as the 
OSCE1s Global Exchange of Military Information (GEMI) Agreement, 
and the United Nation's Transparency in Armaments (TIA) Measure, 
LOGSA has been developing the data transfer mechanisms to support 
those reporting requirements as well. 

As the BRAC considers base closure issues related to 
Letterkenny Army Depot, I would like to point out in the 
strongest terms possible, the absolute DoD and USG need to remain 
in compliance with the arms agreements to which we are party. 
The capability LOGSA currently provides in support of equipment 
reporting requirements cannot be easily passed off to other 
organizations or to personnel not cognizant of the numerous arms 



control measures. Because of the constant exchange of views and 
coordination needs, it is equally important that their capability 
be maintained in proximity of Washington, D.C. 

Mary Margaret Evans 
Office of Arms Control, 
~mplementation and Compliance 
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AFMC Change in  Instrun~ents/Displays 

The main issue was the "savings" aclueved by using the OC-ALC revised yield of 16 15 
hours per PE. Secondarily, the COBRA analysis used all OC-AIL equipment as needing 
to be moved and recertified, when in reality, SM-ALC would only need a small portion of 

. 

the equipment because of underutilized, on-hand equipment Thus the COl3RA was 
grossly inflated towards OC-ALC. 

The AkMC Senior Business Planner's option, as approved by Gen Yates, shows that the 
change would require addtional square footage and capacity over the OSI> IIRAC 
recormnendation. Only the PEs shows a swing and that number is not validated by data 
or common sense. 

The OC-ALC data continuously changes: 

PEs Yield 
8 Dec 94 141 1982 
1 Mar 95 181 1459 
30 Mar 95 164 1615 

17 Nov 94, the OC-AL,C/LP cllief certified that 1,1P had 14 1 author-ized and 146 
assigned. 

23 Feb 95, OC-ALCEW certified that the historical G004C for TIPFE (a single K('('1, 
but the largest) had 127 PEs, while the ofical spread sheet had 130 Plls. The &or-klonci 
review yield for FY 96 was 1455, FY-97 was 146 1 and FY98 was 1/16 1 .  A supplenlcntal 
sheet stated that the yields ranged from 1844 to 1675. This would indicated very high Lrse 
of overtime, but the tables in the studies were without overtime. High yield; therefbre. 
must be due to high labor standards. 

G004C documents provided by OC-ALC/FMP to backup their claim of 16 15 yeld, shows 

the RCC effectiveness rates of 129%. This would indicate gressly inflated labor standards. 

The chart showing the PE changes with each iteration of the BRAC recomnlentltitions 
shows the growth in OC-ALC and WR-ALC PEs (i.e., decreasing losses under each 
option); SA-ALC remining relatively constant; while 0 0 - A L C  and SM-AI,C tak.irlg rriore 
and lnore o f  the cuts. The final impact on total DMBA nianpower as a result of the latcst 
recommendation is indicated by the per cent at the top of the chart - SM-ALC taking thc 
largest hits at I 1.2%. 

The option (00 workload to OC and SM workload to WR) wasn't even one of the. 
options studied by the Instrument/Displays team. 

The stated goal of the studies was to consolidate TRC: to single sites in order to ''pilrif'y" 

the TRC concept and to position AFMC in the post-BKAC cnvironr~~crlt. 'l'he selecteci 



option only consolidates the TRC to two sites, instead of the orignal single site as OST) 
recommendated. 

Yield comparisons between the ALCs is poor, at best, and only if truely used for iderltical 
workload and shop arrangements. That is not the case. DOD nlemorarldurn of 4 Dec 9.4 
states that the depot lack the data to perform comp~rative aalysis on cost basis for 
competition and; threfore, is prohibitted from public to public conlpetitions. The latest 
instrurnent/display recon~mendation i s  a direct result of public to public competilion. 

AFMC has had a policy of not permitting ALCs to compete against eachofher, but this is 
what was approved. The results of an A1.C to ALC competition on unauditahle cost data  
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-z: - b s m n t  TRC s t u d y ,  CC-A1.C m n m r  nuLhor-i i tdt iorc;  V ~ T : ; I I : .  

a s s i gn r r en t s .  

SOURCE: U n i t  ~ a n n i n g  documents 

METMOD: Totaled all ins-ont TRC authorizations and assigment.:;. 

.1,< .,"wr4 - - . . . 
CONCLUSION: ,giALC/LIP.has 14 ~'*autharizati;iN 'and 146 peoplc:ass i gnc~ l /  t . 0  -. . . 

the I~S&&;~S' THC ~ o r k l ~ a c i .  

I certify t h a t  t h e  above i n f o m t i o n ' i s  accurate and canqdetc t o  I tie t)oi:t oL 
my k n o ~ d e d y e  and b e h e f .  

PREPARER : - _ -  _-_- --I _ -- __ - ._ - 
CLXJJJE D.  BI ,=i rZL Jl? 
OC-ALC/LIPPFE E N  - 336-7219 

O R D I N A T I O N :  - - D R E :  - /7-27@- zy- 
P 

1 
TRC Focal P o i n t  Revieher: 

-4 pE.Y&yi< p-tr t , i ( /  

I c e r t i f y  t h a t  t h e  above information is accurate and c m m l r c r  to t h e  bt>?t of- 
my knowiedge and bef ie f .  

MAJCO"I REVEWER: DA'I'E : 
_ _ _ _ _ . _ I _ . - - _ -  
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PUfQOSE: Certification of OC-hI-C: In s tnm~en ta r io~ l  anti Display l ' R C  P ~ o s c ~ s  
Assessment, Resource Control Center @CC) Yield Rate  

SOURCE: FY94 Historical PLA G004C dated 10/14/94 
FY95 Retargets G004C dated 0 1/04/95 
FY96-98 Workload Review FY94-99 (FY96/97RES) G004C dated 05/23/94 

hlXTHOD: DPSH Yield Rate calculared by DPSH for IvITPFE divided b y  I"%. 

CONCLUS1ON: Yield Rate for MTPFE for thc  years FY94 through E'Y98 arc atr:tc.l~rd 

I certify that the attached information is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge arld belief. , D a t e :  0 7-1 -L?>/'q 5 Prepxlrer: / -.-- - - -- -- 

1 A TRC FOCAL POINT &- d &-3Pa A ig - ~ n i e : . ~ i p - ~ . &  ?..is, .- 

I cerrify that the anachcd idormat ion  I S  accurate and cnniplete ro the b e ~ [  of  rlly 

knowledge and belief. 





RCC Yield P3te 
hlTPFE 1075 
h m F A  1 3 5 2  
h.tTP1U 899 
r m c  I659 

RCC Yis!dRatc  
hfl-F'FE 1544 
h4Tt'i'x 966 
?42711> %'as no r  a riCC in FY93 
MTkYC 203 1 

RCC Ytck? Ratc 
m F X  1 7 7 8  
X ~ V F A  835 
MTPID Ws.: not 3 P.CC h, F Y Y 3  
?.ITPCC IS53 
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- -  
;!i ..-* - -. .. ' (:l(j a;:~ : (;:IF, 1 [I : LHL..~ [ EF'FH: :: :::~:(;:II::! F ~ j i :  

04/05 '85 0?:48 1D:L IA  FAX :91G-633-4436 

* *  I bslieve the PE Yi e l d  R a t e  for OC-ALC is o v c r r j t a t e d ,  
Lor tho following reaaonsr 

1 ) O C - A L C  h a 8  1 6 1  PE's d o i n g  T R C _ , I B ,  ~ o l , a t a d . ~ ~ o r k ,  
accord i -ng  .to them,, b u t  t h e  d p ~ p ~ ~ , ~ ~ o ~ ; ~ c ~ t l ~ ~ ~ f i ~ , ~ ~ j  

~~,0&6!2.1:~&1.?!?~~!.', sy~ 
2 )  T h e  d a t a  s u p p l i e d  to t h e  u u p p o r t  t h e  F n c r e e ~ e d  y i e l d  

a d d r e 6 s e d  a n  RCC n o t  i d e n t i f i e d  an an TRC 1 H  R C C .  

3 )  O C - A L C  atated t h e y  u a e d  o n e  p a r t i c u l a r  RCC t o  d e r i v e  
c h t i r  PC y i e l d  rate. It wan my u n d e r ? J t h n d i n g  t h a t  
an b v c r a g c  of a l l  R C C ' 6 ,  performing T R C  1 0  w o r k ,  
would be u s e d .  That's what wo d i d .  

OC-ALC datar m i n e d  t h e r e  is a C i r e c t  aorrelation in t h e  C O B R A  
M o d e l  b o t w e a n  favorahla outcomo a n d  a h i g h  PE Y i e l d ,  i . e . ,  
t h e  o u t c o m e  c a n  be s k e w e d  by inputing a h i g h  PE Yi e l d .  

A 8  a r4 B U l t  o f  r h i ~  a l l  t h e  o p t i o n s ,  o r i g i n ~ l l y  a Q r o 6 d  to b y  
the Team m e m b e r s ,  h a v e  hed  their outaomea c h a n g e d .  Toam 
membere ,  from t h e  o t h e r  ALC'a, h a v e  a l a o  e x p r e a s c d  t h a i r  
concern and a k e p t i c i a r n .  

.l Cost to ent a b l i s h  a 100,000 C l a o a  C l e a n  R o o m  o f  S 9 0 0 , D O O  
is n o t  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  SH-ALC. He currently h a v e  8 l O . o U 0  
Class a n d  a 300,000 Claae. w h i c h  c o n a i s t e n t . l y  o p e r s t . 0 8  a t  
less than 100,300 C l a s ~ .  I b e l i e v e  t .he  c o a t  o r  r n o d l f l c a n t i o n  
would be s i g n i f i u a n t l y  lower thon $900,000. 

* A a t a t e m c n t  i n  contained c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  nunhnr of  
b u i l d i n g a  we use to houea  t h e  Work and this w o u l d  b e  a 
detriment. First of a l l ,  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  b u i l d i n g a  q u o t e d  w n ~  

wrong and no whare was t h e r e  a stipulation on n u m b e r  o f  
b u i l d i n g a  to be u a a d .  

T h e  Important point to smphaeiza 1 6  t-ha r a c t  - we havo $vw 
ZQO.OO0, pauere feet ;  #Pace w _ L n  f o r  Xnstrument and 
Dieplay workload. Wa will, moat l i k e l y ,  not r e q u i r e  that 
amount t o  do t h e  w o r k ,  b u t  i f  we d o  nsed 1t - t h s n  it l a  
available. He will p e r f o r m  m o a t  o f  t h e  r e p a l r  I n  buildinga 
237, 2 4 1 A ,  242, and 2 5 1 .  
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1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

Mr. Arthur T. Valdez 
President, Local #220 
P.O. Box 60484 
Sacramento, California 95860 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Valdez: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission concerning the results of the 
Oklahoma City AFB TRC Air Logistics Center studies. I certainly understand your 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding the Air Force's Air 
Logistics Centers. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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